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Abstract

In this paper we study bifurcations in mass-action networks with two chemical species and reactant
complexes of molecularity no more than two. We refer to these as planar, quadratic networks as they
give rise to (at most) quadratic differential equations on the nonnegative quadrant of the plane. Our
aim is to study bifurcations in networks in this class with the fewest possible reactions, and the lowest
possible product molecularity. We fully characterise generic bifurcations of positive equilibria in such
networks with up to four reactions, and product molecularity no higher than three. In these networks we
find fold, Andronov–Hopf, Bogdanov–Takens and Bautin bifurcations, and prove the non-occurrence of
any other generic bifurcations of positive equilibria. In addition, we present a number of results which
go beyond planar, quadratic networks. For example, we show that mass-action networks without
conservation laws admit no bifurcations of codimension greater than m− 2, where m is the number of
reactions; we fully characterise quadratic, rank-one mass-action networks admitting fold bifurcations;
and we write down some necessary conditions for Andronov–Hopf and cusp bifurcations in mass-action
networks. Finally, we draw connections with a number of previous results in the literature on nontrivial
dynamics, bifurcations, and inheritance in mass-action networks.

Keywords: chemical reaction network, Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation, homoclinic orbit

1 Introduction

Although some of our results apply more widely, the main focus of this paper is on bifurcations in planar, quadratic
mass-action networks, namely networks involving two chemical species, and with at most bimolecular reactant
complexes. Mathematically, such networks give rise to quadratic differential equations on the nonnegative quadrant
of R2. This paper takes a step towards enumerating planar, quadratic networks which admit local bifurcations of
equilibria, and are minimal in the sense of having the fewest reactions and the lowest product molecularity.

We fully characterise all planar, quadratic, trimolecular mass-action networks with no more than four reactions
admitting generic bifurcations of equilibria. These networks exhibit fold, Andronov–Hopf, Bogdanov–Takens, and
Bautin bifurcations [25], namely, all generic co-dimension 1 and 2 bifurcations of equilibria possible in planar
networks with the exception of cusp bifurcations. There is a unique network in this class admitting a Bautin
bifurcation; but fold, Andronov–Hopf and Bogdanov–Takens bifurcations occur with greater frequency. On the
other hand, we show that cusp bifurcation in a planar, quadratic mass-action network requires at least five reactions
(see Theorem 36), and characterising minimal networks exhibiting cusp bifurcation is deferred to future work.

Let us explain the emphasis on planar, quadratic, trimolecular networks with four reactions. It has been shown
previously that planar bimolecular mass-action networks forbid limit cycles [31]. Therefore quadratic, trimolecular
networks are the simplest planar networks where we can hope to find limit cycles; however, in recent work [6,
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Theorem 1], we showed that networks in this class with no more than three reactions forbid limit cycles. Hence,
in seeking bifurcations involving limit cycles we must focus on networks with four or more reactions. In fact, there
are 198 dynamically nonequivalent four-reaction networks in this class admitting Andronov–Hopf bifurcation (see
Theorem 30). Four of these admit both sub- and supercritical Andronov–Hopf bifurcations but only one admits a
Bautin bifurcation leading to two limit cycles.

Unlike Andronov–Hopf bifurcations, fold bifurcations can occur in rank-one networks. In fact, remarkably,
quadratic, rank-one, networks admitting fold bifurcation can be fully characterised, and all are closely related to
a special one-species, three-reaction network (see Theorem 18). While the rank-two case is more complicated, it
follows from [3, Lemma 3.1] that any planar, rank-two network admitting a fold bifurcation must have at least four
reactions. We are thus led, again, to planar networks with four reactions. We find that there are 831 dynamically
nonequivalent planar, quadratic, trimolecular networks with four reactions admitting a nondegenerate fold bifur-
cation (Theorem 22). These include the simplest bimolecular networks admitting a fold bifurcation (Theorem 25).
The enumeration also allows us to characterize the simplest bistable bimolecular networks (Lemma 27) with two
asymptotically stable equilibria, one positive and one at the origin, thus extending and correcting the work of
Wilhelm [34].

Having enumerated planar, quadratic, trimolecular, four-reaction networks exhibiting fold and Andronov–Hopf
bifurcations respectively, it is natural to examine networks in the intersection of these two sets. In doing so, we
find 31 dynamically nonequivalent networks admitting a nondegenerate Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation [25, Section
8.4], and another two admitting a degenerate form of the bifurcation which we refer to as a vertical Bogdanov–
Takens bifurcation (see Theorem 33). Other than Andronov–Hopf and fold bifurcations of equilibria, nondegenerate
Bogdanov–Takens bifurcations are also associated with homoclinic bifurcations [25, Section 6.2]. Examples of
reaction systems displaying Bogdanov–Takens or homoclinic bifurcations appear in [21], [23], [26], [27], [13], [30],
[17], [24], [4], [29].

Our work is probably the first to systematically find small reaction networks admitting Bogdanov–Takens
bifurcations. In fact, this work was originally motivated by examining the network

X → 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y ⇄ 0

studied by Frank-Kamenetsky and Salnikov [20] in 1943. This network is known to admit a supercritical Andronov–
Hopf bifurcation, and we found that it also admits a supercritical Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation (to the best of our
knowledge this has not appeared in the previous literature). The network is a planar, quadratic, trimolecular network
with five chemical reactions, raising the question of whether Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation might be possible in such
networks with fewer reactions. Our results answer in the affirmative: as noted above, there are 31 dynamically
nonequivalent, planar, quadratic, trimolecular, four-reaction networks admitting nondegenerate Bogdanov–Takens
bifurcations. In fact, the five-reaction network studied by Frank-Kamenetsky and Salnikov inherits the Bogdanov–
Takens bifurcation from one of these four-reaction networks [5].

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we set out preliminary definitions and results.
In Section 3 we fully characterise fold bifurcation in quadratic, rank-one networks of arbitrary molecularity; and
in planar, quadratic networks with up to four reactions and product molecularity up to three. In Section 4 we
study Andronov–Hopf bifurcations in planar, quadratic, trimolecular networks with four reactions. We also observe
that there is a unique network in this class admitting a Bautin bifurcation, and several networks admitting vertical
Andronov–Hopf bifurcations. In Section 5 we study Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation in planar, quadratic, trimolecular
networks with four reactions, following on very naturally from the study of fold and Andronov–Hopf bifurcations
in this class of networks. In Section 6 we show that the bifurcations described so far encompass all the generic
bifurcations of positive equilibria possible in planar, quadratic, trimolecular networks with up to four reactions.
Finally, in Section 7 we present some broad conclusions, and directions for the future.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic definitions

Basic notation and terminology follow [3] and [6], and are outlined only briefly. We denote the nonnegative orthant
in Rn (resp., Zn) by Rn

≥0 (resp., Zn
≥0), and the positive orthant in Rn by Rn

+. The symbol “◦” is used to denote the
entrywise product of vectors. Functions, particularly the natural logarithm ln(·), will often be applied to vectors
entrywise. Given x := (x1, . . . , xn)

t and a := (a1, . . . , an), we write xa := xa1
1 xa2

2 · · ·xan
n . If A is an m × n matrix

with rows A1, . . . , Am, we write xA := (xA1 , . . . , xAm)t. With these conventions, (xA)B = xBA, and ln(xA) = A lnx.
We write 1 to denote a vector of ones of length to be inferred from the context.
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Chemical reaction networks

A complex is a formal linear combination with nonnegative integer coefficients on some set of (chemical) species.
The coefficient of a species in a complex is its stoichiometry. The molecularity of a complex is the sum of the
stoichiometries of species in this complex. We refer to a complex as bimolecular if it has molecularity at most two,
and trimolecular if it has molecularity at most three. A (chemical) reaction on this set of species is an ordered pair
of complexes termed the reactant complex and product complex, where we always assume that the two complexes
are different. A chemical reaction is quadratic if its reactant complex is bimolecular. It is bimolecular (resp.,
trimolecular) if all of its complexes are bimolecular (resp., trimolecular). A chemical reaction network (CRN, or
network for short) is defined as a set of reactions on a set of species. It is quadratic (resp., bimolecular, resp.,
trimolecular) if all of its reactions are quadratic (resp., bimolecular, resp., trimolecular).

Consider a CRN with n species and m reactions. We may assume at the outset a fixed ordering on the species
and reactions, in which case the network is associated with various n×m matrices: the reactant matrix Γℓ, where
(Γℓ)i,j is the stoichiometry of the ith species in the reactant complex of the jth reaction; the product matrix Γr,
where (Γr)i,j is the stoichiometry of the ith species in the product complex of the jth reaction; and the stoichiometric
matrix Γ := Γr −Γℓ. The columns of Γ are the reaction vectors of the associated reactions, the span of the reaction
vectors is called the stoichiometric subspace, and the rank of Γ is termed the rank of the network. Intersections of
cosets of imΓ with Rn

≥0 are termed stoichiometric classes; and intersections of cosets of imΓ with Rn
+ are termed

positive stoichiometric classes. We refer to a CRN with n chemical species, m chemical reactions, and rank r, as
an (n,m, r) network.

Mass-action networks

An (n,m, r) CRN with mass-action kinetics, or a mass-action network for short, can be defined by its stoichiometric
matrix Γ, its reactant matrix Γℓ, and a vector of rate constants κ ∈ Rm

+ . It gives rise to the ODE system

ẋ = Γ(κ ◦ xA)

where x ∈ Rn
≥0 is the vector of species concentrations, and A := Γt

ℓ. We refer to the ith chemical species as trivial
if each entry in the ith row of Γ is zero. In this case, ẋi ≡ 0, and therefore xi is constant over time. (In fact this
holds true for any choice of reaction rates, not necessarily mass action.)

We say that a mass-action network admits some dynamical behaviour if this behaviour occurs for some choice
of rate constants; and it admits some bifurcation if this bifurcation occurs on some stoichiometric class as we vary
its rate constants. A necessary and sufficient condition for a mass-action network to admit positive limit sets is that
it must be dynamically nontrivial, namely ker+ Γ := ker Γ ∩ Rm

+ is nonempty (see the discussion in [6]). Clearly a
dynamically nontrivial (n,m, r) network must have m > r.

2.2 Isomorphism and equivalence of networks

Two CRNs are isomorphic if some reordering/renaming of the species and reactions of one network gives rise to the
other. Weaker notions of equivalence are possible amongst mass-action networks. For example, two networks on the
same set of species which give rise to the same set of mass-action differential equations (perhaps after permuting
species and reactions), are termed unconditionally confoundable, or dynamically equivalent [16]. Note that this is a
rather restrictive condition, allowing changes of parameters, but not coordinates. Whenever a mass-action network
is dynamically equivalent to a network with fewer reactions, i.e., some reaction vector of the network lies in the
positive span of other reaction vectors on the same complex, we say that the network includes redundant reactions.

Here we are concerned with equivalences amongst mass-action networks with the same reactant matrix Γℓ

(perhaps after permuting species and reactions). Consider two such networks with n species and m reactions giving
rise to ODE systems

ẋ = Γ(κ ◦ xA) =: f(x, κ) and ẏ = Γ̂(κ̂ ◦ yA) =: g(y, κ̂) (1)

respectively. We refer to these networks as smoothly equivalent if a smooth reparameterisation and recoordinatisation
takes trajectories of one to those of the other. More precisely, the networks are smoothly equivalent if we can find a
smooth diffeomorphism G : Rm

+ → Rm
+ and a smooth (parameter-dependent) recoordinatisation F : Rn

≥0×Rm
+ → Rn

≥0

such that Fκ(·) := F (·, κ) is a diffeomorphism on Rn
≥0 for each κ ∈ Rm

+ , and such that (x, κ) 7→ (F (x, κ), G(κ))
takes trajectories of the first network to the second, i.e.,

g(F (x, κ), G(κ)) = DxF (x, κ)f(x, κ) .
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Clearly, smoothly equivalent networks are dynamically equivalent after a smooth (parameter-dependent) reco-
ordinatisation. The simplest sufficient condition for smooth equivalence of two networks as in (1) is if, perhaps

after permuting columns of Γ corresponding to the same reactant complex, Γ̂ = ΓD, where D is a positive diagonal
matrix. In this case we call the two networks simply equivalent. We note that simply equivalent networks are
dynamically equivalent [3, Theorem A.3]. Generalising simple equivalence, we say that the two networks in (1)
are diagonally equivalent if, perhaps after permuting columns of Γ corresponding to the same reactant complex,
Γ̂ = D1 ΓD2, where D1 and D2 are positive diagonal matrices. Diagonally equivalent networks are smoothly
equivalent as we show in the next lemma.

Lemma 1. Diagonally equivalent mass-action networks are smoothly equivalent.

Proof. Consider two diagonally equivalent networks giving rise to ODE systems as in (1) with Γ̂ = D1 ΓD2, where
D1 and D2 are positive diagonal matrices. Define d1 ∈ Rn

+ and d2 ∈ Rm
+ by D1 = diag(d1) and D2 = diag(d2).

Defining y = d1 ◦ x and κ̂ = d−1
2 ◦ κ ◦ d−A

1 , we see that

ẏ = d1 ◦ ẋ = d1 ◦ Γ(κ ◦ d−A
1 ◦ yA) = d1 ◦ Γ(d2 ◦ κ̂ ◦ yA) = Γ̂(κ̂ ◦ yA),

confirming that the smooth, bijective, change of parameters and coordinates (x, κ) 7→ (d1 ◦ x, d−1
2 ◦ κ ◦ d−A

1 ), takes
trajectories of one system into those of the other.

Example 2. The following two non-isomorphic mass-action networks appear in Table 3 below as examples of
quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks admitting Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation:

2X → 3X X+ Y → 2X 0 → X+ 2Y X → 0

2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X 0 → X+ Y X → 0

A helpful graphical representation of each network, its Euclidean embedded graph [15], is shown below.

2X 3X

X+ Y

X0

X+ 2Y

2X 3X

X+ Y

X0

It is easily confirmed by examining their stoichiometric matrices that the two networks are diagonally equivalent.

2.3 Subnetworks, enlargements and inheritance

The most useful notion of “subnetwork” in the theory of CRNs is dependent on the application, with the caveat that
the relationship of being a subnetwork should induce a partial ordering on the set of CRNs. While there is no one
correct notion of subnetwork in CRNs, there are natural subnetwork relationships between CRNs, of importance
for the results in this paper.

Given CRNs R1 and R2, following the terminology introduced in [9], we say that R1 is an induced subnetwork
of R2 if R1 can be obtained from R2 by deleting species and reactions from R2. Note that deleting a species means
removing it from every reaction in which it occurs; and if doing so results in reactions with identical reactant and
product complexes, we remove these too.

Going beyond induced subnetworks, we have previously written down a set of enlargements of mass-action
networks, denoted E1–E6, which preserve their capacity for various dynamical behaviours and bifurcations [2], [5].
The key results are summarised in the following lemma on the inheritance of nondegenerate behaviours, and of
bifurcations, amongst mass-action networks.

Lemma 3. Consider mass-action networks R1 and R2 with R1 being a subnetwork of R2 in the sense that R2 can
be obtained from R1 via a sequence of enlargements of the form E1–E6. If R1 admits multiple positive nondegen-
erate equilibria; a nondegenerate periodic orbit; or a local bifurcation of equilibria transversely unfolded by its rate
constants, then the same holds for R2.

Proof. These claims and their proofs appear in [2], [5], and a number of references therein.
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Remark 4. Neither the list of dynamical behaviours which can be inherited in Lemma 3, nor the list of enlargements
under which the conclusions of Lemma 3 hold, are exhaustive.

Consider some (n,m, r) mass-action network with a dynamical behaviour of interest. If the behaviour is not
inherited from any smaller network via Lemma 3 we refer to the network as an atom of this behaviour.

For completeness, we list the enlargements E1, E2, E3, and E6 of a CRN R which appear explicitly in our
results or remarks to follow. For more details, the reader is referred to [2] or [5].

E1. A new linearly dependent reaction. We add to R a new reaction involving only existing chemical species of
R, and in such a way that the rank of the network is preserved.

E2. The fully open extension. We add in (if absent) all chemical reactions of the form 0 → Xi and Xi → 0 for
each chemical species Xi of R.

E3. A new linearly dependent species. We add a new chemical species into some nonempty subset of the reactions
of R, in such a way that the rank of the network is preserved.

E6. Splitting reactions. We split some reactions of R and insert complexes involving at least as many new species
as the number of reactions split. Moreover, the new species figure nontrivially in the enlarged CRN in the
sense that the submatrix of the new stoichiometric matrix corresponding to the added species has rank equal
to the number of reactions which are split.

Remark 5. If we work within a class of networks of fixed rank, then R1 is an induced subnetwork of R2 if and only
if R2 can be obtained from R1 via a sequence of enlargements E1 and E3. Consequently, by Lemma 3, mass-action
networks inherit nondegenerate dynamical behaviours and bifurcations from induced subnetworks of the same rank.

2.4 Existence and nondegeneracy of positive equilibria in mass-action networks

For the remainder of this section, we fix the following notation for an arbitrary mass-action network:

• The stoichiometric matrix is denoted by Γ.

• The (column) vector of mass-action rate constants is denoted by κ.

• The reactant matrix is denoted by Γℓ, and we write A := Γt
ℓ for brevity.

• W t is any matrix whose columns form a basis of ker[A |1]t, so that W [A |1] = 0.

The positive part of the kernel of the stoichiometric matrix

In a dynamically nontrivial (n,m, r) CRN, ker+ Γ := ker Γ ∩ Rm
+ is a proper cone of dimension m− r in Rm. It is

useful to parameterise ker+ Γ as follows. We first parameterise an arbitrary cross-section, say C, of ker+ Γ, via a
linear injective map h : Y ⊆ Rm−r−1 → Rm

+ with image C. We then parameterise ker+ Γ as

ker+ Γ = {λh(α) |λ ∈ R+, α ∈ Y } .

Note that this parameterisation is valid in the special case where m− r = 1, provided we now interpret h(α) as a
constant vector, say v ∈ Rm

+ , in which case we have

ker+ Γ = {λv |λ ∈ R+} .

The solvability condition for positive equilibria

Consider a dynamically nontrivial (n,m, r) mass-action network and fix κ ∈ Rm
+ . Then x ∈ Rn

+ is an equilibrium of
the network with these rate constants if and only if κ◦xA ∈ ker+ Γ, namely, after taking logarithms and rearranging,
if there exist α ∈ Y and λ ∈ R+ such that

ln κ+ [A |1]
(

lnx
− lnλ

)
= lnh(α) . (2)

By the Fredholm alternative, equation (2) admits solutions if and only if the following solvability condition holds:

W lnκ = W lnh(α) i.e., κW = h(α)W . (3)

Note that in the case that r = m − 1, h(α) is a constant vector; and if [A |1] has rank m so that W is empty, we
take the solvability condition to be trivially satisfied.
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The Jacobian matrix of a mass-action network

The Jacobian matrix of a mass-action network at any point in the positive orthant takes the form

J = ΓD1AD2 (4)

where D1 and D2 are positive diagonal matrices (depending on rate constants and state vector) and, as usual,
A = Γt

ℓ [7]. The Jacobian matrix of a dynamically nontrivial (n,m, n) mass-action network, evaluated at a positive
equilibrium, takes the specific form

J = λΓDh(α)AD1/x , (5)

where Dh(α) is the positive diagonal matrix with (Dh(α))i,i = hi(α), and D1/x is the positive diagonal matrix with
(D1/x)i,i = 1/xi [3, Section 2.3].

We refer to an equilibrium of a mass-action network as nondegenerate if the Jacobian matrix, evaluated at
the equilibrium, acts as a nonsingular transformation on the stoichiometric subspace. For characterisations of this
property in terms of the so-called reduced Jacobian determinant, see [8, Section 2.2]. Clearly, for an (n,m, n) network,
an equilibrium is nondegenerate if and only if the Jacobian matrix evaluated at the equilibrium is nonsingular.

Lemma 6. An (n,m, n) CRN such that rank [A |1] ≤ n admits no positive nondegenerate equilibria.

Proof. Recall that the Jacobian matrix at a positive equilibrium has the form in (5), namely, J = λΓDh(α)AD1/x.
Note that rank [A |1] ≤ n implies that either rankA < n, or 1 ∈ imA and we will show that in both cases J is
identically singular. If rankA < n, then J is clearly singular for all α ∈ Y and x ∈ Rn

+ as it includes a factor of
rank less than n. If rankA = n and 1 ∈ imA, say 1 = Az for some z ∈ Rn, then again J is singular as, for any
α ∈ Y, x ∈ Rn

+,

λΓDh(α)AD1/x(D
−1
1/xz) = λΓDh(α)1 = λΓh(α) = 0 ,

i.e., the nonzero vector D−1
1/xz lies in ker J .

Remark 7. It is possible to show more generally that an (n,m, r) mass-action network with rank [A |1] ≤ r admits
positive equilibria for only an exceptional set of rate constants, and that these equilibria are always degenerate.
The condition rank [A |1] ≤ r is sufficient, but not necessary, for the degeneracy of all equilibria.

2.5 Natural coordinates for (n,m, n) mass-action networks admitting positive nonde-
generate equilibria

In this section, we consider an arbitrary (n,m, n) mass-action network satisfying the two conditions (i) m− n ≥ 1,
and (ii) rank [A |1] = n+1. Note that the first condition holds if the network is dynamically nontrivial, a necessary
condition for the existence of positive equilibria; and the second condition holds, by Lemma 6, if the network admits
a positive nondegenerate equilibrium.

Any mass-action network satisfying conditions (i) and (ii) admits natural and useful parameter-dependent
recoodinatisations, generalising the recoordinatisation presented for (n, n + 1, n) networks in [3, Section 3.2]. An
important consequence (Theorem 35 below) is that (n,m, n) mass-action networks give rise, effectively, to (m− 2)-
parameter families of ODEs and hence can admit no bifurcations of codimension greater than m − 2 unfolded by
their rate constants. Another consequence (Theorem 36 below) of particular interest in the context of this paper is
that (n, n+ 2, n) mass-action networks cannot admit cusp bifurcations.

We assume that m > n+ 1; the easier case where m = n+ 1 is essentially covered in [3, Section 3.2], or follows
by setting the matrices U and W in what follows to be empty. Let U be any m × (m − n − 1) matrix such that
[A |1 |U ] is nonsingular (such U exists as [A |1] has rank n+ 1 by assumption). Let G := [A |1 |U ]−1, and write

G =

 G
v
W


where G refers to the top n×m block of G, and v is its (n+ 1)th row. The columns of W t clearly form a basis of
ker [A |1]t. As  G

v
W

 (A |1 |U) = (A |1 |U)

 G
v
W

 = Im×m ,
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it follows that
Im×m −AG = 1 v + U W . (6)

Now define the new coordinates y on Rn
+ by y = κG ◦ x. We obtain the ODE for y as follows:

ẏ = κG ◦ ẋ = κG ◦ Γ (κ ◦ (κ−G ◦ y)A)
= κG ◦ Γ (κIm×m−AG ◦ yA)
= κG ◦ Γ (κ1 v+UW ◦ yA) (from (6))

= κG ◦ Γ ((κv)1 ◦ (κW )U ◦ yA)
= κG ◦ (κv)1 ◦ Γ ((κW )U ◦ yA) (since κ1 v = (κv)1 = κv 1)

= κG+1v ◦ Γ ((κW )U ◦ yA) .

Note that κW is a vector of m − n − 1 new positive parameters which we will refer to as the inner parameters,
while κG+1v is a vector of n new positive parameters which we will refer to as the outer parameters. We may
subsequently rescale time to reduce the number of outer parameters by 1 leaving an (m − 2)-parameter family of
ODEs. Moreover, only the m−n−1 inner parameters directly affect the equilibrium set; the remaining parameters
act via a positive diagonal transformation on the whole vector field.

Remark 8. The matrices U and W in the construction above are not uniquely determined, and consequently, there
is some freedom in the choice of inner parameters. It is possible that appropriate choices may simplify computations
for certain networks. For example, planar S-systems (which arise from (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks with a special
stoichiometric matrix) can be written without inner parameters, see [12, Eq. (2)].

Remark 9. In y coordinates, positive equilibria occur when

(κW )U ◦ yA ∈ ker+ Γ , namely, UW lnκ+A ln y = 1 lnλ+ lnh(α).

Multiplying through by W and noting that WU is the identity, WA = 0, and W1 = 0 we obtain, as expected, the
solvability condition (3), namely κW = h(α)W .

Example 10. Consider the mass-action network

2X
κ1−→ 3X X+ Y

κ2−→ 2Y Y
κ3−→ 0 0

κ4−→ Y

Associated with the network are the following stoichiometric matrix and reactant matrix:

Γ =

(
1 −1 0 0
0 1 −1 1

)
, Γℓ =

(
2 1 0 0
0 1 1 0

)
.

The network gives rise to the ODE system ẋ = Γ(κ ◦ xA) where, as usual, A := Γt
ℓ. Following the construction

above, we can define

G =


1 −1 1 −1
0 0 1 −1
1 −2 2 0

−1 2 −2 1

 , G
−1

=


2 0 1 2
1 1 1 2
0 1 1 1
0 0 1 1

 .

With these choices we obtain the ODE system

(
Ẋ

Ẏ

)
=

(
α1

α2

)
◦
(

1 −1 0 0
0 1 −1 1

)
α2
3X

2

α2
3XY
α3Y
α3

 =

(
α1(α

2
3X

2 − α2
3XY )

α2(α
2
3XY − α3Y + α3)

)
, (7)

where

X = κ1κ
−1
2 κ3κ

−1
4 x, Y = κ3κ

−1
4 y, α1 = κ2

1κ
−3
2 κ3

3κ
−1
4 , α2 = κ1κ

−2
2 κ3

3κ
−1
4 , α3 = κ−1

1 κ2
2κ

−2
3 κ4 .

Here α1 and α2 are the outer parameters, while α3 is the inner parameter. After some grouping of parameters and
time-rescaling, (7) simplifies to

Ẋ = X2 −XY ,

Ẏ = β(γXY − Y + 1) ,

namely, we have only a two-parameter family of ODEs, with only one parameter affecting the equilibrium set.
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2.6 The number of positive nondegenerate equilibria in (n,m, n) mass-action networks

Lemma 11. Consider a dynamically nontrivial (n,m, n) mass-action network such that rank [A |1] = n + 1. For
any fixed κ, there is a smooth bijection between the set of positive equilibria and solutions α ∈ Y to the solvability
equation (3), namely κW = h(α)W .

Proof. We present the proof in the case m ≥ n+2; the case m = n+1 is easy. Recall that given any fixed κ ∈ Rm
+ ,

x ∈ Rn
+ is a positive equilibrium of the CRN if and only if there exist λ ∈ R+ and α ∈ Y such that (x, λ, α) satisfies

equation (2), which occurs if and only if κW = h(α)W . Note that if, for fixed κ and α, there exists (x, λ) solving
(2) then, by injectivity of the linear transformation corresponding to [A |1], these are unique. Moreover, given
(κ, x1, λ1, α1) and (κ, x2, λ2, α2) solving (2) with α1 ̸= α2, we must have x1 ̸= x2, for otherwise a quick computation
reveals that h(α1) = (λ2/λ1)h(α2) which is impossible as h(α1) and h(α2) are distinct points on a cross-section of
ker+ Γ. These observations confirm that solutions α ∈ Y to κW = h(α)W are, in fact, in one-to-one correspondence
with equilibria. In order to see that the correspondence is smooth, we can explicitly write

x = (h(α)/κ)G ,

where G is the top n×m block of any left inverse of [A |1].

The previous lemma allows us to see that an (n,m, n) network with an insufficient number of distinct reactant
complexes, forbids multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria.

Theorem 12. An (n,m, n) mass-action network with fewer than n+2 distinct reactant complexes admits no more
than one positive nondegenerate equilibrium.

Proof. Consider an (n,m, n) mass-action network. If it has fewer than n + 1 distinct reactant complexes, then
rank [A |1] ≤ n (it has no more than n distinct rows); and equilibria, whenever they exist, are always degenerate
by Lemma 6. In this case the claim is trivially true.

So now suppose that the network has exactly n + 1 distinct reactant complexes and [A |1] has rank n + 1. If
m = n+1, the claim follows by [3, Lemma 3.1]. So we assume that m > n+1. It is easily seen that ker [A |1]t has
a basis consisting of m − n − 1 vectors each containing a single entry 1, a single entry −1, and all other entries 0
(each such vector corresponds to a pair of identical rows in [A |1]). Let W be a matrix whose rows consist of such
a set of basis vectors. From Lemma 11, equilibria are in smooth one-to-one correspondence with solutions α to the
equation κW = h(α)W . Recalling that h(α) is linear, and clearing denominators, for each fixed κ this is a system
of m−n− 1 linear equations in m−n− 1 unknowns α which thus admits either no solutions, a unique solution, or
a continuum of solutions. Consequently, for each fixed κ, the CRN either admits no equilibria, one equilibrium or
a continuum of equilibria. Since a continuum of equilibria necessarily consists of degenerate equilibria, the claim is
proved.

2.7 Lemmas relevant to Andronov–Hopf bifurcation in mass-action networks

The first lemma in this section tells us that a “mixed” reactant complex is necessary for the existence of a periodic
orbit or a positive equilibrium with a pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues.

Lemma 13. For a planar mass-action network without a reactant complex which includes both species of the
network, the off-diagonal entries of the Jacobian matrix on the positive quadrant are nonnegative. Hence, there
is no periodic orbit, and the Jacobian matrix on the positive quadrant can never have a pair of purely imaginary
eigenvalues.

Proof. Recall (4), i.e., the Jacobian matrix of any mass-action network on the positive orthant takes the form
J = ΓDAE where A = Γt

ℓ and D and E are positive diagonal matrices. Suppose that the reactant complexes of
the network never involve both chemical species, i.e., Aj,1 > 0 ⇒ Aj,2 = 0 and Aj,2 > 0 ⇒ Aj,1 = 0. Consequently,
since Aj,i = 0 implies Γi,j ≥ 0, we have Γ1,jAj,2 ≥ 0 and Γ2,jAj,1 ≥ 0 for all j = 1, . . . ,m. Further,

J1,2 =

m∑
j=1

Γ1,j Dj,j Aj,2 E2,2 and J2,1 =

m∑
j=1

Γ2,j Dj,j Aj,1 E1,1

and hence, J1,2 ≥ 0 and J2,1 ≥ 0.
Therefore, the system is cooperative and thus cannot have periodic orbits [33, Theorem 3.2.2]. Moreover,

tr J = 0 and detJ > 0 can never occur simultaneously, and hence, a pair of nonzero imaginary eigenvalues is
forbidden.
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Remark 14. We note that Lemma 13 can be extended (with an analogous proof) to any number of species: if
each reactant complex is of the form kXi for some k ≥ 0 then the off-diagonal entries of the Jacobian matrix on the
positive quadrant are nonnegative. Hence, the system is cooperative, and it can have no attracting limit cycle, see
[33, Theorem 1.2.2 and Proposition 4.3.4].

The following result is an immediate consequence of Lemma 13 for quadratic networks.

Lemma 15. A planar, quadratic mass-action network admitting a periodic orbit must include the reactant complex
X+ Y.

By the next lemma, the presence of the reaction 2X → 3X or 2Y → 3Y is necessary for an Andronov–Hopf
bifurcation to occur in the mass-action networks of our interest.

Lemma 16. A planar, quadratic, trimolecular mass-action network admitting an isolated periodic orbit or a positive
equilibrium with a pair of complex conjugate eigenvalues that cross the imaginary axis must include one of the
reactions 2X → 3X and 2Y → 3Y.

Proof. As in the proof of [6, Lemma 3], after multiplication by the Dulac function 1
xy , it is clear that the only way

to have positive divergence is if at least one of the reactions 2X → 3X and 2Y → 3Y is present.

We conclude this section by recalling [6, Lemma 2].

Lemma 17. A planar mass-action network whose reactant complexes lie on a line admits no periodic orbit.

3 Fold bifurcation

In this section, we discuss fold (sometimes termed saddle-node) bifurcations of positive equilibria in small networks.
Though this codimension-one bifurcation happens on a one-dimensional center manifold, reasonable assumptions
on the molecularity limit its occurrence in rank-one networks. In Section 3.1, we characterise quadratic, rank-one
networks that admit a fold bifurcation. In particular, we find that bimolecular, rank-one networks do not admit
a fold bifurcation. In Section 3.2, we start by identifying all quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks that admit
a fold bifurcation. We list all networks in this class that are bimolecular. In fact, these networks are the smallest
planar, bimolecular networks that admit a fold bifurcation, meaning that any planar, bimolecular mass-action
network admitting fold bifurcation must have at least 4 reactions, and rank at least two. Finally, we highlight those
bimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks that admit multiple nonnegative asymptotically stable equilibria, and remark on an
erroneous claim about such networks in previously published work.

3.1 Rank-one networks

It is straightforward to verify that the quadratic, trimolecular (1, 3, 1) network 0 ⇄ X, 2X → 3X admits two
positive nondegenerate equilibria that are born via a fold bifurcation. In fact, remarkably, this network, or another
one that is simply equivalent to it, appears as an induced subnetwork in every quadratic, rank-one mass-action
network that admits multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria. We thus have the following entirely combinatorial
characterisation of quadratic, rank-one mass-action networks admitting multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria.

Theorem 18. For a quadratic, rank-one mass-action network the following are equivalent.

(i) It admits multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria.

(ii) It admits a nondegenerate fold bifurcation of a positive equilibrium.

(iii) It includes one of the (simply equivalent) networks 0 → aX, X → 0, 2X → bX (a ≥ 1, b ≥ 3) as an induced
subnetwork.

Proof. The implication (iii) =⇒ (ii) holds by the results on the inheritance of bifurcations, see Section 2.3, and
Remark 5 in particular. The implication (ii) =⇒ (i) is trivial. Finally, (i) =⇒ (iii) follows from Lemma 20 below.

The following corollary is an immediate consequence of Theorem 18 and also follows from [28, Theorem 4.1] by
Pantea and Voitiuk.
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Corollary 19. A bimolecular, rank-one mass-action network admits at most one positive nondegenerate equilibrium,
and hence, does not admit a nondegenerate fold bifurcation.

The previous two results depend on the following lemma.

Lemma 20. A quadratic, rank-one mass-action network admits multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria if and
only if it has at most two nontrivial species and, after removal of trivial species if any, it includes three reactions
that form a network which is simply equivalent to one of (1), (2a), (2b) or (2c) below.

(1) 0 → X X → 0 2X → 3X

(2a) 0 → X+ Y X+ Y → 0 2X → 3X+ Y

(2b) Y → X+ 2Y X+ Y → 0 2X → 3X+ Y

(2c) 2Y → X+ 3Y X+ Y → 0 2X → 3X+ Y

Proof. It is straightforward to verify that the network 0 → X, X → 0, 2X → 3X admits multiple positive nondegen-
erate equilibria. Networks (2a), (2b), (2c) are obtained from (1) by adding a dependent species (enlargement E3),
and hence, by Lemma 3, they also admit multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria. By inheritance, any rank-one
network that is obtained by adding reactions and/or species to a network that is simply equivalent to one of (1),
(2a), (2b), (2c) also admits multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria (see Remark 5).

Observe that the removal of trivial species does not affect the capacity of a network for multiple positive
nondegenerate equilibria. Now fix a quadratic, rank-one mass-action network with no trivial species, and fix the
rate constants and a positive stoichiometric class P with multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria. Let v ∈ Rn

denote the generating vector of the stoichiometric subspace. Since the network has no trivial species, each entry of
v is nonzero.

Case 1 If the entries of v have mixed signs then P is bounded. Eliminate all but one variable using the n−1 linear
conservation relations and thereby obtain the quadratic, scalar differential equation ẋ = f(x) on a compact
interval [0, d] (the projection of P to the x-axis). Since [0, d] is forward invariant, f(0) ≥ 0 and f(d) ≤ 0 hold.
This contradicts the existence of two distinct roots of f in the open interval (0, d) (recall that f is quadratic).

Case 2 If the entries of v are all positive (or all negative) then the dynamical nontriviality of the network implies
that there is a reaction in which each species is consumed. Hence, there are at most two species (recall
that the network is quadratic). In the single-species case, it is straightforward to see that the existence of
multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria is possible only if the network includes the reactions 0 → aX,
X → 0, 2X → bX for some a ≥ 1 and b ≥ 3. In the two-species case, the network contains the reaction
X + Y → 0 (the only reaction with bimolecular reactant complex in which both species are consumed). A
short calculation shows that if the reactant complexes of all the other reactions are at most linear then
multiple positive equilibria are forbidden. Hence, 2X → (2 + b)X+ bY or 2Y → bX+ (2 + b)Y for some b ≥ 1
is part of the network. If both, we have found a network that is simply equivalent to (2c). If only one of
them, say 2X → (2 + b)X+ bY, then a reaction with reactant complex not involving the species X is present
in the network (otherwise the line x = 0 consists of equilibria, and hence, no multiple positive equilibria are
possible on the positive part of the line x = y + d). Therefore, 0 → bX+ bY or Y → bX+ (1 + b)Y for some
b ≥ 1 is part of the network, implying that a network simply equivalent to (2a) or (2b) is included.

3.2 Planar networks

In Section 3.1 we have characterised nondegenerate fold bifurcations in quadratic, rank-one mass-action networks.
In this section we study fold bifurcations in quadratic, trimolecular, planar, rank-two mass-action networks, with
special attention on the bimolecular networks. By Theorem 12, a planar, rank-two network can admit multiple
positive nondegenerate equilibria only if it has at least four distinct reactant complexes, and hence, at least four
reactions. Therefore, our focus will be on four-reaction networks. However, we remark that when allowing more than
two species, a nondegenerate fold bifurcation occurs already in bimolecular, three-reaction networks, see [6, Section
5.1]. The following lemma and theorem summarise our main findings regarding fold bifurcations in quadratic,
trimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks. The enumerations of the sets of networks appearing in the results to
follow are performed in the Mathematica Notebook [10].
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Lemma 21. There are 5897 dynamically nonequivalent, dynamically nontrivial, quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2)
mass-action networks with four distinct reactant complexes. Out of these 5897 networks, 5864 admit a positive
nondegenerate equilibrium.

Theorem 22. Out of the 5864 mass-action networks in Lemma 21, 834 admit a positive equilibrium with a zero
eigenvalue. In 3 networks, the zero eigenvalue always has an algebraic multiplicity of two. Each of the remaining
831 networks admits a nondegenerate fold bifurcation. Out of these 831 networks, in 825 cases the zero eigenvalue
can be accompanied by a negative eigenvalue, and in 39 cases the zero eigenvalue can be accompanied by a positive
eigenvalue, with the intersection of these two sets consisting of 33 networks.

Remark 23. We have collected several comments on the networks appearing in Lemma 21 and Theorem 22.

(a) The 831 networks in Theorem 22 that admit a fold bifurcation fall into 639 diagonally nonequivalent classes
[10].

(b) None of the 831 networks in Theorem 22 that admit a fold bifurcation can admit a cusp bifurcation, for the
reason that cusp bifurcation is forbidden in (2, 4, 2) networks (see Theorem 36 in Section 6).

(c) The 33 networks in Theorem 22 for which the second eigenvalue can change sign are listed in Table 3. In
Section 5, we will see that most of these networks admit a nondegenerate Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation, with
two of them admitting a particular degenerate form of this bifurcation which we will refer to as a vertical
Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation.

(d) The 3 networks in Theorem 22 for which the zero eigenvalue cannot have an algebraic multiplicity of one are

2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 2Y → X+ 2Y

2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 2Y → X+ 2Y

2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → 2Y 2Y → X+ 2Y

For these 3 networks (of which the first and the second are diagonally equivalent), similarly to a fold bifurcation,
two positive equilibria are born; however, at the bifurcation point, the Jacobian matrix is nilpotent of index
two. We may regard the resulting bifurcation as an incomplete unfolding of a double zero singularity. Notice
that the first and the second networks are obtained from the generalised LVA network [19, 32, 6]

2X → 3X X+ Y → bY Y → 0 with b = 2 or 3 (8)

via enlargement E1.

(e) Out of the 831 networks in Theorem 22, in 15 cases the fold bifurcation is inherited from the special one-species
networks 0 → aX, X → 0, 2X → 3X (with a = 1, 2, 3) appearing in Theorem 18 by applying enlargement E6.
These 15 networks are:

0 → C → X X → 0 2X → 3X

0 → C → 2X X → 0 2X → 3X

0 → C → 3X X → 0 2X → 3X

0 → X X → C → 0 2X → 3X

0 → X X → 0 2X → C → 3X

where the inserted complex C is any of Y, 2Y, or X + Y. The remaining 816 networks are atoms of fold
bifurcation (see Section 2.3).

(f) In all the 5897− 5864 = 33 networks in Lemma 21 which do not admit a positive, nondegenerate equilibrium,
a vertical fold bifurcation occurs: at the critical parameter values, there is a curve of equilibria. For each of the
33 networks, this curve is a straight line (either through the origin or vertical or horizontal), see [10].

(g) If we remove from the 5864 networks in Lemma 21 the 831 networks in Theorem 22 which admit a nondegenerate
fold bifurcation, and the 3 networks with the bifurcation described in (d) above, we can confirm computationally
that the remaining 5030 networks admit at most one positive equilibrium [10].

(h) We can confirm computationally that for all the 834 networks in Theorem 22, for any pair of positive equilibria,
the Jacobian determinant is negative at one, and positive at the other [10]. Hence, these networks have at most
two positive equilibria.
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(i) As a consequence of (g) and (h), no quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) network admits three positive nondegenerate
equilibria. This is not automatic from (b) above, as a nondegenerate cusp bifurcation is sufficient but not
necessary for the existence of three positive nondegenerate equilibria, as discussed further in Section 6.

In the rest of this section, we discuss bimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks that admit a fold bifurcation. We start by
specialising Lemma 21 and Theorem 22 to the bimolecular case, and then we make some comments.

Lemma 24. There are 838 dynamically nonequivalent, dynamically nontrivial, bimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action
networks with four distinct reactant complexes. Out of these 838 networks, 829 admit a positive nondegenerate
equilibrium.

Theorem 25. Out of the 829 networks in Lemma 24, 30 admit a positive equilibrium with a zero eigenvalue, see
Table 1. In each of the 30 cases, the other eigenvalue is negative, and the equilibrium undergoes a nondegenerate
fold bifurcation.

Group 1

X → 2X
X+ Y → 0

2
X
→

0

2
X
→

Y

2
X
→

2
Y

Y
→

X

Y
→

2
X

Y
→

X
+

Y

2
Y
→

X

2
Y
→

2
X

0 → Y • • • • • • • •
Y → 2Y • •

Group 2

Y → 2X
X+ Y → 2Y

0
→

Y

0
→

X
+

Y

X
→

Y

X
→

X
+

Y

X
→

2
Y

2
Y
→

0

2
Y
→

X

2
Y
→

2
X

X → 0 • • • •
2X → 0 • • • • • • • •

Group 3

Y → 2X
2X → 2Y

0
→

X

0
→

Y

0
→

X
+

Y

2
Y
→

0

2
Y
→

X

X
+

Y
→

0

X
+

Y
→

X

X
+

Y
→

Y

X → 0 • • • • • • • •

Table 1: The 30 dynamically nonequivalent, bimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks
that admit a fold bifurcation (see Theorem 25). The networks are partitioned into 3
groups. In each group, the first and the second reactions are the same for all networks
(indicated in the top left corner), while the third and the fourth reactions are the
row- and the column headers, respectively. A bullet indicates a fold bifurcation, while
networks without a bullet do not admit a fold bifurcation. For the 10 networks marked
with an orange bullet, the origin is an asymptotically stable equilibrium, and hence,
these networks admit multiple attracting equilibria in the nonnegative quadrant. The
20 networks with a black bullet admit at most one asymptotically stable nonnegative
equilibrium.

Remark 26. We have collected several comments on the networks appearing in Lemma 24 and Theorem 25.

(a) The 30 networks in Table 1 are diagonally nonequivalent, although some are diagonally equivalent to other
quadratic, trimolecular networks [10].

(b) From Remark 23 (e) above, all 30 networks in Table 1 are atoms of fold bifurcation (see Section 2.3). In
fact, this also follows from Theorems 12 and 18, which tells us that these 30 networks are the smallest planar,
bimolecular networks that admit a fold bifurcation (meaning that no planar, bimolecular network with fewer
than 4 reactions or molecularity less than two admits a fold bifurcation).

(c) For all the 30 networks in Table 1, the trace of the Jacobian matrix is negative at any positive equilibrium.
This follows directly from the proof of [11, Theorem 4.1], where we show that the divergence at any positive
equilibrium is negative, except for some special systems that admit only a unique positive equilibrium.

(d) We can confirm that other than the 30 mass-action networks in Table 1, no bimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks admit
multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria (see Remark 23 (g)). Further, amongst the 30 networks appearing
in Theorem 25 none admit more than two positive nondegenerate equilibria (see Remark 23 (h)). Furthermore,
whenever there are two positive equilibria, one of them is a saddle, and the other one is linearly stable (this
follows from Remark 23 (h) and bimolecularity as in (c) above).
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(e) In [22], Joshi and Shiu studied bimolecular, fully open mass-action networks with two nonflow reactions that
admit multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria. Three networks in Table 1 (one in Group 2 and two in Group
3) have only two nonflow reactions. Hence, three fully open networks in [22, Fig. 3] inherit the fold bifurcation
(and thereby the capacity for multiple positive nondegenerate equilibria) from a network with only two flow
reactions instead of four; the inheritance is via enlargement E1 or E2 [5].

(f) In all the 838 − 829 = 9 networks in Lemma 24 which do not admit a positive, nondegenerate equilibrium, a
vertical fold bifurcation occurs as these networks are among the 33 networks in Remark 23 (f). In each case, at
the critical value, there is a line of equilibria (either through the origin or vertical or horizontal), see [10].

We close this section with a discussion of multistability in bimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks. Although
no bimolecular (2, 4, 2) network admits multiple asymptotically stable positive equilibria (Remark 26 (d)), there
might coexist two asymptotically stable nonnegative equilibria in these networks. Indeed, for some rate constants,
both the origin and a positive equilibrium of the network

Y → 2X 2X → X+ Y X+ Y → Y X → 0 (9)

discussed by Wilhelm [34, Eq. (2)] (which is simply equivalent to the last network in Group 3 in Table 1) are
asymptotically stable. In [34], Wilhelm’s goal was to find the smallest bimolecular mass-action network that
admits multiple stable equilibria in the nonnegative orthant. His criterion for being the smallest was to have
1) fewest species, 2) fewest reactions, and 3) fewest terms in the mass-action differential equation; in this order
of importance. The mass-action differential equation associated with network (9) has 6 terms, the origin is an
asymptotically stable equilibrium for all rate constants, and one of the positive equilibria that is born via a fold
bifurcation is also asymptotically stable. Wilhelm claims that network (9) is the only bimolecular (2, 4, 2) network
with these properties. Our analysis shows that there are further such networks (suggesting that Wilhelm’s proof is
incomplete). We have found that out of the 30 networks in Table 1, the origin is an equilibrium in 15 cases. Out
of these 15 cases, the origin is asymptotically stable in 10 cases (the networks in Table 1 that are marked with an
orange bullet). Out of the 10 networks, 5 (including Wilhelm’s network) have 6 terms in their differential equation,
and another 5 have 7 terms. Hence, following Wilhelm’s criteria for being the smallest, there are 5 such networks.
We summarise some of these findings in the following lemma.

Lemma 27. Out of the 30 networks in Theorem 25 (see Table 1), 10 admit multiple asymptotically stable equilibria
in the nonnegative quadrant (the networks marked with an orange bullet in Table 1). In all 10 cases, one of the
asymptotically stable equilibria is the origin.

Proof. For the 7 networks with an orange bullet and the reaction X → 0, the origin is a linearly stable equilibrium.
For the remaining 3 networks with an orange bullet (those with the reaction 2X → 0), the Jacobian matrix at

the origin is

(
0 2κ1

0 −κ1

)
. Hence there is a one-dimensional stable manifold that is tangent to the line x + 2y = 0,

while the x-axis, which is invariant, is a one-dimensional center manifold. Since the flow on the x-axis is given by
ẋ = −2κ3x

2, the origin is asymptotically stable for the system restricted to the nonnegative quadrant.
Another 5 networks in Table 1 have a boundary equilibrium, namely, the origin. For the two networks in Group

1 in Table 1 with the reaction Y → 2Y, the Jacobian matrix at the origin has two positive real eigenvalues. Finally,
for the 3 networks in Group 2 in Table 1 with the reactions X → Y, X → X+ Y, or X → 2Y, the origin is a saddle
with its stable manifold being tangent to a line with negative slope, hence, outside the nonnegative quadrant.

The remaining 15 networks admit no boundary equilibrium.

4 Andronov–Hopf bifurcation

Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is a codimension-one bifurcation occurring on a two-dimensional center manifold but
ruled out in two-species bimolecular networks (see the proof of [11, Theorem 4.1]). Hence, we focus on quadratic,
trimolecular (2,m, 2) networks. However, such networks with m = 3 do not admit Andronov–Hopf bifurcation [6,
Sections 4.5 and 4.6], and we are led to study the case m = 4. (But note that a vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation
occurs already in three-reaction, quadratic, trimolecular mass-action networks provided we allow more than two
species [6, Theorem 4 (III)].) In Lemma 28 we determine the base set of networks satisfying the necessary conditions
for the existence of an isolated periodic orbit or an Andronov–Hopf bifurcation listed in Lemmas 15 to 17. Then, in
Lemma 29 we enumerate the networks that admit a positive equilibrium with a pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues.
It turns out that all of these networks admit an Andronov–Hopf bifurcation of some kind, and in Theorem 30 we
describe these bifurcations.
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Lemma 28. There are 946 dynamically nonequivalent, dynamically nontrivial, quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2)
mass-action networks with the reactant complexes not being on a line, having the reactant complex X+Y, having the
reaction 2X → 3X or 2Y → 3Y, having no redundant reactions, and admitting a positive nondegenerate equilibrium.

Lemma 29. Out of the 946 networks in Lemma 28, 198 admit a positive equilibrium with a pair of purely imaginary
eigenvalues, see Table 2.

The transversality condition of the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation (i.e., that the eigenvalues cross the imaginary
axis with nonzero speed [25, Theorem 3.3 (B.2)]) is easily verified for all 198 networks in Lemma 29. To decide
whether the bifurcation is supercritical, subcritical, or degenerate, one computes the first focal value, L1. At the
critical parameter value, the stability of the equilibrium is determined by the sign of the first nonzero focal value.
Hence, when L1 vanishes, one calculates the further focal values (L2, L3, . . .) until a nonzero one is found. When
Lk = 0 for all k ≥ 1, the equilibrium is a center, and the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is termed vertical. For
planar quadratic systems, an equilibrium with a pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues and L1 = L2 = L3 = 0 is a
center, see (the proof of) the Kapteyn–Bautin Theorem in [18, Section 8.7]. The following theorem summarises the
result of the analysis of the focal values in the 198 networks in Table 2. All the computations can be found in the
Mathematica Notebook [10].

Theorem 30. The analysis of the 198 networks in Table 2 leads to the following classification.

• L1 < 0 for the 135 networks marked with −, and hence, the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is supercritical.

• L1 > 0 for the 42 networks marked with +, and hence, the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is subcritical.

• L1 = L2 = L3 = 0 for the 17 networks marked with 0, and hence, the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is vertical.

• L1 can have any sign and L1 = 0 implies L2 = L3 = 0 for the 3 networks marked with −0+, and hence,
supercritical, vertical, and subcritical Andronov–Hopf bifurcations are all admitted.

• L1 can have any sign and L1 = 0 implies L2 > 0 for the network marked with B, and hence, the equilibrium
undergoes a subcritical Bautin bifurcation.

Remark 31. We conclude this section with several comments.

(a) The 198 dynamically nonequivalent networks in Table 2 fall into 157 diagonally nonequivalent classes [10].

(b) All the 198 networks in Table 2 are atoms of Andronov–Hopf bifurcation (see Section 2.3). In fact, these are
the smallest planar, quadratic, trimolecular mass-action networks that admit an Andronov–Hopf bifurcation
in the sense that no such network with only three reactions exists [6, Theorem 4]. However, we note that the
same theorem also implies that there exists a (unique) quadratic, trimolecular mass-action network with three
species and three reactions that admits a vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation.

(c) The single network for which L2 ̸= 0 holds whenever L1 = 0 is

2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X X → 0 0 → X+ 2Y

This network displays a Bautin bifurcation [25, Section 8.3]. In our case, L2 > 0 at the bifurcation, and
consequently the equilibrium is repelling when L1 = 0. By varying the rate constants, two small limit cycles
are born (a repelling equilibrium is surrounded by an attracting and a repelling limit cycle). For nearby rate
constants, a fold bifurcation of limit cycles also occurs.

(d) The quadratic, trimolecular (2, 5, 2) network

X → 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y ⇄ 0

was studied by Frank-Kamenetsky and Salnikov [20]. They showed that the network admits an Andronov–Hopf
bifurcation, which is always supercritical. In fact, this network is obtained from a network in Group 3 in Table 2
by adding the reaction X → 2X, i.e., by the application of enlargement E1. Hence, the supercritical Andronov–
Hopf bifurcation observed by Frank-Kamenetsky and Salnikov is itself inherited from the smaller network – see
Lemma 3. We return to both of these networks later and observe that both, in fact, admit Bogdanov–Takens
bifurcations.
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Group 1

2X → 3X
X+ Y → 0

X
→

2
X

0
→

X

0
→

2
X
+

Y

Y
→

0

Y
→

X

Y
→

2
X

Y
→

3
X

Y
→

X
+

Y

X → 2Y + +
X → 3Y + + +
X → X+ Y + + +

2X → Y 0 − − − − − − −
2X → 2Y 0 − − − − − − −
2X → 3Y 0 − − − − − − −
2X → X+ 2Y 0 − − − − − − −
2X → 2X+ Y 0 − − − − − − −

Group 2

2X → 3X
X+ Y → Y

Y
→

0

Y
→

X

Y
→

2
X

Y
→

3
X

2
Y
→

0

2
Y
→

X

2
Y
→

2
X

2
Y
→

3
X

2
Y
→

2
X
+

Y

X → Y + +
X → 2Y + + +
X → 3Y + + +
X → X+ Y + + +
X → 2X+ Y 0 −0+ −0+ −0+ + + + + +

2X → Y − − − −
2X → 2Y − − − −
2X → 3Y − − − −
2X → X+ 2Y − − − −
2X → 2X+ Y − − − −

Group 3

2X → 3X
X+ Y → bY
(b = 2 or 3)

0
→

X

0
→

2
X
+

Y

0
→

X
+

Y

0
→

X
+

2
Y

0
→

Y

X
→

2
X

X
→

2
X
+

Y

X
→

X
+

Y

X
→

3
Y

X
→

2
Y

X
→

Y

Y
→

X

Y
→

2
X

Y
→

3
X

Y
→

X
+

Y

Y
→

X
+

2
Y

2
X
→

2
X
+

Y

2
X
→

X
+

2
Y

2
X
→

3
Y

2
X
→

2
Y

2
X
→

Y

2
Y
→

0

2
Y
→

X

2
Y
→

2
X

2
Y
→

3
X

2
Y
→

2
X
+

Y

Y → 0 − − − − − − − − − − − − − − − − − − − − 0 − − − −
2Y → 0 0 + + + 0 + − − − 0 +

Group 4

2X → 3X
X+ Y → X

Y
→

X
+

2
Y

X → 0 0
X → Y +
X → 2Y +
X → 3Y +

Group 5

2X → 3X
X+ Y → 2X

0
→

Y

0
→

X
+

2
Y

0
→

X
+

Y

0
→

2
X
+

Y

Y
→

X
+

2
Y

X → 0 0 + + + −

Group 6

2X → 3X
X+ Y → 3X

0
→

Y

0
→

X
+

2
Y

0
→

X
+

Y

0
→

2
X
+

Y

Y
→

X
+

2
Y

X → 0 0 B + + −

Group 7

2X → 3X
Y → aX
(a = 1, 2, or 3)

X
+

Y
→

X

X
+

Y
→

0

X
+

Y
→

Y

X+ Y → 2Y − − −
X+ Y → 3Y − − −
X+ Y → X+ 2Y − −

Table 2: The 198 dynamically nontrivial, quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action
networks that admit an Andronov–Hopf bifurcation. The networks are partitioned into
7 groups. In each group, the first and the second reactions are the same for all networks
(indicated in the top left corner), while the third and the fourth reactions are the row-
and the column headers, respectively. In Group 7, the complex X+ Y is the source of
two reactions, while it is the source of only one reaction for the networks in Groups
1–6. A green −, a blue 0, or an orange + symbol indicates that the Andronov–Hopf
bifurcation is supercritical, vertical, or subcritical, respectively. Notice that all three
types of bifurcations occur for 3 networks in Group 2. The single network that admits
a Bautin bifurcation is marked with the purple symbol B; the second focal value is
positive. Networks without any symbol do not admit a positive equilibrium with a
pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues.

(e) For the 20 networks that admit a vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation, we also prove directly that they indeed
admit a center, see Lemma 39 in Appendix A. Here we remark that, apart from these 20 networks, there are
further quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks that admit a center. For example, the two networks
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X → 2X X → 0 X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0

X → 2X X+ Y → X+ 2Y X+ Y → 0 Y → 0

lead to the classical Lotka–Volterra differential equation, and whenever a positive equilibrium exists, it is a
global center in the positive quadrant. These networks have neither of the reactions 2X → 3X or 2Y → 3Y,
and thus the eigenvalues cannot cross the imaginary axis while the rate constants are varied, ruling out an
Andronov–Hopf bifurcation. Considering only networks without redundant reactions (see Section 2.2), there
are 21 dynamically nonequivalent, quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks with the properties described above.
For the complete list, see [10].

(f) Out of the 198 networks in Table 2, 104 have only three distinct reactant complexes. These 104 networks admit
only supercritical or vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation. This is consistent with the fact that a subcritical
Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is forbidden for any planar, quadratic network with three reactions, see [6, Theorem
3]. The 104 networks here are related to the networks in that theorem as follows: the 3 distinct reactant
complexes are

• 2X, X+ Y, X in 5 of the 104 networks and the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is vertical, cf. Case 8;

• 2X, X+ Y, Y in 89 of the 104 networks and the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is supercritical, cf. Case 9;

• 2X, X+ Y, 0 in 10 of the 104 networks and the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is supercritical, cf. Case 10.

(g) We remark that a large fraction of the 198 networks in Table 2 are obtained from the generalised LVA network
(8) by enlargement E1: indeed, 50 networks in Group 3 are such (48 admitting a supercritical Andronov–Hopf
bifurcation, while 2 admitting a vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation). Though the generalised LVA network
does not admit a periodic orbit (it has a unique positive equilibrium that is a global repellor), several of its
modifications apparently do admit an Andronov–Hopf bifurcation, including the Frank-Kamenetsky–Salnikov
network discussed in (d) above.

5 Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation

Consider a two-parameter family of planar differential equations. An equilibrium of such a system whose Jacobian
matrix is nilpotent with index two undergoes a Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation, provided some nondegeneracy and
transversality conditions are fulfilled [25, Section 8.4]. In a neighbourhood of the critical parameter value of this
codimension-two bifurcation, one finds the following codimension-one bifurcations: Andronov–Hopf, homoclinic,
and fold bifurcations. Consequently, a limit cycle, a homoclinic orbit, and multiple isolated equilibria are all
possible in such a family of differential equations.

Our main goal in this section is to find two-species, quadratic, trimolecular mass-action networks that exhibit
a Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation. By Theorem 12, any two-species, rank-two mass-action network with multiple
positive nondegenerate equilibria has at least four distinct reactant complexes, and hence, at least four reactions.
Therefore we will search for Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation in networks in quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks.
However, we remark that if we allow more than two species, a nondegenerate Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation occurs
already in three-reaction networks, see for example

2X → 4X+ 3Y + Z X+ Y → 0 Z → X (quadratic, octomolecular)

2X → 3X X+ Y + Z → 2Y Y → Z (trimolecular)

The analysis of these two networks can be found at [10].
From now on, we focus on finding all quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks that admit a

Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation. The enumeration of the set of networks appearing in the following lemma is per-
formed in [10].

Lemma 32. The 831 networks that admit a nondegenerate fold bifurcation enumerated in Theorem 22 and the 198
networks that admit an Andronov–Hopf bifurcation enumerated in Theorem 30 have 40 networks in common. Out
of these 40 networks, 33 admit a positive equilibrium with a double zero eigenvalue, see Table 3.

At the end of this section (in Remark 34 (f)), we comment on the 7 mass-action networks that admit both a
fold and an Andronov–Hopf bifurcation but not a Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation. The 33 networks in Lemma 32 are
the candidates for Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation among the quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks. We arrived
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supercritical B–T

1 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 0 → Y
2 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 0 → Y
3 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 X → Y
4 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 X → Y
5 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 X → 2Y
6 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 X → 2Y
7 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 X → 3Y
8 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 X → 3Y

vertical B–T
9 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2X 0 → Y X → 0

10 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X 0 → Y X → 0

subcritical B–T

11 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2X 0 → X+ 2Y X → 0
12 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X 0 → X+ 2Y X → 0
13 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2X 0 → X+ Y X → 0
14 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X 0 → X+ Y X → 0
15 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2X 0 → 2X+ Y X → 0
16 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X 0 → 2X+ Y X → 0
17 2X → 3X X+ Y → X Y → X+ 2Y X → Y
18 2X → 3X X+ Y → X Y → X+ 2Y X → 2Y
19 2X → 3X X+ Y → X Y → X+ 2Y X → 3Y
20 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → 2X X → 2Y
21 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → 3X X → 2Y
22 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → X X → 3Y
23 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → 2X X → 3Y
24 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → 3X X → 3Y
25 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → X X → X+ Y
26 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → 2X X → X+ Y
27 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 Y → 3X X → X+ Y
28 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y 2Y → 0 X → 2X+ Y
29 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y 2Y → X X → 2X+ Y
30 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y 2Y → 2X X → 2X+ Y
31 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y 2Y → 3X X → 2X+ Y
32 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y 2Y → 2X+ Y X → 2X+ Y
33 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y 2Y → 0 0 → X+ 2Y

Table 3: The 33 dynamically nonequivalent, quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-
action networks that admit a Bogdanov–Takens (B–T) bifurcation.

at the same 33 networks in Theorem 22 by requiring a positive equilibrium with one eigenvalue which changes sign,
while the other is zero; it so happens that all of these networks also admit a pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues.

For the 33 networks in Lemma 32 (or Table 3), a nondegenerate Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation occurs and is
unfolded transversely by the rate constants whenever the conditions (BT.0), (BT.1), (BT.2) and (BT.3) in [25,
Theorem 8.4] are fulfilled. Condition (BT.0) is the basic assumption that the equilibrium, at the critical parameter
value, has a nonzero Jacobian matrix with a double zero eigenvalue with geometric multiplicity 1, i.e., the Jacobian
matrix is nilpotent with index two. Then after a suitable linear change of variables, the Taylor expansion of the
vector field can be written as

ẋ = y +
1

2
a20x

2 + · · · ,

ẏ =
1

2
b20x

2 + b11xy + · · · .

The nondegeneracy conditions (BT.1) and (BT.2) are a20 + b11 ̸= 0 and b20 ̸= 0, respectively. If both (BT.1) and
(BT.2) hold, the sign of (a20 + b11)b20, denoted by σ, determines the (truncated) normal form of the bifurcation.
If the transversality condition (BT.3) is also satisfied then the local dynamics is fully captured by the truncated
normal form

ẋ = y,

ẏ = β1 + β2x+ x2 + σxy
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(with σ = ±1 and two small parameters β1 and β2). The bifurcation diagram in the case of σ = −1 is shown in [25,
Fig. 8.8]; the interesting features include a supercritical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation, resulting in a stable limit cycle
which grows into a homoclinic orbit (which is attracting from the inside) and then disappears. On the other hand,
if σ = +1 then the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is subcritical, the limit cycle is unstable, and the homoclinic orbit
is repelling. With some abuse of terminology, we call the Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation supercritical if σ = −1, and
subcritical if σ = +1.

Condition (BT.0) is easily verified for each of the 33 networks. Checking conditions (BT.1) and (BT.2) requires
more effort. It turns out that 8 networks satisfy them with σ = −1 (leading to the supercritical case; networks
1–8 in Table 3), while another 23 networks also satisfy both conditions but with σ = +1 (leading to the subcritical
case; networks 11–33 in Table 3). For all of these 31 networks, the transversality condition (BT.3) is also fulfilled,
and hence, they all admit a nondegenerate Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation that is unfolded transversely by the rate
constants. For networks 9 and 10 in Table 3, condition (BT.1) is violated: a20 + b11 = 0. In general, when one
(or both) of (BT.1) and (BT.2) are violated, the Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation is degenerate, and this might lead
to a complicated higher codimension bifurcation which is so far only partially understood. Note, however, that
by Theorem 35 below, bifurcations of codimension three or higher cannot be unfolded by the rate constants in a
(2, 4, 2) network. Indeed in our 2 networks, we encounter only the simple special case when the Andronov–Hopf
bifurcation is vertical and occurs simultaneously with the homoclinic bifurcation. In this case, the region bounded
by the homoclinic orbit is filled with periodic orbits and the equilibrium is a center, see Figure 1. With some abuse
of terminology, we call this a vertical Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation.

We summarise our main findings in the following theorem; the calculations are presented in [10].

Theorem 33. There are 33 dynamically nonequivalent, quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks which
admit a Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation (see Table 3). The bifurcation is supercritical for networks 1–8, vertical for
networks 9 and 10, and subcritical for networks 11–33.

For completeness, we present a brief analysis of network 9 in Table 3, one of the networks admitting a vertical
Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation (the analysis of network 10 is similar; in fact, networks 9 and 10 are diagonally
equivalent). The associated mass-action differential equation reads as

ẋ = κ1x
2 + κ2xy − κ3x,

ẏ = −κ2xy + κ4.
(10)

By a short calculation, there are 0, 1, or 2 positive equilibria if 4κ1κ4−κ2
3 is positive, zero, or negative, respectively.

Furthermore, after multiplication by the Dulac function 1/x, the divergence of the vector field is κ1−κ2, a constant.
Hence, by the Bendixson–Dulac test, there is no periodic orbit or homoclinic orbit when κ1 ̸= κ2. On the other
hand, for κ1 = κ2 the system is Hamiltonian with the Hamiltonian function H(x, y) = κ1xy+

κ1

2 y2−κ3y−κ4 log x.
Hence, when 4κ1κ4 < κ2

3 and κ1 = κ2, the positive equilibrium with the positive Jacobian determinant is a center
(it undergoes a vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation) and there is a homoclinic orbit (on the level set of H through
the saddle), whose interior is filled with periodic orbits, see Figure 1. When fixing κ3 and κ4, and regarding (10) as

a two-parameter family of differential equations with (κ1, κ2) being varied in a small neighbourhood of (
κ2
3

4κ4
,

κ2
3

4κ4
),

the dynamic behaviour is similar to that of a mechanical system with (possibly negative) friction. In particular, a
“normal form” or unfolding of a vertical Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation would be given by

ẋ = y,

ẏ = β1 + β2y + x2

(with two small parameters β1 and β2).

Remark 34. We conclude this section with several comments.

(a) The 33 networks in Table 3 fall into 28 diagonally nonequivalent classes. In particular, the following five are
diagonally equivalent pairs: (1,2), (3,6), (9,10), (11,14), (13,16).

(b) Notice that, interestingly, each of the eight networks that lead to a supercritical Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation
(networks 1–8 in Table 3) are obtained from the generalised LVA network (8) by adding a fourth reaction. What
is even more remarkable is that the Frank-Kamenetsky–Salnikov network (see Remark 31 (d)) is obtained from
network 1 in Table 3 by adding the reaction X → 2X, and thus the supercritical Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation in
the smaller network is inherited by the larger network, see Lemma 3. It does not follow from Lemma 3 that the
Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation in the Frank-Kamenetsky–Salnikov network must be everywhere supercritical,
but a direct calculation shows that this is the case.
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Figure 1: The phase portrait of network 9 in Table 3 with 4κ1κ4 < κ2
3 and κ1 = κ2

(left panel) and the bifurcation diagram with κ3, κ4 > 0 being fixed, while κ1, κ2 > 0
are parameters (right panel).

(c) As discussed in Section 3.2, the quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks in Remark 23 (d) admit a positive
equilibrium with a nilpotent Jacobian matrix of index two; however, a pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues
is forbidden, and hence, no Andronov–Hopf bifurcation occurs. Consequently, a Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation
cannot be unfolded transversely by the rate constants in these networks.

(d) In Section 3.2 we identified fifteen (2, 4, 2) networks (see Remark 23 (e)), where the fold bifurcation is inherited
from a (1, 3, 1) network via enlargement E6 (see Lemma 3). Interestingly, two of the fifteen networks even
admit a nondegenerate Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation: networks 13 and 14 in Table 3 appear with C = X + Y
in the second and the third row in Remark 23 (e), respectively.

(e) Recall from Section 4 that there is a single quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) network that admits a (subcritical)
Bautin bifurcation. The same network happens to admit a (subcritical) Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation, see
network 12 in Table 3. However, the two codimension-two bifurcations occur in separate parts of the parameter
space. Nevertheless, this network is rather special, in that it admits an array of interesting behaviours including
both multiple limit cycles and a homoclinic orbit.

(f) In Lemma 32, we have identified 7 networks (listed below) that admit both an Andronov–Hopf and a fold
bifurcation, but not a double zero eigenvalue: the two bifurcation sets are separated, and hence, these networks
do not exhibit a Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation. Interestingly, each network is obtained by supplementing the
generalised LVA (8) by a reaction with reactant complex 2Y (they appear in Group 3 in Table 2). It is an open
question whether homoclinic bifurcations can occur in these networks. Notice that these 7 networks fall into 5
diagonally nonequivalent classes: networks 1 & 4 and networks 3 & 5 are diagonally equivalent pairs.

1 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 2Y → 2X
2 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 2Y → 3X
3 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y Y → 0 2Y → 2X+ Y
4 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 2Y → X
5 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 2Y → 2X
6 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 2Y → 3X
7 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y Y → 0 2Y → 2X+ Y
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6 Other bifurcations of codimension 2 and higher

We have, so far, fully characterised fold, Andronov–Hopf, and Bogdanov–Takens bifurcations in planar, quadratic
mass-action networks with up to four reactions, and molecularity three or less. We have also observed that a unique
network,

2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X X → 0 0 → X+ 2Y

in this class, admits a Bautin bifurcation (see Remark 31 (c)).
We now argue that the bifurcations we have characterised so far are, indeed, the only possible generic bifurcations

of positive equilibria which can occur in planar, quadratic mass-action networks with up to four reactions, and
molecularity three or less. First, trivially, no planar network can admit a bifurcation which requires a center
manifold of dimension three or higher, ruling out fold-Hopf and Hopf-Hopf bifurcations [25, Sections 8.4 and 8.5]
in these networks. Second, in a (2, 4, 2) network, bifurcations of codimension greater than 2 are ruled out by the
following theorem.

Theorem 35. An (n,m, n) mass-action network admits bifurcations of codimension at most m − 2 in the sense
that no bifurcation of codimension greater than m− 2 can be unfolded by the rate constants of the network.

Proof. This follows immediately when we apply the recoordinatisation discussed in Section 2.5 to such a network,
to obtain a family of ODEs with m− 2 parameters.

In order to complete the bifurcation analysis of planar, quadratic, trimolecular mass-action networks with up
to four reactions, we need to answer two questions:

1. Can cusp bifurcations occur in networks in this class?

2. Can any bifurcations of codimension 3 or higher occur in rank-one networks in this class?

The answer in both cases is no. We treat the question of rank-one networks first. Clearly the only possible
bifurcations in rank-one networks are fold bifurcations, cusp bifurcations, and more degenerate fold-like bifurcations.
However, as we saw earlier in the proof of Lemma 20, in local coordinates on any stoichiometric class of a quadratic,
rank-one network, we obtain a one-dimensional at-most-quadratic differential equation. Trivially, no more than
two positive, nondegenerate equilibria are possible in such an ODE, ruling out cusp bifurcations and any other
bifurcations leading to three or more nondegenerate equilibria.

All that remains is to show that cusp bifurcations cannot occur amongst the rank-two networks examined so far.
This follows from the following more general result which is again a consequence of viewing mass-action networks
in the natural coordinates described in Section 2.5.

Theorem 36. An (n, n+ 2, n) mass-action network forbids cusp bifurcations in the sense that no cusp bifurcation
can be unfolded by the rate constants of the network.

Proof. After the recoordinatisation described in Section 2.5, an (n, n+ 2, n) mass-action CRN defines a system of
ODEs on Rn

+ of the form
ẏ = γ ◦ f(y, β)

where γ ∈ Rn
+ and β ∈ R+. The result now follows from the following lemma.

Lemma 37. Consider a family of ODEs on any open subset of Rn of the form

ẏ = γ ◦ f(y, β) =: f̂(y, β, γ) ,

where γ ∈ Rn
+ and β ∈ R are parameters. This family cannot have a cusp bifurcation, unfolded by its parameters.

Proof. Let J(y, β, γ) = ∂y f̂(y, β, γ) be the Jacobian matrix of f̂ w.r.t. y, evaluated at (y, β, γ), and let By,β,γ(· , ·)
be the multilinear function representing the quadratic terms in the Taylor expansion of f̂ w.r.t. y, evaluated at
(y, β, γ). Note that By,β,γ(· , ·) = γ ◦ γ−1

0 ◦ By,β,γ0
(· , ·) and, in fact, γ “factors” out of the multilinear functions

representing derivatives of all orders in the Taylor expansion of f̂ .
Let us suppose that (y0, β0, γ0) is a potential cusp bifurcation point (not necessarily nondegenerate), i.e., follow-

ing [25, Subsection 5.4.1], f̂(y0, β0, γ0) = 0; J(y0, β0, γ0) has a simple zero eigenvalue; and ⟨p0, By0,β0,γ0(q0, q0)⟩ = 0,
where p0 and q0 are left and right eigenvectors of J(y0, β0, γ0), corresponding to the eigenvalue zero. For def-
initeness, we impose the normalisation conditions |q0| = 1 and ⟨p0, q0⟩ = 1. As zero is a simple eigenvalue of
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J(y0, β0, γ0), we can smoothly continue these eigenvectors (with the same normalisation conditions) in a neighbour-
hood of (y0, β0, γ0). Write p(y, β, γ) and q(y, β, γ) for these continuations. Note that if we fix (y, β) = (y0, β0)
and vary only γ, then we see that q(y0, β0, γ) = q0 and p(y0, β0, γ) = (γ−1 ◦ γ0 ◦ p0)/C(γ), where C(γ) is the
normalisation constant chosen to ensure that ⟨p(y0, β0, γ), q0⟩ = 1.

Write
F (y, β, γ) := det(J(y, β, γ)), G(y, β, γ) := ⟨p(y, β, γ), By,β,γ(q(y, β, γ), q(y, β, γ))⟩

so that the basic conditions for cusp bifurcation become f̂ = 0, F = 0 and G = 0. We have assumed that
f̂(y0, β0, γ0) = 0, F (y0, β0, γ0) = 0 and G(y0, β0, γ0) = 0. The bifurcation at (y0, β0, γ0) is unfolded transversely by
the parameters only if the following (n+ 2)× (2n+ 1) Jacobian matrix is surjective:

∂(f̂ , F,G)

∂(y, β, γ)

∣∣∣∣∣
y0,β0,γ0

:=

 ∂y f̂(y, β, γ) ∂β f̂(y, β, γ) ∂γ f̂(y, β, γ)
∂yF (y, β, γ) ∂βF (y, β, γ) ∂γF (y, β, γ)
∂yG(y, β, γ) ∂βG(y, β, γ) ∂γG(y, β, γ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
y=y0,γ=γ0,β=β0

.

We claim, however, that, ∂γ f̂(y0, β0, γ0), ∂γF (y0, β0, γ0) and ∂γG(y0, β0, γ0) are all zero and so the above matrix
has rank at most n+ 1 and surjectivity is impossible.

1. Dγ f̂(y0, β0, γ0) = f(y0, β0) = 0, since f̂(y0, β0, γ0) = 0 implies f(y0, β0) = 0.

2. F (y, β, γ) := (Πiγi)det(∂yf(y, β)), and so F (y0, β0, γ0) = 0 implies det(∂yf(y0, β0)) = 0. Consequently
∂γF (y0, β0, γ0) = 0.

3. From above, By0,β0,γ(· , ·) = γ ◦ γ−1
0 ◦By0,β0,γ0(· , ·), q(y0, β0, γ) = q0, p(y0, β0, γ) = (γ−1 ◦ γ0 ◦ p0)/C(γ), and

so

G(y0, β0, γ) = ⟨p(y0, β0, γ), By0,β0,γ(q(y0, β0, γ), q(y0, β0, γ))⟩
=

〈
γ−1 ◦ γ0 ◦ p0, γ ◦ γ−1

0 ◦By0,β0,γ0
(q0, q0)

〉
/C(γ)

= ⟨p0, By0,β0,γ0
(q0, q0)⟩ /C(γ)

= G(y0, β0, γ0)/C(γ)

= 0.

Consequently, it is clear that ∂γG(y0, β0, γ0) = 0, as claimed.

Remark 38. The fact that cusp bifurcations are ruled out in (n, n+ 2, n) mass-action networks does not rule out
the possibility of three or more positive nondegenerate equilibria in such networks, and indeed it is possible to find
quadratic (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks with three positive nondegenerate equilibria, provided we allow sufficiently
high product molecularity. The following network is easily checked to be such an example.

X+ Y → X → 0 → 5X+ Y 2Y → X+ 4Y

7 Conclusions

We have fully characterised all generic bifurcations of positive equilibria which can occur in planar, quadratic mass-
action networks with up to four reactions and molecularity of three or less. Such networks admit two bifurcations of
codimension one, namely fold and Andronov–Hopf bifurcations; and two bifurcations of codimension two, namely
Bogdanov–Takens and Bautin bifurcations. They admit no other generic bifurcations of equilibria of any codimen-
sion. We have also discussed the occurrence of various degenerate bifurcations in this class of networks, including
vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcations, and a bifurcation we have termed a vertical Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation. It
is interesting to note that these highly degenerate bifurcations occur fairly frequently in small mass-action networks.

We have shown that cusp bifurcation in planar, quadratic mass-action networks requires at least five reactions.
One reason for an interest in cusp bifurcation is that it is relevant to the study of multistability: it gives us one way
of finding networks admitting two positive, asymptotically stable equilibria. We plan to study quadratic (2, 5, 2)
networks admitting cusp bifurcations in future work. In fact, quadratic (2, 5, 2) networks include the simplest
bimolecular networks admitting cusp bifurcation.

Apart from cusp bifurcations, in quadratic (2, 5, 2) mass-action networks we expect to see networks admitting
supercritical Bautin bifurcations where a stable limit cycle can coexist with a stable equilibrium. We also hope
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to find networks admitting bifurcations of codimension 3 (e.g. a degenerate Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation or a
degenerate Bautin bifurcation, sometimes termed a Takens–Hopf bifurcation).

There are some open questions about the quadratic, trimolecular, (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks we have studied
in this paper. One question is whether any of them, other than the unique network which admits a Bautin
bifurcation, admits more than one limit cycle. It is a nontrivial fact that multiple limit cycles cannot occur in a
planar quadratic ODE with an invariant line [14], and as a consequence of this result, multiple limit cycles are ruled
out in many of the 198 quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks which admit Andronov–Hopf bifurcation (in 106
networks at least one of the two coordinate axes is invariant). However, for the remaining 91 networks (those with
no invariant axis and admitting no Bautin bifurcation), we cannot claim definitively that none admits multiple limit
cycles. Another open question is whether homoclinic orbits can occur in any of the seven quadratic, trimolecular
(2, 4, 2) networks which admit both fold and Andronov–Hopf bifurcations, but where the bifurcation sets do not
meet and no Bogdanov–Takens bifurcation occurs.

We have identified 10 bimolecular (2, 4, 2) networks (those marked with an orange bullet in Table 1) that
admit multiple nonnegative asymptotically stable equilibria. It is an open problem whether there are any further
bimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-action networks with the same property, and which are not dynamically equivalent to any
of the 10 we have found. Answering this question requires studying boundary equilibria.
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A Vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation

In Theorem 30 we have identified 20 networks which admit a vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation (the networks in
Table 2 that are marked with 0 or −0+). In Table 4 below we have listed the 20 networks along with the conditions
on the rate constants under which the systems have a positive equilibrium that is a center. In Lemma 39 below we
show directly (i.e., without computation of focal values) that these 20 systems indeed have a center.

Lemma 39. Each network in Table 4 has a center if the rate constants are as indicated.
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Proof. It is straightforward to verify that each of the 20 systems has a positive equilibrium with a pair of purely
imaginary eigenvalues whenever the conditions on rate constants in Table 4 hold. Below we argue why the equilib-
rium is a center.

Networks 1–5 Restricting the mass-action differential equation to the positive quadrant and dividing the r.h.s.
by x results in a linear equation. An equilibrium of a planar linear system with a pair of purely imaginary
eigenvalues is a center.

Network 6 The line κ1x = κ2y is invariant. After the linear coordinate change with the shear map

(
1 0

−κ1

κ2
1

)
,

the differential equation is a Lotka–Volterra equation. A positive equilibrium of a planar Lotka–Volterra
system with a pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues is a center [1, p. 213].

Networks 7–9 and 14–17 Each network has a unique positive equilibrium (x∗, y∗) for all rate constants satisfying

the conditions in Table 4. After the linear coordinate change with the shear map

(
1 −x∗

y∗

0 1

)
, the differential

equation is reversible w.r.t. the vertical axis (i.e., ẋ = f(x, y), ẏ = g(x, y) with f being even in x and g being
odd in x). For reversible systems, an equilibrium (on the line of reflection) with a pair of purely imaginary
eigenvalues is a center.

Networks 10–13 Each mass-action differential equation is a Lotka–Volterra equation.

Network 18 By the coordinate change x 7→ x + x∗ (where (x∗, y∗) is the unique positive equilibrium for all rate
constants satisfying the conditions in Table 4) we obtain a system which is reversible w.r.t. the vertical axis.

Networks 19 and 20 Restricting the mass-action differential equation to the positive quadrant and dividing the
r.h.s. by x results in a Hamiltonian system. The constant of motion is H(x, y) = κ1xy+

κ2

2 y2−κ3y−κ4 log x
for network 19, and it is similar for network 20 (replace the coefficient κ2

2 by κ2).

1 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 2X → Y X → 2X κ1 = κ2 + 2κ3 κ2 < κ3

2 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 2X → 2Y X → 2X κ1 = κ2 + 2κ3 κ2 < 2κ3

3 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 2X → 3Y X → 2X κ1 = κ2 + 2κ3 κ2 < 3κ3

4 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 2X → X+ 2Y X → 2X κ1 = κ2 + κ3 κ2 < 2κ3

5 2X → 3X X+ Y → 0 2X → 2X+ Y X → 2X κ1 = κ2 κ2 < κ3

6 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y X → 2X+ Y Y → 0 κ1(κ3 + κ4) = κ2κ3

7 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y X → 2X+ Y Y → X 2κ1 = κ2 and κ3 = κ4

8 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y X → 2X+ Y Y → 2X 2κ1 = κ2 and κ3 = κ4

9 2X → 3X X+ Y → Y X → 2X+ Y Y → 3X 2κ1 = κ2 and κ3 = κ4

10 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y 2Y → 0 Y → 0 κ2 = 2κ3 κ1 < κ2

11 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y 2Y → 0 Y → 0 κ2 = 2κ3 κ1 < 2κ2

12 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y 2Y → 0 X → 2X κ1 = κ2 2κ3 < κ2

13 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y 2Y → 0 X → 2X κ1 = 2κ2 2κ3 < κ2

14 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y 2Y → 0 0 → X 4κ1κ3 = κ2(κ2 + 2κ3) κ2 < κ1

15 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y 2Y → 0 0 → X 2κ1κ3 = κ2(κ2 + 2κ3) 2κ2 < κ1

16 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2Y 2Y → 0 Y → X+ Y 4κ1κ3 = κ2(κ2 + 2κ3) 2κ3 < κ2

17 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3Y 2Y → 0 Y → X+ Y 2κ1κ3 = κ2(κ2 + 2κ3) 2κ3 < κ2

18 2X → 3X X+ Y → X X → 0 Y → X+ 2Y 2κ1κ4 = κ2κ3

19 2X → 3X X+ Y → 2X X → 0 0 → Y κ1 = κ2 4κ1κ4 < κ2
3

20 2X → 3X X+ Y → 3X X → 0 0 → Y κ1 = κ2 8κ1κ4 < κ2
3

Table 4: The 20 dynamically nonequivalent, quadratic, trimolecular (2, 4, 2) mass-
action networks that admit a vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation. In networks 7–9, the
Andronov–Hopf bifurcation can also be subcritical and supercritical, while in networks
1–6 and 10–20 the Andronov–Hopf bifurcation is always vertical. We have indicated at
the end of each line where in parameter space the vertical Andronov–Hopf bifurcation
occurs.
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