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Abstract

In this paper, we investigate a two-species competition model in a landscape

consisting of a finite number of adjacent patches. For the two-patch scenario, by

treating edge behavior at the interface as a strategy, it has been shown that there

exists an ideal free distribution (IFD) strategy, which is a globally evolutionarily

stable strategy. Specifically, when the resident species follows the IFD strategy

and the mutant species does not, the mutant species is unable to invade the

resident population. Building on this foundation, our work focuses on exploring

the dynamics of the system when neither species can adopt the IFD strategy.

We demonstrate that if the strategies of both species either exceed or fall below

the IFD strategy, the mutant species can outcompete and eliminate the resident

species, provided that its strategy is closer to the IFD strategy and its diffusion

rates are equal to or slower than those of the resident species. Furthermore, if

the strategies of the two species lie on opposite sides of the IFD strategy, the two

species can coexist. This result is further extended to the case of an arbitrary

but finite number of patches.

Keywords: global dynamics; invasion analysis; reaction-diffusion; edge behavior
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1 Introduction

Reaction-diffusion equations are often the framework of choice to model biological

invasions. For two competing species, it was demonstrated in [15, 24] that the species
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with a slower diffusion rate could outcompete and eliminate its faster counterpart if they

are identical except for their diffusion rates, and one can also refer to [25, 34, 37] and

references therein for the weak competition case in spatially heterogeneous environments.

As a result of habitat fragmentation, the landscape may comprise multiple patches.

By ignoring the spatial structure within each patch, discrete patch models (systems

of ordinary differential equations) can be used to model population dynamics. The

researchers also addressed questions similar to those studied in reaction-diffusion models.

For instance, one can refer to [9, 10, 11, 20, 24, 35, 54] and references therein for the

dynamics of two competing species.

Taking into account the spatial structure of patches, numerous experiments have

illustrated that there exists edge behavior of individuals, and individuals may have

movement preference at interfaces between patches [46, 47, 48, 49, 50]. The continuous

density conditions at interfaces were first proposed in [45] and [52] for finite and

infinite two-patch landscapes, respectively. Further and related studies can be found in

[12, 17, 39] and references therein.

The habitat preference of individuals can lead to density discontinuities at interfaces.

Building on this observation and the work of Ovaskainen and Cornell [44], Maciel and

Lutscher [41] first introduced the discontinuous density conditions and proposed the

following single-species reaction-diffusion model with two patches:

(u1)t = d1(u1)xx + r1u1(1−
u1
k1

), 0 < x < x1,

(u2)t = d2(u2)xx + r2u2(1−
u2
k2

), x1 < x < L,

u2(x
+
1 , t) = pu1(x

−
1 , t), d2(u2)x(x

+
1 , t) = d1(u1)x(x

−
1 , t),

(u1)x(0
+) = (u2)x(L

−) = 0.

(1.1)

(They also investigated an infinite landscape consisting of periodically alternating

patches of two types.) Here ui denotes the density of the species in patch i, di denotes

the diffusion coefficient in patch i, and ri and ki represent the intrinsic growth rate and

carrying capacity of the species, respectively. Moreover, p := (d1/d2)[α/(1− α)], where

α characterizes the patch preference at the interface x = x1. The density of the species

is discontinuous at the interface if p ≠ 1. Zaker et al. [59] showed that edge behavior

influences the shape of the steady state of model (1.1), and total biomass could exceed

total carrying capacity under certain conditions. Then Tchouaga and Lutscher [57]

studied another single-species model with Allee effect and found that bi-stability can

occur, characterized by two nonzero stable steady states. Moreover, one can refer to
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[1, 21, 22, 23, 42, 53] for propagation phenomena in reaction-diffusion models with edge

behavior.

There are also significant findings on two-species competition models similar to (1.1).

For a competition model in a one-dimensional infinite landscape, Maciel and Lutscher

[43] found that diffusion rate and patch preference influence competitive outcomes

through muti-scale analysis and homogenization. Then Maciel et al. [40] considered

the following model with n = 2:

(ui)t = di(ui)xx + riui

(
1− ui + vi

ki

)
, x ∈ Ωi, t > 0, i = 1, 2, · · · , n, (1.2a)

(vi)t = d̂i(vi)xx + rivi

(
1− ui + vi

ki

)
, x ∈ Ωi, t > 0, i = 1, 2, · · · , n, (1.2b)

ui+1(x
+
i , t) = piui(x

−
i , t), di+1(ui+1)x(x

+
i , t) = di(ui)x(x

−
i , t), t > 0, (1.2c)

vi+1(x
+
i , t) = p̂ivi(x

−
i , t), d̂i+1(vi+1)x(x

+
i , t) = d̂i(vi)x(x

−
i , t), t > 0, (1.2d)

(u1)x(0
+, t) = (un)x(L

−, t) = (v1)x(0
+, t) = (vn)x(L

−, t) = 0, t > 0. (1.2e)

Here the landscape is finite and composed of n adjacent patches {Ωi}ni=1, where Ωi :=

(xi−1, xi) represents the i-th patch with length xi−xi−1 > 0 for i = 1, · · · , n; x0 = 0 and

xn = L denote the boundaries of the landscape and the no-flux boundary conditions

are imposed at x = 0, L; ui and vi denote the densities of two competing species in

patch i; and di, d̂i > 0 denote the diffusion rates of the two species in patch i. The two

species admit the same per capita growth rate with intrinsic growth rate ri > 0 and

carrying capacity ki > 0 in each patch. At the interface x = xi (i = 1, · · · , n− 1), the

discontinuous density conditions (if pi ̸= 1) and balanced flux conditions are imposed

for the two species, where the superscripts ± denote one-sided limits from the right

and left, respectively, and pi, p̂i > 0 are composite parameters with

pi :=
αi

1− αi

di
di+1

, p̂i :=
α̂i

1− α̂i

d̂i

d̂i+1

, i = 1, · · · , n− 1.

Here αi, α̂i ∈ (0, 1) represent the patch preference of the two species at the interface

x = xi. Specifically, αi (resp. α̂i) is the probability that the species u (resp. v) at the

interface xi moves to patch i+ 1, and 1− αi (resp. 1− α̂i) is the probability that the

species u (resp. v) at the interface xi moves to patch i. Denote

k =

(
k2
k1
, · · · , kn

kn−1

)
, p = (p1, · · · , pn−1), p̂ = (p̂1, · · · , p̂n−1). (1.3)

For the two-patch case (n = 2), Maciel et al. [40] showed that k is an IFD strategy.

Moreover, if the resident species u adopts this IFD strategy, the mutant species v
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with a different strategy (p̂ ̸= k) cannot successfully invade. This result can be easily

extended to the case where n is finite but arbitrary.

A natural question arise: what is the dynamics of model (1.2) if neither u nor v

can adopt the IFD strategy? In this paper, we aim to address this question. For the

two-patch scenario (n = 2), k = k2/k1, p = p1 and p̂ = p̂1, and we show that the

following results hold:

(i) If p1 and p̂1 lie on the same side of IFD strategy (i.e., p1, p̂1 > k2/k1 or k2/k1 >

p1, p̂1), the mutant species v can outcompete and eliminate the resident species u

if its strategy p̂ is closer to k2/k1 and its diffusion rates are are equal to or slower

than those of the resident species;

(ii) If p1 and p̂1 lie on opposite sides of IFD strategy (i.e., p1 > k2/k1 > p̂1 or

p̂1 > k2/k1 > p1), the two species can coexist.

The general form of this result for the case n ≥ 2 is presented in Theorem 3.6.

The above results can be understood within the framework of adaptive dynamics.

Detailed discussions on adaptive dynamics can be found in [13, 14, 19, 32, 56] and

references therein. One key concept is a global (resp. local) evolutionarily stable

strategy (ESS): a strategy is called a global (resp. local) ESS if a population adopting

it cannot be invaded by a small population of mutants using a different (resp. different

nearby) strategy [7, 56] (see Definition 2.8). A related concept is a global (resp. local)

neighborhood invader strategy (NIS): a strategy is called a global (resp. local) NIS

if a small population of mutants adopting it can always invade a population using a

different (resp. different nearby) strategy [4, 7] (see Definition 2.9). Finally, a strategy

is called a local convergent stable strategy (CSS) if, for any resident strategy in its

neighborhood, a small population of mutants with a strategy closer to it can always

invade. Moreover, the definition of a global CSS follows by removing the neighborhood

restriction (see Definition 2.10).

In the two-patch scenario, let the composite parameters p1 and p̂1 be the strategies

of u and v, respectively, treating all other parameters as identical to isolate their effects.

The above-mentioned result in [40] implies that the IFD strategy is a global ESS and

NIS. Our result (i) strengthens this by proving that the IFD strategy is also a global

CSS. Moreover, result (ii) parallels findings in reaction-diffusion-advection competition

models [7], illustrating that two species can coexist when their strategies are on opposite

sides of the IFD strategy.

4



The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sect. 2 is devoted to the invasion

analysis for model (1.2), and the local stability of the semi-trivial steady state is

obtained. In Sect. 3, we studied the global dynamics of model (1.2). For simplicity,

we list some notations used throughout the paper. For vectors w = (w1, · · · , wn) ∈ Rn

and z = (z1, · · · , zn) ∈ Rn, we denote

[w]ℓ := (w1, · · · , wℓ), [w]♯ℓ := (wn−ℓ+1, · · · , wn) for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, (1.4)

and write

w ≫ (resp. ≥)z if wi > (resp. ≥)zi for i = 1, · · · , n, (1.5)

and w > z if w ≥ z and w ̸= z. Denote by (u)x the derivative of u with respect to x.

2 Local dynamics and invasion analysis

In each patch Ωi (i = 1, 2, · · · , n), we view species ui as the resident species and vi as

the mutant species. It follows from Theorem A.1 in Appendix A that (1.2) admits only

two semi-trivial steady states (u∗,0) and (0,v∗), where

u∗ = (u∗1, · · · , u∗n) ∈ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn)

is the unique positive solution of
di(u

∗
i )xx + riu

∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n, (2.1a)

u∗i+1(x
+
i ) = piu

∗
i (x

−
i ), di+1(u

∗
i+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ), (2.1b)

(u∗1)x(0
+) = (u∗n)x(L

−) = 0. (2.1c)

In this section, we analyze the local dynamics of model (1.2) and establish a sufficient

condition under which species v = (v1, · · · , vn) can invade when rare. Specifically, the

mutant species v = (v1, · · · , vn) can (resp. cannot) invade when rare if the semi-trivial

steady state (u∗,0) is unstable (resp. stable). The stability of (u∗,0) is determined by

the principal eigenvalue of the following eigenvalue problem:
d̂i(ϕi)xx + ri

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
ϕi = λϕi, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n, (2.2a)

ϕi+1(x
+
i ) = p̂iϕi(x

−
i ), d̂i+1(ϕi+1)x(x

+
i ) = d̂i(ϕi)x(x

−
i ), (2.2b)

(ϕ1)x(0
+) = (ϕn)x(L

−) = 0. (2.2c)

Proposition C.9 in Appendix C guarantees the existence of the principal eigenvalue for

problem (2.2).
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Lemma 2.1. Let λ1(p̂, d̂, 1−u∗/k) be the principal eigenvalue of the eigenvalue problem

(2.2). Then, the semi-trivial steady state (u∗,0) is stable if λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k) < 0 and

unstable if λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k) > 0.

(Here we abuse the notation by denoting 1− u∗/k := (1− u∗1/k1, · · · , 1− u∗n/kn).)

Proof. Model (1.2) can be rewritten as the abstract evolution equation (C.8) in Appendix

C. Then, by Remark C.7, a steady state of (1.2) (or (C.8)) is asymptotically stable

(resp., unstable) if it is linearly stable (resp., linearly unstable). Accordingly, we consider

the eigenvalue problem associated with the semi-trivial steady state (u∗,0):

di(ψi)xx + ri

(
1− 2u∗i

ki

)
ψi −

riu
∗
i

ki
ϕi = µψi, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

d̂i(ϕi)xx + ri

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
ϕi = µϕi, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

ψi+1(x
+
i ) = piψi(x

−
i ), di+1(ψi+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(ψi)x(x

−
i ),

ϕi+1(x
+
i ) = p̂iϕi(x

−
i ), d̂i+1(ϕi+1)x(x

+
i ) = d̂i(ϕi)x(x

−
i ),

(ϕ1)x(0
+) = (ϕn)x(L

−) = (ψ1)x(0
+) = (ψn)x(L

−) = 0.

(2.3)

We first show that

Reµ ≤ max{λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k), λ1(p,d,1− 2u∗/k)}. (2.4)

Here, λ1(p̂, d̂,1 − u∗/k) is the principal eigenvalue of (2.2), and λ1(p,d,1 − 2u∗/k)

corresponds to that of
di(ψi)xx + ri

(
1− 2u∗i

ki

)
ψi = λψi, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

ψi+1(x
+
i ) = piψi(x

−
i ), di+1(ψi+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(ψi)x(x

−
i ),

(ψ1)x(0
+) = (ψn)x(L

−) = 0.

(2.5)

The existence of the principal eigenvalue for (2.5) is also a consequence of Proposition

C.9 in Appendix C. Furthermore, this proposition shows that Reµ ≤ λ(p̂, d̂, 1− u∗/k)

when Φ = (ϕ1, · · · , ϕn) ̸≡ 0. If Φ ≡ 0, then Ψ = (ψ1, · · · , ψn) ̸≡ 0, and we obtain that

Reµ ≤ λ(p,d,1− 2u∗/k). Therefore, (2.4) holds.

Now we prove that λ1(p,d,1− 2u∗/k) < 0. Multiplying the first equation of (2.5)

with (
∏n

ℓ=i pℓ)u
∗
i , integrating the result over Ωi and summing them over all i, we have

λ1

(
p,d,1− 2u∗

k

)( n∑
i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

ψiu
∗
idx

)

=
n∑

i=1

di(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

(ψi)xxu
∗
idx+

n∑
i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

riψiu
∗
i

(
1− 2u∗i

ki

)
dx.

(2.6)
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Similarly, we deduce from (2.1a) that

0 =
n∑

i=1

di(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

(u∗i )xxψidx+
n∑

i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

riψiu
∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
dx. (2.7)

Subtracting (2.7) from (2.6) and applying integration by parts yields

λ1(p,d,1− 2u∗/k)

(
n∑

i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

ψiu
∗
idx

)
= −

n∑
i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

riu
∗
i

ki
ψidx < 0.

This implies that λ1(p,d, 1− 2u∗/k) < 0. The desired result follows from this and the

fact that λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k) is also an eigenvalue of (2.3).

Lemma 2.2. Let λ1(p̂, d̂, 1−u∗/k) be the principal eigenvalue of (2.2) with correspond-

ing eigenfunction Φ = (ϕ1(x), · · · , ϕn(x)), where ϕi > 0 in Ωi for each i = 1, · · · , n.
Then the following identity holds:

λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k)

(
n∑

i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

ϕiu
∗
idx

)

=
n−1∑
i=1

(
n∏

ℓ=i+1

pℓ)di(p̂i − pi)(u
∗
i )x(x

−
i )ϕi(x

−
i ) +

n∑
i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)(di − d̂i)

∫ xi

xi−1

(ϕi)x(u
∗
i )xdx.

(2.8)

Here we define pn = 1.

Proof. Multiplying (2.2a) with (
∏n

ℓ=i pℓ)u
∗
i , integrating the result over Ωi and summing

them over all i, we have

λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k)

(
n∑

i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

ϕiu
∗
idx

)

=
n∑

i=1

d̂i(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

(ϕi)xxu
∗
idx+

n∑
i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

riϕiu
∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
dx.

(2.9)

Similarly, we deduce from (2.1a) that

0 =
n∑

i=1

di(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

(u∗i )xxϕidx+
n∑

i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

riϕiu
∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
dx. (2.10)

Subtracting (2.10) from (2.9) and integrating by parts, we can obtain the desired result

from (2.1b)-(2.1c) and (2.2b)-(2.2c).

The following result is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.2.

7



Lemma 2.3. Suppose that d = d̂, and let k be defined in (1.3). Then the following

statements hold for model (1.2):

(i) If p ≫ k, the semi-trivial steady state (u∗,0) is unstable for p ≫ p̂ and stable

for p̂ ≫ p;

(ii) If k ≫ p, the semi-trivial steady state (u∗,0) is unstable for p̂ ≫ p and stable

for p ≫ p̂.

Proof. Since d = d̂, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that

λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k)

(
n∑

i=1

(
n∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)

∫ xi

xi−1

ϕiu
∗
idx

)

=
n−1∑
i=1

(
n∏

ℓ=i+1

pℓ)di(p̂i − pi)(u
∗
i )x(x

−
i )ϕi(x

−
i ).

Here pn = 1 and (ϕ1(x), · · · , ϕn(x)) is the eigenfunction corresponding to λ1(p̂, d̂,1−
u∗/k), where ϕi > 0 in Ωi for all i = 1, · · · , n. Thus, the desired result follows from

this and Lemma A.2.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose that λ1(p̂, d̂, 1−u∗/k) = 0, where λ1(p̂, d̂, 1−u∗/k) is the prin-

cipal eigenvalue of (2.2) and Φ = (ϕ1(x), · · · , ϕn(x)) is the corresponding eigenfunction

with ϕi(x) > 0 for x ∈ Ωi and i = 1, · · · , n. Let xℓ∗−1 ≤ a < xℓ∗ and xℓ∗−1 < b ≤ xℓ∗

for some ℓ∗ and ℓ∗ with 1 ≤ ℓ∗ < ℓ∗ ≤ n. Then the following two identities hold:

0 =
ℓ∗−1∑
i=ℓ∗

(
ℓ∗∏

ℓ=i+1

pℓ)di(p̂i − pi)(u
∗
i )x(x

−
i )ϕi(x

−
i ) + d̂ℓ∗pℓ∗(ϕℓ∗)x(b

−)u∗ℓ∗(b
−)

− d̂ℓ∗(
ℓ∗∏

ℓ=ℓ∗

pℓ)(ϕℓ∗)x(a
+)u∗ℓ∗(a

+) +
ℓ∗∑

i=ℓ∗

(
ℓ∗∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)(di − d̂i)

∫
Ωi∩(a,b)

(ϕi)x(u
∗
i )xdx

− dℓ∗pℓ∗(u
∗
ℓ∗)x(b

−)ϕ
ℓ∗ (b

−) + dℓ∗(
ℓ∗∏

ℓ=ℓ∗

pℓ)(u
∗
ℓ∗)x(a

+)ϕ
ℓ∗
(a+),

(2.11)

and

0 =
ℓ∗−1∑
i=ℓ∗

d̂i(kip̂i − ki+1)(ϕi)x(x
−
i )

p̂iϕi(x
−
i )

+
d̂ℓ∗kℓ∗(ϕℓ∗)x(b

−)

ϕℓ∗(b−)
− d̂ℓ∗kℓ∗(ϕℓ∗)x(a

+)

ϕℓ∗(a
+)

+
ℓ∗∑

i=ℓ∗

∫
Ωi∩(a,b)

[
d̂iki(ϕi)

2
x

ϕ2
i

+
ri(ki − u∗i )

2

ki

]
dx− dℓ∗(u

∗
ℓ∗)x(b

−) + dℓ∗(u
∗
ℓ∗)x(a

+).

(2.12)

Here we define pn = 1.
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Proof. Letting λ1(p̂, d̂,1 − u∗/k) = 0 and replacing (1, n) by (l∗, l
∗) in the proof of

Lemma 2.2, we can obtain that (2.11) holds. Now we show that (2.12) holds, and the

proof is inspired by [40]. Dividing (2.2a) by ϕi/ki, integrating the result over Ωi ∩ (a, b)

and summing them from i = ℓ∗ to i = ℓ∗, we see from integration by parts and (2.2b)

that

0 =
ℓ∗−1∑
i=ℓ∗

d̂i(kip̂i − ki+1)(ϕi)x(x
−
i )

p̂iϕi(x
−
i )

+
d̂ℓ∗kℓ∗(ϕℓ∗)x(b

−)

ϕℓ∗(b−)
− d̂ℓ∗kℓ∗(ϕℓ∗)x(a

+)

ϕℓ∗(a
+)

+
ℓ∗∑

i=ℓ∗

∫
Ωi∩(a,b)

[
d̂iki(ϕi)

2
x

ϕ2
i

+ riki

(
1− u∗i

ki

)]
dx.

(2.13)

In addition, integrating (2.1a) over Ωi ∩ (a, b) and summing them from i = ℓ∗ to i = ℓ∗

gives

ℓ∗∑
i=ℓ∗

∫
Ωi∩(a,b)

riu
∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
dx+ dℓ∗(uℓ∗)x(b

−)− dℓ∗(uℓ∗)x(a
+) = 0. (2.14)

Subtracting (2.14) from (2.13), we see that (2.12) holds.

Then we obtain two results on the signs of λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k). The first one is as

follows.

Lemma 2.5. Let k be defined in (1.3) and let λ1(p̂, d̂,1 − u∗/k) be the principal

eigenvalue of (2.2). Then the following two statements hold:

(i) If p ≫ k, then λ1(p̂, d̂, 1− u∗/k) > 0 for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L1 and λ1(p̂, d̂, 1− u∗/k) < 0

for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L2, where

L1 := {(p̂, d̂) : p ≫ p̂, d ≥ d̂}, L2 := {(p̂, d̂) : p̂ ≫ p, d̂ ≥ d}; (2.15)

(ii) If k ≫ p, then λ1(p̂, d̂, 1− u∗/k) > 0 for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S1 and λ1(p̂, d̂, 1− u∗/k) < 0

for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S2, where

S1 := {(p̂, d̂) : p̂ ≫ p, d ≥ d̂}, S2 := {(p̂, d̂) : p ≫ p̂, d̂ ≥ d}. (2.16)

Proof. We only prove (i), and (ii) can be treated similarly. By Lemma 2.3, we see that

λ1(p̂, d̂,1 − u∗/k) > 0 (resp. < 0) for p ≫ p̂ (resp. p̂ ≫ p) if d̂ = d. Note from

Proposition C.9 in Appendix C that λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k) is continuous with respect to

d̂. Noting that Li (i = 1, 2) are convex, it suffices to show that λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k) ̸= 0

for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L1 ∪ L2. Suppose to the contrary that λ1(p̂, d̂,1 − u∗/k) = 0 for some
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(p̂, d̂) ∈ L1 ∪ L2 and denote the corresponding eigenfunction by ϕ = (ϕ1(x), · · · , ϕn(x))

with ϕi(x) > 0 for x ∈ Ωi and i = 1, · · · , n. Then we will obtain a contradiction for

each of the following two cases: (i1) (p̂, d̂) ∈ L1; (i2) (p̂, d̂) ∈ L2. For simplicity, we

only obtain a contradiction for (i1), and (i2) can be treated similarly.

By Lemma A.2, u∗1(0
+) < k1. Then we deduce (by (2.2a)) that (ϕ1)xx(0

+) < 0. This

combined with (ϕ1)x(0
+) = 0 implies that (ϕ1)x(x) < 0 for x ∈ (0, ϵ) with 0 < ϵ ≪ 1.

Since (ϕ1)x(L
−) = 0, it follows that

y1 = inf{y > 0 : ∃1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n s.t. y ∈ (xℓ−1, xℓ] and (ϕℓ)x(y
−) = 0}

is well-defined with y1 ∈ (xℓ1−1, xℓ1 ] for some ℓ1 with 1 ≤ ℓ1 ≤ n. Then

(ϕℓ1)x(y
−
1 ) = 0 and (ϕi)x(x) < 0 for x ∈ Ωi ∩ (0, y1) with i = 1, · · · , ℓ1. (2.17)

Substituting a = 0, b = y1, ℓ∗ = 1 and ℓ∗ = ℓ1 into (2.11), we obtain that

0 =

ℓ1−1∑
i=1

(

ℓ1∏
ℓ=i+1

pℓ)di(p̂i − pi)(u
∗
i )x(x

−
i )ϕi(x

−
i ) + d̂ℓ1pℓ1(ϕℓ1

)x(y
−
1 )u

∗
ℓ1
(y−1 )

+

ℓ1∑
i=1

(

ℓ1∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)(di − d̂i)

∫
Ωi∩(0,y1)

(ϕi)x(u
∗
i )xdx− dℓ1pℓ1(u

∗
ℓ1
)x(y

−
1 )ϕℓ1

(y−1 ) > 0,

(2.18)

where we have used (p̂, d̂) ∈ L1, (2.17) and Lemma A.2 in the last step. This leads to

a contradiction and completes the proof.

In the following, we show that the sign of λ1(p̂, d̂,1 − u∗/k) can be determined

without additional assumption on d, d̂ if p and p̂ are opposite sides of k with respect

to the order defined in (1.5).

Lemma 2.6. Let k be defined in (1.3) and let λ1(p̂, d̂,1 − u∗/k) be the principal

eigenvalue of (2.2). Then the following statements hold:

(i) If p ≫ k, then λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k) > 0 for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L3, where

L3 := {(p̂, d̂) : k ≫ p̂}; (2.19)

(ii) If k ≫ p, then λ1(p̂, d̂,1− u∗/k) > 0 for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S3, where

S3 := {(p̂, d̂) : p̂ ≫ k}. (2.20)
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Proof. We only prove (i), and (ii) can be treated similarly. Similar to Lemma 2.5, it

suffices to show that λ1(p̂, d̂, 1−u∗/k) ̸= 0 for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L3. Suppose to the contrary that

λ1(p̂, d̂, 1−u∗/k) = 0 for some (p̂, d̂) ∈ L3 and denote the corresponding eigenfunction

by ϕ = (ϕ1, · · · , ϕn) with ϕi(x) > 0 for x ∈ Ωi and i = 1, · · · , n.
For x ∈ (0, x1], integrating (2.2a) over (0, x) and noticing that λ1(p̂, d̂, 1−u∗/k) = 0,

we obtain that

d̂1(ϕ1)x(x
−) = −

∫ x

0

r1ϕ1

(
1− u∗1

k1

)
dx < 0,

where we have used Lemma A.2 (i) in the last step. This combined with (2.2c) implies

that

y0 = inf{y : ∃ 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ n s.t. y ∈ (xℓ−1, xℓ] and (ϕℓ)x(y
−) = 0}

is well-defined with xℓ0−1 < y0 ≤ xℓ0 for some ℓ0 with 2 ≤ ℓ0 ≤ n. Thus,

(ϕℓ0)x(y
−
0 ) = 0, (ϕℓ)x(x

−) < 0 for x ∈ (xℓ−1, xℓ] ∩ (0, y0), ℓ = 1, · · · , ℓ0. (2.21)

Noticing that λ1(p̂, d̂, 1− u∗/k) = 0 and substituting a = 0, b = y0, ℓ∗ = 1 and ℓ∗ = ℓ0

into (2.12), we have

0 =

ℓ0−1∑
i=1

d̂i(kip̂i − ki+1)(ϕi)x(x
−
i )

p̂iϕi(x
−
i )

+ d1(u
∗
1)x(0

+)

+

ℓ0∑
i=1

∫
Ωi∩(0,y0)

[
d̂iki(ϕi)

2
x

ϕ2
i

+
ri(ki − u∗i )

2

ki

]
dx− dℓ0(u

∗
ℓ0
)x(y

−
0 )

+
d̂ℓ0kℓ0(ϕℓ0)x(y

−
0 )

ϕℓ0(y
−
0 )

− d̂1k1(ϕ1)x(0
+)

ϕ1(0+)
> 0,

where we have used (2.1c), (2.2c), (2.21), k ≫ p̂ and Lemma A.2 in the last step. This

leads to a contradiction and completes the proof.

The following result is a direct consequence of Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6.

Theorem 2.7. Let k be defined in (1.3). Then the following statements hold for model

(1.2):

(i) If p ≫ k, then the semi-trivial steady state (u∗, 0) is unstable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L1 ∪L3

and stable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L2, where L1,L2 are defined in (2.15) and L3 is defined in

(2.19);

(ii) If k ≫ p, then the semi-trivial steady state (u∗, 0) is unstable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S1 ∪S3

and stable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S2, where S1,S2 are defined in (2.16) and S3 is defined in

(2.20).
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Note that the mutant species v = (v1, · · · , vn) can (resp. cannot) invade when rare

if the semi-trivial steady state (u∗,0) is unstable (resp. stable). Then, it follows from

Theorem 2.7 that, for fixed (d,q) with p ≫ k, the mutant species v can invade when

rare if (p̂, d̂) ∈ L1 ∪ L3; and for fixed (d,q) with k ≫ p, the mutant species v can

invade when rare if (p̂, d̂) ∈ S1 ∪ S3. Finally, we summarize the results on invasion

analysis in the following: (see Tables 1 and 2)

Table 1: Summary of invasion analysis for p ≫ k. Here “ 1 ” (resp. “ 0 ”) represents

that species v can (resp. cannot) invade when rare.

Parameter condition for p̂ Parameter condition for d̂ Results

p̂ ≫ p d̂ ≥ d 0

p ≫ p̂ d ≥ d̂ 1

k ≫ p̂ none 1

Table 2: Summary of invasion analysis for k ≫ p. Here “ 1 ” (resp. “ 0 ”) represents

that species v can (resp. cannot) invade when rare.

Parameter condition for p̂ Parameter condition for d̂ Results

p̂ ≫ p d ≥ d̂ 1

p ≫ p̂ d̂ ≥ d 0

p̂ ≫ k none 1

In the following, we further develop the concepts of adaptive dynamics introduced

earlier, and show that our result in the two-patch scenario is related to the concept of

convergent stable strategy (CSS). For the case n = 2, let p1 and p̂1 be the strategies for

the resident species u and mutant species v, respectively, treating all other parameters

as identical to isolate their effects. The invasion fitness is given by the principal

eigenvalue λ1(p̂1, d̂, 1−u∗/k). Since u∗ depends on the resident’s strategy p1, we denote

λ1(p̂1, d̂,1− u∗/k) by λ1(p1, p̂1) in the subsequent analysis.

Definition 2.8. [7, 32, 56] Suppose that n = 2. A strategy p∗1 is called a local

evolutionarily stable strategy (ESS) if there exists δ > 0 such that λ1(p
∗
1, p̂1) < 0 for all

p̂1 ∈ (p∗1 − δ, p∗1 + δ) \ {p∗1}. It is called a global ESS if the above condition holds for

δ = ∞.
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Definition 2.9. [4, 7, 32] Suppose that n = 2. The strategy p̂∗1 is called a local

neighborhood invader strategy (NIS) if there exists δ > 0 such that λ1(p1, p̂
∗
1) > 0 for

all p1 ∈ (p̂∗1 − δ, p̂∗1 + δ) \ {p̂∗1}. It is called a global NIS if the above condition holds for

δ = ∞.

Definition 2.10. [7, 31] Suppose that n = 2. A strategy p∗1 is called a local convergent

stable strategy (CSS) if there exists δ > 0 such that

λ1(p1, p̂1) =

< 0 if p∗1 ≤ p1 < p̂1 < p∗1 + δ or p∗1 − δ < p̂1 < p1 ≤ p∗1,

> 0 if p∗1 ≤ p̂1 < p1 < p∗1 + δ or p∗1 − δ < p1 < p̂1 ≤ p∗1.

It is called a global CSS if the above condition holds for δ = ∞.

Remark 2.11. For the two-patch case, it was shown in [40] that the IFD strategy

k = k2/k1 is a global ESS and NIS. Our result in Theorem 2.7 (or Lemma 2.3) implies

that the IFD strategy is a global CSS.

3 Global dynamics

In the subsequent analysis, we investigate the global dynamics of of model (1.2) using

the theory of monotone dynamical systems. Subsect. 3.1 is devoted to the nonexistence

of positive steady state for model (1.2), while the main result is stated in Subsect. 3.2.

We note that partial proofs in this section are inspired by the method developed in

[40, 60].

3.1 Nonexistence of positive steady state

Denote by (u,v) the positive steady state of (1.2) if it exists, where

u = (u1(x), · · · , un(x)) ≫ 0 and v = (v1(x), · · · , vn(x)) ≫ 0.

Then (u,v) is a positive solution of

di(ui)xx + riui

(
1− ui + vi

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n, (3.1a)

d̂i(vi)xx + rivi

(
1− ui + vi

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n, (3.1b)

ui+1(x
+
i ) = piui(x

−
i ), di+1(ui+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(ui)x(x

−
i ), (3.1c)

vi+1(x
+
i ) = p̂ivi(x

−
i ), d̂i+1(vi+1)x(x

+
i ) = d̂i(vi)x(x

−
i ), (3.1d)

(u1)x(0
+) = (un)x(L

−) = (v1)x(0
+) = (vn)x(L

−) = 0. (3.1e)
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In the following, we obtain some a priori estimates on the positive steady state

(u,v). The first one is for the case n = 2.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that n = 2. Let u,v ∈ C2(Ω1)× C2(Ω2) be the positive solution

of (3.1) and let k be defined in (1.3). Then the following statements hold:

(i) If p, p̂ ≫ k, then (u1)x(x
−
1 ), (u2)x(x

+
1 ), (v1)x(x

−
1 ), (v2)x(x

+
1 ) < 0;

(ii) If k ≫ p, p̂, then (u1)x(x
−
1 ), (u2)x(x

+
1 ), (v1)x(x

−
1 ), (v2)x(x

+
1 ) > 0.

Proof. We only prove (i), since (ii) can be proved similarly. Using arguments similar to

those in the proof of (2.12), we obtain that

0 =
d1(k1p1 − k2)(u1)x(x

−
1 )

p1u1(x
−
1 )

+
2∑

i=1

∫ xi

xi−1

[
diki(ui)

2
x

u2i
+
ri(ki − ui − vi)

2

ki

]
dx. (3.2)

Suppose to the contrary that (u1)x(x
−
1 ) ≥ 0. This combined with p ≫ k implies that

ui(x) + vi(x) = ki for x ∈ Ωi with i = 1, 2. Then, by (3.1c)-(3.1d),

k2 = u2(x
+
1 ) + v2(x

+
1 ) = p1u1(x

−
1 ) + p̂1v1(x

−
1 ) > k2,

where we have used p, p̂ ≫ k in the last step. This leads to a contradiction, and

consequently, (u1)x(x
−
1 ) < 0. By (3.1c) again, we have (u2)x(x

+
1 ) < 0. Similarly, we can

also obtain that (v1)x(x
−
1 ), (v2)x(x

+
1 ) < 0. This completes the proof.

The second one gives some identities for later use.

Lemma 3.2. Let u,v ∈ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn) be the positive solution of (3.1).

(i) Suppose that xi−1 ≤ a < b ≤ xi with i = 1, · · · , n. Then∫ b

a

ri (ki − ui − vi) dx = −diki(ui)x(b
−)

ui(b−)
+
diki(ui)x(a

+)

ui(a+)
− diki

∫ b

a

(ui)
2
x

u2i
dx

= − d̂iki(vi)x(b
−)

vi(b−)
+
d̂iki(vi)x(a

+)

vi(a+)
− d̂iki

∫ b

a

(vi)
2
x

v2i
dx.

(3.3)

Moreover, if [di(ui)x + d̂i(vi)x](a
+) ≥ (resp. >)[di(ui)x + d̂i(vi)x](b

−), then∫ b

a

ri (ki − ui − vi) dx ≥ (resp. >)0. (3.4)
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(ii) Suppose that xℓ∗−1 ≤ a < xℓ∗ and xℓ∗−1 < b ≤ xℓ∗ for some ℓ∗ and ℓ∗ with

1 ≤ ℓ∗ < ℓ∗ ≤ n. Then

0 =
ℓ∗−1∑
i=ℓ∗

(
ℓ∗∏

ℓ=i+1

pℓ)di(p̂i − pi)(ui)x(x
−
i )vi(x

−
i ) + d̂ℓ∗pℓ∗(vℓ∗)x(b

−)uℓ∗(b
−)

− d̂ℓ∗(
ℓ∗∏

ℓ=ℓ∗

pℓ)(vℓ∗)x(a
+)uℓ∗(a

+) + dℓ∗(
ℓ∗∏

ℓ=ℓ∗

pℓ)(uℓ∗)x(a
+)v

ℓ∗
(a+)

− dℓ∗pℓ∗(uℓ∗)x(b
−)v

ℓ∗ (b
−) +

ℓ∗∑
i=ℓ∗

(
ℓ∗∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)(di − d̂i)

∫
Ωi∩(a,b)

(vi)x(ui)xdx.

(3.5)

Here we define pn = 1.

Proof. Using arguments similar to those in the proof of (2.11), we can obtain that (ii)

holds. Dividing (3.1a) and (3.1b) by ui/ki and vi/ki, respectively, and integrating by

parts, we obtain that (3.3) holds. The proof for the remaining part of (i) can be found

in [18, Lemma 4.3] (see also [40, Theorem 5.1]).

The third one is on the signs of (ui)x and (vi)x.

Lemma 3.3. Let u,v ∈ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn) be the positive solution of (3.1) and

suppose that xi−1 ≤ a < b ≤ xi with i = 1, · · · , n. Then the following two cases cannot

occur:

(i) (ui)x, (vi)x ≥ 0 with (ui)x ̸≡ 0 or (vi)x ̸≡ 0 in (a, b), and

max{(ui)xx(a+), (vi)xx(a+)} ≥ 0, min{(ui)xx(b−), (vi)xx(b−)} ≤ 0;

(ii) (ui)x, (vi)x ≤ 0 with (ui)x ̸≡ 0 or (vi)x ̸≡ 0 in (a, b), and

min{(ui)xx(a+), (vi)xx(a+)} ≤ 0, max{(ui)xx(b−), (vi)xx(b−)} ≥ 0.

Proof. We only show that (i) cannot occur, and (ii) can be treated similarly. Suppose

to the contrary that (i) occurs. Since

max{(ui)xx(a+), (vi)xx(a+)} ≥ 0 and min{(ui)xx(b−), (vi)xx(b−)} ≤ 0,

it follows from (3.1a) and (3.1b) that

ui(a
+) + vi(a

+) ≥ ki and ui(b
−) + vi(b

−) ≤ ki,

which contradicts the fact that (ui)x, (vi)x ≥ 0 with (ui)x ̸≡ 0 or (vi)x ̸≡ 0 in (a, b).

Therefore, (i) can not occur.
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The last one is as follows.

Lemma 3.4. Let u,v ∈ C2(Ω1) × · · · × C2(Ωn) be the positive solution of (3.1). If

(u1)x(x
−
1 ), (v1)x(x

−
1 ) ≤ 0, then (u1)x, (v1)x ≤ 0 in Ω1.

Proof. Since (u1)x(x
−
1 ), (v1)x(x

−
1 ) ≤ 0, we divide the proof into the following two cases:

(a1) (u1)x(x
−
1 )(v1)x(x

−
1 ) = 0; (a2) (u1)x(x

−
1 ), (v1)x(x

−
1 ) < 0.

For case (a1), since 0 = [d1(u1)x + d̂1(v1)x](0
+) ≥ [d1(u1)x + d̂1(v1)x](x

−
1 ), it follows

from Lemma 3.2 (i) that ∫ x1

0

r1 (k1 − u1 − v1) ≥ 0. (3.6)

In view of (u1)x(x
−
1 )(v1)x(x

−
1 ) = 0, we see from (3.3) and (3.6) that (u1)x = 0 in Ω1 or

(v1)x = 0 in Ω1. This combined with (3.1a)-(3.1b) implies that (u1)x, (v1)x = 0 in Ω1,

and the desired result holds.

For case (a2), since (u1)x(0
+) = (v1)x(0

+) = 0, it follows that

y1 := sup{x ∈ [0, x1)|(u1)x(x+) = 0} and y2 := sup{x ∈ [0, x1)|(v1)x(x+) = 0}

are well-defined with 0 ≤ y1, y2 < x1. Define y0 := max{y1, y2}. Clearly, the desired

result holds for y0 = 0. If y0 > 0, (u1)x(y
−
0 ), (v1)x(y

−
0 ) ≤ 0 with (u1)x(y

−
0 )(v1)x(y

−
0 ) = 0.

Then using similar arguments as in the proof of case (a1), we see that (u1)x, (v1)x = 0

in [0, y0], and the desired result holds.

Now we show the nonexistence of positive steady state for model (1.2).

Theorem 3.5. Let k be defined in (1.3). Then model (1.2) has no positive steady state

if one of the following conditions holds:

(i) p ≫ k and (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1 ∪ L2, where L2 is defined in (2.15), and

L∗
1 := {(p̂, d̂) : p ≫ p̂ ≫ k, d ≥ d̂}; (3.7)

(ii) k ≫ p and (p̂, d̂) ∈ S∗
1 ∪ S2, where S2 is defined in (2.16), and

S∗
1 := {(p̂, d̂) : k ≫ p̂ ≫ p, d ≥ d̂}. (3.8)

Proof. We only prove (i), and (ii) can be handled similarly. Since the nonlinear terms

of model (1.2) are symmetric, it suffices to consider the case p ≫ k and (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1.

The rest of the proof is based on the following three claims.
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Claim 1: If (ui)x, (vi)x ≤ 0 in Ωi and (ui)x(x
−
i ), (vi)x(x

−
i ) ≤ 0 for i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

then (un)x, (vn)x ≤ 0 in Ωn.

Proof of Claim: Since (un)x(L
−) = (vn)x(L

−) = 0, it follows that z1, z2 are well-defined

with xn−1 ≤ z1, z2 ≤ L, where

z1 := inf{x ∈ [xn−1, xn] : ∃ n− 1 ≤ i ≤ n s.t. x ∈ (xi−1, xi] and (ui)x(y
−) = 0},

z2 := inf{x ∈ [xn−1, xn] : ∃ n− 1 ≤ i ≤ n s.t. x ∈ (xi−1, xi] and (vi)x(y
−) = 0},

and for fixed i = 1, 2, zi ∈ (xℓi−1, xℓi ], where ℓi = n if zi > xn−1 and ℓi = n − 1 if

zi = xn−1.

We first claim that z1 ≤ z2. Suppose not, then z1 > z2. Thus, we have

(uℓ2)x(z
−
2 ) < 0 and (ui)x, (vi)x ≤ 0 in Ωi ∩ (0, z2) for i = 1, · · · , ℓ2. (3.9)

Substituting a = 0, b = z2, ℓ∗ = 1 and ℓ∗ = ℓ2 into (3.5) yields

0 =

ℓ2−1∑
i=1

(

ℓ2∏
ℓ=i+1

pℓ)di(p̂i − pi)(ui)x(x
−
i )vi(x

−
i ) + d̂ℓ2pℓ2uℓ2(z

−
2 )(vℓ2)x(z

−
2 )

+

ℓ2∑
i=1

(

ℓ2∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)(di − d̂i)

∫
Ωi∩(0,z2)

(vi)x(ui)xdx− dℓ2pℓ2(uℓ2)x(z
−
2 )vℓ2(z

−
2 ) > 0,

(3.10)

where we have used (3.9), (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1 and the conditions of Claim 1 in the last step.

This leads to a contradiction, and the claim z1 ≤ z2 holds.

Then we claim (un)x(z
−
2 ) ≤ 0 if z2 ∈ (xn−1, L]. Clearly, (un)x(L

−) = 0, and we only

need to consider the case z2 ∈ (xn−1, L). To the contrary, we have

(un)x(z2) = (un)x(z
−
2 ) > 0 = (un)x(L

−), (vn)x(z2) = (vn)x(z
−
2 ) = (vn)x(L

−) = 0.

This together with Lemma 3.2 (i) yields

0 <

∫ L

z2

rn (kn − un − vn) dx = −d̂nkn
∫ L

z2

(vn)
2
x

v2n
dx ≤ 0,

which is a contradiction. Therefore, the claim holds, i.e., (un)x(z
−
2 ) ≤ 0 if z2 ∈ (xn−1, L].

Now we claim that z1 = z2. Suppose not, then xn−1 ≤ z1 < z2 ≤ L. Thanks to

(un)x(z
−
2 ) ≤ 0, we will obtain a contradiction for each of the following two cases:

(a1) z1 < z2, (un)x(z
−
2 ) < 0; (a2) z1 < z2, (un)x(z

−
2 ) = 0.

For case (a1), noticing that dn(un)x(z
+
1 ) = dℓ1(uℓ1)x(z

−
1 ) = 0, where ℓ1 = n if z1 > xn−1

and ℓ1 = n − 1 if z1 = xn−1, we see that z3 = sup{x ∈ [z1, z2) : (un)x(x
+) = 0} is
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well-defined with z1 ≤ z3 < z2. Thus, (un)xx(z
+
3 ) ≤ 0, (un)x(z

+
3 ) = 0 and (un)x < 0 in

(z3, z2). This combined the definition of z2 implies that Lemma 3.3 (ii) occurs with

a = z3 and b = z2, which is a contradiction.

For case (a2), (un)x(z
−
2 ) = 0. Set M := {x ∈ (z1, z2) : (un)x(x) ≥ 0}. If M ⫋

(z1, z2), then there exists z4 ∈ (z1, z2) such that (un)x(z4) < 0. Noting that (un)x(z
+
1 ) =

(un)x(z
−
2 ) = 0, we have

z5 := sup{x ∈ [z1, z4)|(un)x(x+) = 0} and z6 := inf{x ∈ (z4, z2]|(un)x(x−) = 0}

are well-defined with z1 ≤ z5 < z4 and z4 < z6 ≤ z2. Thus, (un)xx(z
+
5 ) ≤ 0, (un)xx(z

−
6 ) ≥

0 and (un)x < 0 in (z5, z6). This together with (3.9) implies Lemma 3.3 (ii) occurs with

a = z5 and b = z6, which is a contradiction.

If M = (z1, z2), we have (un)x ≥ 0 in (z1, z2). Then one of the following two subcases

occur:

(b1) there exists z∗ ∈ (z1, z2) such that dn(un)x(z∗) + d̂n(vn)x(z∗) ≥ 0;

(b2) dn(un)x + d̂n(vn)x < 0 in (z1, z2).

For subcase (b1), noticing that (un)x(z
−
2 ) = (vn)x(z

−
2 ) = 0, we deduce from Lemma 3.2

(i) that ∫ z2

z∗

rn (kn − un − vn) dx ≥ 0. (3.11)

In addition, since z2 > xn−1, we see from the definition of z2 that

(vn)x < 0 in [z∗, z2) and (vn)x(z
−
2 ) = 0. (3.12)

Then it follows from (3.3) that∫ z2

z∗

rn (kn − un − vn) dx =− d̂nkn(vn)x(z
−
2 )

vn(z
−
2 )

+
d̂nkn(vn)x(z∗)

v2(z∗)

− d̂nkn

∫ z2

z∗

(vn)
2
x

v2n
dx < 0,

where we have used (3.12) in the last step. This contradicts (3.11).

For subcase (b2), we have

d̂n [(un)x + (vn)x] ≤ dn(un)x + d̂n(vn)x < 0 in (z1, z2), (3.13)

where we have used d̂n ≤ dn and M = (z1, z2) in first step. By the definition of z2,

(vn)xx(z
−
2 ) ≥ 0, which together with (3.1b) yields un(z

−
2 )+ vn(z

−
2 ) ≥ kn. Then it follows
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from (3.13) that un(x)+vn(x) > kn for x ∈ (z1, z2), and consequently, we see from (3.1a)

that (un)xx > 0 in (z1, z2), which contradicts the fact that (un)x(z
+
1 ) = (un)x(z

−
2 ) = 0.

Therefore, we obtain a contradiction for each of the cases (a1)-(a2), and the claim

z1 = z2 holds.

If z1 = z2 = L, then by the definitions of z1 and z2, (un)x(x), (vn)x(x) ≤ 0 for

x ∈ Ωn. Thus, Claim 1 holds for this case. If z1 = z2 < L, we have

(un)x(z
+
2 ) = (un)x(L

−) = (vn)x(z
+
2 ) = (vn)x(L

−) = 0.

Then, by Lemma 3.2 (i) again,

0 ≤
∫ L

z2

rn (kn − un − vn) dx = −d2kn
∫ L

z2

(un)
2
x

u2n
dx = −d̂2kn

∫ L

z2

(vn)
2
x

v2n
dx ≤ 0,

which yields (un)x, (vn)x = 0 in (z2, L). This combined with the definitions of z1 and z2

implies that Claim 1 also holds for this case.

Claim 2: We claim that model (1.2) has no positive steady state for the case n = 2.

Proof of Claim: Suppose to the contrary that model (1.2) has a positive steady state

(u,v) for the case n = 2. It follows from Lemmas 3.1 and 3.4 and Claim 1 that

(u1)x(x
−
1 ), (v1)x(x

−
1 ) < 0 and (ui)x, (vi)x ≤ 0 in Ωi for each i = 1, 2. (3.14)

Plugging a = 0 and b = L into (3.5) yields

0 =d1(p̂1 − p1)(u1)x(x
−
1 )v1(x

−
1 ) +

2∑
i=1

(
2∏

ℓ=i

pℓ)(di − d̂i)

∫
Ωi

(vi)x(ui)xdx > 0, (3.15)

where we have used (3.14), p ≫ p̂ and d ≥ d̂ in the last step. This leads to a

contradiction and completes the proof for Claim 2.

Claim 3: We claim that model (1.2) has no positive steady state for the case n = m

with m ≥ 3 if it has no positive steady state for n = 2, · · · ,m− 1.

Proof of Claim: Suppose to the contrary that model (1.2) has a positive steady state

(u,v) for the case n = m. To obtain a contradiction, we first show that the following

two cases cannot occur:

(c1) there exists 2 ≤ ℓ0 ≤ m− 2 such that (uℓ0)x(x
−
ℓ0
)(vℓ0)x(x

−
ℓ0
) ≤ 0 if m ≥ 4;

(c2) there exists 2 ≤ ℓ0 ≤ m− 1 and x∗ ∈ Ωℓ0 such that (uℓ0)x(x
∗)(vℓ0)x(x

∗) ≤ 0.

Suppose to the contrary that (c1) occurs. Without loss of generality, we assume that

(uℓ0)x(x
−
ℓ0
) ≤ 0 and (vℓ0)x(x

−
ℓ0
) ≥ 0. (3.16)
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Construct the following auxiliary system:

(wi)t = di(wi)xx + riwi

(
1− wi + ξi

ki

)
, t > 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, · · · , ℓ0,

(ξi)t = d̂i(ξi)xx + riξi

(
1− wi + ξi

ki

)
, t > 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, · · · , ℓ0,

wi+1(x
+
i , t) = piwi(x

−
i , t), di+1(wi+1)x(x

+
i , t) = di(wi)x(x

−
i , t), t > 0,

ξi+1(x
+
i , t) = p̂iξi(x

−
i , t), d̂i+1(ξi+1)x(x

+
i , t) = d̂i(ξi)x(x

−
i , t), t > 0,

(w1)x(0
+, t) = (wℓ0)x(x

−
ℓ0
, t) = (ξ1)x(0

+, t) = (ξℓ0)x(x
−
ℓ0
, t) = 0, t > 0.

(3.17)

Then system (3.17) generates a monotone dynamical system, which is order-preserving

with respect to the order “⪰” defined in (B.1) (see the Appendix A). Define

([u]ℓ0 , [v]ℓ0) = (u1(x), · · · , uℓ0(x), v1(x), · · · , vℓ0(x)).

It follows from (3.16) and Proposition B.3 that ([u]ℓ0 , [v]ℓ0) is a sub-equilibrium of

(3.17).

Let (w∗,0) be the semi-trivial steady state of (3.17), where

w∗ = (w∗
1(x), · · · , w∗

ℓ0
(x))

with w∗
i (x) > 0 for x ∈ Ωi and i = 1, · · · , ℓ0. It follows from Lemma 2.5 (i) that λ̃1 > 0,

where λ̃1 is the principal eigenvalue of the following eigenvalue problem:
d̂i(ψi)xx + riψi

(
1− w∗

i

ki

)
= λ̃1ψi, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, · · · , ℓ0,

ψi+1(x
+
i ) = p̂iψi(x

−
i ), d̂i+1(ψi+1)x(x

+
i ) = d̂i(ψi)x(x

−
i ),

(ψ1)x(0
+) = (ψℓ0)x(x

−
ℓ0
) = 0.

Let ψ = (ψ1(x), · · · , ψℓ0(x)) be the eigenfunction corresponding to λ̃1 with ψi(x) > 0

for x ∈ Ωi and i = 1, · · · , ℓ0. Choose ϵ1, ϵ2 > 0 so that

min
x∈Ωi

vi(x) > ϵ2max
x∈Ωi

ψi(x) and λ̃1 >
ri
ki

(
ϵ1max

x∈Ωi

w∗
i + ϵ2max

x∈Ωi

ψi

)
for i = 1, · · · , ℓ0.

(3.18)

A direct computation yields, for i = 1, · · · , ℓ0,

(1 + ϵ1)di(w
∗
i )xx + (1 + ϵ1)riw

∗
i

(
1− w∗

i + ϵ1w
∗
i + ϵ2ψi

ki

)
=− (1 + ϵ1)riw

∗
i (ϵ1w

∗
i + ϵ2ψi)

ki
< 0,
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and

ϵ2d̂i(ψi)xx + ϵ2riψi

(
1− (1 + ϵ1)w

∗
i + ϵ2ψi

ki

)
= ϵ2ψi

(
λ̃1 −

ri(ϵ1w
∗
i + ϵ2ψi)

ki

)
> 0,

which implies that ((1 + ϵ1)w
∗, ϵ2ψ) is a super-equilibrium of (3.17).

By the first inequality of (3.16), [u]ℓ0 = (u1, · · · , uℓ0) is a lower solution of
di(wi)xx + riwi

(
1− wi

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, · · · , ℓ0,

wi+1(x
+
i ) = piwi(x

−
i ), di+1(wi+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(wi)x(x

−
i ),

(w1)x(0
+) = (wℓ0)x(x

−
ℓ0
) = 0.

(3.19)

This implies ui ≤ w∗
i in Ωi, and consequently, ui < (1 + ϵ1)w

∗
i in Ωi for i = 1, · · · , ℓ0.

This together with (3.18) yields ((1 + ϵ1)w
∗, ϵ2ψ) ⪰ (̸=)([u]ℓ0 , [v]ℓ0). Then, it follows

from Theorem B.4 that the auxiliary system (3.17) admits a positive steady state, which

contradicts the fact that model (1.2) has no positive steady state for n = 2, · · · ,m− 1.

Thus, (c1) cannot occur, and case (c2) can be handled similarly.

Since (c1) and (c2) cannot occur, it follows that one of the following two cases can

occur:

(d1) (ui)x, (vi)x > 0 in Ωi for each 2 ≤ i ≤ m− 1 and (ui)x(x
−
i ), (vi)x(x

−
i ) > 0 for each

i = 2, · · · ,m− 2;

(d2) (ui)x, (vi)x < 0 in Ωi for each 2 ≤ i ≤ m− 1 and (ui)x(x
−
i ), (vi)x(x

−
i ) < 0 for each

i = 2, · · · ,m− 2.

Now we obtain a contradiction for each of cases (d1) and (d2).

For case (d1), we see from (3.1e) that y∗, y
∗, z∗, z

∗ are well-defined with 0 ≤ y∗, z∗ ≤
x1 ≤ xm−1 ≤ y∗, z∗ ≤ L, where

y∗ = sup{y : ∃ 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2 s.t. x ∈ [xℓ−1, xℓ) and (uℓ)x(y
+) = 0},

y∗ = inf{y : ∃ m− 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m s.t. x ∈ (xℓ−1, xℓ] and (uℓ)x(y
−) = 0},

z∗ = sup{z : ∃ 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2 s.t. x ∈ [xℓ−1, xℓ) and (vℓ)x(z
+) = 0},

z∗ = inf{z : ∃ m− 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m s.t. x ∈ (xℓ−1, xℓ] and (vℓ)x(z
−) = 0}.

Let x = max{y∗, z∗} and x = min{y∗, z∗}, and there exist ℓ and ℓ with 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2

and m − 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m such that x ∈ [xℓ−1, xℓ) and x ∈ (xℓ−1, xℓ]. Then, by (3.1a)-

(3.1b), uℓ(x
+) + vℓ(x

+) ≥ kℓ and uℓ(x
−) + vℓ(x

−) ≤ kℓ. This combined with (d1) and
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p ≫ p̂ ≫ k implies that

kℓ ≥ uℓ(x
−) + vℓ(x

−) > uℓ(x
+

ℓ−1
) + vℓ(x

+

ℓ−1
) > p̂ℓ−1

(
uℓ−1(x

−
ℓ−1

) + vℓ−1(x
−
ℓ−1

)
)

> · · · > (
ℓ−1∏
ℓ

p̂i)
(
uℓ(x

−
ℓ ) + vℓ(x

−
ℓ )
)
> (

ℓ−1∏
ℓ

p̂i)
(
uℓ(x

+) + vℓ(x
+)
)
> kℓ,

which is a contradiction.

For case (d2), we see from Lemma 3.4 and Claim 1 that (ui)x, (vi)x ≤ 0 in Ωi for

each 1 ≤ i ≤ m and (ui)x(x
−
i ), (vi)x(x

−
i ) ≤ 0 for each i = 1, · · · ,m− 1. Then plugging

a = 0, b = L, ℓ∗ = 1 and ℓ∗ = m into (3.5) yields

0 =
m−1∑
i=1

(
m∏

ℓ=i+1

pℓ)di(p̂i − pi)(ui)x(x
−
i )vi(x

−
i )

+
m∑
i=1

(
m∏
ℓ=i

pℓ)(di − d̂i)

∫
Ωi

(vi)x(ui)xdx ≥ 0,

(3.20)

where we have used p ≫ p̂ and d ≥ d̂ in the last step. Exchanging the positions of ui

and vi in (3.20), we can also obtain that

0 =
m−1∑
i=1

(
m∏

ℓ=i+1

p̂ℓ)d̂i(pi − p̂i)(vi)x(x
−
i )ui(x

−
i )

+
m∑
i=1

(
m∏
ℓ=i

p̂ℓ)(d̂i − di)

∫
Ωi

(vi)x(ui)xdx ≤ 0,

(3.21)

where we have used p ≫ p̂ and d ≥ d̂ in the last step. Then it follows from (3.20)

and (3.21) that (ui)x(x
−
i ) = (vi)x(x

−
i ) = 0 for each i = 1, · · · ,m− 1, which implies that

ui + vi = ki in Ωi for each i = 1, · · · ,m. Then

km =um(x
+
m−1) + vm(x

+
m−1) > p̂m−1[um−1(x

−
m−1) + vm−1(x

−
m−1)]

> · · · > (
m−1∏
ℓ=1

p̂ℓ)[u1(x
−
1 ) + v1(x

−
1 )] > km,

(3.22)

where we have used (3.1d) and p ≫ p̂ in the second step and p̂ ≫ k in the last step.

This also leads to a contradiction and completes the proof for Claim 3.

Then the desired result follows from Claims 2-3 and induction.

3.2 Main result

Now we present our main result on the global dynamics of model (1.2).
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Theorem 3.6. Let k be defined in (1.3). Then the following statements hold for model

(1.2):

(i) If p ≫ k, then the semi-trivial steady state (0,v∗) is globally asymptotically stable

for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1 and (u∗, 0) is globally asymptotically stable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L2, where

L∗
1 and L2 are defined in (3.7) and (2.15), respectively. Moreover, model (1.2)

admits at least one stable positive steady state for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L3, where L3 is defined

in (2.19).

(ii) If k ≫ p, then the semi-trivial steady state (0,v∗) is globally asymptotically stable

for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S∗
1 and (u∗, 0) is globally asymptotically stable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S2, where

S∗
1 and S2 are defined in (3.8) and (2.16), respectively. Moreover, model (1.2)

admits at least one stable positive steady state for (p̂, d̂) ∈ S3, where S3 is defined

in (2.20).

Proof. We only prove (i), since (ii) can be treated similarly. We can rewrite model

(1.2) as the abstract evolution equation (C.8) in Appendix C. Theorem C.8 implies

that the semiflow Tt generated by (C.8) is strongly order-preserving with respect to ≥k

(defined in (C.30)) and order compact on the fractional power spaces Xα
u ×Xα

v (defined

in Remark C.3) for all t > 0. Consequently, the theory of monotone dynamical systems

[27, 28, 33, 55] yields the global dynamics of (1.2). Specifically, Theorem 3.5 implies

that model (1.2) has no positive steady state for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1 ∪ L2. Moreover, Theorem

2.7 shows that (u∗,0) is unstable (resp. stable) for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1 (resp. (p̂, d̂) ∈ L2).

Since the nonlinear terms of model (1.2) are symmetric, we can also obtain that (0,v∗)

is stable (resp. unstable) for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1 (resp. (p̂, d̂) ∈ L2). Then, by the monotone

dynamical system theory [27, 28, 33, 55], we obtain (0,v∗) (resp. (u∗,0)) is globally

asymptotically stable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L∗
1 (resp. (p̂, d̂) ∈ L2). By Theorem 2.7, we see

that (u∗,0) is unstable for (p̂, d̂) ∈ L3. Note that the nonlinear terms of model (1.2)

are symmetric. We can also obtain that (0,v∗) is unstable. Then, by the monotone

dynamical system theory again, (1.2) admits at least one stable positive steady state.

Finally, we summarize the global dynamics of model (1.2) in the following two tables:

(see Tables 3 and 4).

4 Discussion

We study a reaction-diffusion model for two-species competition in a fragmented habitat

of n adjacent patches. The model incorporates habitat preference of individuals, which
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Table 3: Summary of the global dynamics for p ≫ k.

Parameter condition for p̂ Parameter condition for d̂ Results

p̂ ≫ p d̂ ≥ d (u∗,0) g.a.s.

p ≫ p̂ ≫ k d ≥ d̂ (0,v∗) g.a.s.

k ≫ p̂ none coexistence

Table 4: Summary of the global dynamics for k ≫ p.

Parameter condition for p̂ Parameter condition for d̂ Results

k ≫ p̂ ≫ p d ≥ d̂ (0,v∗) g.a.s.

p ≫ p̂ d̂ ≥ d (u∗,0) g.a.s.

p̂ ≫ k none coexistence

induces density discontinuities at interfaces. This model differs from established models,

such as coupled ordinary differential equations (patch models) and classical reaction-

diffusion models, which typically do not account for such discontinuities.

A central question in the study of two-species competition concerns the mechanisms

that drive competitive exclusion or enable coexistence. Within a two-patch reaction-

diffusion framework incorporating edge behavior, [40] demonstrated that when habitat

preference is viewed as a strategy, the ideal free distribution (IFD) strategy is a global

evolutionarily stable strategy (ESS). Our results extend this by proving that the IFD

strategy is a global convergent stable strategy (CSS). Specifically, we show that a species

with a strategy closer to the IFD can invade and outcompete the resident whose strategy

is farther away, provided both strategies lie on the same side of the IFD. Conversely,

two species can coexist if their strategies lie on opposite sides of the IFD. Moreover, this

result is extended to an n-patch reaction-diffusion model incorporating edge behavior.

These findings are consistent with results from both coupled ordinary differential

equations (patch models) and classical reaction-diffusion models, in which dispersal

is typically treated as a strategy. Indeed, as demonstrated by [8, 38] and [5, 7], the

IFD strategy is also a global ESS in the frameworks of patch models and classical

reaction-diffusion models, respectively. Furthermore, competitive outcomes (exclusion

or coexistence) are also determined by whether species’ strategies reside on the same

or opposite sides of the IFD, see [7, 36]. Therefore, across all three classes of models,

the ideal free distribution (IFD) emerges as a universal principle that governs whether
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competition results in exclusion or coexistence.

Our analysis relies crucially on the monotonicity of the species steady state for the

corresponding single-species model (2.1). According to Lemma A.2, this monotonicity

in solutions to system (2.1) is guaranteed if either p ≫ k or k ≫ p holds. Biologically,

this condition requires that the discontinuities in population density at all interfaces

are either uniformly larger or uniformly smaller than the corresponding discontinuities

in the carrying capacity [59]. A violation of this condition may lead to non-monotonic

steady states, as demonstrated in Proposition A.3. Nevertheless, the non-monotonicity

of steady states poses analytical challenges that remain to be explored in future work.

Appendix A Semi-trivial steady state

In this part, we consider the positive solutions of the following system:
di(ui)xx + riui

(
1− ui

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

ui+1(x
+
i ) = piui(x

−
i ), di+1(ui+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(ui)x(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

(u1)x(0
+) = (un)x(L

−) = 0,

(A.1)

where di, ri, ki are positive for each i = 1, · · · , n and have the same meanings as model

(1.2). Here the solution u = (u1, · · · , un) of (A.1) is positive means that u ≫ 0 (i.e.,

ui > 0 in Ωi for each i = 1, · · · , n).

Theorem A.1. Model (A.1) admits a unique positive solution u∗ ∈ C2(Ω1) × · · · ×
C2(Ωn).

Proof. Inspired by [42, 59], we define

ξ =

 x, x ∈ Ω1,

ξi−1 +
∏i−1

j=1 pj(x− xi−1), x ∈ Ωi, i = 2, · · · , n,

where

ξi =


0, i = 0,

x1, i = 1,

x1 +
∑i−1

ℓ=1

∏ℓ
j=1 pj(xℓ+1 − xℓ), i = 2, · · · , n.
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Clearly, x ∈ Ωi if and only if ξ ∈ Ω̃i with Ω̃i = (ξi−1, ξi). Then using the following

scaling

wi =


u1, i = 1,

ui∏i−1
j=1 pj

, i = 2, · · · , n,

we convert model (A.1) into the following equivalent form:
Di(wi)ξξ + riwi

(
1− wi

k̃i

)
= 0, ξ ∈ Ω̃i, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

wi+1(ξ
+
i ) = wi(ξ

−
i ), Di+1(wi+1)ξ(ξ

+
i ) = Di(wi)ξ(ξ

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

(w1)ξ(ξ
+
0 ) = (wn)ξ(ξ

−
n ) = 0,

(A.2)

where

Di =

 d1, i = 1,

di

(∏i−1
j=1 pj

)2
, i = 2, · · · , n,

and k̃i =


k1, i = 1,

ki∏i−1
j=1 pj

, i = 2, · · · , n.

Note that system (A.2) has continuous density and flux at interface. Then it follows

from [29, Theorem A.15] and the proof of [29, Theorem 3.3] that system (A.2) admits

a unique positive solution w∗ ∈ X̃, where

X̃ := {w = (w1, · · · , wn) ∈ C([0, ξn]) : wi ∈ C2([ξi−1, ξi])}.

Consequently, system (A.1) admits a unique positive solution u∗ ∈ u∗ ∈ C2(Ω1)× · · · ×
C2(Ωn). This completes the proof.

We now present some properties of u∗, which were originally derived in [59, Theorem

1] for the case n = 2. Here we generalize these properties to the case where n is finite

but arbitrary.

Lemma A.2. Let u ∈ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn) be the unique positive solution of (2.1),

and let k be defined in (1.3). Then the following statements hold:

(i) If p ≫ k, then u∗1(0
+) < k1, u

∗
n(L

−) > kn, (u
∗
i )x < 0 in Ωi for i = 1, · · · , n, and

(u∗i+1)x(x
+
i ), (u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ) < 0 for i = 1, · · · , n− 1; (A.3)

(ii) If k ≫ p, then u∗1(0
+) > k1, u

∗
n(L

−) < kn, (u
∗
i )x > 0 in Ωi for i = 1, · · · , n, and

(u∗i+1)x(x
+
i ), (u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ) > 0 for i = 1, · · · , n− 1. (A.4)
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Proof. We only prove (i), and part (ii) can be addressed similarly. The proof relies on

the following three claims.

Claim 1: We claim that (u∗i )x ≤ 0 in Ωi for i = 1, · · · , n.
Proof of Claim: If the claim is not true, then there exist 1 ≤ ℓ0 ≤ n and y0 ∈ Ωℓ0

such that (u∗ℓ0)x(y0) > 0. It follows from (2.1c) that y1, y2 are well-defined with y1 < y2,

where

y1 = sup{y : ∃ 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ ℓ0 s.t. y ∈ [xℓ−1, xℓ) and (u∗ℓ)x(y
+) = 0},

y2 = inf{y : ∃ ℓ0 ≤ ℓ ≤ n s.t. y ∈ (xℓ−1, xℓ] and (u∗ℓ)x(y
−) = 0},

and there exist ℓ1 and ℓ2 with 1 ≤ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ0 and ℓ0 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ n such that y1 ∈ [xℓ1−1, xℓ1)

and y2 ∈ (xℓ2−1, xℓ2 ]. By the definitions of y1 and y2,

(u∗ℓ1)xx(y
+
1 ) ≥ 0, (u∗ℓ2)xx(y

−
2 ) ≤ 0, (u∗ℓ1)x(y

+
1 ) = (u∗ℓ2)x(y

−
2 ) = 0, (A.5)

and

(u∗i )x > 0 in Ωi ∩ (y1, y2) for i = ℓ1, · · · , ℓ2, (A.6a)

(u∗i+1)x(x
+
i ), (u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ) > 0 for i = ℓ1, · · · , ℓ2 − 1. (A.6b)

It follows from (2.1a) and (A.5) that

u∗ℓ1(y
+
1 ) ≥ kℓ1 and u∗ℓ2(y

−
2 ) ≤ kℓ2 , (A.7)

which contradicts (A.6a) if ℓ1 = ℓ2. If ℓ1 < ℓ2, we deduce from (A.6)-(A.7) that

kℓ2 > u∗ℓ2(x
+
ℓ2−1) and u

∗
ℓ1
(x−ℓ1) > kℓ1 , and consequently,

kℓ2 > u∗ℓ2(x
+
ℓ2−1) = pℓ2−1u

∗
ℓ2−1(x

−
ℓ2−1) > · · · >

(
ℓ2−1∏
ℓ=ℓ1

pℓ

)
u∗ℓ1(x

−
ℓ1
) > kℓ2 ,

where we have used (2.1b) and p ≫ k in the second and last steps, respectively. This

also leads to a contradiction. Thus, Claim 1 holds.

Claim 2: We claim that (i) holds for the case n = 2.

Proof of Claim: We first show that (A.3) holds for n = 2. Suppose not, then we see from

(2.1b) and Claim 1 that d2(u
∗
2)x(x

+
1 ) = d1(u

∗
1)x(x

−
1 ) = 0, which implies that u∗i = ki in Ωi

for each i = 1, 2. This combined with p ≫ k yields k2 = u2(x
+
1 ) = p1u1(x

−
1 ) > k2, which

is a contradiction. Therefore, (A.3) holds with n = 2. Noticing that (u∗1)x(0
+) = 0, by

Claim 1 again, we have (u∗1)xx(0
+) ≤ 0, which yields u∗1(0

+) ≤ k1. If u
∗
1(0

+) = k1, then

u∗1 satisfies  d1(u
∗
1)xx + r1u

∗
1

(
1− u∗1

k1

)
= 0, 0 < x < x1,

(u∗1)x(0
+) = 0, u∗1(0

+) = k1.

(A.8)
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The uniqueness of the solution of (A.8) implies that u∗1 ≡ k1, which contradicts (A.3)

with i = 1. Thus, u∗1(0
+) < k1, and u

∗
2(L

−) > k2 can be proved similarly. Finally, we

show that (u∗i )x < 0 in Ωi for each i = 1, 2. Suppose not, then there exist 1 ≤ ĩ ≤ 2 and

x̃ ∈ Ωĩ such that (u∗
ĩ
)x(x̃) ≥ 0. Without loss of generality, we assume that ĩ = 1. Then

it follows from Claim 1 that (u∗1)x(x̃) = 0, and consequently, u∗1(x) = k1 for x ∈ [0, x̃],

which contradicts u∗1(0
+) < k1. This proves the claim.

Claim 3: We claim that (i) holds for n = m with m ≥ 3 if it holds for n =

2, · · · ,m− 1.

Proof of Claim: We first show that

(u∗i )x < 0 in Ωi for i = 2, · · · ,m− 1. (A.9)

Assume to the contrary that (A.9) does not hold. In view of Claim 1, there exist

2 ≤ ℓ∗ ≤ m− 1 and x∗ ∈ Ωℓ∗ such that (u∗ℓ∗)x(x∗) = 0. Then (2.1) can be rewritten as

the following two subsystems:
di(u

∗
i )xx + riu

∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ω̃i, i = 1, 2, · · · , ℓ∗,

u∗i+1(x
+
i ) = piu

∗
i (x

−
i ), di+1(u

∗
i+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ),

(u∗1)x(0
+) = (u∗ℓ∗)x(x

−
∗ ) = 0,

(A.10)

and 
di(u

∗
i )xx + riu

∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ω̂i, i = ℓ∗, · · · ,m,

u∗i+1(x
+
i ) = piu

∗
i (x

−
i ), di+1(u

∗
i+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ),

(u∗ℓ∗)x(x
+
∗ ) = (u∗m)x(L

−) = 0,

(A.11)

where

Ω̃i =

Ωi, i = 1, · · · , ℓ∗ − 1,

(xℓ∗−1, x∗), i = ℓ∗,

and

Ω̂i =

 (x∗, xℓ∗), i = ℓ∗,

Ωi, i = ℓ∗ + 1, · · · ,m.

Since p ≫ k, it follows that [p]ℓ∗−1 ≫ [k]ℓ∗−1 and [p]♯m−ℓ∗
≫ [k]♯m−ℓ∗

, where

[·]ℓ∗−1 and [·]♯m−ℓ∗
are defined in (1.4). Note that (i) holds for n = 2, · · · ,m − 1, and

subsystems (A.10) and (A.11) consist of ℓ∗ and m− ℓ∗ + 1 patches, respectively, where

2 ≤ ℓ∗,m − ℓ∗ + 1 ≤ m − 1. Then u∗ℓ∗(x
−
∗ ) > kℓ∗ and u∗ℓ∗(x

+
∗ ) < kℓ∗ , which is a

contradiction. Thus, (A.9) holds.
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Then we show that (A.3) holds for n = m. If it is not true, by Claim 1 again, there

exists 1 ≤ ℓ̃ ≤ m− 1 such that (u∗
ℓ̃
)x(x

−
ℓ̃
) = 0. Then we can also rewrite (2.1) into the

following two subsystems:
di(u

∗
i )xx + riu

∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, · · · , ℓ̃, (A.12a)

u∗i+1(x
+
i ) = piu

∗
i (x

−
i ), di+1(u

∗
i+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ), (A.12b)

(u∗1)x(0
+) = (u∗

ℓ̃
)x(x

−
ℓ̃
) = 0, (A.12c)

and 
di(u

∗
i )xx + riu

∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ωi, i = ℓ̃+ 1, · · · ,m, (A.13a)

u∗i+1(x
+
i ) = piu

∗
i (x

−
i ), di+1(u

∗
i+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(u

∗
i )x(x

−
i ), (A.13b)

(u∗
ℓ̃+1

)x(x
+

ℓ̃
) = (u∗m)x(L

−) = 0. (A.13c)

Here we remark that, if ℓ̃ = 1, (A.12) holds except for (A.12b), and if ℓ̃ = m− 1, (A.13)

holds except for (A.13b).

We first obtain a contradiction for the case 2 ≤ ℓ̃ ≤ m− 2. Since p ≫ k, it follows

that [p]ℓ̃−1 ≫ [k]ℓ̃−1 and [p]♯
m−ℓ̃−1

≫ [k]♯
m−ℓ̃−1

. Note that (i) holds for n = 2, · · · ,m− 1,

and subsystems (A.12) and (A.13) consist of ℓ̃ and m− ℓ̃ patches, respectively, where

2 ≤ ℓ̃, m− ℓ̃ ≤ m− 2. Thus, u∗
ℓ̃
(x−

ℓ̃
) > kℓ̃ and u

∗
ℓ̃+1

(x+
ℓ̃
) < kℓ̃+1, and consequently,

u∗
ℓ̃+1

(x+
ℓ̃
)

u∗
ℓ̃
(x−

ℓ̃
)

= pℓ̃ <
kℓ̃+1

kℓ̃
, (A.14)

which contradicts p ≫ k. If ℓ̃ = 1, then u∗
ℓ̃
= kℓ̃ in Ωℓ̃. Note that [p]♯

m−ℓ̃−1
≫ [k]♯

m−ℓ̃−1

and subsystems (A.13) consist of m− 1 patches. Then u∗
ℓ̃+1

(x+
ℓ̃
) < kℓ̃+1, which implies

that (A.14) also holds. This leads to a contradiction. Using similar arguments, we

can obtain a contradiction for the case ℓ̃ = m− 1. Therefore, (A.3) holds for n = m.

Finally, using arguments similar to those in the proof of Claim 2, we can obtain that

u∗1(0
+) < k1, u

∗
m(L

−) > km and (u∗i )x < 0 in Ωi for i = 1,m. This completes the proof

of the claim.

Therefore, (i) holds by Claims 2-3 and induction.

For the two-patch case, the steady state u∗ is necessarily monotonic. However, this

monotonicity can be lost for n ≥ 3. While Lemma A.2 provides sufficient conditions for

monotonicity, the steady state may otherwise be non-monotonic, as illustrated by the

concrete example below.
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Proposition A.3. Suppose that n = 3 and let u∗ be the unique positive solution of

(2.1). If k1 = k3 := k and p1p2 = 1 with p1 ̸= k2/k (or equivalently, p2 ̸= k/k2), then

u∗ is non-monotonic.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that p1 > k2/k. Then it follows from

p1p2 = 1 that p2 < k/k2. We claim that there exists x∗ ∈ (x1, x2) such that (u∗2)x(x∗) = 0.

If it is not true, then (u∗2)x > 0 or (u∗2)x < 0 in (x1, x2). We only derive a contradiction

for the case (u∗2)x > 0 in (x1, x2), as the other case is analogous.

By continuity of (u∗2)x on [x1, x2], we have (u∗2)x(x
+
1 ), (u

∗
2)x(x

−
2 ) ≥ 0. We now divide

the arguments into two cases:

(a1) (u
∗
2)x(x

+
1 ), (u

∗
2)x(x

−
2 ) > 0; (a2) (u

∗
2)x(x

+
1 ) = 0 or (u∗2)x(x

−
2 ) = 0.

For case (a1), we see from (2.1c) that

y1 := sup{y ∈ [0, x1) : (u
∗
1)x(y

+) = 0} and y2 := inf{y ∈ (x2, L] : (u
∗
3)x(y

−) = 0}
(A.15)

are well-defined with 0 ≤ y1 < x1 < x2 < y2 ≤ L. Thus, we have

(u∗1)xx(y
+
1 ) ≥ 0, (u∗3)xx(y

−
2 ) ≤ 0 (A.16)

and

(u∗i )x > 0 in Ωi ∩ (y1, y2) for i = 1, 2, 3. (A.17)

It follows from (2.1a) and (A.16) that u∗1(y
+
1 ) ≥ k1 = k and u∗3(y

−
2 ) ≤ k3 = k. This

combined with (A.17) implies that

k > u∗3(x
+
2 ) = p2u

∗
2(x

−
2 ) > p2u

∗
2(x

+
1 ) = p1p2u

∗
1(x

−
1 ) > k, (A.18)

where we have used (2.1b) in the second and fourth steps. This leads to a contradiction.

Now we derive a contradiction for case (a2). For simplicity, we only consider the

case that (u∗2)x(x
+
1 ) = 0 and (u∗2)x(x

−
2 ) > 0, as other cases can be treated similarly.

Then u∗ satisfies  d1(u
∗
1)xx + r1u

∗
1

(
1− u∗1

k

)
= 0, 0 < x < x1,

(u∗1)x(0) = (u∗1)x(x
−
1 ) = 0.

(A.19)

The uniqueness of the solution to (A.19) implies u∗1 ≡ k in [0, x1]. Thus, by an argument

similar to that in (A.18), we obtain

k ≥ u∗3(y
−
2 ) > u∗3(x

+
2 ) = p2u

∗
2(x

−
2 ) > p2u

∗
2(x

+
1 ) = u∗1(x

−
1 ) = k,

30



where y2 is defined as in (A.15). This also leads to a contradiction. Therefore, the claim

holds.

Then we can rewrite (2.1) into the following two subsystems:
di(u

∗
i )xx + riu

∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ω̃i, i = 1, 2,

u∗2(x
+
1 ) = p1u

∗
1(x

−
1 ), d2(u

∗
2)x(x

+
1 ) = d1(u

∗
1)x(x

−
1 ),

(u∗1)x(0
+) = (u∗2)x(x

−
∗ ) = 0,

and 
di(u

∗
i )xx + riu

∗
i

(
1− u∗i

ki

)
= 0, x ∈ Ω̂i, i = 2, 3,

u∗3(x
+
2 ) = p2u

∗
2(x

−
2 ), d3(u

∗
3)x(x

+
2 ) = d2(u

∗
2)x(x

−
2 ),

(u∗2)x(x
+
∗ ) = (u∗3)x(L

−) = 0,

where

Ω̃i =

Ω1, i = 1,

(x1, x∗), i = 2,

and

Ω̂i =

 (x∗, x2), i = 2,

Ω3, i = 3.

Observing that p1 > k2/k and p2 < k/k2, by applying Lemma A.2 to each subsystem,

we see (u∗i )x < 0 in Ω̃i for i = 1, 2, and (u∗i )x > 0 in Ω̂i for i = 2, 3. Consequently, u∗ is

non-monotonic on [0, L].

Appendix B Comparison principle

Throughout this section, we define an order in
(
C(Ω1)× · · · × C(Ωn)

)2
: (u1,v1) ⪰

(u2,v2) if and only if

u1i (x) ≥ u2i (x) and v1i (x) ≤ v2i (x) for all x ∈ Ωi and i = 1, · · · , n, (B.1)

Then we show that system (1.2) preserves the order “⪰”.

Theorem B.1. Let u,v,v,u ∈ Y +, where

Y + := {(u1, · · · , un) : ui ∈ C2,1
(
Ωi × (0, T )

)
∩ C

(
Ωi × [0, T )

)
ui ≥ 0 in Ωi × [0, T ) for all i = 1, · · · , n}
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with T ∈ (0,+∞]. Suppose that (u,v) and (u,v) satisfy, for i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

ui+1(x
+
i , t) = piui(x

−
i , t), di+1(ui+1)x(x

+
i , t) = di(ui)x(x

−
i , t), t > 0,

vi+1(x
+
i , t) = p̂ivi(x

−
i , t), d̂i+1(vi+1)x(x

+
i , t) = d̂i(vi)x(x

−
i , t), t > 0,

(B.2)

and for i = 1, · · · , n,

(ui)t − di(ui)xx − fi(ui, vi) ≥ 0 ≥ (ui)t − di(ui)xx − fi(ui, vi), x ∈ Ωi, t > 0,

(vi)t − d̂i(vi)xx − f̂i(ui, vi) ≥ 0 ≥ (vi)t − d̂i(vi)xx − f̂i(ui, vi), x ∈ Ωi, t > 0,

(u1)x(0
+, t) ≤ 0 ≤ (u1)x(0

+, t), (un)x(L
−, t) ≥ 0 ≥ (un)x(L

−, t), t > 0,

(v1)x(0
+, t) ≤ 0 ≤ (v1)x(0

+, t), (vn)x(L
−, t) ≥ 0 ≥ (vn)x(L

−, t), t > 0,

(B.3)

where

fi(ui, vi) = riui

(
1− ui + vi

ki

)
, f̂i(ui, vi) = rivi

(
1− ui + vi

ki

)
. (B.4)

If (u(·, 0),v(·, 0)) ⪰ (u(·, 0),v(·, 0)), then (u(·, t),v(·, t)) ⪰ (u(·, t),v(·, t)) for any

t ∈ (0, T ).

Proof. Fix any T0 ∈ (0, T ), we denote

M := max
1≤i≤n

(∥ui∥∞, ∥ui∥∞, ∥vi∥∞, ∥vi∥∞) ,

where ∥wi∥∞ = max(x,t)∈Ωi×[0,T0]
|wi(x, t)| for wi = ui, ui, vi, ui, and let

µ := max
1≤i≤n

{
max

[0,M ]×[0,M ]

(∣∣∣∂fi
∂ui

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∂fi
∂vi

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∂f̂i
∂ui

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∂f̂i
∂vi

∣∣∣)} .
Inspired by [22], we define, for i = 1, · · · , n,

θi(x, t) := (ui(x, t)− ui(x, t))e
−µt + ϵ(t+ 1),

ρi(x, t) := (vi(x, t)− vi(x, t))e
−µt + ϵ(t+ 1).

Then it follows from the mean value theorem that there exist

ai(x, t) :=
∂fi
∂ui

(ηi(x, t), ζi(x, t)) , bi(x, t) :=
∂fi
∂vi

(ηi(x, t), ζi(x, t)) ≤ 0,

âi(x, t) :=
∂f̂i
∂ui

(η̂i(x, t), ζ̂i(x, t)) ≤ 0, b̂i(x, t) :=
∂f̂i
∂vi

(η̂i(x, t), η̂i(x, t)) ,
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where 0 ≤ ηi(x, t), ζi(x, t), η̂i(x, t), ζ̂i(x, t) ≤M for (x, t) ∈ Ωi × (0, T0], such that

Li (θi, ρi) :=(θi)t − di(θi)xx + (µ− ai(x, t)) θi + bi(x, t)ρi

=e−µt [(ui − ui)t − di(ui − ui)xx − ai(x, t)(ui − ui) + bi(x, t) (vi − vi)]

+ ϵ+ (µ− ai(x, t) + bi(x, t)) ϵ(t+ 1) > 0 in Ωi × (0, T0] ,

L̂i (θi, ρi) :=(ρi)t − d̂i(ρi)xx +
(
µ− b̂i(x, t)

)
ρi + âi(x, t)θi

=e−µt
(
(vi − vi)t − d̂i(vi − vi)xx − b̂i(x, t)(vi − vi) + âi(x, t) (ui − ui)

)
+ ϵ+

(
µ− b̂i(x, t) + âi(x, t)

)
ϵ(t+ 1) > 0 in Ωi × (0, T0] .

(B.5)

Moreover,

di(θi)x(x
−
i , t) = di+1(θi+1)x(x

+
i , t), d̂i(ρi)x(x

−
i , t) = d̂i+1(ρi+1)x(x

+
i , t), (B.6a)

(θ1)x(0
+, t), (ρ1)x(0

+, t) ≤ 0, (θn)x(L
−, t), (ρn)x(L

−, t) ≥ 0, (B.6b)

θi(·, 0), ρi(·, 0) > 0 in Ωi. (B.6c)

We first prove that θi, ρi > 0 in (x, t) ∈ Ωi × [0, T0] for i = 1, · · · , n. Suppose, for
the sake of contradiction, that this is not true. Then, by (B.6c), at least one of the

following quantities is well-defined and lies in the interval (0, T0]:

t1 := inf{t ∈ [0, T0] : ∃1 ≤ i0 ≤ n and y0 ∈ Ωi0 s.t. θi0(y0, t) = 0},

t2 := inf{t ∈ [0, T0] : ∃1 ≤ i0 ≤ n and y0 ∈ Ωi0 s.t. ρi0(y0, t) = 0}.

Without loss of generality, we assume that both t1 and t2 exist satisfying t1 ≤ t2. By

the definition of t1 and t2, we have

θi0(x, t) > 0 for x ∈ Ωi, t ∈ [0, t1),

ρi0(x, t) ≥ 0 for x ∈ Ωi, t ∈ [0, t1].
(B.7)

Now we claim that

θi0(x, t1) > 0 for x ∈ Ωi0 . (B.8)

If it is not true, then there exists y0 ∈ Ωi0 such that θi0(y0, t1) = 0. Then (θi0)t|(y0,t1) ≤ 0,

(θi0)x|(y0,t1) = 0 and (θi0)xx|(y0,t1) ≥ 0. Thus,

Li0 (θi0 , ρi0) |(y0,t1) =(θi0)t|(y0,t1) − di0(θi0)xx|(y0,t1)
+ (µ− ai0(y0, t1)) θi0(y0, t1) + bi0(y0, t1)ρi0(y0, t1) ≤ 0,

which contradicts (B.5). Therefore, the claim is true and (B.8) holds. Then, by the

definition of t1 again, we see that θi0(x
+
i0−1, t1) = 0 or θi0(x

−
i0
, t1) = 0. Now we obtain a
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contradiction for the case θi0(x
−
i0
, t1) = 0, and the other case can be treated similarly. If

i0 = n, it follows from (B.7)-(B.8) and the Hopf’s lemma that (θi0)x(x
−
i0
, t0) < 0, which

contradicts (B.6b). If i0 < n, by (B.7)-(B.8) and the Hopf’s lemma again, we have

(θi0)x(x
−
i0
, t0) < 0 and (θi0+1)x(x

+
i0
, t0) > 0, which contradicts (B.6a).

Thus, θi, ρi > 0 in Ωi × [0, T0] for i = 1, · · · , n. Since ϵ > 0 and T0 ∈ (0, T ) are

arbitrary, we conclude that ui ≥ ui and vi ≤ vi in Ωi × (0, T ) for i = 1, · · · , n. This

completes the proof.

Remark B.2. We remark that if condition (u(·, 0),v(·, 0)) ⪰ (u(·, 0),v(·, 0)) in Theorem

B.1 is replaced by (u(·, 0),v(·, 0)) ⪰ (̸≡)(u(·, 0),v(·, 0)), one can obtain that u(x, t) ≫
u(x, t) and v(x, t) ≫ v(x, t) for all x ∈ [0, L] and t ∈ (0, T ]. The proof is also based on

the comparison principle for classical reaction-diffusion equations, and here we omit the

proof for simplicity.

By Theorem B.1 and the definitions of sub-equilibrium and super-equilibrium (see

[27, Chapter I]), we can obtain the following result.

Proposition B.3. Let w, z,w, z ∈ X+ with

X+ := {u = (u1, · · · , un) : ui ∈ C2(Ωi) and ui ≥ 0 in Ωi for all i = 1, · · · , n}. (B.9)

Assume that (w, z) and (w, z) satisfy (3.1c)-(3.1d), and for i = 1, · · · , n,

−di(wi)xx − fi(wi, zi) ≥ 0 ≥ −di(wi)xx − fi(wi, zi), x ∈ Ωi,

−d̂i(zi)xx − f̂i(wi, zi) ≥ 0 ≥ −d̂i(zi)xx − f̂i(wi, zi), x ∈ Ωi,

(w1)x(0
+) ≤ 0 ≤ (w1)x(0

+), (wn)x(L
−) ≥ 0 ≥ (wn)x(L

−),

(z1)x(0
+) ≤ 0 ≤ (z1)x(0

+), (zn)x(L
−) ≥ 0 ≥ (zn)x(L

−).

Then (w, z) (resp. (w, z)) is a super-equilibrium (resp. sub-equilibrium) of system (1.2).

Then, by [27, Lemma 1.1], we have the following result.

Theorem B.4. Let (w, z) be a super-equilibrium of system (1.2), and let (w, z) be a sub-

equilibrium of system (1.2) with w, z,w, z ∈ X+ (defined in (B.9)). If (w, z) ⪰ (w, z),

then system (1.2) admits a steady state (u,v) satisfying (w, z) ⪰ (u,v) ⪰ (w, z).

We end this section with a comparison principle for an elliptic equation.
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Theorem B.5. Assume that, for each i = 1, · · · , n, the function ci(x) is positive and

bounded. If (u1, · · · , un) ∈ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn) satisfies
− di(ui)xx + ci(x)ui = fi(x), x ∈ Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

ui+1(x
+
i ) = piui(x

−
i ), di+1(ui+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(ui)x(x

−
i ),

(u1)x(0
+) ≤ 0 ≤ (un)x(L

−),

(B.10a)

(B.10b)

(B.10c)

where fi ≥ 0 in Ωi for all i = 1, · · · , n, and there exists 1 ≤ i∗ ≤ n such that fi∗ ̸≡ 0,

then ui > 0 in Ωi for all i = 1, · · · , n.

Proof. The proof follows the technique of [40, Proposition 3.3], which we generalize to

the n-patch case. Let m := min1≤i≤n, x∈Ωi
ui(x). We first prove that m ≥ 0. Suppose,

for contradiction, that m < 0. We claim that

ui > m in Ωi for each i = 1, · · · , n. (B.11)

If this claim is false, then there exists 1 ≤ i0 ≤ n and y0 ∈ Ωi0 such that ui0(y0) = m < 0.

Then (ui0)xx(y0) ≥ 0, which implies that

−di0(ui0)xx(y0) + ci0(y0)ui0(y0) ≤ ci0(y0)ui0(y0) < 0,

contradicting (B.10a). Therefore, (B.11) holds, and consequently, there exists 1 ≤ i1 ≤ n

such that ui1(x
−
i1−1) = m or ui1(x

+
i1
) = m. Without loss of generality, we assume that

ui1(x
−
i1
) = m. If i1 = n, it follows from the Hopf’s Lemma and (B.11) that (un)x(x

−
n ) < 0,

which contradicts (B.10c). If 1 ≤ i1 < n, by the Hopf’s Lemma and (B.11) again,

we have (ui1)x(x
−
i1
) < 0 and (ui1+1)x(x

+
i1
) > 0, which contradicts (B.10b). Therefore,

m ≥ 0.

Now we prove that m > 0. First, we claim that

ui∗ > 0 in Ωi∗ . (B.12)

If this is false, the strong maximum principle implies that ui∗ ≡ 0 in Ωi∗ . This contradicts

(B.10a) since fi∗ ̸≡ 0. Therefore, (B.12) holds. Next, we show that ui∗(x
−
i∗) > 0, and the

proof for ui∗(x
+
i∗−1) > 0 is similar. Suppose to the contrary that ui∗(x

−
i∗) = 0. If i∗ = n,

it follows from the Hopf’s Lemma and (B.12) that (ui∗)x(x
−
i∗) < 0, which contradicts

(B.10c). If 1 ≤ i∗ < n, the Hopf’s Lemma and (B.11) again gives (ui∗)x(x
−
i∗) < 0. Since

ui∗+1 ≥ 0 in Ωi∗+1, we have (ui∗+1)x(x
+
i∗) ≥ 0, which contradicts (B.10b). Therefore,

ui∗ > 0 in Ωi∗ . Finally, we show that ui > 0 in Ωi for all i ̸= i∗. Without loss of

generality, we assume that 1 ≤ i∗ < n. The strong maximum principle gives ui∗+1 > 0
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in Ωi∗+1. Using arguments similar to those in the proof of ui∗(x
−
i∗) > 0, we see that

ui∗+1(x
−
i∗+1) > 0, and consequently, ui∗+1 > 0 in Ωi∗+1. The result for all remaining i

follows by induction.

Appendix C Set-up of the problem

Following [22], we define a classical solution to model (1.2) as follows:

Definition C.1. For T ∈ (0,+∞], we say that a function

(u,v) = (u1, · · · , un, v1, · · · , vn) : [0, L]× [0, T ) → Rn × Rn

is a classical solution of model (1.2) in [0, L]× [0, T ) if:

(i) ui, vi is of class C
2,1(Ωi × (0, T )) ∩ C(Ωi × [0, T )) for each i = 1, · · · , n;

(ii) All identities in (1.2) are satisfied pointwise for 0 < t < T .

To show the existence of a classical solution of system (1.2), we first analyze the

abstract evolution equation based on semigroup theory, inspired by [22, 40]. Since their

models differ slightly from ours, the associated function spaces and operators must be

adapted accordingly. For completeness, we now detail these necessary modifications.

We begin by defining the function spaces

Xu, Xv := L2(Ω1)× · · · × L2(Ωn) and X := Xu ×Xv, (C.1)

equipped with the following inner products:

⟨u, û⟩Xu =
n∑

i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 pj

⟨ui, ûi⟩L2(Ωi)
for u, û ∈ Xu,

⟨v, v̂⟩Xv =
n∑

i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 p̂j

⟨vi, v̂i⟩L2(Ωi)
for v, v̂ ∈ Xv,

⟨w, z⟩X = ⟨u, û⟩Xu + ⟨v, v̂⟩Xv for w = (u,v), z = (û, v̂) ∈ X.

Theses inner products induce the norms ∥ · ∥Xu =
√
⟨·, ·⟩Xu , ∥ · ∥Xv =

√
⟨·, ·⟩Xv and

∥ · ∥X =
√

⟨·, ·⟩X . Equipped with these norms, Xu, Xv and X become Hilbert spaces,

respectively.

Then define the function spaces

H1
u := {u ∈ H1(Ω1)× · · · ×H1(Ωn) : ui+1(x

+
i ) = piui(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1},

H1
v := {v ∈ H1(Ω1)× · · · ×H1(Ωn) : vi+1(x

+
i ) = p̂ivi(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1},

H1 = H1
u ×H1

v,

(C.2)
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equipped with the following norms:

∥u∥H1
u
=

n∑
i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 pj

∥ui∥H1(Ωi)
for u ∈ H1

u,

∥v∥H1
v
=

n∑
i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 p̂j

∥vi∥H1(Ωi)
for v ∈ H1

v,

∥w∥H1 = ∥u∥H1
u
+ ∥v∥H1

v
for w = (u,v) ∈ H1.

By the Sobolev embedding theorem, function spaces H1
u and H1

v are closed subspaces

of the product space H1(Ω1)× · · · ×H1(Ωn), which implies that H1
u, H1

v and H1 are

Banach spaces.

We further define, for any integer k ≥ 2, the function spaces

Hk
u, Hk

v := Hk(Ω1)× · · · ×Hk(Ωn) and Hk := Hk
u ×Hk

v (C.3)

equipped with the following norms, respectively:

∥u∥Hk
u
=

n∑
i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 pj

∥ui∥Hk(Ωi)
for u ∈ Hk

u,

∥v∥Hk
v
=

n∑
i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 p̂j

∥vi∥Hk(Ωi)
for v ∈ Hk

v ,

∥w∥Hk = ∥u∥Hk
u
+ ∥v∥Hk

v
for w = (u,v) ∈ Hk.

Clearly, function spaces Hk
u, Hk

v and Hk are Banach spaces for all k ≥ 2.

Finally, define the function space

G = {u ∈ C1(Ω1)× · · · × C1(Ωn) : ui+1(x
+
i ) = piui(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1}, (C.4)

equipped with the norm

∥u∥G =
n∑

i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 pj

∥ui∥C1(Ωi)
.

Clearly, G is a Banach space.

We now define an operator A on function space X as follows:

Aw = (Auu,Avv) (C.5)

where
Auu := (−d1(u1)xx + u1, · · · ,−dn(un)xx + un),

Avv := (−d̂1(v1)xx + v1, · · · ,−d̂n(vn)xx + vn).
(C.6)
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The domain of A is given by:

D(A) := {w = (u,v) ∈ H2 ∩H1 : (u1)x(0
+) = (un)x(L

−) = (v1)x(0
+) = (vn)x(L

−) = 0,

di+1(ui+1)x(x
+
i ) = di(ui)x(x

−
i ), d̂i+1(vi+1)x(x

+
i ) = d̂i(vi)x(x

−
i )}.

(C.7)

By the Sobolev embedding theorem again, D(A) is a closed subspace of H2 and thus a

Banach space.

Then we formulate model (1.2) as the following abstract evolution equation:

d

dt
w +Aw = F (w), (C.8)

where w = (u,v) = (u1, · · · , un, v1, · · · , vn) ∈ X and

F (w)

:=
(
f1(u1, v1) + u1, · · · , fn(un, vn) + un, f̂1(u1, v1) + v1, · · · , f̂n(un, vn) + vn

)
(C.9)

with fi, f̂i be defined in (B.4) for i = 1, · · · , n.
We now show that −A generates an analytic semigroup on X.

Lemma C.2. The linear operator A : D(A) ⊂ X → X is symmetric maximal monotone,

and −A is the infinitesimal generator of an analytic semigroup on X, where X, A and

D(A) are defined in (C.1), (C.5) and (C.7), respectively. Moreover, A has a compact

resolvent.

Proof. Since Au and Av are essentially identical, it suffices to establish the properties

for Au. Although the proof technique parallels that of [22, Lemma 3.3] (see also [40,

Proposition 7.1]), several adaptations are required. We detail these modifications below

and omit the analogous steps.

Define

D(Au) := {u ∈ H2
u ∩H1

u : di+1(ui+1)x(x
+
i ) = di(ui)x(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

(u1)x(0
+) = (un)x(L

−) = 0},
(C.10)

where H1
u and H2

u are defined in (C.2) and (C.3), respectively. For any u ∈ D(Au), we

use integration by parts and apply the interface and boundary conditions in (C.10) to

derive:

⟨Auu,u⟩Xu =
n∑

i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 pj

[∫
Ωi

−di(ui)xxui dx+
∫
Ωi

(ui)
2 dx

]
=

n∑
i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 pj

[∫
Ωi

di(ui)
2
x dx+

∫
Ωi

(ui)
2 dx

]
≥ C1∥u∥2H1

u
≥ 0,

(C.11)
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where the constant C1 > 0 depends on di, 1/pi (i = 1, · · · , n). Using an argument

similar to that in the proof of (C.11), we can prove that ⟨Auu,v⟩ = ⟨u,Auv⟩ for all
u,v ∈ D(Au). This implies Au is symmetric .

Next, we prove that for every λ ≥ 0, the range R(λIXu +Au) = Xu. That is, for

any g = (g1, · · · , gn) ∈ Xu, the following problem admits a solution u ∈ D(Au):

− di(ui)xx + (λ+ 1)ui = gi, in Ωi,

ui+1(x
+
i ) = piui(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

di+1(ui+1)x(x
+
i ) = di(ui)x(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

(u1)x(0
+) = (un)x(L

−) = 0.

(C.12a)

(C.12b)

(C.12c)

(C.12d)

We first convert this problem into a weak formulation: find u ∈ H1
u such that

a(u, s) = ⟨g, s⟩Xu for all s ∈ H1
u, (C.13)

where the bilinear form a on H1
u ×H1

u is defined by

a(u, s) =
n∑

i=1

1∏i−1
j=1 pj

[∫
Ωi

di(ui)x(si)x dx+ (λ+ 1)

∫
Ωi

uisi dx

]
.

Clearly, a(u, s) is continuous. Following a similar approach to that for (C.11), we can

show that a(u, s) is coercive. Then, by the Lax–Milgram theorem, problem (C.12)

admits a unique solution u ∈ H1
u with

∥u∥H1
u
≤ C2∥g∥Xu , (C.14)

where the constant C2 > 0 depends on di, pi, 1/di and 1/pi (i = 1, · · · , n). Combining

this with the definition of H1
u in (C.2), we conclude that (C.12b) holds.

For each i = 1, · · · , n, we construct a test function

v = (v1, · · · , vn) ∈ C∞(Ω1)× · · · × C∞(Ωn)

such that vk ≡ 0 for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n with k ̸= i and vi is supported in Ωi. Clearly,

v ∈ H1
u. Thus, (C.13) implies that ui ∈ H2(Ωi) for all i = 1, · · · , n (so that u ∈ H2

u)

and that (C.12a) holds. Then, for each i = 1, · · · , n− 1, we construct a test function

v = (v1, · · · , vn) ∈ G ⊂ H1
u with the following properties: (i) vk ≡ 0 for all k such

that 1 ≤ k ≤ i − 1 or i + 2 ≤ k ≤ n; (ii) the component vi is supported in (xi−1, xi];

(iii) The component vi+1 is supported in [xi, xi+1). Here G is defined in (C.4). Since
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u ∈ H1
u ∩H2

u, we see from (C.13) that

0 =−
∫ xi

xi−1

gividx−
1

pi

∫ xi+1

xi

gi+1vi+1dx+

∫ xi

xi−1

[di(ui)x(vi)x + (λ+ 1)uivi] dx

+
1

pi

∫ xi+1

xi

[di+1(ui+1)x(vi+1)x + (λ+ 1)ui+1vi+1] dx

=di(ui)x(x
−
i )vi(x

−
i )−

1

pi
di+1(ui+1)x(x

+
i )vi+1(x

+
i ) +

∫ xi

xi−1

[−di(ui)xx + (λ+ 1)ui] vidx

−
∫ xi

xi−1

gividx+
1

pi

∫ xi+1

xi

[−di+1(ui+1)xx + (λ+ 1)ui+1 − gi+1] vi+1dx

=di(ui)x(x
−
i )vi(x

−
i )−

1

pi
di+1(ui+1)x(x

+
i )vi+1(x

+
i ),

where we have used integration by parts in the second step and (C.12a) in the third

step. Combining this with the fact that v ∈ H1
u, we obtain (C.12c). Using similar

arguments, we can deduce that (u1)x(0
+) = (un)x(L

−) = 0. Thus, u ∈ D(Au), and

consequently, the operator Au is maximal monotone. It is then densely defined and

closed (by [6, Proposition 7.1]). Then, by arguments similar to those in the proof of

[22, Lemma 3.3], we can deduce that −Au is the infinitesimal generator of an analytic

semigroup.

Furthermore, we see from (C.12a) that

∥(ui)xx∥L2(Ωi) ≤
1

di

[
∥gi∥L2(Ωi) + (λ+ 1)∥ui∥L2(Ωi)

]
,

where λ ≥ 0. This combined with (C.14) implies that ∥u∥H2
u
≤ C3∥g∥Xu , where the

constant C3 > 0 depends on di, pi, 1/di and 1/pi (i = 1, · · · , n). Since R(λI+Au) = Xu

and λI+Au is injective (by (C.11)), it is invertible with a bounded inverse (λI+Au)
−1 :

Xu → D(Au). Since D(Au)
c
↪−→ Xu, we see that Au has a compact resolvent. This

completes the proof.

Remark C.3. By the proof of Lemma C.2, Au (defined in (C.6)) has a compact resolvent.

An analogous property holds for the operator Av, whose domain is given by

D(Av) := {v ∈ H2
v ∩H1

v : d̂i+1(vi+1)x(x
+
i ) = d̂i(vi)x(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

(v1)x(0
+) = (vn)x(L

−) = 0},
(C.15)

Because −Au and −Av both generate analytic semigroups, we can define their corre-

sponding fractional power spaces Xα
u and Xα

v for 0 < α < 1. Moreover, since both Au

and Av have compact resolvents, the embedding

Xβ
u ×Xβ

v

c
↪−→ Xα

u ×Xα
v (C.16)
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is compact whenever 0 < α < β < 1.

For later applications, we establish the following embedding result for the function

spaces defined above.

Lemma C.4. Suppose that α ∈ (1/4, 1). Then the following statements hold:

(i) For s > 1/2,

W s,2(Ω1)× · · · ×W s,2(Ωn)
c
↪−→ Cr(Ω1)× · · · × Cr(Ωn), (C.17)

where 0 ≤ r < s− 1/2; and

(Xu,H2
u)s,2 = (Xv,H2

v)s,2 = W 2s,2(Ω1)× · · · ×W 2s,2(Ωn), (C.18)

where Xu, Xv,H2
u and H2

v are defined in (C.1) and (C.3).

(ii) For 0 < θ < 1,

(Xu, X
α
u )θ,2 = (Xu,D(Au))αθ,2, (Xv, X

α
v )θ,2 = (Xv,D(Av))αθ,2, (C.19)

and

Xα
u , X

α
v

c
↪−→ Cν(Ω1)× · · · × Cν(Ωn), (C.20)

where 0 < ν < 2α− 1
2
, and Xu, Xv,D(Au) and D(Av) are defined in (C.1), (C.10)

and (C.15).

(Here, (S1, S2)θ,q denotes the interpolation space between function spaces S1 and S2 via

the K-method; see [58, Section 1.3.2].)

Proof. The proof can be derived from [51, Theorem A.1], but we include it here for

completeness. The results in (C.17) and (C.18) follow directly from [2, Theorem 11.5]

and [2, Theorem 11.6], respectively, while (C.19) is established in [58, Section 1.15.2].

Now we prove (C.20). Fix an arbitrary ν satisfying 0 < ν < 2α − 1/2. We can

choose θ ∈ (0, 1) such that αθ ̸= 1/2 and 2αθ − 1/2 > ν. Then

Xα
u ⊂ (Xu, X

α
u )θ,2 = (Xu,D(Au))αθ,2 ⊂ (Xu,H2

u)αθ,2 = W 2αθ,2(Ω1)× · · · ×W 2αθ,2(Ωn),

where the second and last equalities follow from (C.19) and (C.18), respectively. Since

2αθ − 1/2 > ν, we see from (C.17) that the embedding (C.20) holds. This completes

the proof.

We now state the definition of a strong solution to (C.8), following [26, Definition

3.3.1].
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Definition C.5. A strong solution of (C.8) on the interval (0, T ) with initial condition

w(0) = w0 ∈ Xα
u ×Xα

v is a function w : [0, T ) → X satisfying the following:

(i) w(t) ∈ D(A) and dw(t)/dt exists for all t ∈ (0, T );

(ii) The abstract equation (C.8) is satisfied on (0, T ) with w(0) = w0;

(iii) F (w(t)) is locally Hölder continuous in t, and

∫ ρ

0

∥F (w(t))∥Xdt <∞ for some

ρ > 0.

Theorem C.6. For any given nonnegative initial value (u0,v0) ∈ Xα
u × Xα

v with

α ∈ (3/4, 1), model (1.2) admits a unique classical solution (u(x, t),v(x, t)) (defined

in Definition C.1) that exists for t ∈ [0,∞) and satisfies (u(x, 0),v(x, 0)) = (u0,v0).

Moreover, the following properties hold:

(i) One has

u(·, t) ∈ C([0,∞), Xα
u ) ∩ C1((0,∞), Xα

u ),

v(·, t) ∈ C([0,∞), Xα
v ) ∩ C1((0,∞), Xα

v ),

where 3/4 < α < 1.

(ii) There exist two positive constants Mu and Mv, depending on (u0,v0), k, p and

p̂, such that for all (x, t) ∈ [0, L]× [0,∞),

0 ≤ u ≤ Mu and 0 ≤ v ≤ Mv.

Here Mu,Mv ∈ Rn are defined by

Mu := (Mu, p1Mu, · · · ,
n−1∏
j=1

pjMu) and Mv := (Mv, p̂1Mv, · · · ,
n−1∏
j=1

p̂jMv).

(C.21)

Proof. The existence of a classical solution is inspired by the approach in [51, Theorems

C.1 and C.2], which studied a chemotaxis model. The details are provided below. The

uniqueness follows directly from Theorem B.1 and Remark B.2.

For given 3/4 < α < 1, the embedding (C.20) implies:

Xα
u , X

α
v

c
↪−→ C1(Ω1)× · · · × C1(Ωn). (C.22)

As a consequence, F : Xα
u ×Xα

v → X, defined by (C.9), is locally Lipschitz continuous.

By [26, Theorem 3.3.3 and Theorem 3.5.2], for any initial value (u0,v0) ∈ Xα
u ×Xα

v ,

there exists Tmax = Tmax(u0,v0) > 0 such that (C.8) admits a unique strong solution in

the sense of Definition C.5, and

(u(t),v(t)) ∈ C([0, Tmax), X
α
u )× C([0, Tmax), X

α
v ),

(u(t),v(t)) ∈ C1((0, Tmax), X
α
u )× C1((0, Tmax), X

α
v ),

(C.23)
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where 3/4 < α < 1.

Let

u(x, t) = (u1, · · · , un) = u(t)(x) and v(x, t) := (v1, · · · , vn) = v(t)(x) for x ∈ [0, L].

We now show that the strong solution is indeed a classical solution of the original model

(1.2). It follows from (C.22) and (C.23) that

ui(x, t), vi(x, t) ∈ C1,0(Ωi × [0, Tmax)) ∩ C1,1(Ωi × (0, Tmax)) for all i = 1, · · · , n.

Thus, fi(ui(x, t), vi(x, t)), f̂i(ui(x, t), vi(x, t)) ∈ C1,1(Ωi × (0, Tmax)). Now, for fixed

t > 0, we rewrite (1.2a) and (1.2b) as the following form:

di(ui)xx(x, t) = ui(x, t) + (ui)t(x, t)− fi(ui(x, t), vi(x, t)) ∈ C1(Ωi),

d̂i(vi)xx(x, t) = ui(x, t) + (vi)t(x, t)− f̂i(ui(x, t), vi(x, t)) ∈ C1(Ωi).

This implies that (u(·, t),v(·, t)) ∈ H3 = H3
u ×H3

v for fixed t > 0. By (C.17), we have

H3
u,H3

v

c
↪−→ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn),

which implies that

ui(·, ·), vi(·, ·) ∈ C2,1(Ωi × (0, Tmax)). (C.24)

Consequently, (u(x, t),v(x, t)) satisfies (1.2a)-(1.2b) pointwise. Since (u(x, t),v(x, t)) ∈
D(A) and given the regularity in (C.24), it follows that (u(x, t),v(x, t)) satisfies (1.2c)-

(1.2e) pointwise. Therefore, (u(x, t),v(x, t)) is a classical solution of of the original

model (1.2).

Denote w(x, t) := (u(x, t),v(x, t)) for simplicity. Now we show that {w(·, t) | t > 0}
is bounded in Xα

u ×Xα
v . Choose two positive constants Mu,Mv such that (Mu,0) ⪰

(u0,v0) ⪰ (0,Mv) and ensure that the the pairs (Mu, 0) and (0,Mv) (defined in (C.21))

satisfy (B.2) and (B.3). Here ⪰ is defined in (B.1). Then it follows from Theorem B.1

that

(Mu,0) ⪰ (u(x, t),v(x, t)) ⪰ (0,Mv) for (x, t) ∈ [0, L]× (0, Tmax).

This implies that there exists a positive constant M1 such that

∥F (w(x, t))∥X ≤ M1 for all t > 0. (C.25)

According to [26, Lemma 3.3.2], w(·, t) satisfies the following integral equation

w(·, t) = e−tAw0 +

∫ t

0

e−(t−s)AF (w(·, s)) ds. (C.26)
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By Lemma C.2 and its proof, we see that A has a compact resolvent, and 0 belongs to

the resolvent set of A. It follows from [26, Chapter I, Section 1.4] that, for any given

0 ≤ β ≤ 1, the operator Aβe−tA is bounded on X (i.e., Aβe−tA ∈ L(X)), and

Aβe−tAW̃ = e−tAAβW̃ for all W̃ ∈ D(Aβ) = Xβ
u ×Xβ

v . (C.27)

Moreover, there exists a positive constant M̃β such that

∥Aβe−tA∥L(X) ≤ M̃βt
−βe−δt, (C.28)

where ∥ · ∥L(X) is the operator norm in L(X). Then, for all t > 0, we see from (C.26)

that

∥w(·, t)∥Xα
u×Xα

v
≤ ∥e−tA∥ · ∥w(·, 0)∥Xα

u×Xα
v
+

∫ t

0

∥Aαe−(t−s)A∥L(X)∥F (w(·, s))∥X ds

≤ M̃0∥w(·, 0)∥Xα
u×Xα

v
+

∫ t

0

M1M̃α(t− s)−αe−δ(t−s) ds

≤ M̃0∥w(·, 0)∥Xα
u×Xα

v
+

∫ ∞

0

M1M̃α(t− s)−αe−δ(t−s) ds <∞.

(C.29)

The first inequality uses (C.27), while the second follows from (C.28) with β = 0 and

β = α, respectively. By (C.29), we see that {w(·, t) | t > 0} is bounded in Xα
u ×Xα

v .

By (C.22) again, we see that, for every closed bounded set B in Xα
u ×Xα

v , the image

F (B) is bounded in X. Then it follows from [26, Theorem 3.3.4] that Tmax = ∞. This

completes the proof.

Remark C.7. It follows from Lemma C.2 and the proof of Theorem C.5 that −A
generates an analytic semigroup and that F : Xα

u ×Xα
v → X, defined by (C.9), is locally

Lipschitz continuous. Then, by [26, Theorem 5.1.1], a steady state of the abstract

evolution equation (C.8) (or the original model (1.2)) is asymptotically stable (resp.,

unstable) if if it is linearly stable (resp., linearly unstable).

Note that Xα
u and Xα

v are ordered Banach spaces. Their positive cones, Pu and

Pv, both have nonempty interior. The cone K = Pu × (−Pv) induces the order ≥k as

follows:

(u1, v1) ≥k (u2, v2) if and only if (u1 − u2, v1 − v2) ∈ K. (C.30)

Define the continuous semiflow generated by model (C.8) as follows:

Tt : (u0,v0) ∈ Xα
u ×Xα

v 7→ (u(·, t),v(·, t)) ∈ Xα
u ×Xα

v . (C.31)
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Theorem C.8. Let the semiflow Tt be defined as in (C.31). Then the following

statements hold:

(i) Tt is strongly order-preserving with respect to ≥k for all t > 0, where ≥k is defined

in (C.30);

(ii) Tt is order compact in Xα
u ×Xα

v for all t > 0.

Proof. Statement (i) is a direct consequence of Theorem B.1, Remark B.2 and Theorem

C.6. Next, we prove statement (ii). Note that Tt is order compact if it maps every order

interval in Pu × Pv ⊂ Xα
u ×Xα

v into a relatively compact set. Consider the following

order interval with respect to ≥k:

I := {(u0,v0) ∈ Pu × Pv : (u0,0) ≥k (u0,v0) ≥k (0,v0)} .

Let (u(·, t),0), (0,v(·, t)) and (u(·, t),v(·, t)) be the solutions of (C.8) with the initial

values (u0, 0), (0,v0), and (u0,v0), respectively. By Theorem C.6, these are all classical

solutions to the original model (1.2). Then Theorem B.1 implies that

(u(·, t),0) ≥k (u(·, t),v(·, t)) ≥k (0,v(·, t)) for all t > 0.

This combined with Theorem C.6 (ii) implies that the set

Tt(I) =
{
(u(·, t),v(·, t))

∣∣ (u(·, 0),v(·, 0)) ∈ I
}

is bounded in (C(Ω1)×· · ·×C(Ωn))
2. This implies that there exists a positive constant

M1 such that, for any fixed t > 0,

∥F (w(·, t))∥X ≤ M1 whenever w(·, 0) ∈ I. (C.32)

Here w(·, t) := (u(·, t),v(·, t)), and F is defined by (C.9).

Then using arguments similar to those in the proof of Theorem C.6, we see from

(C.32) that, for any initial value w(·, 0) ∈ I and any fixed t > 0,

∥w(·, t)∥β ≤ ∥Aβ−αe−tA∥ · ∥w0∥α +

∫ t

0

∥Aβe−(t−s)A∥L(X) · ∥F (w(·, s))∥X ds

≤ M̃β−α t
−(β−α)e−δt∥w0∥α + M̃βM1

∫ t

0

(t− s)−βe−δ(t−s) ds <∞.

Here α < β < 1, and M̃β, M̃β−α, δ are defined in the proof of Theorem C.6. Conse-

quently, Tt(I) is bounded in Xβ
u × Xβ

v for any fixed t > 0. This combined with the

compact embedding (C.16) implies that the Tt(I) is relatively compact in Xα
u ×Xα

v .

This complete the proof.
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Finally, we consider the following eigenvalue problem
− di(ϕi)xx − ci(x)ϕi = λϕi(x), in Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

ϕi+1(x
+
i ) = piϕi(x

−
i ), di+1(ϕi+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(ϕi)x(x

−
i ),

(ϕ1)x(0
+) = (ϕn)x(L

−) = 0.

(C.33a)

(C.33b)

(C.33c)

Proposition C.9. Assume that ci(x) ∈ C1(Ωi) for all i = 1, · · · , n, and let d =

(d1, · · · , dn). Then the eigenvalue problem (C.33) admits a simple eigenvalue λ1(d)

with a corresponding positive eigenfunction Φ∗, and any other eigenvalue λ ≠ λ1(d) of

(C.33) satisfies Re(λ) > λ1. Moreover, λ1(d) is continuous with respect to d.

Proof. Define

Λ := max
1≤i≤n

{
∥ci(x)∥C(Ωi)

+ 1
}
.

For g ∈ G, where G is defined in (C.4), we consider the following problem
− di(ϕi)xx + [Λ− ci]ϕi = gi, in Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

ϕi+1(x
+
i ) = piϕi(x

−
i ), di+1(ϕi+1)x(x

+
i ) = di(ϕi)x(x

−
i ),

(ϕ1)x(0
+) = (ϕn)x(L

−) = 0.

(C.34a)

(C.34b)

(C.34c)

Define

Ãuu := (−d1(u1)xx + (Λ− c1(x))u1, · · · ,−dn(un)xx + (Λ− cn(x))un), (C.35)

and the domain of Ãu is given by:

D(Ãu) := {u ∈ H2
u ∩H1

u : di+1(ui+1)x(x
+
i ) = di(ui)x(x

−
i ), i = 1, · · · , n− 1,

(u1)x(0
+) = (un)x(L

−) = 0},
(C.36)

Then using arguments similar to those in the proof of Lemma C.2, we conclude that

Ãu is symmetric and that (C.34) admits a unique solution Φ ∈ D(Ãu). Moreover, Φ

satisfies

∥Φ∥H2
u
≤ C1∥g∥Xu . (C.37)

Here the constant C1 > 0 depends on di, pi, 1/di and 1/pi (i = 1, · · · , n). Since

H2
u

c
↪−→ C(Ω1)× · · · × C(Ωn) and G

c
↪−→ Xu, it follows from (C.37) that

max
1≤i≤n

∥ϕi∥C1(Ωi)
≤ C2∥g∥Xu ≤ C3∥g∥G,

where the constants C2, C3 > 0 depends on di, pi, 1/di and 1/pi (i = 1, · · · , n). This

combined with (C.34a) implies that Φ ∈ H3
u and

∥Φ∥H3
u
≤ C4∥g∥Xu , (C.38)

46



where the constant C4 > 0 depends on di, pi, 1/di and 1/pi (i = 1, · · · , n). The

embedding H3
u

c
↪−→ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn) combined with (C.38) implies that

max
1≤i≤n

∥ϕi∥C2(Ωi)
≤ C5∥g∥G, (C.39)

where the constant C5 depends on di, pi, 1/di and 1/pi (i = 1, · · · , n).
For fixed d ≫ 0, define the linear operator T (d) : G → G by T (d)g = Φ, where

Φ is the solution of (C.34) corresponding to g. Since Φ ∈ C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn) and

C2(Ω1)× · · · × C2(Ωn)
c
↪−→ G, we can deduce that T (d) is compact. Let

K := {w ∈ G : wi(x) ≥ 0 in Ωi}

be the positive cone in G. This cone has nonempty interior K̊ and satisfies K∩ (−K) =

{0}. By Theorem B.5, we obtain that, if g ∈ K\{0}, then Φ ∈ K̊, which implies

that T (d)(K\{0}) ⊂ K̊. Then it follows from the Krein-Rutman theorem (see e.g.,

[16, Theorem 1.2]) that the spectral radius r(d) is a simple eigenvalue of T (d) with a

corresponding positive eigenfunction g∗. This implies that

−di(ϕ∗
i )xx + [Λ− ci]ϕ

∗
i =

ϕ∗
i

r(d)
in Ωi, i = 1, 2, · · · , n,

where Φ∗ = (ϕ∗
1, · · · , ϕ∗

n) = Tg∗ is positive. Consequently, λ1(d) = 1/r(d) − Λ is a

simple eigenvalue of (C.33) with a positive eigenfunction Φ∗. Then, using arguments

similar to those in the proof of [16, Theorem 1.4], we deduce that any eigenvalue λ ≠ λ1

of (C.33) satisfies Re(λ) > λ1.

Finally, we will show that λ1(d) is continuous with respect to d. By (C.37), the

operator T (d) is also bounded and compact on Xu. We first show that that T (d) is

continuous in L(Xu), where L(Xu) denotes the set of bounded linear operators on Xu.

That is, for any sequence
{
dk
}∞
k=1

satisfying lim
k→∞

dk = d, we have

lim
k→∞

∥T (dk)− T (d)∥L(Xu) = 0, (C.40)

where ∥ · ∥L(Xu) is the operator norm in L(Xu). Since the constant C4 in (C.37) depends

only on di and 1/di (i = 1, · · · , n), we see from (C.37) that

∞⋃
k=1

{
T (dk)g : ∥g∥Xu ≤ 1

}
is compact in Xu, and

{
∥T (dk)∥L(Xu)

}∞
k=1

is bounded. Consequently, {T (dk)}∞k=1 is

collectively compact. Since Ãu is symmetric, it follows that T (dk) is self-adjoint. Then

it follow from [3, Lemma 5.2 and Corollary 5.7] that (C.40) holds if and only if

lim
k→∞

T (dk)g = T (d)g in Xu for any fixed g ∈ Xu. (C.41)
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Note that
{
∥T (dk)∥L(Xu)

}∞
k=1

is bounded, and G is dense in Xu. Therefore, to prove

(C.41), it suffices to show that

lim
k→∞

T (dk)g = T (d)g in G for any fixed g ∈ G. (C.42)

Now we construct an auxiliary function for further application. Let g = (g1, · · · , gn) ∈
G. For any given a > 0, we inductively solve the following ODEs. For i = 1:

dϕ1

dx
= ψ1, x ∈ (0, x1),

dψ1

dx
=

1

d1
[(Λ− c1)ϕ1 − g1] , x ∈ (0, x1),

ϕ1(0
+) = a, ψ1(0

+) = 0.

(C.43)

For i = 2, · · · , n:

dϕi

dx
= ψi, x ∈ (xi−1, xi),

dψi

dx
=

1

di
[(Λ− ci)ϕi − gi] , x ∈ (xi−1, xi),

ϕi(x
+
i−1) = pi−1ϕi−1(x

−
i−1), ψi(x

+
i−1) =

di−1

di
ψi−1(x

−
i−1).

(C.44)

Define the auxiliary function T : (0,∞)× Rn → R by T (a,d) := ψn(L).

By the continuous dependence of solutions to ODEs on initial values and parameters,

we see that T (a,d) is continuous with respect to (a,d). Since (C.34) has a unique

solution Φ = (ϕ1, · · · , ϕn) ∈ G , it follows that T (a,d) = 0 admits a unique solution

a(d) for fixed d. We now prove that

lim
k→∞

a(dk) = a(d). (C.45)

Since the constant C5 in (C.39) depends only on di and 1/di(i = 1, · · · , n), it follows from
(C.39) that

{
a(dk)

}∞
k=1

is bounded. Consider any convergent subsequence {a(dkj)}∞j=1

with limit a∗. Since T (a(dkj),dkj) = 0 for all j and T (a,d) is continuous with respect

to (a,d), taking the limit as j → ∞ yields T (a∗,d) = 0. The uniqueness of the solution

to T (a,d) = 0 then implies that a∗ = a(d). Thus, (C.45) holds. Note that(
T (d)g,

dT (d)g

dx

)
is the solution of (C.43)-(C.44) for a = a(d). Similarly,(

T (dk)g,
dT (dk)g

dx

)
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is the solution of (C.43)-(C.44) for d = dk and a = a(dk). By the continuous dependence

of solutions to ODEs on initial values and parameters, we see from (C.45) that (C.42)

holds. Consequently, T (d) is continuous in L(Xu) with respect to d.

Note from [30, Chapter III, Section 3.5] that a simple and isolated eigenvalue depends

continuously on the operator. Since the spectral radius r(d) is a simple and isolated

eigenvalue of T (d) on G (and hence Xu), it follows that r(d) is continuous with respect

to d, and consequently λ1(d) is continuous with respect to d. This completes the

proof.
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