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We argue that the spatial discretization of the strongly nonlinear Lefever-Lejeune partial differ-
ential equation defines a nonlinear lattice that is physically relevant in the context of the nonlinear
physics of ecosystems, modelling the dynamics of vegetation densities in dry lands. We study the
system in the lattice Z2, which is especially relevant because of its natural dimension for the emer-
gence of pattern formation. Theoretical results identify parametric regimes for the system that
distinguish between extinction and potential convergence to non-trivial states. Importantly, we
analytically identify conditions for Turing instability, detecting thresholds on the discretization pa-
rameter for the manifestation of this mechanism. Numerical simulations reveal the sharpness of the
analytical conditions for instability and illustrate the rich potential for pattern formation even in the
strongly discrete regime, emphasizing the importance of the interplay between higher dimensionality
and discreteness.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the present paper, we pursue further our studies initiated in [1] for the Lefever-Lejuene nonlinear lattice associated
to the exciting theme of the nonlinear physics of ecosystems [2], and particularly, to vegetation pattern formation
process, [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8]. Herein, we will investigate the more relevant and of exceptional interest case of the
higher-dimensional lattice, as exciting pattern formation dynamics may emerge due to the interplay of discreteness
and higher-dimensionality, see [9, 10]. For instance, the question we will investigate, is in what extend a transition
sequence in the morphologies of the potential 2D-patterns can be alerted in the discrete regime, as in the continuous
limit [4],[6].
In the case of the 2D-lattice Z2, the discrete Lefever-Lejeune equation (DLL) is given by the system of equations

U̇n,m +
γ1
h4

Un,m∆2
dUn,m +

γ2
h2

Un,m∆dUn,m − γ3
h2

∆dUn,m − f(Un,m) = 0. (1.1)

In Eq. (1.1), Un,m(t) is the unknown function occupying the lattice site (n,m) ∈ Z2, ∆d stands for the 2D-discrete
Laplacian and ∆2

d for the 2D-discrete biharmonic operator; their definition, in a convenient way for our purposes, and
their properties, will be discussed below. The parameters γi > 0, i = 1, 2, 3, and h > 0 is the lattice spacing. The
nonlinearity in (1.1) is of the form

f(U) = αU + βU2 − U3, α, β ∈ R. (1.2)

The system (1.1) will be endowed with the initial condition

Un,m(0) = U0
n,m, (1.3)

and will be supplemented with suitable boundary conditions, that will be discussed below.
In the above discrete set-up, the lattice (1.1) can be viewed as a discretization of the Lefever-Lejeune (LL) partial

differential equation (pde), which in a non-dimensional form reads as

Ut + γ1U∆2U + γ2U∆U − γ3∆U − f(U) = 0, (1.4)

where ∆ and ∆2 are the Laplacian and the biharmonic operator respectively. Equation (1.4) is a spatially continuous
propagation-inhibition model describing the growth of vegetation density U(x, y, t) in arid or semi-arid areas. It is
the formal continuum limit of the lattice (1.1) as h → 0. The model (1.4) relies on a short-range cooperative and
long-range competitive spatial mechanism to predict patterns of vegetation that may emerge in drought environments.
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The LL model (1.4), is derived from a spatially non-local integral-differential equation [3] which involves a contin-
uous redistribution-kernel convoluted with a density dependent nonlinearity, that captures the dispersal and spatial
interactions of individual plants. Therefore, the LL pde is a biharmonic approximation of the above kernel-based
models [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], that adequately replicates the qualitative behavior of plant community systems in a strictly
isotropic and homogeneous environment. Numerical and analytical studies in two spatial dimensions, have revealed
the pattern forming potential of the spatially continuous LL equation [4], [5], [6], [7], ranging from localized structures
as spots and isolated ”circles”, to stripes, “polygonal lattices” and Turing periodic patterns.

In the above physical context, spatially discrete systems can be particularly relevant. They can be used to model
vegetation patterns dynamics in a situation where the spatial domain is subdivided into a discrete number of cells [11]
(see also [1] and references therein). We argue that the DLL lattice can describe interacting plant dynamics in the
presence of the discrete operators involved. For this purpose, we discuss the particular terms of the DLL model (1.1).
The parameter α = 1− µ, where µ represents the mortality to growth rate ratio, measures the environment’s aridity
which characterizes the productivity of the system. The parameter β = Λ − 1, where Λ represents the cooperation
effect influencing the local reproduction; it is considered as weak for β ≤ 0 (Λ ≤ 1) and strong for β > 0 (Λ > 1). The
nonlinear discrete biharmonic term of strength γ1 and the nonlinear discrete Laplacian term of strength γ2 express
the long-range competition for resources. The short-range cooperative interplay among plants is expressed by the
discrete Laplacian term of strength γ3. As in [3], we set γ3 = 1

2 l
2 where l represents the ratio of the facilitative length

LF to the inhibition length LI . These are the spatial distances beyond which cooperation and competition effects
respectively, become negligible. It is physically meaningful to assume that LI > LF (l < 1), especially for dry-lands.
Also, according to [3], in the continuous limit (1.4), the normalized space variable x is defined as X/LI . Hence, in
the dimensionless discrete DLL (1.1), since h measures the distance between the lattice nodes, if hX is the distance
in real spatial dimensions, we have that h = hX/LI .

It is evident that the parameter h is crucial as it can measure the overlap of the zones of influence between
individual plant dynamics, that is, the zones of their inhibitory and facilitative interactions, [12], [13]: competition
among neighboring individuals becomes significant when LI > hX/2 and is limited when LI < hX . Thus, in
terms of h, a short range competition effect is present when 1 < h < 2. On the other hand, since LI > LF the
facilitative interactions are limited when h > 1 and when h < 1 both mechanisms are active and significant as long
as l = LF /LI > h/2.

Therefore, the interplay between discreteness and nonlinearity incorporating the above dependencies on h, raises
interesting novel questions concerning pattern formation: for example, can we expect the emergence and the survival
of interesting patterns in the discrete or even in the strongly discrete regime?

We explore such questions both analytically and numerically and the presentation of the results of the paper is
as follows: In Section 2, we describe the set-up of the problem when supplementing the DLL system (1.1) with a
variety of boundary conditions, vanishing at infinity, Dirichlet and periodic. In Section 3, we prove estimates for
the solutions and we identify parametric regimes for the lattice which distinguish between extinction and possible
nontrivial asymptotic behavior. The first scenario which is described by the convergence of the dynamics to the
trivial steady state Un,m = 0, is of physical importance since it is associated with desertification. A brief numerical
study for the extinction regimes, highlight the relevance and accuracy of the theoretical predictions. The second
scenario may describe convergence to nontrivial states of the system. In Section 4, we investigate the latter scenario
further. More precisely, we investigate the potential emergence of Turing instability [2] in the DLL system. This form
of instability is characterized by the instability of its spatially uniform steady states and, consequently, by pattern
formation expressed through the convergence of dynamics to spatially nonuniform equilibria. The key result that
significantly distinguishes the analysis of the DLL system from that of its continuous counterpart is the proof of the
existence of a threshold value on h for this instability to occur. The analysis also yields a detailed description of
the instability sets (bands), encompassing the unstable wavenumbers of perturbations around the spatially uniform
states. In Section 5 we investigate numerically the dynamics in the instability regime. The numerical results illustrate
the sharpness of the analytical predictions and the high potential for pattern formation, depending on the aridity
parameters, even in the case of a strongly discrete system where facilitation and competition mechanisms are weak.
Section 6 summarizes our results and provides a brief plan for further studies, extending the present ideas to other
relevant nonlinear lattice models.

2. FUNCTIONAL SET-UP: BOUNDARY CONDITIONS AND PHASE SPACES

Equation (1.1), will be supplemented with either vanishing conditions in the case of the infinite lattice, and periodic
or Dirichlet boundary conditions, which give rise to a finite dimensional system. The former case involves the stan-
dard infinite dimensional sequence spaces, while the latter cases are associated with their relevant finite dimensional
subspaces. For each case of boundary conditions, we will recall the definition and properties of the relevant phase
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spaces and the properties of the discrete Laplacian and biharmonic operator in their functional set-up.
a. Vanishing boundary conditions in an infinite lattice. In the case where the system (1.1) is considered in the

infinite lattice Z2 supplemented with vanishing boundary conditions

lim
|n|,|m|→∞

Un,m = 0, (2.5)

the problem will be considered in the standard infinite dimensional sequence spaces, ℓp, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

ℓp :=

{U = (Un,m)n,m ∈ Z} ∈ R : ∥U∥ℓp :=

 ∑
n,m∈Z

|Un,m|p
 1

p

< ∞

 , (2.6)

with the key inclusion properties

ℓq ⊂ ℓp, ∥U∥ℓp ≤ ∥U∥ℓq , 1 ≤ q ≤ p ≤ ∞. (2.7)

We proceed by recalling some useful properties of the operator ∆d in higher dimensional lattices N ≥ 1. The
operator (∆dU)n, n ∈ ZN is the N -dimensional discrete Laplacian

(∆dU)n =
∑
j

(Un+j − 2Un + Un−j),

where j are the N unit vectors belonging to the N axes of ZN . Defined on the Hilbert space ℓ2, −∆d : ℓ2 → ℓ2 is
self-adjoint and non-negative, that is, for every U,W ∈ ℓ2,

⟨−∆dU,W ⟩ℓ2 = ⟨U,−∆dW ⟩ℓ2 , (2.8)

0 ≤ ⟨−∆dU,U⟩ℓ2 ≤ 4N
∑

n∈ZN

|Un|2. (2.9)

When defined on ℓp, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the operator ∆d : ℓp → ℓp is continuous, that is there exists a constant C > 0, such
that

||∆dU ||ℓp ≤ C||U ||ℓp , for all U ∈ ℓp. (2.10)

The discrete biharmonic operator
(
∆2

dU
)
n
= (∆d[∆dU ])n : ℓp → ℓp, is also continuous for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, satisfying

||∆2
dU ||ℓp ≤ Ĉ||U ||ℓp , for all U ∈ ℓp. (2.11)

2.0.1. Finite lattices: Dirichlet and periodic boundary conditions .

The finite dimensional dynamical systems of the form (1.1) arise when the system (1.1) is endowed with Dirichlet
or periodic boundary conditions. We will briefly refer to both cases.
a. Dirichlet boundary conditions. To define a finite dimensional lattice dynamical system from Eq. (1.1), we

assume that an arbitrary number of (N+1)2 nodes are occupying equidistantly the square interval side Ω = [−L,L]×
[−L,L], with two-dimensional lattice spacing h = 2L/N . Accordingly, the discrete spatial coordinates are (xn, yn) =
(−L + nh,−L + mh), for n,m = 0, 1, 2, . . . , N , and in Eq. (1.1), we define the function Un,m(t) = U(xn, ym, t).
Regarding the Dirichlet boundary conditions The important feature which should be remarked is that due to the
presence of the discrete biharmonic operator the boundary conditions are

Un = 0, (∆dU)n = 0, for all n ∈ ∂Ω, n = (n,m), n,m = 0, 1, 2, ..., N, (2.12)

where ∂Ω denotes the boundary points of the discretization of Ω described above. Due to (2.12), virtual nodes for the
nearest neighbors of ∂Ω, U−1,m, UN+1,m, Un,−1 and Un,N+1, n,m = 0, ...N should be introduced in order to make
∆d and ∆2

d well defined. This way, the implementation of the boundary conditions (2.12) leads to the anti-symmetric
conditions on the virtual nodes as visualized in Figure 1; the process is an extension of the one described in detail in
[1]. The simplest case which is natural, as well as, more tractable for the numerical simulations is to presume zero
values for the virtual nodes, that is

U−1,m = UN+1,m = Un,−1 = Un,N+1 = 0 for all n,m = 0, ..., N. (2.13)
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FIG. 1: Implementation of the Dirichlet boundary conditions 2.12 leads to anti-symmetric conditions for the virtual nearest
neighbors of the set of the boundary points ∂Ω. Details in the text.

With the boundary conditions (2.12)-(2.13), the system (1.1) is considered in the finite dimensional subspaces of ℓp

ℓp0 =

{
U ∈ ℓp : U0,m = UN,m = Un,0 = Un,N = 0, n,m,= 1, ...N

}
.

The Dirichlet discrete Laplacian as an operator −∆d : ℓ20 → ℓ2, has the following eigenvectors and eigenvalues,
respectively,

fi,j(n,m) = sin

(
ihπn

2L

)
sin

(
jhπm

2L

)
and

µi,j =
4

h2
sin2

(
hπi

4L

)
+

4

h2
sin2

(
hπj

4L

)
, i, j = 1, .., N.

Moreover, the following useful, for the derivation of various estimates, discrete version of the Poincaré inequality
holds,

µ1

K+1∑
n,m=0

|Un,m|2 ≤ 1

h2
⟨−∆dU,U⟩ℓ2 ≤ 4

h2

K+1∑
n,m=0

|Un,m|2, for every U ∈ ℓp0, (2.14)

where

µ1 := µ1,1 =
8

h2
sin2

(
πh

2l

)
=

8

h2
sin2

(
πh

4L

)
, (2.15)

and l = 2L is the length of the symmetric interval [−L,L].
b. Periodic boundary conditions. In the case of the periodic boundary conditions it can be shown as in [1], that

the phase space for the relevant finite dimensional system is the space of periodic sequences

ℓpper :=

U = (Un,m)n,m∈Z ∈ R : Un,m = Un+N,m, Un,m = Un,m+N , ∥U∥ℓpper
:=

(
h

N−1∑
n,m=0

|Un,m|p
) 1

p

< ∞

 .

We remark that inequalities (2.10) and (2.11) are valid in the case of the finite dimensional subspaces ℓp0 of ℓ2, as well
as in the case of ℓ2per (see Appendix B for brief proofs).

3. DECAY OF SOLUTIONS AND UNIFORM BOUNDS

a. Preliminaries Decay of solutions, that is limt→∞ ||U(t)||ℓp = 0, 1 < p ≤ ∞, is a crucial potential dynamical
property for the system (1.1) since its physical significance is related with the extinction of the vegetation densities
and desertification. On the other hand, uniform bounds describing that the solution may not vanish and satisfy
||U(t)||ℓp < M , for some constant M , establish the survival of the vegetation densities and provide as a potential
dynamical scenario, the convergence to equilibrium.
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In this section, we discuss both of the above scenarios which depend on certain parametric regimes which will be
identified explicitly. Convergence to equilibrium will be discussed in the next section.

We start by recalling that local existence of solutions can be proved by application of the generalized Picard-Lindelöf
[14, Theorem 3.A, pg. 78]. Details are omitted, since the extension of the steps of [1, Thoerem 2.1 & Theorem 2.2] to
the higher dimensional lattices ZN , N ≥ 1 it can be easily seen that are independent of the dimension of the lattice.
In the statement of the well-posedness result, we denote by Z the spaces ℓp, ℓp0 or ℓpper, except of the case where it is
necessary to refer to one of them, explicitly.

Theorem 3.1 1. (Local existence) Assume that γi > 0, i = 1, 2, 3 and α, β ∈ R, and let U0 ∈ Z, arbitrary. There
exists some T ∗(U0) > 0 such that the initial value problem (1.1)-(1.3), has a unique solution U ∈ C1([0, T ], Z)
for all 0 < T < T ∗(U0). In addition, the following alternatives hold: Either T ∗(U0) = ∞ (global existence) or
T ∗(U0) < ∞ and limt↑T∗(U0) ||U(t)||ℓ2 = ∞ (collapse). Furthermore the solution U depends continuously on the

initial condition U0 ∈ Z, with respect to the norm of C([0, T ], Z). For all U0 ∈ ℓp and t ∈ [0, T ∗(U0)), we may
define the map

ϕt : ℓ
p → ℓp, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

U0 → ϕt(U
0) = U(t), (3.16)

and ϕt(U
0) ∈ C1([0, T ∗(U0)), ℓp).

2. (Strong continuity of the semiflow) Let as assume a sequence Um,0, m ∈ N, converging weakly to the initial
condition U0 in ℓ1, that is

Um,0 ⇀ U0 in ℓ1, as m → ∞. (3.17)

Then if T < T ∗(U0), we have the strong convergence ϕt(U
m,0) → ϕt(U

0) in C([0, T ], ℓ1).

It is interesting and important to remark that the strong continuity of the semiflow ϕt is a consequence of the the
Schur property: weak and norm sequential convergence in ℓ1 coincide [15, Definition 2.3.4 & Theorem 2.3.6, pg. 32].
Another novel result we will prove herein, is that solutions starting from non-negative initial data remain non-

negative for all times. The result is of physical significance since (as described in the introductory section) Un,m(t)
describes the growth rate of the vegetation density at the point (n,m) of the Z2-lattice.

Proposition 3.1 Consider the system (1.1) supplemented with either case of boundary conditions (vanishing, periodic
or Dirichlet) and assume that Un,m(0) ≥ 0 for all n,m∈ N . Then Un,m(t) ≥ 0 for all (n,m) ∈ Z2 and t > 0.

Proof: We argue by contradiction. That is, under the assumption Un,m(0) ≥ 0 on the initial data, we may assume
that due to the smoothness of the solution U ∈ C1([0, T ], Z), there exists a time t0 > 0 and at least a point (n0,m0)

of the lattice such that Un0,m0
(t) < 0 for all t0 < t ≤ T̃0, where T̃0 < T , and Un0,m0

(t0) = 0, while the neighboring
nodes to (n0,m0) are non-negative, i.e., Un0−1,m0

(t0), Un0,m0−1(t0), Un0+1,m0
(t0), Un0,m0+1(t0) ≥ 0. This implies that

as t → t+0 , the function Un0,m0
(t) is strictly decreasing. On the other hand, for t = t0, the lattice (1.1) becomes:

U̇n0,m0(t0) =
γ3
h2

∆dUn,m(t0)

=
γ3
h2

(Un0−1,m0
(t0) + Un0,m0−1(t0) + Un0+1,m0

(t0) + Un0,m0+1(t0)) ≥ 0, (3.18)

because the nonlinear therms of (1.1) vanish at t = t0 and the neighboring nodes to Un0,m0(t0) are non-negative.

Hence, (3.18) implies that U̇n0,m0
(t0) ≥ 0, and consequently, at t = t0, the function Un0,m0

(t) is increasing or a
constant. This conclusion contradicts that at t → t+0 the function Un0,m0

(t0) is strictly decreasing. □
By the definition of the discrete Laplacian and the implementation of either case of boundary conditions, we may

also prove the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1 Consider the discrete Laplacian supplemented with either case of boundary conditions (vanishing, periodic
or Dirichlet). Then,

∑
n,m∈Z ∆dUn,m = 0.

b. Parametric regimes for decay and uniform bounds With the preparations provided above, we may proceed
to the statement of one of the main results concerning the potential extinction scenario described by the decay of
solutions or the scenario of the uniform bounds. These crucially depend on certain parametric regimes.

Theorem 3.2 1. Decay regimes. For any initial condition Un,m(0) ≥ 0, Un,m(0) ∈ Z, we have limt→∞ ||U(t)||ℓp =
0 in the following cases:
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(a) For all cases of boundary conditions and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞: when α = −α̃ < 0, β = −β̃ < 0, and −β̃ < −β̃thresh

for some −β̃thresh(γ1, γ2, h) < 0 (depending only on γ1, γ2, h).

(b) For all cases of boundary conditions and 2 ≤ p ≤ ∞: When α = −α̃ < 0, β > 0 and −α̃ < −α̃thresh, for
some −α̃thresh(γ1, γ2, β, h) < 0.

(c) For Dirichlet boundary conditions and 2 ≤ p ≤ ∞: when α > 0, β > 0 and γ3 > γ3,thresh := α+γ
µ1

> 0, for

some γ(γ1, γ2, β, h) > 0.

(d) For Dirichlet boundary conditions and 2 ≤ p ≤ ∞ : when α > 0 β = −β̃ < 0 and γ3 > γ̂3,thresh := α
µ1

> 0,

and −β̃ < −β̃thresh, where −β̃thresh is defined in case (a).

2. Uniform boundedness regimes. For any initial condition Un,m(0) ≥ 0, we have that there exists some R > 0
such that lim supt→∞ ||U(t)||ℓp ≤ R, for all 2 ≤ p ≤ ∞, in the following cases:

(a) For all boundary conditions: when α > 0 and −β̃ < −β̃thresh, where −β̃thresh is defined in case 1.(a).

(b) Periodic or Dirichlet boundary conditions: for arbitrary α, β ∈ R.

Proofs for cases 1.(a) and 1.(c) are given in the Appendix A (see also relevant comments therein). Due to the
importance of the desertification effect, a brief numerical study on the relevant scenarios described in Theorem 3.2
follows.

3.1. A brief numerical study on the conditions for extinction (desertification)

We conclude this section, by presenting a brief numerical study relevant to Theorem 3.2. We choose the case 1.(c) of
Theorem 3.2. It is an intrigue case, as it provides conditions for extinction when α, β > 0, that is, when aridity effects
are against a strong local reproduction β > 0. The condition γ3 > γ3,thresh shows that if the short-range cooperative
effect γ3 is strong enough, extinction is possible. It is also important to emphasize the physical significance of the
conditions for extinction, by comparing the cases 1.(c) and 1.(d) of Theorem 3.2. When β > 0, a stronger condition
γ3 > γ3,thresh = α+γ

µ1
guarantees extinction, than the one of case 1.(d) which refers to the weak local reproduction

regime where β < 0. In the case 1. (d), γ3 > γ̂3,thresh = α
µ1

is a sufficient condition for extinction.

In the numerical study, we choose the following set of parameters: α = β = 0.1 (the aridity effect equals the strong
local reproduction), γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5 (which describe a mediocre strength of long-range competition) in the
discrete regime h = 2 for L = 20. We use “tent”-alike, spatially uniform initial conditions of the form

Un(0) = U0 =

{
A > 0, for all n ∈ Ω,

0, for all n ∈ ∂Ω,
(3.19)

which satisfy the Dirichlet boundary conditions. The numerical results for their dynamics depicted in Figure 2

FIG. 2: Dynamics of the initial condition (3.19) for various values of A, varying the parameter γ3. Rest of parameters:
α = β = 0.1, γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5, h = 2, L = 20. Blue (solid) curve: A = 0.001, γ3 = 8. Dotted-Dashed (orange) curve:
A = 0.1, γ3 = 9. Dotted (green) curve: A = 0.001, γ3 = 9. Dashed (red) curve: A = 0.1, γ3 = 10. ||U0||ℓ2 is the value of the
corresponding ℓ2-norm of the initial condition (3.19), for each case of A. Details in the text.

highlight the relevance and high accuracy of the predictions of the theoretical results of Theorem 3.2-1.(c). For the
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selected set of parameters, the sufficient condition for extinction is γ3 > γ3,thresh > γ̂3,thresh = α
µ1

= 8.1. The solid

(blue) depicts the evolution of the time ℓ2-norm of the solution when A = 0.001 very close to the trivial steady-state.
However, since γ3 = 8 < γ̂3,thresh = 8.1, the dynamics converge to a nontrivial equilibrium, as predicted theoretically.
On the other hand, condition γ3 > γ̂3,thresh = 8.1 is not sufficient for extinction. This scenario is depicted by the cases
for γ3 = 9, where A = 0.1 [dotted-dashed (orange) curve] and A = 0.001 [dotted (green) curve], respectively; still the
solutions converge to a nontrivial equilibrium (note that in the case A = 0.001 the equilibrium has a small norm).
For extinction, we need even larger values of γ3 as suggested by the sufficient condition γ3 > γ3,thresh > γ̂3,thresh.
Indeed, the numerical experiments detected a numerical threshold γ3,num satisfying 10 ⪆ γ3,num > γ̂3,thresh = 8.1, for
which extinction holds if γ3 > γ3,num. This scenario is illustrated by the example of γ3 = 10 > γ3,num > γ̂3,thresh and
A = 0.1 [dashed (red) curve], for which we observe the decaying dynamics of the l2-norm.

4. STABILITY ANALYSIS OF STEADY STATES

Theorem 3.2 described the parametric regimes for the tho main dynamical scenarios, decay and potential non-trivial
asymptotic behavior (in the sense that solutions may not converge to the trivial steady state). In this section, we
investigate further the second scenario, and particularly the physically significant one, of convergence to non-trivial
equilibrium. Linear stability analysis will reveal certain criteria on the discretization and the other parameters which
highlight the role of discreteness and the dimensionality of the lattice and the differences with the continuous limit
(the LL pde).

4.1. Linear stability analysis

The simplest class of equilibria consists of the spatially uniform ones denoted by Us a constant, that is, Un,m = Us

for all n,m ∈ Z, satisfying f(Us) = 0. Three distinct branches of spatially uniform steady-states exist: the trivial
branch U0

s = 0 and two non-trivial branches

U±
s =

β ±
√

β2 + 4α

2
. (4.20)

Notice, that U0
s exists for all α, β, while U±

s exist only when β2 + 4α ≥ 0. In particular,

(i) β > 0 implies U±
s > 0 for α ∈

[
−
(

β
2

)2
, 0

)
and U+

s > 0 > U−
s for α ≥ 0.

(ii) β ≤ 0 implies U+
s > 0 > U−

s when α > 0 and 0 > U+
s > U−

s otherwise.

We are interested only on the ecologically realistic equilibria, which must be non-negative, i.e. only the cases of
the parametric regimes for α and β for which U±

s ≥ 0. Starting with the linear stability analysis, we will denote
for simplicity, the non-negative equilibria by Us and distinguish when appropriate. For this analysis, we consider
perturbations of Us of the form:

U(t) = Us + Ûn,m(t), (4.21)

where Ûn,m(t) = a(t)eik⃗x⃗n,m + cc (cc=complex conjugates). In (4.21) k⃗ = (k1, k2) is the wavenumber vector of the
perturbation and x⃗n,m is the vector x⃗n,m = (nh,mh). The function a(t) is the amplitude of the perturbation. The
linearized system around the perturbation (4.21) which is stemming from (1.1), is given by the equation

d

dt
Ûn,m = AÛn,m + f ′(Us)Ûn,m. (4.22)

where the linear operator A is given by

A = −Us
γ1
h4

∆2
d − (γ2Us − γ3)

1

h2
∆d .

Actually, by direct substitution of the perturbed solution (4.21) to the linearization (4.22) we derive the following
linear ODE for a(t):

da(t)

dt
= a(t)

[
−2Û

(γ2Us − γ3)

h2
(cos(k1h) + cos (k2h)− 2)− 4

γ1
h4

Û (cos(k1h) + cos(k2h)− 2)
2
+ f ′(Us)

]
. (4.23)
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Assuming exponential growth for a(t) = a(0)eλt, we get from (4.23) the eigenvalue problem

(A+ f ′(Us)) a(t) = λa(t),

with eigenvalues

λ(k1, k2) = f ′(Us)−(γ2Us−γ3)
2 [(cos(k1h)− 1) + (cos(k2h)− 1)]

h2
−γ1Us

4 [(cos(k1h)− 1) + (cos(k2h)− 1)]
2

h4
. (4.24)

If λ(k1, k2) > 0, Us is linearly unstable and if λ(k1, k2) < 0, Us is linearly stable.
a. Linear stability analysis of the trivial steady state. As highlighted in Section 3, the trivial steady-state U0

s = 0
is of crucial importance for the system since it is associated with desertification, and thus, its stability analysis. For
U0
s = 0, the eigenvalues are:

λ0
k = α− γ3

4

h2

(
sin2

(
k1h

2

)
+ sin2

(
k2h

2

))
. (4.25)

Therefore, if α < 0, the trivial steady-state U0
s = 0 is linearly stable for the local dynamics induced by f , and it

remains stable for non- spatially uniform perturbations, since λ0
k < 0 for all k ∈ R. On the other hand, when α > 0,

the trivial steady-state is unstable for the uncoupled system. However, large enough values of γ3 may linearly stabilize
the trivial state, when coupling is present. Particularly, in the case of the Dirichlet boundary conditions we have the
following result.

Proposition 4.1 Consider the lattice (1.1) supplemented with the Dirichlet boundary conditions and α > 0. The

steady-state U0
s = 0 is linearly stable if γ3 >

α

µ1
= γ̂3,thresh, where µ1 is the first eigenvalue of the discrete Laplacian.

Proof: In the case of U0
s = 0, the linearized system (4.22) is simplified to

d

dt
Ûn,m =

γ3
h2

∆dÛn,m + aÛn,m. (4.26)

For perturbations of the form

Ûn,m = bn,meλt, where λ = λ(k⃗),

we derive the eigenvalue problem

−γ3
h2

∆dbn,m = (α− λ)bn,m,

supplemented with Dirichlet boundary conditions. Using the principal eigenvalue µ1 of the operator −∆d given in
(2.15) we deduce that if γ3 > α

µ1
, then U0

s = 0 is linearly stable. □
It is interesting to remark that in Proposition 4.1 we identified again the threshold value γ̂3,thresh on the parameter

γ3, this time for the linear stability of U0
s = 0, as it was found in Theorem 3.2 1.(d) for its global stability (i.e., for

all initial data) in the case β < 0. This identification highlights the physical relevance of Theorem 3.2 1.(d) and
Proposition 4.1 concerning the desertification state associated to U0

s = 0, with respect to the parameter β: While the
linear stability of U0

s = 0 is guaranteed under the condition γ3 > γ̂3,thresh for indefinite sign of β, the same criterion
guarantees that U0

s = 0 is the global attractor in the case β < 0. On the other hand, the case 1. (c) of Theorem 3.2
provides the sufficient condition γ3 > γ3,thresh = α+γ

µ1
, so that U0

s = 0 is the globally attracting state in the case β > 0

(recall the numerical study of section 3.1).
b. Linear stability analysis of the non-trivial steady-state. The results on the instability of the nontrivial spatially

homogeneous states are stated in the following Theorem.

Theorem 4.1 Consider the positive steady state Us and assume that the parameters of the lattice (1.1) satisfy the
conditions

C1 := (γ2Us − γ3)
2 + 4γ1Usf

′(Us) > 0, (4.27)

C2 := γ3 − γ2Us < 0. (4.28)

Then, for every h satisfying

h < 2

√
C2 −

√
C1

f ′(Us)
:= hc, (4.29)

there exist a union J of periodic bands Ji,j with empty intersection, such that λ(k1, k2) > 0 for all (k1, k2) ∈ J i.e.,
Us is linearly unstable.
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FIG. 3: Left panel: Graphs of the polynomial Λ(x) (4.30), varying h for the γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5, γ3 = 0.5. α = 0.02 and
β = 0.1. Right panel: The graph of the function x(k1, k2) (4.31) in the fundamental period

(
2π
h
, 2π

h

)
, for h = 1.

Proof: We start with the simplest case of the absence of linear and nonlinear coupling terms (γi = 0). In this case,
we may easily deduce that the state Us > 0 is stable since, by using (4.20), we find that f ′(Us) < 0.

In the presence of the coupling terms, we will identify the instability bands for wavenumber vector (k1, k2), that is,
the bands for which the eigenvalues λ(k1, k2) given in (4.24) become positive, and in turns, Us loses its stability. A
crucial difference with the continuous limit-the Lefever-Lejeune pde-is the presence of the discretization parameter in
the eigenvalues (4.24) which enriches considerably the potential scenarios for instability, as it will be shown below.
For the analysis, it is convenient to consider the function λ(k1, k2) (4.24), as a composition between the polynomial

Λ(x) = −4γ1Us

h4
x2 + 2

γ3 − γ2Us

h2
x+ f ′(Us), (4.30)

and the periodic function

x(k1, k2) = cos(k1h) + cos(k2h)− 2 ∈ [−4, 0], (4.31)

with the fundamental period
(
2π
h , 2π

h

)
. Thus, for instability to occur, we need first to ensure the existence of positive

range for the polynomial Λ(x) (4.30): The coefficient of the quadratic term of the polynomial Λ(x) is negative, so
Λ(x) > 0 for every x between its roots, provided they exist. Thus, we require the discriminant C1 of Λ(x) to be
positive, which is condition (4.27). Since f ′(Us) < 0 we see from Λ(x) that the product of the roots is positive, thus,
the roots have the same sign. In addition, they will be negative if their sum is negative, which is condition (4.28).

The two roots of the polynomial Λ(x) are:

r1 =
h2(C2 −

√
C1)

4γ1Us
and r2 =

h2(C2 +
√
C1)

4γ1Us
. (4.32)

With conditions (4.27) and (4.28) we ensured that r1 < r2 < 0. As the second and final step to confirm the instability,
it remains to ensure that the intersection of the range [−4, 0] of the function x(k1, k2) and of the interval (r1, r2) is
not empty. The necessary condition is −4 < r2 and this requirement implies, after some algebra, the criterion (4.29)
for the instability of Us with respect to the discretization parameter h.

Actually, with conditions (4.27)-(4.28) we exclude the first graph (blue line) of Λ(x) shown in the first panel of
Figure 3. In the sequel, we will discuss the structure of the instability bands with respect to h. It is useful to recall
that the composition of two functions with the same monotonicity is increasing while the composition of two functions
with different monotonicity is decreasing.

Case 1: the point x0 at which Λ(x) attains its maximum is included in the range of x(k1, k2). We start with the
case of the graph of Λ(x) where the point x0 at which Λ(x) attains its maximum is included in the interval [−4, 0]
(third (green) and fourth (orange) curves of the first panel of Figure 3), that is, when the point x0 is included in

the range of the function x(k1, k2). We denote for simplicity by (Tj1 , Tj2) any period
(
2j1π
h , 2j2π

h

)
, j1, j2 ∈ N, of the

function x(k1, k2). We also denote by
(
k
(C)
j1

, k
(C)
j2

)
the solution of the equation x(k1, k2) = x0 in the sub-domains

(k1, k2) ∈
[
Tj1 , Tj1 +

2π
h

]
×
[
Tj2 , Tj2 +

2π
h

]
, stating yet for simplicity that is the solution in the (Tj1 , Tj2)-period. With

some calculus we can verify that the function x(k1, k2) has a minimum in each (Tj1 , Tj2)-period at the point(
k
(S)
j1

, k
(S)
j2

)
=

(
π(2j1 + 1)

h
,
π(2j2 + 1)

h

)
. (4.33)
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The graph of x(k1, k2) in the domain defined by the fundamental period (T1, T1) is plotted in the right panel of Figure

3. Therefore, in each (Tj1 , Tj2)-period the function λ(k1, k2) has a minimum at (k
(S)
j1

, k
(S)
j2

) and a maximum along

the closed level curve cos(hk1) + cos(hk2)− 2 = x0 of x(k1, k2), centered at (k
(S)
j1

, k
(S)
j2

). An example of the graph of

λ(k1, k2) depicting the above scenario is shown in the panels of the second row of Figure 4. We also remark that in
the case where x0 ∈ (0, 4), the behavior and graph of λ(k1, k2) is similar in either case where one or both of the roots
r1 and r2 belong to the interval (−4, 0). The two negative roots r1, r2 belong to interval (−4, 0) if (4.29) holds and
r1 > −4, that is, if

h < h+ := 2

√
C2 +

√
C1

f ′(Us)
. (4.34)

It is evident that the larger the distance between the roots r1, r2 ∈ (0,−4) is, the more extensive the instability
bands become in the (k1, k2)-plane. Another interesting observation which comes out from the formulas of roots
(4.32) is the following: Letting h → 0, which is the formal continuous limit (LL- PDE), r1,2 → 0, and in this limit
λc(k1, k2) = f ′(Us) − C2(k

2
1 + k22) − γ1Us(k

4
1 + k42), which is exactly the characteristic polynomial which is derived

when the linear stability analysis for the continuous system (1.4) is carried out. Thus, in the continuous limit, the
instability bands shrink at each period, while the periods themselves become infinite. This scenario is visualized in
the first panel of the first row of Figure 4. Therefore, analytically, it is justified that in the discrete regime, we expect
a greater potential for instability of the spatially uniform equilibria.

Case 2: the point x0 at which Λ(x) attains its maximum is not included in the range of x(k1, k2). This is the
possibility where the function λ(k1, k2) has only one maximum in each period (Tj1 , Tj2) (second (black) curve of the
first panel of Figure 3)). In this scenario, x0 can be identified easily: For x0, we have

Λ′(x0) = 0 ⇔ x0 =
C2h

2

4γ1Us
.

The polynomial Λ(x) is strictly decreasing for x > x0 and therefore, for every x ∈ [−4, 0]. Thus, λ(k1, k2) has one
maximum in the interval (−4, 0) in each period, if x0 /∈ [−4, 0], which means that x0 < −4. In this case we find that√

16γ1Us

−C2
:= h1 < h. (4.35)

Yet with some algebra, we can verify that

h+ < h1 < hc, (4.36)

as expected. In particular, When h1 < h < hc, the function λ(k1, k2) has only one maximum in the period (Tj1 , Tj2)

located at (k
(S)
j1

, k
(S)
j2

) which is the center of this period, see (4.33). Therefore, when h is crossing the value h1 from

above, the positions of maximum of the function λ(k1, k2) tend to coincide and all the points (k
(C)
j1

, k
(C)
j2

) converge to

the point (k
(S)
j1

, k
(S)
j2

). In addition every instability band Ji,j has as center the point (k
(S)
j1

, k
(S)
j2

) and is bounded by

the level curve −2 + cos(hk1) + cos(hk2) = r2, where r2 is the larger root of the polynomial Λ(x). □
We remark that Proposition 4.1 remains valid in the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions with the only modification

that the number of the corresponding instability bands around the center
(
k
(S)
j1

, k
(S)
j2

)
is finite.

Fig.4 visualizes the scenarios of Theorem 4.1, for the set of parameters γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5, γ3 = 0.005, α =
0.02, β = 0.1, depicting the graphs of λ(k1, k2) when h is varied.

5. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS ON THE STRUCTURE OF EQUILIBRIA

In this section, we present the results of the numerical simulations for the system (1.1) supplemented with periodic
boundary conditions. We investigate numerically the scenarios of instability of the spatially homogeneous equilibria
Us, analyzed in Theorem 4.1 and the potential convergence to spatially non-homogeneous states. We distinguish
between two cases. The first case studies the dynamics of initial conditions which are spatially periodic perturbations
of Us. The second one studies the dynamics of spatially localized initial conditions.
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FIG. 4: Top row: three-dimensional plots (light (blue) color) of the eigenvalue function λ(k1, k2) for different values of the
discretization parameter h. First panel for h = 0.5 ∈ (0, h+). Second panel for h = 1.8 ∈ (h+, h1). Third panel for
h = 3 ∈ (h1, hc) and fourth panel for h = 3.3 > hc. The critical values are h+ = 1.63, h1 = 2.05 and hc = 3.16. Rest of lattice
parameters: γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5, γ3 = 0.005, α = 0.02, β = 0.1. The dark (red) colored plane is the plane λ = 0. Bottom row:
Each graph depicts the corresponding cross-sections of the above plots of λ(k1, k2) for each h along the line k = k1. of the
(k1, k2)-plane.

5.1. Spatially periodic perturbations of Us: from spatially uniform to spatially periodic equilibria.

a. Physical significance and preparations. Spatially periodic equilibria which can be considered as perturbations
of a spatially uniform state, are relevant to pattern formation of spatially periodic vegetation patches. These states
can be approximated by the simplest periodic ansatz

UP (v1, v2) = Us +A cos(k1hv1) cos(k2hv2), v1, v2 ∈ Z. (5.1)

We will investigate if such states may appear in the dynamics of the system as a result of the instability of Us

when λ(k1, k2) > 0. In realistic physical scenarios regarding vegetation patterns it is desirable, if spatially periodic
structures can be produced by initial vegetation states which have a similar periodic structure [2], by perturbing a
spatially uniform vegetation state. This possibility could be simulated by considering initial conditions of the form

U0
n,m = Un,m(0) = Us + ϵ cos (k1hn) cos (k2hm) , 0 < ϵ < 1, n,m ∈ Z. (5.2)

If states of the form (5.1) may appear as equilibria of the system for the dynamics initiated from initial conditions
(5.2), then we could discuss this scenario as an eventual persistence of the spatially periodic patterns.
With the positive integers P1 and P2 we will denote the periods of the components of discrete function (5.1), that

is UP (v1, v2) = UP (v1 + z1P1, v2 + z2P2), where z1, z2 ∈ Z. For the wavenumbers we have the following relations:
Therefore,[

cos(k1hv1) = cos(k1h(v1 + P1))
cos(k2hv2) = cos(k1h(v2 + P2))

]
⇔
[

k1hP1 = 2πn1

k2hP2 = 2πn2

]
⇔
[

k1(n, P1) =
n1

P1

2π
h

k2(m,P2) =
n2

P2

2π
h

]
, where n1, n2 ∈ Z. (5.3)

In other words, the wavenumber vector of the state (5.1) is

(k1, k2) =
2π

h

(
n1

P1
,
n2

P2

)
. (5.4)

In the case where n1, n2 ∈ N and P1, P2 ∈ N, have no mutual factors, the period (P1, P2) is called the fundamental
period of (5.1), and it is common to call (n1, n2) as the “envelope”, determining the shape of (5.1).
The relations (5.4) are equivalent to

ni
2π

ki
= Pih for i = 1, 2. (5.5)
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Therefore, (5.5) states that n1 and n2 denote the multiples of the wave lengths in one spatial period for each of the two
spatial components. Regarding the potential physical dimension of the wave length of spatially periodic equilibria, we
remark that according to the spatial scaling of (1.4), this is given by multiplying P1h and P2h by the characteristic
inhibition length LI discussed in Section I.
With the above preparations, let us implement the instability conditions of Theorem 4.1 for Us, in terms the of

the initial conditions (5.2). The state Us is unstable if the wavenumber vector (5.4) belongs to an instability set Ji,j ,
where i, j ∈ N. Due to the periodicity of the sets Ji,j it is not a loss of generality to restrict the study in the case
where the wavenumber vector (5.4) is in the primary instability set J0,0. Figure 5 depicts the instability sets Ji,j in
the (k1, k2)-plane when i = 0, 1 and j = 0, 1. The lattice parameters are α = 0.02, β = 0.1, γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5,
γ3 = 0.005 and h = 3. The bounding curve of the set J0,0 has equation −2+cos(3k1)+cos(3k2) = r2, where r2 = −3.6
for these parameters. Figure 5 is actually a contour plot of the graph of the function λ(k1, k2) shown in the third
panel of Figure 4.

FIG. 5: Instability sets Ji,j in the (k1, k2)-plane when i = 0, 1 and j = 0, 1 for the set of parameters α = 0.02, β = 0.1,
γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5, γ3 = 0.005 and h = 3.

For the selection of the above example of parameters we applied the criteria stated in Theorem 4.1 as follows:
Starting with the branches (4.20) of the spatially homogeneous states U±

s , Us = U+
s , we select α = 0.02 and β = 0.1

(recall case (i) below Eq. (4.20) for α ≥ 0). This choice of α, β, defines Us = 0.2. Next, by conditions (4.27)-(4.28),
we derive a threshold value on the parameter γ3 for the instability of Us,

γ3 < Us

(
γ2 −

√
2γ1(2Us − β)

)
:= γ3,c. (5.6)

For Us = 0.2, we choose γ1 = 0.125 and γ2 = 0.5, and these values define the corresponding γ3,c = 0.09. We select
γ3 = 0.005 satisfying the threshold condition for instability. Furthermore, with this choice of parameters the critical
value on h given in (4.29) is hc

∼= 3.162. This is another reason for selecting the above set of parameters in order to
investigate the potential sharpness of Theorem 4.1 for an example of a strongly discrete system close to the critical
value hc by selecting h = 3.

For the above example of the lattice (1.1), representative wavenumber vectors (k1, k2) ∈ J0,0 in the simplest case
of k1 = k2 and some fundamental periods Pi, are given in the following table.

ni Pi k1 = k2
1 2 1.0472

2 or 3 5 0.8377 or 1.2566

3 or 4 7 0.8975 or 1.1967

b. Numerical results for the spatially periodic equilibria. Figure 6 depicts the contour plots for three cases of the
equilibria to which the initial conditions (5.2) converge, when their wavenumbers are chosen in the unstable set J0,0.
The example of the set of the parameters of the lattice is the one selected by the process described in paragraph 5.1.a
above. For the initial conditions (5.2), Us = 2 as dictated by the prescribed set of lattice parameters and ϵ = 0.01.
Also, the corresponding unstable wavenumber vectors, relevant to n = m = n1 = n2 and the periods P1 = P2 are
selected from the table of paragraph 5.1.a.
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In all cases, we observe that the equilibrium states are spatially periodic “mosaic” patterns, with the highlight that
they preserve the wavenumbers of the initial condition as well as its period; this is evident by examining the period of
each node which composes the internal pattern in each equilibrium (see in particular the equilibria of the middle and
right panels). This preservation can be explained by the fact, that since they are intially selected from the instability
set J0,0 they can be the only ones who can ultimately survive due to the instability of Us. It is another justification
that the system undergoes a Turing instability mechanism demonstrated in the discrete set-up. Recalling that we
have selected h = 3 < hc = 3.162, the numerical results illustrate the sharpness of the instability condition (4.29) of
Theorem 4.1.

FIG. 6: Contour plots of the spatially periodic equilibria to which the dynamics of the initial conditions (5.2) converge for the
lattice parameters α = 0.02, β = 0.1, γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5, γ3 = 0.005, h = 3 (for their selection see paragraph 5.1.a). Middle
panel: n = m = 1 and P1 = P2 = 2, L = 30 for the square lattice Ω = [−L,L] × [−L,L]. Middle panel: n = m = 2 and
P1 = P2 = 5, L = 30. Right panel: n = m = 3 and P1 = P2 = 7, L = 21. Details in the text.

FIG. 7: Snapshots of the evolution of the initial condition (5.7) for A = 0.3. Lattice parameters: α = 0.05, β = 0.1, γ1 = 0.125,
γ2 = 0.5, γ3 = 0.005, h = 0.2, L = 10. Details in the text.

5.2. Localized initial data: Invasion phenomena and localized states

It is interesting to study the dynamics of the lattice (1.1) in the case where the destabilization conditions of Theorem
4.1 for the nontrivial steady state Us are valid and the initial conditions are spatially localized. At this point, it is
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FIG. 8: Snapshots of the evolution of the initial condition (5.7) for A = 0.3 for the same set of parameters as in Figure 7, but
for h = 0.8, L = 10. Details in the text.

FIG. 9: Contour plots of the spatially nonuniform equilibria to which the dynamics of the initial condition (5.7) with A = 0.3.
The lattice parameters are fixed as in Figure 7 except of h and L. Left panel: h = 0.8, L = 16. Right panel: h = 2.5, L = 15.

important to emphasize the following: the instability criteria outlined in Theorem 4.1 remain valid even for generic
initial conditions. This is attributed to the ability to analyze any initial condition through the (discrete) Fourier
transform. The wavenumbers within the Fourier spectrum which are in the instability sets Ji,j , propel the dynamics
toward instability. Conversely, those wavenumbers which are not in Ji,j dissipate, leading to convergence to the
spatially uniform state Us. The outcome is the convergence of the generic initial condition to a spatially non-uniform
equilibrium.

The numerical simulations illustrate that the dynamics and the corresponding patterns have a rich structure. We
study the dynamics for two cases of initial conditions: (a) initial excitation of a single node and (b) Gaussian initial
conditions. We also consider the two cases of productivity regimes α > 0 and α < 0 for small |α|.
a. Initial excitation of a single node for α > 0. Figure 7 shows snapshots of the evolution of the initial condition

Un,m(0) =

{
A > 0, for n = m = 0,

0, for all n,m ̸= 0,
(5.7)

for A = 0.3. The parameter h = 0.2, that is, close to the continuous limit. Since h < 1 both competition and inhibition
mechanisms are significant. The parameter α = 0.05, which means that the environment has limited aridity which
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FIG. 10: Contour plots of the equilibria of the dynamics of centered a Gaussian intial conditions of amplitude A = 0.3 and
variance σ. Lattice parameters: α = −0.002, β = 0.1, γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5 and γ3 = 0.005. Top row for σ = 3. Left panel:
h = 0.5, L = 20. Middle panel: h = 2, L = 20. Right panel: h = 3, L = 20. Bottom row for σ = 6. Left panel: h = 0.5,
L = 20. Middle panel: h = 1, L = 20. Right panel: h = 2, L = 20.

still ensures productivity; recall from Section 1, that the mortality to growth rate ratio µ = 1 − α, thus µ < 1. The
rest of parameters are β = 0.1, γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5 and γ3 = 0.005. For this set of parameters, we find hc = 2.16,
thus the condition for the instability of Us = 0.27 holds. The snapshots illustrate an invasion phenomenon due to
high productivity regime. The final state is achieved almost at t = 1000.
Increasing h, the numerical simulations illustrate that the invasion dynamics can be very rich as well as, the structure

of the equilibrium states. This is demonstrated in Figure 8 depicting the evolution of the initial condition (5.7) for the
same set of parameters as above but for h = 0.8. The size of the lattice (and thus the number of interacting nodes)
it is natural to affect the form of the pattern. The first panel of Figure 9 shows the contour plot of the equilibrium
when the discretization parameter is still fixed to h = 0.8 but the length is changed to L = 16. For increased h = 2.5
and for L = 15, the invasion process converges to the ”mosaic” pattern shown in the right panel of Figure 9.
b. Gaussian initial conditions for α < 0. We conclude with the presentation of numerical results in the case

where α = −0.002 < 0. Such an example means that the environment has an aridity which is leading to low
productivity/mortality. We use again the set of parameters β = 0.1, γ1 = 0.125, γ2 = 0.5 and γ3 = 0.005 and we find
that hc = 8.64. With such conditions it is natural to expect localization phenomena than invasion when h < hc and
the uniform state Us = 0.07 is unstable (observe that it is close to the trivial state).

This behavior is illustrated in Figure 10, depicting the contour plots of the equilibria to which the dynamics of
Gaussian initial data converge. The amplitude of the Gaussian initial condition is A = 0.3 and its expected value is
zero. The top row depicts the contour plots of the equilibria when the variance of the initial condition is σ = 3 and
the bottom row when σ = 6. The parameter h varies in each row. For σ = 3, it is h = 0.5 in the first panel, h = 2
in the middle panel and h = 3 in the right panel, for L = 20. For σ = 6, it is h = 0.5 in the first panel, h = 1 in the
middle panel and h = 2 in the right panel, for L = 20. This selection of equilibria provides another evidence of the
rich morphology of the patterns exhibited by the dynamics of the DLL system.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we aimed to underscore the significance of spatial discreteness [16] within the context of ecosystem
physics. Our approach centered around the examination of the two-dimensional discrete Lefever-Lejeune equation,
derived from the spatial discretization of the renowned Lefever-Lejeune partial differential equation. We posited that,
inherently, this model holds relevance for describing vegetation dynamics in drylands. Specifically, we explored the
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role of discreteness as a measure for the overlap of zones of influence between individual plant dynamics, treating
biomass patches akin to interacting particles.

We studied the model as an evolution equation in the appropriate sequence spaces defined by the boundary condi-
tions supplementing the model. We established estimates for both the decay of solutions, representing the physical
phenomenon of extinction or desertification, and uniform bounds, suggesting convergence to a non-trivial attractor.
Given the two-dimensional nature of the lattice, it serves as an ideal environment for potential pattern formation.

Analytically, we verified the manifestation of a Turing instability mechanism, contingent on explicit thresholds for
the discretization parameter. If satisfied, these thresholds guide the dynamics, through the instability of spatially
uniform steady states, toward a diverse set of spatially non-uniform equilibria. Consequently, the resulting patterns
are diverse, as illustrated by numerical simulations: (a) Periodic ’mosaic’ patterns, preserving the structure of periodic
perturbations of the uniform states when used as initial conditions. This effect is explained by the survival of unstable
modes due to Turing instability. (b) More complex patterns resulting from invasion dynamics initiated by localized
initial conditions in the weak productivity regime. Here, localized structures coexist with periodic ones. (c) Localized
structures emerging from localized initial conditions in the weak mortality regime, demonstrating isolated spots and
rings, or combinations thereof.

The above results, apart from emphasizing the crucial role of spatial discreteness in the context of mathematical
ecology, motivate further investigations. Of particular interest is the exploration, following the approach of the
present paper, of nonlinear lattices such as the Lefever-Lejeune or the discrete Swift-Hohenberg equation [17], [18],
incorporating spatial forcing [19]. These counterparts are significant, as external forcing terms may effectively model
external, even human, interference in vegetation dynamics. Works in this direction are in progress and will be reported
elsewhere.
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Appendix A: Proof of cases 1.(a) and 1.(c) of Theorem 3.2

For the sake of completeness, we indicatively provide the proofs for cases 1.(a) and 1.(c), since the other cases can
be proved by similar arguments, along the lines of [1]. We note that for the proof of case 1.(a), we use that solutions
are non-negative (which is a new result which was not considered in [1]) and is of particular physical significance
for the model. Furthermore, it allows to prove the decay of solutions in the strongest ℓ1-norm. On the other hand,
the proof of the case 1.(c) highlights the crucial role of the discrete Poincaré inequality (2.14), in order to derive a
criterion for the global stability of the trivial steady state in the regime α, β > 0.
Proof of case 1.(a): First note that due to (2.10) and (2.11), the following three inequalities are valid for all cases of
boundary conditions: ∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
n,m∈Z

Un,m∆dUn,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = | ⟨U,∆dU⟩ℓ2 | ≤ ||U ||ℓ2 ||∆dU ||ℓ2 ≤ C||U ||2ℓ2 , (1.1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,m∈Z
Un,m∆2

dUn,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = |
〈
U,∆2

dU
〉
ℓ2
| ≤ ||U ||ℓ2 ||∆2

dU ||ℓ2 ≤ Ĉ||U ||2ℓ2 . (1.2)
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In (1.1), due to Lemma (3.1) we may omit the term Un,m(t)3 ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0, to get the following inequality for
every n,m ∈ Z:

U̇n,m + α̃Un,m + β̃U2
n,m +

γ1
h4

Un,m∆2
dUn,m +

γ2
h2

Un,m∆dUn,m − γ3
h2

∆dUn,m ≤ 0. (1.3)

Summation in (1.3) and application of (1.1) and (1.2) implies the following estimate:∑
n,m∈Z

U̇n,m − γ3
h2

∑
n,m∈Z

∆dUn,m + α̃
∑

n,m∈Z
Un,m + β̃

∑
n,m∈Z

U2
n,m

≤ γ1
h4

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,m∈Z
Un,m∆2

dUn,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ γ2
h2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n,m∈Z
Un,m∆Un,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Ĉγ1

h4
||U ||2l2 +

Cγ2
h2

||U ||2ℓ2 .

The above inequality can be rewritten in the form

d

dt

∑
n,m∈Z

Un,m ≤

(
Ĉγ1
h4

+
Cγ2
h2

− β̃

)
||U ||2l2 − α̃

∑
n,m∈Z

Un,m. (1.4)

Setting β̃thresh(γ1, γ2, h) =
Ĉγ1

h4 + Cγ2

h2 , we deduce that for all β̃ > β̃thresh

d

dt

∑
n,m∈Z

Un,m + α̃
∑

n,m∈Z
Un,m ≤ 0,

and the standard Gronwall lemma implies decay of the ℓ1-norm, since Un,m(t) ≥ 0 for all t > 0 and

lim
t→+∞

∑
n,m∈Z

Un,m = 0. (1.5)

From (2.7), ||U ||ℓp ≤ ||U ||ℓ1 , for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, thus (1.5) implies the decay in all ℓp-norms.
Proof of case 1.(c): For α and β > 0, after multiplication of Eq. (1.1) with U in the ℓ2-inner product, we get the

balance equation,

1

2

d

dt
||U ||2ℓ2 −

γ3
h2

⟨∆dU,U⟩ℓ2 + ||U ||4ℓ4 − α||U ||2ℓ2 = −γ1
h4

〈
U∆2

dU,U
〉
ℓ2
− γ2

h2
⟨U∆dU,U⟩ℓ2 + β

〈
U2, U

〉
ℓ2
. (1.6)

By using inequalities (2.10) and (2.11), each term in the right-hand side of (1.6), is estimated as follows:

γ1
h4

∣∣〈U∆2
dU,U

〉
ℓ2

∣∣ ≤ γ1
h4

||U2||ℓ2 ||∆2
dU ||ℓ2 =

γ1
h4

||U ||2ℓ4 ||∆2
dU ||ℓ2 ≤ Ĉγ1

h4
||U ||2ℓ4 ||U ||ℓ2

≤ 1

ϱ2
||U ||4ℓ4 +

Ĉ2γ2
1ϱ

2

h8
||U ||2ℓ2 =

1

ϱ2
||U ||4ℓ4 + c1||U ||2ℓ2 , (1.7)

where c1 = c1(γ1, h, ϱ) =

(
Ĉϱγ1
h4

)2

,

γ2
h2

|⟨U∆dU,U⟩ℓ2 | ≤ γ2
h2

||U2||ℓ2 ||∆dU ||ℓ2 =
γ2
2

h2
||U ||2ℓ4 ||∆dU ||ℓ2 =

Cγ2
h2

||U ||2ℓ4 ||U ||ℓ2

≤ 1

ϱ2
||U ||4ℓ2 +

C2ϱ2γ2
2

h4
||U ||2ℓ2 =

1

ϱ2
||U ||4ℓ4 + c2||U ||2ℓ2 , (1.8)

where c2 = c2(γ2, h, ϱ) =

(
Cϱγ2
h2

)2

,

β
∣∣〈U2, U

〉
ℓ2

∣∣ ≤ β||U2||ℓ2 ||U ||ℓ2 = β||U ||2ℓ4 ||U ||ℓ2 ≤ 1

ϱ2
||U ||4ℓ4 + β2ϱ2||U ||2ℓ2

=
1

ϱ2
||U ||4ℓ4 + c3||U ||2ℓ2 , (1.9)

where c3 = c3(β, ϱ) = β2ϱ2.
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Note that for the estimates (1.7)-(1.9), we have used Young’s inequality ab ≤ a2

ϱ2 + b2ϱ2, for a, b ≥ 0. The second term

of the left-hand side of (1.6) is estimated from below by using the discrete Poincaré inequality (2.14):

γ3µ1||U ||2ℓ2 ≤ γ3
h2

⟨−∆dU,U⟩ℓ2 . (1.10)

Inserting the estimates (1.7)-(1.9) and (1.10) into the balance equation (1.6), we derive the existence of a constant
γ(c1, c2, c3) = c1 + c2 + c3 > 0, such that

1

2

d

dt
||U ||2ℓ2 + (γ3µ1 − α− γ) ||U ||2ℓ2 +

(
1− 3

ϱ2

)
||U ||4ℓ4 < 0. (1.11)

Selecting ϱ >
√
3, we get that if γ3 > γ3,thresh = (α+ γ)/µ1,the following estimate holds

||U(t)||2ℓ2 ≤ e−2Γt||U(t)||2ℓ2 ,

with Γ = γ3µ1 − α− γ > 0, implying the decay of solution as t → ∞. □

Appendix B: Continuity properties of discrete linear operators.

Herein, yet for the sake of completeness, we provide the proofs of the inequalities (2.10) and (2.11) due to their
importance for the derivation of various estimates (see Theorem 3.2), particularly in the cases of the finite lattices.

The discrete Laplacian in Z2 can be written in the form

∆d = ∆(dn)Un,m +∆(dm)Un,m, (2.1)

where ∆(dn)Un,m = Un+1,m−2Un,m+Un−1,m and ∆(dm)Un,m = Un,m+1−2Un,m+Un,m−1, are the discrete Laplacian

operators considered in the n- direction and m-direction of the Z2-lattice, respectively. Then, the discrete biharmonic
operator ∆2

d = ∆d(∆d) has the form,

∆2
dUn,m = ∆d(∆dUn,m) = ∆2

(dn)Un,m +∆(dn)(∆(dm)Un,m) + ∆(dm)(∆(dn)Un,m) + ∆2
(dm)Un,m. (2.2)

Inequality (2.10) is proved in the following lemma.

Lemma B.1 Let Z = ℓpper, ℓ
2
0. The discrete differential operator ∆d : Z → ℓp satisfies the inequality ∥∆U∥ℓp ≤

C∥U∥Z , for all U ∈ Z.

Proof: We will give the proof in the case of Z = ℓ2per, since the proof for the case of Z = ℓ20 is almost the same (note

also that ℓp0 is a finite dimensional subspace of ℓp). Due to (2.1), we may apply [1, Lemma A.1], for the operators
∆(dn) and ∆(dm) respectively, to derive the inequality

∥∆dU∥pℓp ≤
N−1∑

n,m=0

(
|∆(dn)Un,m|+ |∆(dm)Un,m|

)p
≤ c

N−1∑
n,m=0

(
|∆(dn)Un,m|p + |∆(dm)Un,m|p

)
≤ c (c1∥U∥pℓp + c2∥U∥pℓp) ,

for some generic constants c(p), ci(p) > 0, i = 1, 2. □
Inequality (2.11) is proved in the last lemma.

Lemma B.2 Let Z = ℓpper, ℓ
p
0. The discrete biharmonic ∆2 : Z → ℓp satisfies the inequality ∥∆2U∥ℓp ≤ C∥U∥Z , for

all U ∈ Z.
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Proof: In this case, we use (2.2), [1, Lemma A.2] for the terms ∆2
(dn)Un,m and ∆2

(dm)Un,m, and Lemma B.1 for the

terms ∆(dn)(∆(dm)Un,m) and ∆(dm)(∆(dn)Un,m), respectively. This way, we derive the inequality

∥∆2
dU∥pℓp ≤

N−1∑
n,m=0

(
|∆2

(dm)Un,m|+ |∆(dn)(∆(dm)Un,m)|+ |∆(dm)(∆(dn)Un,m)|+ |∆2
(dn)Un,m|

)p
≤ c

N−1∑
n,m=0

((
|∆2

(dm)Un,m|+ |∆2
(dn)Un,m|

)p
+
(
|∆(dn)(∆(dm)Un,m)|+ |∆(dm)(∆(dn)Un,m)|

))p
≤ c

N−1∑
n,m=0

(
|∆2

(dm)Un,m|p + |∆2
(dn)Un,m|p + |∆(dn)(∆(dm)Un,m)|p + |∆(dm)(∆(dn)Un,m)|p

)
≤ c (c1∥U∥pℓp + c2∥U∥pℓp + c3∥U∥pℓp + c4∥U∥pℓp) = C∥U∥pℓp ,

again for some generic constants c(p), ci(p) > 0, i = 1, ..., 4. □
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