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Abstract

A reaction-diffusion Leslie-Gower predator-prey model, incorporating the fear effect and prey
refuge, with Beddington-DeAngelis functional response, is introduced. A qualitative analysis
of the solutions of the model and the stability analysis of the coexistence equilibrium, are
performed. Sufficient conditions guaranteeing the occurrence of Turing instability have been
determined either in the case of self-diffusion or in the case of cross-diffusion. Different types
of Turing patterns, representing a spatial redistribution of population in the environment,
emerge for different values of the model parameters.

Keywords Population dynamics · Predator-Prey · Turing instability · Cross-Diffusion · Turing patterns ·
Reaction-Diffusion

1 Introduction

Predator-prey models describe the interaction between two population in which a species (the predators)
sustains its self by eating another one (the prey). Starting from the pioneering Lotka-Volterra predator-prey
model, different generalizations have been proposed in order to overcome some criticalities and better describe
some real situations [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8], [9, 10]. In particular, a Leslie-Gower model has been successively
formulated in order to introduce an asymptotic limit to the growth of both populations (not recognized by
the classical model) [11, 12, 13, 14]. This model consists in two ordinary differential equations in which the
environmental carrying capacity of predators depends on the ratio between the two population densities. A
fundamental role in mathematical modeling of predator-prey dynamics, is played by the functional response
defined as the number of prey consumed by one predator per unit of time. The functional response depends
on a number of factors such as the prey’s ability to escape an attack or the predator’s search efficiency.
Holling [15] proposed three functional responses depending only on the number of prey (N). In particular,
the Holling functionals are:
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• Type I: F = mN ;

• Type II: F = mN

a+N
;

• Type III: F = mN2

a+N2

being a,m constants. The choice of the functional response depends on the different predation behaviour
to be modeled. In particular, the type I is used when there is no handling time of the captured prey and
population densities are not too large. Type II introduces a maximum predation rate to describe the situation
in which predators can feel satiated when there is abundant available food. Type III describes the increasing
of predators search activity with increasing prey density. However, there are some circumstances in which a
functional response, depending of both population densities, should be used. This is the case, for example, in
which predators behavior affects the prey dynamics. Beddington-DeAngelis [16, 17] proposed a functional
response which comes from a generalization of the Holling type II functional response, introducing at the
denominator an additive linear term depending on the predators number to model the mutual interference
between predators. In [18] a modified Leslie-Gower model has been introduced to describe the predator-prey
interaction by considering a Beddington-DeAngelis functional response and taking into account of two
important aspects: the fear effect and the prey refuge. Fear may have important consequences on the
ecosystem [19, 20, 21, 22]. For example, in [19] it has been observed that some birds female, that experienced
frequent nests predation, produce fewer eggs in the subsequent nests. In order to model this phenomenon,
the natural birth rate of preys is multiplied by a function f(k, P ) depending on the level of fear k and on the
predators density P such as:

1) in the absence of fear or in the absence of predators, the function is equal to 1, meaning that the
natural birth rate of preys is constant

f(0, P ) = 1, f(k, 0) = 1

2) when the level of fear or the predators density is huge, the function f tends to zero

lim
k→∞

f(k, P ) = 0, lim
P→∞

f(k, P ) = 0

3) the function f has to be decreasing with respect to k and P

∂f(k, P )
∂k

< 0, ∂f(k, P )
∂P

< 0.

In time of predation, preys can experience hiding behavior [23], [24], [25]. Then, introducing a parameter
η ∈ [0, 1] representing the fraction of prey protected by predation, denoting by N the number of prey, η(1−N)
is the number of prey outside of protection. The model introduced in [18] considers the case in which both
populations are homogeneously mixed in the environment. The biologically meaningful equilibria have been
determined and sufficient conditions guaranteeing the linear stability of the coexistence equilibrium have
been found.
In order to generalize the results obtained in [18], in this paper we consider the case in which populations
are heterogeneously mixed in the environment to incorporate a random movement of both species. Such
model better describes, for example, the situations in which predators can move to search for preys and these
ones can move to escape by predators attack. When diffusion is incorporated in the mathematical model, a
spatial distribution, periodic in space and constant in time, of both populations can be observed under certain
conditions (see [26] and the references therein). In fact, it is possible to look for conditions guaranteeing
that an equilibrium, stable in the absence of diffusion, becomes unstable when diffusion is allowed. The
diffusion-driven instability is called Turing instability and has been widely studied in literature, especially
to investigate for the Turing patterns formation ([27]). This approach can be extended to other interacting
models with different functional responses, and also in other fields of applied mathematics where nonlinear
mathematical models having a similar structure are considered ([28, 29, 30, 31]). The simplest diffusion is the
linear one, meaning that the time evolution of one species is affected by the random movement of the same
species. In [32] a modified Leslie-Gower model is introduced. It is assumed a linear constant self diffusion
and conditions guaranteeing the onset of Turing, Hopf, Turing-Hopf bifurcations, is investigated. However,
more sophisticated diffusion terms can be introduced due to the fact that the interaction between population
affects each other’s behaviour. Among these, the cross-diffusion terms are introduced when the behaviour of
one species depends on the random movements of both species.
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The plan of the paper is as follows. Section 2 is devoted to the introduction of the mathematical model which
consists of two reaction-diffusion equations governing the evolution of predators and prey interactions. A
simple linear, constant, self-diffusion is introduced for both the species. Section 3 is devoted to a qualitative
analysis of the solutions: the boundedness and existence of absorbing sets (i.e. positively invariant and
attractive sets) in the phase space are explored. In the subsequent Section 4, the existence of biologically
meaningful equilibria is analyzed. Section 5 deals with the linear instability of the coexistence equilibrium.
Precisely, in Subsecion 5.1, the linear instability in the homogeneous case is investigated. The heterogeneous
case is examined in Subsection 5.2 where sufficient conditions guaranteeing the occurrence of Turing instability,
have been determined. Since the set of parameters verifying the conditions for the diffusion-driven instability
is very strict, in Section 6 the model introduced in Section 2, has been generalized to take into account of
cross-diffusion and conditions guaranteeing the onset of Turing instability have been determined in the case
in which this kind of instability is not observable when the self-diffusion is considered. In Section 7 the
amplitude equations are obtained. Section 8 deals with numerical simulations in order to explore a richer
dynamic of population interactions showing that, under certain conditions, spatial patterns emerge. The
paper ends with a Conclusion section (Section 9) collecting all the obtained results.

2 Mathematical model

In [18], a Leslie-Gower predator-prey model with Beddington-DeAngelis functional response, incorporating
fear effect and prey refuge, has been analyzed. Denoting by N and P the number of prey and predators,
respectively, the model introduced in [18] is

dN

dt
=
(

r1

1 + kP
− qN − α(1− η)P

a+ b(1− η)N + cP
− d
)
N,

dP

dt
=
(
r2 −

βP

(1− η)N + γ

)
P

(1)

with r1, r2 birth rates of prey and predator population, q, β competition rates of prey and predators; α
reduction rate of prey into predators, a, γ environmental protects of prey and predators, b, c constants, d
natural death rate of prey, η ∈ [0, 1[ measures the protection of prey (i.e. η is the number of prey protected
by predation), k rate of fear expressing the anti-predator behaviour in prey. All the constants appearing
in (1) are positive. In model (1), population is considered homogeneously mixed in the environment (i.e.
diffusion is neglected). In order to generalize model (1) to the most significant case in which both species can
randomly move in the environment (for example, prey can escape from regions with high risk of predation, or
predators can move for searching food), we introduce – at the first – the simplest diffusion, i.e. the linear,
constant self-diffusion terms, to obtain

∂N

∂τ
=
(

r1

1 + kP
− qN − α(1− η)P

a+ b(1− η)N + cP
− d
)
N + d1∆N,

∂P

∂τ
=
(
r2 −

βP

(1− η)N + γ

)
P + d2∆P

(2)

where di are positive constants (i = 1, 2), denoting the diffusion coefficients and ∆ is the spatial Laplacian
operator. In the sequel, we denote by Ω the domain in which species can spread, assuming that Ω is a regular
domain, and associate to (2) smooth positive initial data:

N(X, 0) = N0(X), P (X, 0) = P0(X), X ∈ Ω (3)
and homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions (no-flux)

∇N · n = 0, ∇P · n = 0, on ∂Ω× R+, (4)
being n the outward unit normal to the boundary ∂Ω. Introducing the transformation (see [18])

x = X
L
, t = r2τ, n = qN

r2
, p = qP

br2
2
, µ = r1

r2
, ρ = kbr2

2
q

,

δ = q

r2
, σ = br2

aq
, Φ = αbr2

aq
, ξ = bcr2

2
aq

, θ = bβ, ν = γq

r2

(5)

with L being the Ω-diameter, setting γi = di
riL2 , (i = 1, 2), model (2) becomes

∂n

∂t
=
(

µ

1 + ρp
− n− (1− η)Φp

1 + σ(1− η)n+ ξp
− δ
)
n+ γ1∆n,

∂p

∂t
=
(

1− θ

(1− η)n+ ν

)
p+ γ2∆p

(6)
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under the initial-boundary conditions

n(x, 0) = n0(x), p(x, 0) = p0(x), x ∈ Ω,

∇n · n = 0, ∇p · n = 0, on ∂Ω× R+.
(7)

In the sequel we assume, accordingly to [18], that µ > δ.

3 Boundedness of solutions

In this section, we investigate the boundedness of solutions and the existence of absorbing sets in the phase
space (i.e. positively invariant and attractive sets). Denote by ‖ · ‖, ‖ · ‖∞ the L2 and L∞−norm. Let T > 0
be a fixed time and ΩT = Ω× (0, T ] be the parabolic cylinder. The following theorem holds true.
Theorem 1. Let (n, p) ∈ [C2

1 (ΩT ) ∩ C(Ω̄T )]2 the non negative solution of (6)-(7). Then ∀ϕ ∈ {n, p}, ϕ is
bounded a.e. in Ω according to

n(x, t) ≤ C(1)
∞ (n0(x)) := M1, p(x, t) ≤ C(2)

∞ (p0(x)) := M2, (8)

where Ci∞, (i = 1, 2) are positive constants depending on the initial data.

Proof. n(x, t) is a sub-solution of the problem
∂S1

∂t
− γ1∆S1 = (µ− δ − S1)S1,

∇S1 · n = 0, on ∂Ω× R+,

S1(x, 0) = S0
1(x) = max

Ω̄
n0(x).

(9)

Since
(µ− δ − S1)S1 ≤

3
2S

2
1 + (µ− δ)2

2 , (10)

in view of Theorem 1 of [33], one obtains that, denoting by τ1(S0
1) the maximal existence time of the solution

S1(x, t) of (9), since – from the continuous dependence on the initial data – there exists a positive constant
C1(S0

1) such that
‖S1(·, t)‖ ≤ C1(S0

1), ∀t ∈ (0, τ1(S0
1)), (11)

the solution S1(x, t) exists for all time and there exists a positive constant C(1)
∞ such that

‖S1(·, t)‖∞ ≤ C
(1)
∞ (S0

1), ∀t > 0. (12)

Similarly, p(x, t) is a sub-solution of the problem
∂S2

∂t
− γ2∆S2 =

(
1− θ

(1− η)M1 + ν

)
S2,

∇S2 · n = 0, on ∂Ω× R+,

S2(x, 0) = S0
2(x) = max

Ω̄
p0(x).

(13)

Since (
1− θ

(1− η)M1 + ν

)
S2 ≤

(
1− θ

(1− η)M1 + ν

)2
S2

2
2 + 1

2 , (14)

in view of Theorem 1 of [33], one obtains that, denoting by τ2(S0
2) the maximal existence time of the solution

S2(x, t) of (13), since – from the continuous dependence on the initial data – there exists a positive constant
C2(S0

2) such that
‖S2(·, t)‖ ≤ C2(S0

2), ∀t ∈ (0, τ2(S0
2)), (15)

the solution S2(x, t) exists for all time and there exists a positive constant C(2)
∞ such that

‖S2(·, t)‖∞ ≤ C
(2)
∞ (S0

2), ∀t > 0 (16)

and the thesis is proved.
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Theorem 2. ∀ε > 0 the manifold

Σε=
{

(n, p)∈ [R+]2 :‖n‖2+‖p‖2 ≤ (1 + ε) ā
δ

}
(17)

with
ā = 2|Ω|

[
(σ + 1)M2

1 +M1C
2
∞(1 + αC∞)

]
, (18)

is an absorbing set for system (6).

Proof. Multiplying (6)1 by n, (6)2 by p, adding the resulting equations and integrating over Ω, by virtue of
the divergence theorem, the boundary conditions (7)2 and (8), it turns out that

1
2
d(‖n‖2 + ‖p‖2)

dt
≤ −δ(‖n‖2 + ‖p‖2) + ã, (19)

with ã =
(
M3

1 + (1− η)ΦM2
1M2 + µM2

1β + θ

2M
2
2 + (1 + δ)M2

2

)
|Ω|. Then, setting E = ‖n‖2 + ‖p‖2, it

follows that
dE

dt
≤ −2δE + 2ā. (20)

Following the procedure in [34], one can prove that Σ is an absorbing set.

4 Biologically meaningful equilibria: existence and a priori estimates

The biologically meaningful equilibria are the positive solutions of the system
(

µ

1 + ρp
− n− (1− η)Φp

1 + σ(1− η)n+ ξp
− δ
)
n+ γ1∆n = 0,(

1− θ

(1− η)n+ ν

)
p+ γ2∆p = 0.

(21)

The following Theorem holds true.
Theorem 3. Let 0 < γ ≤ min{γ1, γ2}. Then there exist positive constants Ci(γ) (i = 1, 2) depending on the
positive constants appearing in (6) and Ω such that any positive solution of (21) verifies:

max
Ω̄

n(x) ≤M1, max
Ω̄

p(x) ≤M2,

maxΩ̄ n(x)
minΩ̄ n(x) ≤ C1(γ), maxΩ̄ p(x)

minΩ̄ p(x) ≤ C2(γ).
(22)

Proof. Inequalities (22)1, (22)2 follow easily from (8). In view of the Harnack inequality, (22)3, (22)4 are
obtained.
Let us set α1 the lowest positive eigenvalue of the spectral problem{

∆ϕ = −αϕ, in Ω
∇ϕ · n = 0, on ∂Ω× R+ (23)

and
ϕ̄ = 1

|Ω|

∫
Ω
ϕdΩ, ∀ϕ ∈ {n, p}. (24)

The following theorem provides a sufficient condition for the non-existence of non-constant solutions of (21).
Theorem 4. If 

γ1 ≥
C1(γ)
2α1

{
µρ+ (1− η)Φ + σ(1− η)2Φ [M1 +M2]

}
,

γ2 ≥
C2(γ)θ(1− η)

4µ2α1

{
µρ+ (1− η)Φ + σ(1− η)2ΦM1 + 1

}
,

(25)

holds, then system (21) does not admit any positive non constant solution.

5
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Proof. Let (n, p) be a positive solution of (21). Multiplying (21)1 by n− n̄
n

, (21)2 by β p− p̄
p

, integrating
over Ω and adding the resulting equations, one obtains – in view of the divergence theorem and the boundary
conditions (7)2

γ1

∫
Ω
n̄

(∇n)2

n2 dΩ + βγ2

∫
Ω
p̄

(∇p)2

p2 dΩ = −µρ
∫

Ω

(n− n̄)(p− p̄)
(1 + ρp)(1 + ρp̄)dΩ

−‖n− n̄‖2 − (1− η)Φ
∫

Ω
(n− n̄)(p− p̄)

[1 + σ(1− η)n+ ξp] [1 + σ(1− η)n̄+ ξp̄]dΩ

−σ(1− η)2Φn̄
∫

Ω

(n− n̄)(p− p̄)
[1 + σ(1− η)n+ ξp] [1 + σ(1− η)n̄+ ξp̄]dΩ

+σ(1− η)2Φp̄
∫

Ω

(n− n̄)2

[1 + σ(1− η)n+ ξp] [1 + σ(1− η)n̄+ p̄]dΩ

+θβ(1− η)
∫

Ω

(n− n̄)(p− p̄)
[(1− η)n+ ν] [(1− η)n̄+ ν]dΩ.

(26)

Applying the Poincaré inequality and (22)3-(22)4, one recovers that

γ1

∫
Ω
n̄

(∇n)2

n2 dΩ+βγ2

∫
Ω
p̄

(∇p)2

p2 dΩ≥ α1γ1

C1(γ)‖n−n̄‖
2+α1βγ2

C2(γ) ‖p−p̄‖
2. (27)

Subsituting (27) in (26), in view of (22)1-(22)2, choosing β = 2ν2

θ(1− η) , one has that

α1γ1

C1(γ)‖n− n̄‖
2 + α1βγ2

C2(γ) ‖p− p̄‖
2 ≤

≤
[
µρ+ (1− η)Φ + σ(1− η)2ΦM1 + 2σ(1− η)2ΦM2

] ‖n− n̄‖2
2

+
[
µρ+ (1− η)Φ + σ(1− η)2ΦM1 + 2

] ‖p− p̄‖2
2

(28)

that is impossible when (25) holds.
In the sequel we assume that (25) holds and hence (6) admits only the constant steady states found in [18],
i.e.:

• E0 = (0, 0), representing the extinction of both species;
• E1 = (µ− δ, 0), the prey-only equilibrium;
• E2 = (0, ν/θ), the predator-only equilibrium;

• E∗ = (n∗, p∗), the coexistence equilibrium, with p∗ = (1− η)n∗ + ν

θ
and n∗ positive solution of

U1n
3
∗ + U2n

2
∗ + U3n∗ + U4 = 0, (29)

where
U1 = ρ(1− η)2(ξ + σθ),
U2 = (1− η)ρν(2ξ + σθ) + (1− η) {(1− η) [δρθ + δρξ + Φρ(1− η)] +
+σθ2 + ρθ + ξθ

}
> 0,

U3 = ν2ρξ + ν {(1− η) [δρσθ + 2δρξ + 2Φρ(1− η)] + θρ+ θξ}+
+θ
{

(1− η) [(ξ + σθ)(δ − µ) + δρ] + Φ(1− η)2 + θ
}
,

U4 = ν2ρ [δξ + Φ(1− η)] + θν [ξ(δ − µ) + Φ(1− η) + δρ] + θ2(δ − µ).

(30)

We remark that, by the Descartes rules, if U4 < 0, there exists at least one coexistence equilibrium. In
particular:

• if {U3 > 0, U4 > 0}, (6) does not admit any coexistence equilibrium;
• if {U3 > 0, U4 < 0} or {U3 < 0, U4 < 0}, (6) admits a unique coexistence equilibrium;
• if {U3 < 0, U4 > 0}, (6) admits two coexistence equilibria.

6
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5 Linear instability

In this Section, we investigate the linear instability of the coexistence equilibrium. In particular, we look
for conditions guaranteeing the stability in the absence of diffusion and instability driven by the diffusion
(Turing instability). In this analysis we show that the sign of a11 plays a fundamental role. In fact, a11 > 0 is
a necessary condition for the occurrence of such a kind of instability.

5.1 Linear instability in the absence of diffusion

The Jacobian matrix – evaluated in E∗ – is

L0 =
(
a11 a12
a21 −1

)
(31)

with 
a11 = −n∗ + (1− η)2σΦn∗p∗

[1 + σ(1− η)n∗ + ξp∗]2
, a21 = θ(1− η)p2

∗

[(1− η)n∗ + ν]2
> 0

a12 = − µρn∗
(1 + ρn∗)2 −

[1 + σ(1− η)n∗] (1− η)Φn∗
[1 + σ(1− η)n∗ + ξp∗]2

< 0.
(32)

In [18] it has been proved that a11 < 0 implies the linear stability of E∗. However, this is only a sufficient
condition for the linear stability. In fact, setting

I0
1 = trL0 = a11 − 1, I0

2 = det L0 = −a11 − a12a21 (33)
the characteristic equation whose solutions are the L0−eigenvalues, is

λ2 − I0
1λ+ I0

2 = 0. (34)
Hence

a11 < min{1,−a12a21}, (35)
guarantees that {I0

1 < 0, I0
2 > 0}, i.e. the validity of the Routh-Hurwitz conditions necessary and sufficient

to guarantee that all the roots of (34) have negative real part ([35]).

5.2 Linear instability of E* in the presence of diffusion

Setting
U1 = n− n∗, U2 = p− p∗, (36)

the linear system governing the evolution of perturbation fields to E∗, is
∂U
∂t

= L0U +DU, (37)

where U = (U1, U2)T , L0 is given by (31) and D =
(
γ1 0
0 γ2

)
. The dispersion relation governing the

eigenvalues λ in terms of the wave number k is
λ2 − Tkλ+ h(k2) = 0, (38)

where {
Tk = tr(L0)− k2trD = I0

1 − k2(γ1 + γ2),
h(k2) = detDk4 + k2(γ1 − a11γ2) + detL0 = γ1γ2k

4 + k2(γ1 − a11γ2) + I0
2.

(39)

We remark that, if either
a11 < min

{
1,−a12a21,

γ1

γ2

}
, (40)

or {
0 < a11 < min {1,−a12a21} , γ1 < a11γ2,

(γ1 − a11γ2)2 − 4γ1γ2I0
2 < 0, (41)

then Tk < 0, h(k2) > 0,∀k, i.e. E∗ – stable in the absence of diffusion – continues to be stable in the presence
of diffusion too.
From (35) and (40), the condition a11 < 0 implies stability in the absence and in the presence of diffusion.

7
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Hence, if we are looking for conditions guaranteeing the diffusion-driven instability, we have to explore the
dynamics in the case 0 < a11 < min{1,−a12a21}. Since I0

1 < 0⇒ Tk < 0,∀k, for the occurrence of Turing
instability, it is sufficient that h(k2) assumes some negative value (i.e. its minimum is negative). In view of

∂h(k2)
∂k2 = 2γ1γ2k

2 + γ1 − a11γ2, (42)

it turns out that the minimum of h(k2) is obtained for

(k2)min = a11γ2 − γ1

2γ1γ2
. (43)

From the positive definiteness of k2 it follows that, a necessary condition for the occurrence of Turing
instability is

γ1

γ2
< a11. (44)

Obviously, (44) requires that a11 > 0 in order to be satisfied.
The minimum of h(k2) is

(h(k2))min = I0
2 −

(a11γ2 − γ1)2

4γ1γ2
. (45)

Hence h(k2) assumes some negative value if I0
2 <

(a11γ2 − γ1)2

4γ1γ2
. Summarizing,0 < a11 < min{1,−a12a21}, γ1 < a11γ2,

I0
2 <

(a11γ2 − γ1)2

4γ1γ2
,

(46)

guarantees that Turing instability occurs.

To the bifurcation, (I2i)min = 0. Setting γ = γ1

γ2
, it turns out that the critical value of γ at the bifurcation,

is
γc = (2I0

2 + a11)2 − 2
√

I0
2(I0

2 + a11) (47)

and the critical wave number is
k2
c = a11 − γc

2γ1
. (48)

For γ > γc, the range of the wave number for the instability, is

k2
− < k2 < k2

+, (49)

with k2
− = −(γ1 − a11γ2)−

√
∆

2γ1γ2
, k2

+ = −(γ1 − a11γ2) +
√

∆
2γ1γ2

,

∆ = (γ1 − a11γ2)2 − 4γ1γ2I0
2.

(50)

Investigation shows that the set of biologically meaningful parameters verifying (46) is not empty but small.
Then, in order to better explore the pattern formation in the most significant case a11 < 0, model (2) needs
to be generalized. To this aim, in the following section, we investigate the influence of linear cross-diffusion
terms on the population dynamics.

6 Cross-diffusion driven instability

When both linear self and cross-diffusion terms are introduced, the linear system (37) can be rewritten as
follows

∂U
∂t

= L0U +D′∆U, (51)

where
L0 =

(
a11 a12
a21 −1

)
, D′ =

(
γ11 γ12
γ21 γ22

)
, (52)

8
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γ11 = γ1, γ22 = γ2 and detD′ > 0. The dispersion relation (38) which gives the eigenvalue λ in terms of the
wave number k is

λ2 − T′kλ+ h′(k2) = 0, (53)
where 

T′k = tr(L0)− k2tr(D′) = I0
1 − k2(γ11 + γ22) = Tk,

h′(k2) = detD′k4 + q′k2 + detL0 = (γ11γ22 − γ12γ21)k4 + q′k2 + I0
2,

q′ = γ11 − a11γ22 + a12γ21 + a21γ12.

(54)

We are looking for those modes k 6= 0 such that h′(k2) < 0. The only possibility for h′(k2) < 0 is requiring
q′ < 0. The condition for the marginal stability at some k2 = k2

cr is min(h′(k2
cr)) = 0 and the minimum of h′

is reached at k2
cr = − q′

2detD′ . In addition h′(k2
cr) < 0 gives q′2 − 4I0

2detD′ > 0.
The conditions for cross-diffusion-driven instability of system (51),(7) around the homogeneous steady state
E∗ can be summarized as follows

a11 − 1 < 0, −a11 − a12a21 > 0,
a21γ12 + a12γ21 + γ11 − a11γ22 < 0,
γ11γ22 − γ12γ21 > 0,
(a21γ12 + a12γ21 + γ11 − a11γ22)2 + 4(a11 + a12a21)(γ11γ22 − γ12γ21) > 0.

(55)

The above inequalities (55) define a region where the coexistence equilibrium E* is unstable. Choosing γ12 as
bifurcation parameter and γ12 = γcr12 as Turing threshold, bifurcation happens at the critical value

γcr12 = A+
√
B

a2
21

(56)

where
A = a21(a12γ21 + a11γ22 − γ11) + 2a11γ21 (57)

B = 2a2
21(−2γ11a12γ21 + a12a11γ21]γ22 − 2a11γ11γ22 − 2a12a21γ11γ22) + 4a2

11γ
2
21

−4a21(a11γ11γ21 − a12a11γ
2
21 − a2

11γ22γ21) (58)

corresponding with the critical wavenumber

k2
cr =

√
− a11 + a12a21

γ11γ22 − γ12γ21
6= 0 (59)

For γ12 > γcr12 the unstable wavenumbers stay in between the roots k2
−, k

2
+ roots of h′(k2) = 0.

7 Amplitude equations and stability of spatial patterns

To obtain the intervals of control parameters for different kinds of spatial patterns - which provide information
on inhomogeneous distribution of both populations on the whole domain - we need to derive and analyze via
multiple scale analysis the amplitude equations. The well-known amplitude equations are obtained via the
standard method. Here we give the main steps. We consider the following system and take γ12 as a Turing
bifurcation parameter

∂n

∂t

∂p

∂t

 = L(γ12)
(
n
p

)
+ 1

2

(
fnnn

2 + 2fnpnp+ fppp
2

gnnn
2 + 2gnpnp+ gppp

2

)

+1
6

(
fnnnn

3 + 3fnnpn2p+ fnppnp
2 + fpppp

3

gnnnn
3 + 3gnnpn2p+ gnppnp

2 + gpppp
3

)
, (60)

where we take the linear operator

L(γ12) =
(
a11 + γ11∆ a12 + γ12∆
a21 + γ21∆ a22 + γ22∆

)
(61)

9
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the expression of aij are given in (32) and

fnn = −2− −2n2(1 + anα)3 + nαpα(1− α+ anα(1 + α))
n2(1 + anα)3 , fpp = 0,

fnp = − n−1+αα

(1 + anα)2 , gpp = gppp = gnpp = 0, gnp = n−1+ααγ

(1 + anα)2 ,

gnn = −n
−2+ααp(1− α+ anα(1 + α))γ

(1 + anα)3 , gnnn = 1
(1 + anα)4 ,

gnnp = n−2+αα(1− α+ anα(1 + α))
(1 + anα)3 , fnnn = − 1

(1 + anα)4 ,

fppp = fnpp = 0, fnnp = n−2+αα(1− α+ anα(1 + α))
(1 + anα)3 .

(62)

At the onset of Turing instability, the solution of our problem can be expanded

X = Xs +
3∑
j=1

X0[Aj exp(ikj · r) + Āj exp(−ikj · r)] (63)

where Xs represents the uniform steady state, X0 the direction of eigenmodes and Aj , Āj the amplitudes
associated with the modes kj , −kj . Introducing the additional small parameter ε, near the Turing critical
value γcr12 , we perturb the bifurcation parameter γ12 along n, p, t

γ12 = γcr12 + εγ
(1)
12 + ε2γ

(2)
12 + ε3γ

(3)
12 + ...

n = εn1 + ε2n2 + ε3n3 + ...
p = εp1 + ε2p2 + ε3p3 + ...
t = t0 + εt1 + ε2t2 + ...

(64)

This leads to
L(γ12(ε)) = Lcr + εγ

(1)
12

(
0 ∆
0 0

)
+ ε2γ

(2)
12

(
0 ∆
0 0

)
+ o(ε2), (65)

where
Lcr =

(
a11 + γ11∆ a12 + γcr12∆
a21 + γ21∆ a22 + γ22∆

)
, (66)

To apply the multiple scale method we introduce t0 = t, t1 = εt, t2 = ε2t, and we obtain
∂

∂t
= ∂

∂t0
+ ε

∂

∂t1
+ ε2

∂

∂t2
+ o(ε2) (67)

From (60) and balancing the coefficients of εj , we have
at first order

Lcr
(
n1
p1

)
=
(

0
0

)
(68)

at second order
Lcr

(
n2
p2

)
= ∂

∂t1

(
n1
p1

)
−
(

0 γ
(1)
12

0 0

)
+ ∆

(
n1
p1

)
−1

2

(
fnnn

2
1 + 2fnpn1p1 + fppp

2
1

gnnn
2
1 + 2gnpn1p1 + gppp

2
1

)
=
(
Fn
Fp

)
(69)

at third order

Lcr
(
n3
p3

)
=
(

∂n2
∂t1

+ ∂n1
∂t2

∂p2
∂t1

+ ∂p1
∂t2

)
−
(

0 γ
(1)
12

0 0

)
∆
(
n2
p2

)
−
(

0 γ
(1)
12

0 0

)
∆
(
n1
p1

)

−
(
fnnn1n2 + fnp(n1p2 + n2p1) + fppp1p2
gnnn1n2 + gnp(n1p2 + n2p1) + gppp1p2

)
(70)

−1
6

(
fnnnn

3
1 + 3fnnpn2

1p1 + 3fnppn1p
2
1 + fpppp

3
1

gnnnn
3
1 + 3gnnpn2

1p1 + 3gnppn1p
2
1 + gpppp

3
1

)
=
(
Gn
Gp

)

10
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Solving (68) we obtain (
n1
p1

)
=
(
φ
1

) 3∑
j=1

Wj exp(ikj · r) + c.c.

 , (71)

where c.c. denotes the complex conjugate of the previous terms, Wj is the amplitude of the mode exp(ikj · r)

(j=1,2,3) and φ = a12 − γcr12k
2
cr

γ11k2
cr − a11

.

According to the Fredholm solvability condition, the functions of the right-hand side of (69) must be orthogonal
to the eigenvectors of the zero eigenvalue of L̄T which is the adjoint operator of LT . The eigenvectors of the

operator L̄T are
(

1
ψ

)
exp(−ikj · r) + c.c.(j = 1, 2, 3) with ψ = a12 − γcr12k

2
cr

γ22k2
cr + 1 .

The orthogonality condition is
(1, ψ)

(
F jn
F jp

)
= 0, (j = 1, 2, 3)

where F jn and F jp give the coefficients of exp(ikj · r) in Fn and Fp. From this relation it follows
(φ+ ψ)∂W1

∂t1
= −k2

crγ
(1)
12 W1 + (f2 + ψg2)W̄2W̄3,

(φ+ ψ)∂W2

∂t1
= −k2

crγ
(1)
12 W2 + (f2 + ψg2)W̄3W̄1,

(φ+ ψ)∂W3

∂t1
= −k2

crγ
(1)
12 W3 + (f2 + ψg2)W̄1W̄2,

(72)

where {
f2 = fnnφ

2 + 2fnpφ+ fpp,

g2 = gnnφ
2 + 2gnpφ+ gpp.

(73)

Following a similar procedure for (69) its solution will be of type(
n2
p2

)
=
(
N0
P0

)
+

3∑
j=1

(
Nj
Pj

)
exp(ikj · r) +

3∑
j=1

(
Njj
Pjj

)
exp(2ikj · r)

+
3∑
j=1

(
N12
P12

)
exp(i(k1 − k2) · r) +

3∑
j=1

(
N23
P23

)
exp(i(k2 − k3) · r)

+
3∑
j=1

(
N31
P31

)
exp(i(k3 − k1) · r) + c.c. (74)

Substituting in (69), separating the coefficients of exp(0), exp(ikj · r), exp(2ikj · r), exp(i(k1 − k2) · r) (and
permuting the suffixes we obtain also the coefficients corresponding to exp(i(k2−k3) · r), exp(i(k3−k1) · r))
denoting by

Mk =
(
a11 − γ11k

2 a12 − γcr12k
2

a21 − γ21k
2 −1− γ22k

2

)
(75)

we get, for Nj = φPj , j = 1, 2, 3(
N0
P0

)
=M−1

0

(
−f2
−g2

)
(|W1|2 + |W2|2 + |W3|2) =

(
Zn0
Zp0

)
(|W1|2 + |W2|2 + |W3|2),(

N11
P11

)
=M−1

2kcr

(
− f2

2
− g2

2

)
W 2

1 =
(
Zn1
Zp1

)
W 2

1 ,(
N12
P12

)
=M−1√

3kcr

(
−f2
−g2

)
W1W̄2 =

(
Zn2
Zp2

)
W1W̄2.

At third order, collecting the coefficients (G1
n, G

1
p)T of exp(ik1 · r) from (70), we find(

G1
n

G1
p

)
=
(
φ(∂P1

∂t1
+ ∂W1

∂t2
)

∂P1
∂t1

+ ∂W1
∂t2

)
−
(

0 γ
(1)
12

0 0

)(
φP1
−k2

crP1

)
−
(

0 γ
(2)
12

0 0

)(
φW1
−k2

crW1

)

11
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−

 [(fnnφ+ fnp)(Zn0 + Zn1) + (fnpφ+ fpp)(Zp0 + Zp1)]|W1|2 + [(fnnφ+ fnp)(Zn0 + Zn2)
+(fnpφ+ fpp)(Zp0 + Zp2)(|W2|2 + |W3|2)]W1 + f2(W̄2P̄3 + W̄3P̄2)

((gnnφ+ gnp)(Zn0 + Zn1) + (gnpφ+ gpp)(Zp0 + Zp1))|W1|2 + [(gnnφ+ gnp)(Zn0 + Zn2)
+(gnpφ+ gpp)(Zp0 + Zp2)(|W2|2 + |W3|2)]W1 + g2(W̄2P̄3 + W̄3P̄2)


−
(

(|W1|2 + |W2|2 + |W3|2)(fnnnφ3 + 3fnnpφ2 + 3fnppφ+ fppp
(|W1|2 + |W2|2 + |W3|2)(gnnnφ3 + 3gnnpφ2 + 3gnppφ+ gppp

)
W1 (76)

Analogously, permutating the subscript of W and P , we can find the other coefficients (G2
n, G

2
p)T , (G3

n, G
3
p)T .

From Fredholm solvability condition (1, ψ)
(
Gjn
Gjp

)
= 0, j = 1, 2, 3 it follows that



(φ+ ψ)(∂W1

∂t2
+ ∂P1

∂t1
) = −k2

cr(γ
(1)
12 P1 + γ

(2)
12 W1)

+h1(W̄2P̄3 + W̄3P̄2)− (G1|W1|2 +G2(|W2|2 + |W3|2))W1

(φ+ ψ)(∂W2

∂t2
+ ∂P2

∂t1
) = −k2

cr(γ
(1)
12 P2 + γ

(2)
12 W2)

+h1(W̄3P̄1 + W̄1P̄3)− (G1|W2|2 +G2(|W3|2 + |W1|2))W2

(φ+ ψ)(∂W3

∂t2
+ ∂P3

∂t1
) = −k2

cr(γ
(1)
12 P3 + γ

(2)
12 W3)

+h1(W̄1P̄2 + W̄2P̄1)− (G1|W3|2 +G2(|W1|2 + |W2|2))W3

(77)

with
h1 = f2 + ψg2
G1 = −[(fnnφ+ fnp + ψ(gnnφ+ gnp))(Zn0 + Zn1)

+(fnpφ+ fpp + ψ(gnpφ+ gpp))(Zp0 + Zp1) + f3 + ψg3]
G2 = −[(fnnφ+ fnp + ψ(gnnφ+ gnp))(Zn0 + Zn2)

+(fnpφ+ fpp + ψ(gnpφ+ gpp))(Zp0 + Zp2) + f3 + ψg3]
f3 = fnnnφ

3 + 3fnnpφ2 + 3fnppφ+ fppp
g3 = gnnnφ

3 + 3gnnpφ2 + 3gnppφ+ gppp

(78)

Denoting by Aj the amplitude and expanding as follows

Aj = εWj + ε2Vj + o(ε2)

from
∂Aj
∂t

= ε
∂Aj
∂t1

+ ε2
∂Aj
∂t2

+ o(ε2). (79)

we obtain the amplitude equations
τ0
∂A1

∂t
= µA1 + hĀ2Ā3 − (b1|A1|2 + b2(|A2|2 + |A3|2))A1

τ0
∂A2

∂t
= µA2 + hĀ3Ā1 − (b1|A2|2 + b2(|A3|2 + |A1|2))A2

τ0
∂A3

∂t
= µA3 + hĀ1Ā2 − (b1|A3|2 + b2(|A1|2 + |A2|2))A3

(80)

where
τ0 = − (φ+ ψ)

k2
crγ

cr
12
, µ = γ12 − γcr12

γcr12
, h = − h1

k2
crγ

cr
12
, b1 = − G1

k2
crγ

cr
12
, b2 = − G2

k2
crγ

cr
12

Each amplitude can be expressed through a mode ρj = |Aj | and a corresponding phase angle θj as
Aj = ρj exp(iθj), j = 1, 2, 3. Substituting in (80) and separating the real and imaginary parts we obtain

τ0
∂θ

∂t
= −hρ

2
1ρ

2
2 + ρ2

1ρ
2
3 + ρ2

2ρ
2
3

ρ1ρ2ρ3
sin θ

τ0
∂ρ1

∂t
= µρ1 + hρ2ρ3 cos θ − b1ρ3

1 − b2(ρ2
2 + ρ2

3)ρ1

τ0
∂ρ2

∂t
= µρ2 + hρ3ρ1 cos θ − b1ρ3

2 − b2(ρ2
3 + ρ2

1)ρ2

τ0
∂ρ3

∂t
= µρ3 + hρ1ρ2 cos θ − b1ρ3

3 − b2(ρ2
1 + ρ2

2)ρ3

(81)

with θ = θ1 + θ2 + θ3. The above dynamical system admits the following different kinds of solutions:

12
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Parameters δ φ σ ξ θ ν η
Values 0.5 2 2 3 0.95 0.1 0.2

Table 1: Fixed values for some model parameters

• The homogeneous stationary state represented by
ρ1 = ρ2 = ρ3 = 0 (82)

which is stable for µ < µ2 = 0 and unstable for µ > µ2 = 0.
• Stripe pattern represented by

ρ1 =
√
µ

b1
6= 0, ρ2 = ρ3 = 0, (83)

which are stable for b1 < b2 and µ > µ3 = b1h
2

(b2 − b1)2 .

• Hexagonal pattern represented by

ρ1 = ρ2 = ρ3 = ρ±H = |h| ±
√
h2 + 4(b1 + 2b2)µ
2(b1 + 2b2) ; (84)

which exist and are stable when 2(b1 +2b2) > 0 and µ > µH = − h2

4(b1 + 2b2) . Therefore, the hexagons

for ρH = ρ+
H are stable if µ < µH2 = (2b1 + b2)h2

(b2 − b1)2 , while for the solution ρH = ρ−H the hexagonal
structures are unstable.

• Mixed state given by

ρ1 = |h|
b2 − b1

, ρ2 = ρ3 =

√
µ− b1ρ2

1
b1 + b2

(85)

with µ > b1ρ
2
1 and b2 > b1 and is always unstable.

8 Numerical Simulations

In order to evaluate the effect of cross diffusion, we have assigned a constant value to many of model parameters
(as reported in Table 1), we fixed values to γ11, γ21, γ22 and assumed γ12 as a bifurcation parameter. According
to (56), it is possible to determine γcr12 as the minimum value for Turing instability to occur. Fig. 1 represents
the plots of h′(k2) as defined in (54)2 for different values of the bifurcation parameter γ12. In this specific
example, we have assumed γ11 = 3, γ21 = 11, γ22 = 4 so that it is γcr12 ≈ 1.0748. In addition from (55)4 it is
possible to estimate an upper value γup12 ≈ 1.090̄9 above which the condition (55)4 is no longer satisfied and
from (55)5 a lower value γlow12 ≈ 1.0748 above which (55)5 is satisfied. In the right panel of the same figure, a
zoom of the same plots is shown. As can be seen, for γ12 < 1.0748 the curve does not intersect the horizontal
axis, so that there are not unstable modes. As γ12 increases, the range of unstable modes increases as well.
Similarly, as the bifurcation parameter increases, the real part of the corresponding eigenvalue becomes
positive (see Fig. 2).
We also investigate the effect of the fear level and prey refuge on the unstable modes. As shown in Fig. 3,
once the parameter γ12 is fixed we can notice that higher values of the fear level ρ lead to smaller regions of
unstable modes. For this reason, as it will be shown in the following experiments, the main effects of a lower
fear level are to accelerate the insurgence of patterns and to increase the instability of the system, when the
chosen γ12 is quite far from its value γlow12 .

In Fig. 4 it has been shown that for fixed values of γ12 it can be noticed that higher values of the prey refuge
η lead to larger regions of unstable modes. In addition, higher values of the prey refuge level imply the
increase of the instability and the acceleration of the insurgence of patterns when the chosen γ12 is quite far
from its value γlow12 .
In the rest of this section we perform some numerical simulations for system (51) on a two dimensional
spatial domain, illustrating the final stable patterns for the prey and predator population for different values

13
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Figure 1: Left panel: plots of h′(k2) as a function of the wavenumber k for different values of the bifurcation
parameter γ12; in the right panel, a detail of the same plots. Here γ11 = 3, γ21 = 11, γ22 = 4, and other
parameter values as in Table 1

Figure 2: Left panel: plots of the real part of the eigenvalue λ, solution of (53), as a function of the
wavenumber k for different values of the bifurcation parameter γ12; in the right panel, a detail of the same
plots. Here again γ11 = 3, γ21 = 11, γ22 = 4, and other parameter values as in Table 1

Figure 3: Plots of h′(k2) as a function of the wavenumber k for different values of the fear level ρ and
γ11 = 3; γ22 = 4, γ21 = 11. In the left panel, γ12 = 1.075; in the right panel γ12 = 1.085. The other parameter
values as in Table 1

14
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Figure 4: Plots of h′(k2) as a function of the wavenumber k for different values of the prey refuge level η
and γ11 = 3; γ22 = 4, γ21 = 11. In the left panel, γ12 = 1.075; in the right panel γ12 = 1.085. The other
parameter values as in Table 1

Figure 5: Snapshot of pattern formation for different values of diffusion coefficients and ρ = 10. First column:
prey and predator population distribution for µ = 2, γ11 = 3, γ22 = 4, γ21 = 13, γ12 = 0.6915. Second column:
prey and predator population distribution for µ = 3, γ11 = 3, γ22 = 4, γ21 = 11, γ12 = 1.08. Third column:
prey and predator population distribution for µ = 2, γ11 = 4, γ22 = 4, γ21 = 15.5, γ12 = 0.7735. All the other
parameter values as in Table 1.

of diffusion coefficients. The numerical simulations are performed by using, for the spatial discretization,
the finite difference method with step ∆h = 0.025 (for a domain [0, 5]× [0, 5]) and ∆h = 0.1 (for a domain
[0, 20]× [0, 20]) while for the time discretization, the explicit Euler’s method, with time step ∆t = 10−6. For
different values of diffusion coefficients satisfying the Turing conditions, we have obtained different types of
Turing patterns representing the distribution of prey and predator species. In every pattern the blue color
corresponds to the low density of species and the yellow color corresponds to the high density of species. By
various numerical simulations we have observed that prey are distributed generating predominantly spot
patterns. Biologically, yellow spots on the blue background represent that the prey population disposes in
isolated regions with high density, moved by fear to better defend themselves from predation. Precisely,
as shown in the columns of Fig. 5, representing from up to bottom the prey and predator distribution
respectively, hexagonal structures (corresponding to spots), spots and stripes, for prey, appear. The numerical
simulations are well consistent with the theoretical analysis results of amplitude equations.
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Figure 6: Snapshot of pattern formation for prey for different values of fear and diffusion coefficients. First
row, from left to right: (ρ = 5, η = 0.1, γ11 = 4, γ12 = 0.77, γ22 = 3, γ21 = 15.5); (ρ = 5, η = 0.1, γ11 =
6, γ12 = 1.11, γ22 = 3, γ21 = 15.5). Second row, from left to right: (ρ = 15, η = 0.4, γ11 = 2, γ12 = 0.65, γ22 =
3.5, γ21 = 15.5); (ρ = 18, η = 0.5, γ11 = 2, γ12 = 0.99, γ22 = 5, γ21 = 10). µ = 3 and other parameter values as
in Table 1.

Figure 6 depicts stable patterns of prey distribution, emerging by choosing the value of ρ and η and
consequently the value of diffusion coefficients (satisfying (55)) representing the following scenario. Precisely,
the first and second images represent the distribution of prey population, with a low level of both fear
and refuge (ρ = 5, η = 0.1), which is therefore more tempted to spread in the domain, in search of
food and consequently subject to high predatory pressure (γ11 = 4, γ12 = 0.77, γ21 = 15.57, γ22 = 3
and γ11 = 6, γ12 = 1.11, γ21 = 15.57, γ22 = 3 respectively). The third and forth images represent the prey
distribution characterized by a higher level of fear and refuge (ρ = 15, η = 0.4 and ρ = 18, η = 0.5 respectively)
which is therefore less likely to spread to the environment (γ11 = 2, γ12 = 0.65, γ22 = 3.5, γ21 = 15.5 and
γ11 = 2, γ12 = 0.99, γ22 = 5, γ21 = 10).

9 Conclusions

In this paper, a generalized Leslie-Gower model is introduced to describe the interaction between prey
and predator populations. In particular, a random movement of both the species is allowed: at the first,
a simple self diffusion is considered for both the species and, after, the more general case in which the
diffusion of one species depends on the movement of the other species, is analyzed (cross-diffusion system).
A qualitative analysis concerning the boundedness of solutions, existence of absorbing sets in the phase
space, the non-existence of non constant steady state, is performed. The linear instability analysis of the
coexistence equilibrium (when it exists) is investigated. In particular, conditions guaranteeing self-diffusion
and cross-diffusion induced instability, have been determined. Numerical simulations on the obtained results
are shown. In particular, by varying the values of the model parameters, Turing patterns emerged, representing
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a spatial redistribution of population in the environment. These results may have wide applications in ecology,
biological control for the coexistence of the species in the ecosystem.
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