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Abstract

We consider the impact of network connectivity on the dynamics of a population in a stream
environment. The population is modeled using a graph theoretical framework, with habitats
represented by isolated patches. We introduce a change in connectivity into the model through
the addition of a bi-directional or one-directional edge between two patches and examine the
impact of this edge modification on the metapopulation growth rate and the network biomass.
Our main results indicate that adding a bi-directional edge often decreases both measures,
while the effect of adding an one-directional edge is more intricate and dependent on the model
parameters. We establish complete analytical results for stream networks of three patches, and
provide some generalizations and conjectures for more general stream networks of n patches.
These conjectures are supported with numerical simulations.
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1 Introduction

Lotic environments, such as streams and rivers, play a vital role in the ecosystem by connect-
ing with adjacent terrestrial and marine environments, transporting nutrients and sediments, and
providing essential habitats for an array of diverse organisms [14]. Streams and rivers are unique
habitats with unidirectional flows and dendritic structures that shape the dwelling and dispersal
of organisms. They are also highly heterogeneous in space and time, affected by seasonal changes,
natural disturbances, and human activities [39, 44]. Understanding the complex mechanisms that
impact population persistence and abundance in stream networks is both challenging and valuable.

Various mathematical models have been employed to study population dynamics in stream
environments. One common approach is to apply a graph-theoretical framework to represent the
stream network [5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 17, 19, 20, 27, 28, 29, 36, 37, 38]. In these models, stream habitats
are represented as isolated nodes (or patches), while directed edges between the nodes indicate
the direction of organism movement. The weight of each edge corresponds to the dispersal rate
of individuals, capturing the flow of organisms across the network. To investigate the population
dynamics in stream networks, an ordinary differential equation (ODE) can be applied to each patch,
describing the temporal variation in the local population. Meanwhile, the migration of organisms
between patches is typically modeled using a matrix, which tracks the movement of individuals
across the network. Alternative approaches to modeling stream networks include reaction-diffusion
(PDE) models [10, 18, 21, 22, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 46].
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In recent works [19, 20], the authors proposed three different configurations of stream networks
of three nodes and studied how the flow drift rate and random dispersal rate affect the competi-
tive exclusion and coexistence of two stream species. The dynamics of these three-patch models
over a broader range of parameters are elucidated in [6, 28]. When there are n−patches config-
ured along a straight line, the authors in [5, 7, 8, 27] have considered the influence of dispersal
rates, downstream boundary conditions, and heterogeneity in drift rate and carrying capacity on
the competition outcome of two stream species. The above mentioned results greatly generalized
previous studies [13, 17, 29, 38] on stream patch models with two nodes. In [37], the authors study
the optimal distribution of resources in stream networks and the results indicate that to maximize
the metapopulation growth rate, the sources should be concentrated in the most downstream loca-
tions. Conversely, to maximize the total biomass, the sources should be concentrated on the most
upstream locations. In [36], the authors further showed that the stream species whose distribution
of resources maximizes the total biomass may have competitive advantage.

Studies have highlighted effects of connectivity and dispersal in stream networks on metapop-
ulation dynamics and spatial distributions of populations [12, 15]. Network structure governs the
dispersal of aquatic species in stream networks, and significantly impacts local population dynam-
ics, genetic diversity, and community compositions [35, 43, 44, 45, 47]. Network connectivity is
dynamic and can be affected by seasonal fluctuations, natural disturbances, and landscape changes
[40, 48]. Due to the hierarchical and dendritic structure of stream networks [2], changes in network
connectivity can be coupled with source-sink dynamics and network structure to jointly impact
population persistence and abundance. Numerical simulations have shown that population persis-
tence is negatively affected by network connectivity or connectivity dendritic networks can promote
local extinction and diminish metapopulation size [24]. In contrast, it has also been found that in-
creasing the patch degree (the number of connections per patch) reduces the extinction probability
and benefits organism abundance [3]. Some other studies argue that movement obstacles can either
increase or decrease population growth rate [41].

In the current paper, the main question we address is how the connectivity of a stream network
impacts the population persistence of a single species. More specifically, we examine the effect of
edge modification on two persistence measures: the metapopulation growth rate and the network
biomass (of the stable positive equilibrium). We consider two types of edge modification: bi-
directional edge modification where a pair of reversible edges is added between two nodes and one-
directional edge modification where only a single directed edge is added between two nodes. We
primarily focus on two configurations of the 3-patch stream network in which the edge modification
makes sense: the tributary configuration where there is two upstream nodes and one downstream
node, and the distributary configuration where there is one upstream nodes and two downstream
nodes (Figures 1 and 2). Moreover, we extend some of these results to a general stream network of
n nodes, as was defined in [37].

Our analytical and simulation results indicate that increasing network connectivity by adding
one or more edges has mixed effects on the population persistence. Below, we list the main biological
insights from our findings:

(i) Adding a pair of bi-directional edges often decreases both persistence measures (see Theorems
3.2, 4.9, and 5.4). There is an exception to this observation with the tributary configuration,
where under some specific conditions, the biomass may increase.

(ii) Adding a one-directional edge from a faster growing node (higher intrinsic growth rate) to a
slower growing node (lower intrinsic growth rate) tends to decrease the metapopulation growth
rate and vice versa. We provide the proofs for the 3-patch stream networks (see Theorems
3.6 and 3.7) and some simulation results for stream networks with more than 3 patches.
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(iii) Conversely, adding a one-directional edge from a faster growing node to a slower growing node
tends to increase the network biomass when the rate on the added edge is sufficiently small
and vice versa. Again, we provide the proofs for the 3-patch stream networks (see Theorems
4.10 and 4.11) and some simulation results for larger stream networks.

Notably, the last two insights suggest that there seems to be a trade-off between prioritizing the
metapopulation growth rate and the network biomass when the rate of the added edge is small. This
trade-off was also observed in our previous study where we examined how resource distributions
impact these two persistence measures [37].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate our ODE model for a single species
on stream networks, and define the two types of edge modifications on three-patch stream networks.
In Sections 3 and 4, we investigate the effects of edge modifications on the metapopulation growth
rate and network biomass respectively. In Section 5, we extend some of our results to stream
networks with an arbitrary number of patches. Finally, in Section 6, we summarize our findings
and make conjectures about more general stream networks, which are backed up with simulation
results.

2 Model formulation

Let n be a positive integer representing the fixed number of patches (or nodes) and ui = ui(t), 1 ≤
i ≤ n, denote the population scale (size or density) of a certain species of study in patch i at time
t ≥ 0. The model we consider is of the form

u′i = riui

(
1− ui

Ki

)
+

n∑
j=1

(
ℓijuj − ℓjiui

)
, i = 1, . . . , n, (2.1)

where population growth in each patch follows the logistic equation with ri being the local pop-
ulation growth rate and Ki being the local carrying capacity at patch i. Here ℓij ≥ 0 denotes
the movement rate of the individuals from patch j to patch i, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n and i ̸= j. We
always assume ℓii = 0 for all i. The first term in the sum above,

∑
j ℓijuj , tracks all incoming

movements (flux in) to patch i while the second term,
∑

j ℓjiui, sums all outgoing movements (flux
out) departing from patch i.

All movement coefficients in (2.1) can be associated with a movement network G. We denote
such a movement network as (G,L), where the n × n connection matrix L, whose off-diagonal
entries are ℓij and diagonal entries are −

∑
j ℓji, is as follows:

L :=


−
∑

j ℓj1 ℓ12 · · · ℓ1n
ℓ21 −

∑
j ℓj2 · · · ℓ2n

...
...

. . .
...

ℓn1 ℓn2 · · · −
∑

j ℓjn

 . (2.2)

We assume that the movement network G is strongly connected, i.e., L is irreducible.
We focus on two measures of population persistence, namely the metapopulation growth rate

and the total biomass. The metapopulation growth rate ρ of (2.1) determines the metapopulation
growth rate when the population is small. Let s(A) denote the spectral bound of a matrix A, i.e.

s(A) := max
{
Reλ : λ is an eigenvalue of A

}
.
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Then the metapopulation growth rate is defined as the spectral bound of the Jacobian matrix J
for the linearization of (2.1) at the trivial equilibrium (u1, u2, . . . , un) = (0, 0, . . . , 0), i.e.

ρ := s(L+R), (2.3)

where R = diag{ri} and L is the connection matrix (2.2). Let u∗ = (u∗1, u
∗
2, . . . , u

∗
n) be the unique

positive equilibrium of (2.1) (see [9, 26, 32] for the existence and uniqueness result of the positive
equilibrium of (2.1)). The network biomass is defined as

M =

n∑
i=1

u∗i .

We assume that the movement of individuals among patches are subject to diffusion and drift,
where d > 0 represents the diffusion magnitude and q > 0 represents the drift magnitude. In
addition, we impose the following assumptions:

(A1) ri ≥ 0 for all i, i.e. there are no patches with negative intrinsic growth rates. Moreover,∑
i ri ̸= 0.

(A2) Ki = K > 0 for all i, i.e. all patches have the same carrying capacity.

(A3) The connection matrix L is irreducible, and all upstream movement coefficients are given by
d and downstream movement coefficients are d+ q.

2.1 Stream networks with three patches

The main objective of this paper is to investigate the impact of edge modifications (adding edges) on
the metapopulation growth rate and network biomass. We consider two types of edge modifications:
adding a single edge (one-directional edge modification) and adding a pair of edges with equal
movement coefficients (bi-directional edge modification). For most of the analysis in the paper,
we focus on stream networks with three patches. While there are three possible configurations
of 3-patch stream networks (straight, tributary, distributary - see [20]), edge modifications make
the most sense in the cases of tributary and distributary stream networks (Figures 1 and 2). We
note that previous studies have examined the impact of one-directional edge modifications on the
eigenvalues of a matrix in other applications [16, 23].

(0) (1) (2)

1 2

3

1 2

3

1 2

3

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

k

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

k

k

Figure 1: (0) The tributary stream network, where 1,2 are upstream nodes and 3 is a downstream
node; (1) the tributary stream network with one-directional edge modification; (2) the tributary
stream network with bi-directional edge modification.
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Figure 1 illustrates the tributary stream network with two types of edge modification. The
3-patch tributary stream has connection matrix

LT =

−d− q 0 d
0 −d− q d

d+ q d+ q −2d

 .
The modified connection matrices are LT ,m(k) = LT + kET ,m, where m = 1, 2 correspond to the
one-directional and bi-directional edge modifications. In particular, the matrices Em

T are given as
follows:

ET ,1 =

−1 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

 , ET ,2 =

−1 1 0
1 −1 0
0 0 0

 .
We denote the metapopulation growth rate and network biomass of the modified tributary stream
network by ρT ,m(k) andMT ,m(k) for m = 1, 2.

(0) (1) (2)

1

2 3

1

2 3

1

2 3

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

k

d+ q
d

d+ q
d

k

k

Figure 2: (0) The distributary stream network, where 1 is an upstream node and 2, 3 are down-
stream nodes; (1) the distributary stream network with one-directional edge modification; (2) the
distributary stream network with bi-directional edge modification.

Figure 2 illustrates the distributary stream network with two types of edge modification. The
3-patch distributary stream has connection matrix

LD =

−2d− 2q d d
d+ q −d 0
d+ q 0 −d

 .
The modified connection matrices are LD,m(k) = LD + kED,m, where m = 1, 2 correspond to the
one-directional and bi-directional edge modifications. In particular, the matrices ED,m are given as
follows:

ED,1 =

0 0 0
0 −1 0
0 1 0

 , ED,2 =

0 0 0
0 −1 1
0 1 −1

 .
We denote the metapopulation growth rate and network biomass of the modified distributary stream
network by ρD,m(k) andMD,m(k) for m = 1, 2.

3 Impact of edge modifications on the metapopulation growth
rate

In this section, we investigate the effects of the two types of edge modification on the metapopulation
growth rate. We first present the results on the bi-directional edge modification.
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3.1 Bi-directional edge modification

First, we consider a more general setting. Let L be an n×n irreducible connection matrix. Consider
the modified connection matrix

L(k) = L+ kE,

where E is also an n × n connection matrix. Then it is easy to check that L(k) is still an n × n
irreducible connection matrix. Let ρ(k) be the metapopulation growth rate corresponding to the
modified connection matrix L(k). By the Perron-Frobenius Theorem [4], ρ(k) is an eigenvalue of
L(k) +R and it satisfies the following eigenvalue problem:

(L(k) +R)x = ρ(k)x, (3.1)

where x can be chosen to be a normalized positive vector. Next, we state a technical lemma which
allows us to compute ρ′(k).

Lemma 3.1. Assume that there exists a vector v ∈ Rn satisfying vi(ℓij + keij) = vj(ℓji + keji) for
all i, j (or equivalently diag(v)L(k) is symmetric). Then we have

ρ′(k) =
(Ex ◦ x) · v
(x ◦ x) · v

,

where ◦ represents the Hadamard product of two vectors.

Proof. On one hand, we take the Hadamard product of both sides of equation (3.1) with x′ to
obtain

(L+ kE +R)x ◦ x′ = ρ(k)(x ◦ x′). (3.2)

On the other hand, Differentiating equation (3.1) in terms of k yields

(L+ kE +R)x′ + Ex = ρ′(k)x+ ρ(k)x′. (3.3)

We take the Hadamard product of both sides of equation (3.3) with x to obtain

(L+ kE +R)x′ ◦ x+ Ex ◦ x = ρ′(k)(x ◦ x) + ρ(k)(x′ ◦ x). (3.4)

Since R is a diagonal matrix, we have (Rx) ◦x′ = (Rx′) ◦x. Thus subtracting equation (3.2) from
equation (3.4) yields

ρ′(k)(x ◦ x) = Ex ◦ x+ (L+ kE)x′ ◦ x− (L+ kE)x ◦ x′. (3.5)

We take the dot product of both sides of equation (3.5) with v to get

ρ′(k)(x ◦ x) · v = (Ex ◦ x) · v + (L+ kE)x′ ◦ x · v − (L+ kE)x ◦ x′ · v. (3.6)

We notice that

(L+ kE)x′ ◦ x · v =
∑
i,j

vi(ℓij + keij)x
′
jxi

=
∑
i,j

vj(ℓji + keji)x
′
ixj

=
∑
i,j

vi(ℓij + keij)xjx
′
i

= (L+ kE)x ◦ x′ · v,
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where we obtain the second equality by switching indices and the third equality by using the
assumption on v. Thus plugging this into equation (3.6) gives

ρ′(k)(x ◦ x) · v = (Ex ◦ x) · v =⇒ ρ′(k) =
(Ex ◦ x) · v
(x ◦ x) · v

.

We have the following results for the metapopulation growth rate of the modified 3-patch stream
networks, which state that the population growth rate is decreasing with respect to the modification
rate k.

Theorem 3.2. The following statements hold:

(a) For the tributary stream network, we have

ρ′T ,2(k) ≤ 0,

where the equality happens if and only if r1 = r2.

(b) For the distributary stream network, we have

ρ′D,2(k) ≤ 0,

where the equality happens if and only if r2 = r3.

Proof. (a) For the tributary stream network, the modified connection matrix is

LT ,2(k) =

−d− q − k k d
k −d− q − k d

d+ q d+ q −2d

 .
Let v =

(
1, 1, d

d+q

)T
, then

diag(v)LT ,2(k) =

−d− q − k k d
k −d− q − k d
d d −2d2/(d+ q)


which is a symmetric matrix. Thus by Lemma 3.1, we have

ρ′T ,2(k) =
(Ex ◦ x) · v
(x ◦ x) · v

=
(−x1 + x2)x1v1 + (x1 − x2)x2v2

x21v1 + x22v2
=
−(x1 − x2)2

x21 + x22
≤ 0.

The equality happens if and only if x1 = x2. Recall that x is the eigenvector satisfying the
eigenvalue problem:

(L(k) +R)x = ρ(k)x.

So x1, x2 satisfy

(−d− q − k + r1)x1 + kx2 + dx3 = ρ(k)x1

kx1 + (−d− q − k + r2)x2 + dx3 = ρ(k)x2.
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If x1 = x2, then subtracting one equation from the other yields r1 = r2. On the other hand, if
r1 = r2, patch 1 and 2 are identical and by a reordering argument, we must also have x1 = x2.
Thus ρ′T ,2(k) = 0 if and only if r1 = r2.

(b) For the distributary stream network, the modified connection matrix is

LD,2(k) =

−2d− 2q d d
d+ q −d− k k
d+ q k −d− k

 .
Let v =

(
1, d

d+q ,
d

d+q

)T
, then

diag(v)LD,2(k) =

−2d− 2q d d
d (−d− k)d/(d+ q) kd/(d+ q)
d kd/(d+ q) (−d− k)d/(d+ q)


which is a symmetric matrix. Again, applying Lemma 3.1 and using a similar argument for when
the equality happens, we obtain the desired result.

3.2 One-directional edge modification

For the one-directional edge modification, we first observe that the matrices ET ,1 and ED,1 cor-
respond to rank one perturbations of the stream networks LT + R and LD + R, respectively.
Therefore, these edge modifications fall under the scenario studied in [16]. Applying Theorem 1
from [16], we have that the metapopulation growth rates ρT ,1(k) and ρD,1(k) of the perturbed
matrices LT ,1(k)+R and LD,1(k)+R are either strictly increasing, strictly decreasing, or constant.
To determine the condition for each case, it suffices to compare the growth rates at k = 0 and at
k →∞.

Following [16], for the tributary stream network where the one-directional edge is added from
patch 1 to patch 2 (see Figure 1(1)), we consider two matrices

A = LT ,1(0) +R = LT +R =

−d− q + r1 0 d
0 −d− q + r2 d

d+ q d+ q −2d+ r3

 ,
and

B =

[
−d− q + r2 2d

d+ q −2d+ r3

]
,

where B is obtained from A by adding row 1 to row 2, then deleting the first row and column of
the resulting matrix. Informally, the matrix B corresponds to the case when k →∞.

Proposition 3.3 ([16, Theorem 1]). The following statements hold:

(a) If s(A) = s(B), then ρ′T ,1(k) = 0 for all k ≥ 0;

(b) If s(A) > s(B), then ρ′T ,1(k) < 0 for all k ≥ 0;

(c) If s(A) < s(B), then ρ′T ,1(k) > 0 for all k ≥ 0.

To compare s(A) and s(B), we first state some technical lemmas. The first lemma is a well-
known result (e.g., see [4, Corollary 2.1.5]) .
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Lemma 3.4. Suppose that P and Q are n×n real-valued matrices, P is essentially nonnegative (i.e.,
all off-diagonal entries are nonnegative), Q is nonnegative and nonzero, and P +Q is irreducible.
Then s(P +Q) > s(P ).

Lemma 3.5. We have s(B) > max{−d− q + r2,−2d+ r3}.

Proof. We have

B =

[
−d− q + r2 2d

d+ q −2d+ r3

]
=

[
−d− q + r2 0

d+ q −2d+ r3

]
+

[
0 2d
0 0

]
.

Let P and Q be the two matrices in the above sum, then they satisfy the conditions in Lemma 3.4.
Thus s(B) > s(P ) = max{−d− q + r2,−2d+ r3}.

For the tributary stream network, the following result holds.

Theorem 3.6. The following statements hold for the tributary stream network:

(a) If r1 = r2, then ρ
′
T ,1(k) = 0 for all k ≥ 0;

(b) If r1 > r2, then ρ
′
T ,1(k) < 0 for all k ≥ 0;

(c) If r1 < r2, then ρ
′
T ,1(k) > 0 for all k ≥ 0.

Proof. We consider the characteristic polynomial of the matrix A

pA(λ) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
−d− q + r1 − λ 0 d

0 −d− q + r2 − λ d
d+ q d+ q −2d+ r3 − λ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
−d− q + r1 − λ 0 d
−d− q + r1 − λ −d− q + r2 − λ 2d

d+ q d+ q −2d+ r3 − λ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= (−d− q + r1 − λ)pB(λ) + d

∣∣∣∣−d− q + r1 − λ −d− q + r2 − λ
d+ q d+ q

∣∣∣∣
= (−d− q + r1 − λ)pB(λ) + d(d+ q)(r1 − r2),

where pB(λ) is the characteristic polynomial of the matrix B. Now we consider the three cases.

(a) If r1 = r2, then p(A)(λ) = (−d− q + r1 − λ)pB(λ), thus we have

s(A) = max{−d− q + r1, s(B)}.

We observe that s(B) > max{−d− q+ r2,−2d+ r3} ≥ −d− q+ r2 = −d− q+ r1, where the
first inequality is due to Lemma 3.5. Thus we must have s(A) = s(B). Applying Proposition
3.3 gives ρ′T ,1(k) = 0.

(b) Suppose that r1 > r2. We plug λ = s(B) into pA(λ) and obtain

pA(s(B)) = 0 + d(d+ q)(r1 − r2) > 0.

Since limλ→∞ pA(λ) = −∞ < 0, by the Intermediate Value Theorem, there exists a root of
pA(λ) in (s(B),∞). Thus s(A) > s(B). Applying Proposition 3.3 gives ρ′T ,1(k) < 0.

9



(c) Suppose that r1 < r2. We plug λ = s(B) into pA(λ) and obtain

pA(s(B)) = 0 + d(d+ q)(r1 − r2) < 0.

Note that when λ > s(B), then by Lemma 3.5, we have λ > −d − q + r2 > −d − q + r1.
In addition, since pB is a quadratic function which opens upward, we have pB(λ) > 0 when
λ > s(B). Combining both observations yields

pA(λ) = (−d− q + r1 − λ)pB(λ) + d(d+ q)(r1 − r2) < 0, for λ > s(B).

As a result, there is no root of pA(λ) in [s(B),∞) and consequently, we must have s(A) < s(B).
Applying Proposition 3.3 gives ρ′T ,1(k) > 0.

For the tributary stream network, the following result holds. Since the proof is similar to the
proof of Theorem 3.6, it is provided in the Appendix.

Theorem 3.7. The following statements hold for the distributary stream network:

(a) If r2 = r3, then ρ
′
D,1(k) = 0 for all k ≥ 0;

(b) If r2 > r3, then ρ
′
D,1(k) < 0 for all k ≥ 0;

(c) If r2 < r3, then ρ
′
D,1(k) > 0.

By Theorems 3.6 and 3.7, for both tributary and distributary stream networks, the metapopu-
lation growth rate decreases when there is an added edge from the better patch (i.e. higher intrinsic
growth rate) to the worse patch (i.e. lower intrinsic growth rate) and vice versa. We note that an
analogous result has been obtained for a two-patch discrete-time model [1].

4 Impact of edge modifications on the network biomass

In this section, we consider the effect of the two types of edge modifications on the network biomass.
Again, we start with the bi-directional edge modification, and discuss the more nuanced case of the
one-directional modification later.

4.1 Bi-directional edge modification

We first start with the tributary stream network with bi-directional edge modification (see Figure
1(2)). Let u∗(k) = (u∗1(k), u

∗
2(k), u

∗
3(k)) be the unique positive equilibrium of the modified system

with movement matrix LT ,2(k) = LT + kET ,2. Recall that the network biomass for the modified
system is

MT ,2(k) = u∗1(k) + u∗2(k) + u∗3(k).

For notational convenience, we omit the function arguments and the star and just write (u1, u2, u3)
for the positive equilibrium. We notice that u1, u2, u3 satisfy

r1u1

(
1− u1

K

)
− (d+ q + k)u1 + ku2 + du3 = 0, (4.1a)

r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
+ ku1 − (d+ q + k)u2 + du3 = 0, (4.1b)

r3u3

(
1− u3

K

)
+ (d+ q)u1 + (d+ q)u2 − 2du3 = 0. (4.1c)
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Differentiating the above equations in terms of k yields the second triplet of equations

r1u
′
1

(
1− 2u1

K

)
− (d+ q + k)u′1 − u1 + ku′2 + u2 + du′3 = 0, (4.2a)

r2u
′
2

(
1− 2u2

K

)
+ ku′1 + u1 − (d+ q + k)u′2 − u2 + du′3 = 0, (4.2b)

r3u
′
3

(
1− 2u3

K

)
+ (d+ q)u′1 + (d+ q)u′2 − 2du′3 = 0. (4.2c)

By taking u′1× (4.1a)−u1× (4.2a) and similar operations on the other pair of equations we obtain

r1u
2
1

K
u′1 + ku′1u2 − ku1u′2 + du′1u3 − du1u′3 + u21 − u1u2 = 0, (4.3a)

r2u
2
2

K
u′2 + ku′2u1 − ku2u′1 + du′2u3 − du2u′3 + u22 − u1u2 = 0, (4.3b)

r3u
2
3

K
u′3 + (d+ q)u′3u1 − (d+ q)u′1u3 + (d+ q)u′3u2 − (d+ q)u′2u3 = 0. (4.3c)

Finally, a useful equation can be obtained by taking (4.3a) + (4.3b) + d
d+q (4.3c),

r1u
2
1

K
u′1 +

r2u
2
2

K
u′2 +

d

d+ q

r3u
2
3

K
u′3 + (u1 − u2)2 = 0. (4.4)

We are now ready to provide a series of technical lemmas that will lead to Theorem 4.7, the main
result for the tributary stream network.

Lemma 4.1. If r3 = 0, thenM′
T ,2(k) = 0 for all k ≥ 0.

Proof. It is easy to check that when r3 = 0, (K,K,K(d+ q)/d) satisfies equation (4.1) and thus it
is the unique positive equilibrium. Therefore,

MT ,2(k) = K

(
2 +

d+ q

d

)
=⇒ M′

T ,2 = 0.

Lemma 4.2. If r3 > 0, we must have u1, u2 ∈
[

d
d+qK,K

)
and u3 ∈

[
K, d+q

d K
)

Proof. Here we use the same technique in [37, Theorem 5.6]. For ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕn),ψ = (ψ1, . . . , ψn) ∈
Rn, we write ϕ > ψ if ϕ ≥ ψ and ϕ ̸= ψ; we denote ϕ ≫ ψ if ϕi > ψi for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Since
LT ,2(k) is essentially nonnegative and irreducible, the solutions of (2.1) with L = LT ,2(k) generate
a strongly monotone dynamical system [42, Theorem 4.1.1], that is, if u1(t) and u2(t) are both
solutions of (2.1), then u1(0) > u2(0) implies u1(t)≫ u2(t) for all t > 0.

Now we consider ū = (K,K,K(d+ q)/d). We have

r1ū1

(
1− ū1

K

)
− (d+ q + k)ū1 + kū2 + dū3 = 0,

r2ū2

(
1− ū2

K

)
+ kū1 − (d+ q + k)ū2 + dū3 = 0,

r3ū3

(
1− ū3

K

)
+ (d+ q)ū1 + (d+ q)ū2 − 2dū3 = r3K

d+ q

d

(
1− d+ q

d

)
< 0.

11



Therefore, ū is an upper solution of (2.1), and the solution u(t) of (2.1) (with L = LT ,2(k)) with
initial condition u(0) = ū is decreasing and converges to the unique positive equilibrium u∗ as
t→∞. Hence, we have that u∗ < ū, which implies u1 < K, u2 < K, and u3 < K(d+ q)/d.

Similarly, it is easy to check that u = (Kd/(d+ q),Kd/(d+ q),K) is a lower solution. Thus we
have u∗ ≥ u, which implies u1 ≥ Kd/(d+ q), u2 ≥ Kd/(d+ q), and u3 ≥ K. Unlike the previous
argument which has strict inequalities, here the equality may happen if r1 = r2 = 0.

Lemma 4.3. If r1 > r2, then u1 > u2 for all k ≥ 0 and vice versa.

Proof. First, we fix the values of r3 and k. Now u1 − u2 depends continuously on r1 and r2. We
claim that u1 − u2 = 0 if and only if r1 = r2. Indeed, if r1 = r2, then node 1 and 2 are identical.
By a relabeling argument and the uniqueness of positive solution of (4.1), we have u1 = u2. On
the other hand, if u1 = u2, subtracting equation (4.1b) from (4.1a) yields

(r1 − r2)u1
(
1− u1

K

)
= 0.

Since u1 < K from Lemma 4.2, we must have r1 = r2.
Since u1 − u2 = 0 if and only if r1 = r2, u1 − u2 must have the same sign in each region:

R1 = {(r1, r2) : 0 ≤ r1 < r2} and R2 = {(r1, r2) : 0 ≤ r2 < r1}. As a result, to determine the sign
of u1 − u2 in R1, it suffices to consider the special case r1 = 0 < r2. Again, subtracting equation
(4.1b) from (4.1a) and rearranging terms yields

(d+ q + 2k)(u2 − u1) = r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
> 0.

Thus u2 − u1 > 0 in region R1. Similarly, for region R2, we consider the special case r2 = 0 < r1.
Subtracting equation (4.1b) from (4.1a) and rearranging terms yields

(d+ q + 2k)(u2 − u1) = −r1u1
(
1− u1

K

)
< 0.

Thus u2 − u1 < 0 in region R2.

Lemma 4.4. u′1+u′2 has the same sign as u′3 for all k ≥ 0. In particular, this implies further that
M′

T ,2 has the same sign as u′3.

Proof. Rearranging equation (4.3c) yields

u′3

(
r3u

2
3

K
+ (d+ q)(u1 + u2)

)
= (d+ q)u3(u

′
1 + u′2).

Thus u′3 has the same sign as u′1+u
′
2, which implies u′3 has the same sign asM′

T ,2 = u′1+u
′
2+u

′
3.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that d > q and r3 > 0. Then u′3 = 0 for some value of k if and only if
r1 = r2.

Proof. For the first direction, suppose there exists k such that u′3 = 0 at such value. Plug this value
of k into equations from (4.1)-(4.3). From equation (4.2c) we have

(d+ q)u′1 + (d+ q)u′2 = 0 =⇒ u′2 = −u′1.

12



If u′1 = 0, we have u′2 = 0 and thus from equation (4.2a) we have u1 = u2. Subtracting equation
(4.1a) from (4.1b) yields r1 = r2. Thus it remains to prove the first direction of the lemma when
u′1 ̸= 0. Adding equations (4.2a) and (4.2b), and using u′2 = −u′1 we have

u′1

(
r1

(
1− 2u1

K

)
− r2

(
1− 2u2

K

))
= 0 =⇒ r1

(
2u1
K
− 1

)
= r2

(
2u2
K
− 1

)
. (4.5)

On the other hand, subtracting equation (4.1b) from (4.1a) yields

r1u1

(
1− u1

K

)
− r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
= (d+ q + 2k)(u1 − u2).

Suppose u1 > u2. Then we have

r1u1

(
1− u1

K

)
> r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
. (4.6)

Note that from Lemma 4.2 we have u1, u2 ∈
[

d
d+qK,K

)
. Since d > q, we have u1, u2 ∈ (K/2,K)

and thus both sides of equation (4.5) are positive. Thus from equations (4.5) and (4.6) we have

r1u1
(
1− u1

K

)
r1

(
2u1
K − 1

) >
r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
r2

(
2u2
K − 1

) =⇒
u1

(
1− u1

K

)
2u1
K − 1

>
u2

(
1− u2

K

)
2u2
K − 1

.

It is straightforward to check that the function f(x) =
x(1− x

K )
2x
K

−1
is decreasing for x ∈ (K/2,K). Thus

we must have u1 < u2 which is a contradiction. Assuming u1 < u2 and using the same argument
lead to a contradiction as well. Thus we must have u1 = u2, which again implies r1 = r2.

For the second direction, suppose that r1 = r2. Now node 1 and 2 are identical, so by a
relabeling argument we have u1 = u2. Thus from equation (4.4) we have

r1u
2
1

K
(u′1 + u′2) +

d

d+ q

r3u
2
3

K
u′3 = 0.

Thus u′3 and u′1 + u′2 must have opposite sign. Combining this with Lemma 4.4 we must have
u′3 = 0.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that d > q and r3 > 0. Then u′3 > 0 for all k ≥ 0 if one of the following
conditions holds:

(i) r1 = 0 and r2 > 0;

(ii) r2 = 0 and r1 > 0.

Proof. Suppose that r1 = 0, r2 > 0 and r3 > 0. From Lemma 4.5, we must have u′3 > 0 or u′3 < 0
for all k ≥ 0. Assume by contradiction that u′3 < 0. Adding equations (4.2a)-(4.2c), we have

r2u
′
2

(
1− 2u2

K

)
+ r3u

′
3

(
1− 2u3

K

)
= 0. (4.7)

From Lemma 4.2, we have u2 ≥ d
d+qK > K

2 , and u3 ≥ K. Thus from equation (4.7), we have

u′2 > 0. Now rewriting equations (4.2b), we have

ku′1 = u′2

(
r2

(
2u2
K
− 1

)
+ (d+ q + k)

)
− du′3 + (u2 − u1).
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Figure 3: For the tributary network with a bi-directional edge modification, if the condition d > q
fails, then the network biomass can be an increasing, decreasing, or non-monotone function of k.
Graphs were obtained using parameters values r1 = 2.7, r2 = 5.8, r3 = 9.5, q = 5,K = 20.

Since u2 >
K
2 , we have

(
d+ q + k + r2

(
2u2
K − 1

))
> 0. Additionally, since r1 < r2, from Lemma

4.3 we have u1 < u2. Thus

ku′1 =

(
d+ q + k + r2

(
2u2
K
− 1

))
u′2 − du′3 + (u2 − u1) > 0 =⇒ u′1 > 0.

Now we have u′1 + u′2 > 0 and u′3 < 0, which contradicts Lemma 4.4. Thus we must have u′3 > 0.
Due to symmetry, the same argument can be applied to the case when r2 = 0 and r1 > 0.

Theorem 4.7. For the tributary stream network, if d > q (diffusion is faster than advection), then
we have

M′
T ,2(k) ≥ 0 for all k ≥ 0,

where the equality happens if and only if r1 = r2 or r3 = 0.

Proof. From Lemma 4.1, if r3 = 0 we haveM′
T ,2 = 0. Suppose that r3 > 0. We fix the values of

r3 and k. Now u′3 depends continuously on r1, r2. From Lemma 4.5, u′3 = 0 if and only if r1 = r2.
Thus u′3 has the same sign in each region: R1 = {(r1, r2) : 0 ≤ r1 < r2} and R2 = {(r1, r2) :
0 ≤ r2 < r1}. Lemma 4.6 already establishes that u′3 > 0 on {(r1, r2) : r1 = 0, r2 > 0} and
{(r1, r2) : r2 = 0, r1 > 0}. Thus u′3 > 0 in both regions R1 and R2 and u′3 = 0 on the line r1 = r2.
Using Lemma 4.4, we conclude that M′

T ,2 > 0 when r1 ̸= r2 and M′
T ,2 = 0 when r1 = r2, which

completes the proof.

Remark 4.8. Through numerical simulations we observe that without the assumption d > q, the
total network biomass can be an increasing, decreasing, or non-monotone function of k (Figure 3).

The result for the distributary stream network is presented below. Notably, the monotonicity
of the network biomass in this case does not depend on the relative values of d and q. The proof
for Theorem 4.9, provided in the Appendix, uses similar lemmas as the proof of Theorem 4.7.

Theorem 4.9. For the distributary stream network, we have

M′
D,2(k) ≤ 0,

where the equality happens if and only if r1 = 0 or r2 = r3.
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4.2 One-directional edge modification

In contrast to the case of bi-directional edge modification, we find in Theorems 4.10 and 4.11 that
for k ⪆ 0 the effect of adding a one-directional edge on the total biomass depends on the values
of the intrinsic growth rates r1, r2, r3. Proofs of these theorems, which follow analogous arguments
to those used in the proof of Theorems 4.7 and 4.9, are provided in the Appendix. Specifically, we
find that adding movement from a faster growing patch (higher intrinsic growth rate) to a slower
growing patch increases the biomass. Conversely adding movement from a slower growing patch to
a faster growing patch decreases the biomass.

Theorem 4.10. For the tributary stream network, if d > q, then we have

M′
T ,1(0)


< 0 if r1 < r2 and r3 > 0

= 0 if r1 = r2 or r3 = 0

> 0 if r1 > r2 and r3 > 0.

Theorem 4.11. For the distributary stream network, we have

M′
D,1(0)


< 0 if r2 < r3 and r1 > 0

= 0 if r2 = r3 or r1 = 0

> 0 if r2 > r3 and r1 > 0.

Remark 4.12. We note that Theorems 4.10-4.11 apply only for k ⪆ 0. In fact, from numerical
simulation we observe that, for both network configurations, the biomass tends to decrease when k
is large. An example of this is provided in Figure 4.

Figure 4: For the tributary and distributary networks with a one-directional edge modification, the
network biomass decreases for large k. Graphs were obtained using parameters values d = 2, q =
1,K = 20.

5 Stream networks with an arbitrary number of patches

The monotonicity of the metapopulation growth rate for the case of a bi-directional edge modifi-
cation (Theorem 3.2) can be extended to stream networks with any number of patches. We recall
the graph-theoretic definition in [37] that allows us to describe certain stream networks with an
arbitrary number of patches.
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Definition 5.1 ([37]). Let G be a directed graph, and denote the set of nodes of G by V . Consider
a function f : V → Z≥0. We call f a level function, f(i) as the level of node i for each i ∈ V , and
(G, f) as a leveled graph if the following assumptions are satisfied.

(i) For each 0 ≤ k ≤ maxi∈V {f(i)}, there exists a node j such that f(j) = k.

(ii) For each pair of nodes i, j, there is no edge between i and j if |f(i)− f(j)| ≠ 1.

In what follows, we associate the nodes with level 0 to be most upstream nodes, and the level of
an arbitrary node with the distance between that node and the most upstream nodes. In particular,
the nodes with maximum level are the most downstream nodes. We consider homogeneous flow
stream networks in which all the upstream movement coefficients are equal, and all downstream
movement coefficients are equal. Two examples of homogeneous flow stream networks with five
nodes are provided in Figure 5.

Definition 5.2 ([37]). Consider a leveled graph (G, f) and an irreducible connection matrix L. We
say that (G, f, L) is a homogeneous flow stream network if the following assumptions are satisfied.

(i) If there is an edge from node i to node j, then there is also an edge from node j to node i.

(ii) If there is an edge from node i to node j, then the weight is ℓji = d + q if f(j) − f(i) = 1
(i.e., the edge is from an upstream to a downstream node) and ℓji = d if f(i)− f(j) = 1 (i.e.,
the edge is from a downstream to an upstream node).

1

2 3

4 5

1 2

3 4

5

Figure 5: Two leveled graphs. The left digraph has level function f(1) = 0, f(2) = f(3) = 1, f(4) =
f(5) = 2. The right digraph has level function f(1) = f(2) = 0, f(3) = f(4) = 1, f(5) = 2.
These graphs are homogeneous flow stream networks if for edges directed from an upstream node
to a downstream node the weight is d + q, and for edges directed from a downstream node to an
upstream node the weight is d.

In Theorem 5.4, we show that Theorem 3.2 can be extended to an arbitrary homogeneous flow
stream network (G, f, L). Consider the edge modification where we add bi-directional edges between
pairs of nodes of the same level. (Notice that here we allow for possibly multiple bi-directional edges
to be added as long as they are on the same level.) The modified connection matrix is

L(k) = L+ kE,

where the matrix E satisfies the following assumption.

(A4) Each column of E sums to zero and the off-diagonal entries (i ̸= j) of E satisfy
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(i) if f(i) = f(j), then either eij = eji = 1 or eij = eji = 0;

(ii) if f(i) ̸= f(j) then eij = eji = 0.

In Lemma 5.3, we show that there exists a vector v satisfying the condition in Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 5.3. Consider the vector v, where vi =
(

d
d+q

)f(i)
. Then v satisfies the condition in

Lemma 3.1, i.e. vi(ℓij + keij) = vj(ℓji + keji) for all i, j.

Proof. From Definition 5.1, if node i and j are connected in the unmodified stream network, then

ℓij
ℓji

=

{
d

d+q if f(i)− f(j) = 1
d+q
d if f(j)− f(i) = 1

.

This implies

ℓij
ℓji

=

(
d

d+ q

)f(j)−f(i)

=
vj
vi

for all i, j,

where the second equality comes from the way we define v. Thus we have viℓij = vjℓji. Since the
matrix E satisfies (A4), we also have

vieij = vjeji =


(

d
d+q

)f(i)
=

(
d

d+q

)f(j)
if eij = eji = 1

0 otherwise
.

Thus we must have vi(ℓij + keij) = vj(ℓji + keji) for all i, j.

Theorem 5.4. Let (G, f, L) be a homogeneous flow stream network. Consider the edge modification
L(k) = L + kE where the matrix E satisfies assumption (A4). Then the modified metapopulation
growth rate is non-increasing, i.e.

ρ′(k) ≤ 0.

Proof. Let S = {(i, j) ∈ [1, n] × [1, n] : eij = eji = 1}, i.e. the set of pairs of added edges due to
the matrix E. We can then decompose the matrix E as

E =
∑

(i,j)∈S

Eij ,

where each matrix Eij corresponds to the modification of adding a bi-directional edge between
nodes i and j. More precisely, each matrix Eij contains two entries of 1 at location (i, j) and (j, i),
two entries of −1 at location (i, i) and (j, j), and all other entries are 0.

Consider the vector v as defined in Lemma 5.3. From Lemma 3.1, we have

ρ′(k) =
(Ex ◦ x) · v
(x ◦ x) · v

=

∑
(i,j)∈S(Eijx ◦ x) · v

(x ◦ x) · v
.

We have

(Eijx ◦ x) · v = (−xi + xj)xivi + (xi − xj)xjvj = −
(

d

d+ q

)f(i)

(xi − xj)2 ≤ 0,
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where the second equality is due to the fact that each (i, j) ∈ S must satisfy f(i) = f(j) (added
edges are between pairs on the same level). In addition, since all entries of v are positive, we must
have (x ◦ x) · v =

∑n
i=1 vix

2
i > 0. Thus we can conclude

ρ′(k) =

∑
(i,j)∈S(Eijx ◦ x) · v

(x ◦ x) · v
≤ 0.

Remark 5.5. Using a similar argument as the one in Theorem 3.2, in order for the equality in
Theorem 5.4 to happen, for each (i, j) ∈ S, we must have node i and j are equivalent. More
precisely, for each (i, j) ∈ S, if we relabel node i and j, the matrix L + R must be unchanged. In
particular, this implies if there exists a pair (i, j) ∈ S where ri ̸= rj, then ρ

′(k) < 0.

6 Discussion and future work

Overall, the findings in this paper highlight the intricate population responses to increasing connec-
tivity in stream networks. For streams of three nodes, adding a bi-directional edge between patches
always decreases the metapopulation growth rate. In contrast, its impact on biomass depends on
the level of the patch at which it is added. Specifically, increased connectivity at the upstream
patches have a positive impact on population biomass. This result complements the findings in [37]
where it was observed that larger intrinsic growth rates in the upstream patches produce larger
total biomass. Meanwhile, the addition of a bi-directional edge at a downstream patch decreases
the total biomass when the diffusion rate d is larger than drift rate q. Biologically, this corresponds
to the case where the species movement rate on its own is larger than the movement rate created
through the stream’s current.

With respect to one-directional edge modifications, we found that the effects on biomass and
growth rate (for small k) are opposite. Namely, movement from a faster growing patch to a slower
growing patch results in a larger total biomass (provided d > q in the case of the tributary stream)
but a smaller metapopulation growth rate, while the reverse is true for movement from a slower
growing patch to a faster growing patch. However, we observe numerically that, in the former case,
this increase in biomass only seems to hold for small k, with larger values of k resulting in decreased
total biomass irrespective of the relative growth rates (see Figure 4).

While the results presented in this paper primarily focus on stream networks of three nodes,
we suspect that a number of these results may apply to more general homogeneous flow stream
networks, as defined in Section 5. Specifically, we make the following conjectures.

• Adding string of one-directional edges to a single level decreases the metapopulation growth
rate if the the intrinsic growth rates are decreasing in the direction of flow (scenarios G.1-G.6
in Table 1). A caveat to this is that, if multiple patches are flowing into or out of this level,
then this holds when these patches have the same growth rate (scenarios G.3-G.4 in Table 1).

• Adding a bi-directional edge between two sinks (u∗i > K) decreases the total biomass (scenario
B.1-B.2 in Table 1). Meanwhile, adding edges between two sources (u∗i < K) increases the
total biomass (scenario B.3-B.4 in Table 1). In particular, we note that nodes in the most
upstream level are sources while nodes in the most downstream level are sinks [37].

• Adding a one-directional edge from a faster growing (larger ri) to a slower growing (smaller
ri) patch increases the total biomass for k ⪆ 0 (scenarios B.5-B.6 in Table 1). Conversely,
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adding a one-directional edge modification from a slower growing to a faster growing patch
decreases the total biomass for k ⪆ 0 (scenarios B.7-B.8 in Table 1)

• Some of our conjectures require certain condition on d and q (scenarios B.3, B.4, B.6 and
B.8). From the proof of Lemma 4.5, we conjecture that the condition is ( d

d+q )
n−f(i) > 1

2
where n is the maximum level and i is one of the patches with the added edge. Thus for the
scenarios considered this condition yields ( d

d+q )
2 > 1

2 which is equivalent to d > q√
2−1

.

In Table 1, we test these conjectures for a number of configurations consisting of four or five nodes.
For each configuration, we apply Latin Hypercube sampling for K = 5, r, d, q ∈ [0, 10]. Allowing k
to range from 0 to 10, we find that our conjectures hold for all 1,000 simulations. We take Scenario
G.1 as an example to illustrate the results. The structure ‘3-1’ means that the configuration consists
with three nodes in level 0 and one node in level 1. Nodes are always numbered sequentially from
left to right and top to bottom. So ‘3-1’ means that the top three nodes are 1○, 2○, and 3○ from
left to right and the bottom node is 4○. The new edge “ 1○ → 2○ → 3○” means that we add
a one-directional edge from node 1○ to 2○ and another one-directional edge from 2○ to 3○ with
the same dispersal rate k. For various sets of randomly assigned parameter values, the condition
r1 > r2 > r3 is enforced. Under this condition, we consistently observe that the metapopulation
growth rate decreases as k increases, which aligns with our conjecture. For all configurations in
Table 1, the structure defines a unique homogeneous flow stream network except for two scenarios
G.3 and G.4, which are graphed in Figure 5. (Specifically, in the left figure of Figure 5, this would
still be a leveled graph if nodes 2 and 5 and/or nodes 3 and 4 are connected).

Scenario Structure New edge Condition Conjecture

G.1 3− 1 1○→ 2○→ 3○ r1 > r2 > r3

Growth rate decreases

G.2 1− 3 2○→ 3○→ 4○ r2 > r3 > r4
G.3 1− 2− 2 4○→ 5○ r4 > r5, r2 = r3
G.4 2− 2− 1 1○→ 2○ r1 > r2, r3 = r4
G.5 2− 1− 2 1○→ 2○ r1 > r2
G.6 2− 1− 2 4○→ 5○ r4 > r5
B.1 1− 1− 2 3○←→ 4○ None

Biomass monotone decreasing
B.2 2− 1− 2 4○←→ 5○ None

B.3 2− 1− 1 1○←→ 2○ d > q√
2−1 Biomass monotone increasing

B.4 2− 1− 2 1○←→ 2○ d > q√
2−1

B.5 1− 1− 2 3○→ 4○ r3 > r4 Biomass initially increases
B.6 2− 1− 1 1○→ 2○ d > q√

2−1
, r1 > r2

B.7 1− 1− 2 3○→ 4○ r3 < r4 Biomass initially decreases
B.8 2− 1− 1 1○→ 2○ d > q√

2−1
, r1 < r2

Table 1: Configurations tested using Latin Hypercube sampling with K = 5, r, d, q ∈ [0, 10], and
1,000 samples each. For 0 ≤ k ≤ 10, we find that all conjectures are supported. We list the structure
as the number of patches in each level, given in increasing level order. Patches are ordered from
left to right. See Figure 5 for examples of these configurations.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Proof of Theorem 3.7

For the distributary stream network, where the bi-directional edge is added from patch 2 to patch
3 (see Figure 2(1)), we consider two matrices

A = LD,1(0) +R = LD +R =

−2d− 2q + r1 d d
d+ q −d+ r2 0
d+ q 0 −d+ r3

 ,
and

B =

[
−2d− 2q + r1 d

2d+ 2q −d+ r3

]
,

where B is obtained from A by adding row 2 to row 3, then deleting the second row and column of
the resulting matrix. Informally, the matrix B corresponds to the case when k →∞.

Lemma 7.1. We have s(B) > max{−2d− 2q + r1,−d+ r3}.

Proof. We have

B =

[
−2d− 2q + r1 0

2d+ 2q −d+ r3

]
+

[
0 d
0 0

]
:= P +Q.

By Lemma 3.4, s(B) > s(P ) = max{−2d− 2q + r1,−d+ r3}.

We are ready to prove Theorem 3.7.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. We consider the characteristic polynomial of the matrix A

pA(λ) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
−2d− 2q + r1 − λ d d

d+ q −d+ r2 − λ 0
d+ q 0 −d+ r3 − λ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
−2d− 2q + r1 − λ d d

d+ q −d+ r2 − λ 0
2(d+ q) −d+ r2 − λ −d+ r3 − λ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= (−d+ r2 − λ)pB(λ)− (d+ q)

∣∣∣∣ d d
−d+ r2 − λ −d+ r3 − λ

∣∣∣∣
= (−d+ r2 − λ)pB(λ) + d(d+ q)(r2 − r3),

where pB(λ) is the characteristic polynomial of the matrix B. Now we consider the three cases.

(a) If r2 = r3, then p(A)(λ) = (−d+ r2 − λ)pB(λ), thus we have

s(A) = max{−d+ r2, s(B)}.

We observe that s(B) > max{−2d− 2q + r1,−d+ r3} ≥ −d+ r3 = −d+ r2, where the first
inequality is due to Lemma 7.1. Thus we must have s(A) = s(B). Applying Proposition 3.3
gives ρ′D,1(k) = 0.

(b) Suppose that r2 > r3. We plug λ = s(B) into pA(λ) and obtain

pA(s(B)) = 0 + d(d+ q)(r2 − r3) > 0.

Since limλ→∞ pA(λ) = −∞ < 0, by the Intermediate Value Theorem, there exists a root of
pA(λ) in (s(B),∞). Thus s(A) > s(B). Applying Proposition 3.3 gives ρ′D,1(k) < 0.
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(c) Suppose that r2 < r3. We plug λ = s(B) into pA(λ) and obtain

pA(s(B)) = 0 + d(d+ q)(r2 − r3) < 0.

Note that when λ > s(B), then by Lemma 7.1, we have λ > −d+ r3 > −d+ r2. In addition,
since pB is a quadratic function which opens upward, we have pB(λ) > 0 when λ > s(B).
Combining both observations yields

pA(λ) = (−d+ r2 − λ)pB(λ) + d(d+ q)(r2 − r3) < 0, for λ > s(B).

As a result, there is no root of pA(λ) in [s(B),∞) and consequently, we must have s(A) < s(B).
Applying Proposition 3.3 gives ρ′D,1(k) > 0.

7.2 Proof of Theorem 4.9

Let (u1, u2, u3) be the unique positive solution of

− 2(d+ q)u1 + du2 + du3 + r1u1

(
1− u1

K

)
= 0, (7.1a)

(d+ q)u1 − (d+ k)u2 + ku3 + r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
= 0, (7.1b)

(d+ q)u1 + ku2 − (d+ k)u3 + r3u3

(
1− u3

K

)
= 0. (7.1c)

Differentiating (7.1) with respect to k, we obtain

− 2(d+ q)u′1 + du′2 + du′3 + r1u
′
1

(
1− 2u1

K

)
= 0, (7.2a)

(d+ q)u′1 − (d+ k)u′2 + ku′3 − u2 + u3 + r2u
′
2

(
1− 2u2

K

)
= 0, (7.2b)

(d+ q)u′1 + ku′2 − (d+ k)u′3 + u2 − u3 + r3u
′
3

(
1− 2u3

K

)
= 0. (7.2c)

Lemma 7.2. If r1 > 0, and r2 > 0 or r3 > 0, then u1 ∈ ( d
d+qK,K) and u2, u3 ∈ (K, d+q

d K).

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 4.2 by noticing that (dK/(d+q)K,K,K) is a strict subsolution
and (K, (d+ q)K/d, (d+ q)K/d) is a strict supersolution of (7.1). So we omit the details here.

Lemma 7.3. Suppose that r1 > 0. If r2 > r3, then u3 > u2, and vice versa.

Proof. First, suppose that k = 0. Let f(r, x) := (d+ q)u1 − dx+ rx(1− x/K). By Lemma 7.2, we
have u1 > dK/(d + q). For any r > 0, f(r,K) = (d + q)u1 − dK > 0. Since f(r, x) is a parabola
opening downward, f(r, x) = 0 has a unique positive root in (K,∞). In particular, x = ui > K is
the unique positive solution of f(ri, x) = 0 for i = 2, 3. Differentiating f(r, x) = 0 with respect to
r, we obtain

dx

dr

(
−d+ r

(
1− 2x

K

))
= −x

(
1− x

K

)
.

If x > K, then dx/dr < 0. Therefore, r2 > r3 implies u2 < u3.
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Next, we consider the case k > 0. By continuity, the fact that r2 > r3 implies u2 < u3 is still
true when k is small. Suppose to the contrary that this statement is not true for any k > 0. Then,
there exists some k > 0 such that r2 > r3 and u2 = u3. Substituting u2 = u3 into (7.1), we can
cancel the terms involving k. Then using a similar argument as the case k = 0, r2 > r3 will imply
u2 < u3, which is a contradiction.

Lemma 7.4. u′1 and u′2 + u′3 have the same sign for all k ≥ 0.

Proof. Multiplying equation (7.1a) by u′1, equation (7.2a) by u1 and taking the difference, we obtain(
d(u2 + u3) + r1

u21
K

)
u′1 = du1(u

′
2 + u′3).

Therefore, u′1 and u′2 + u′3 have the same sign.

Lemma 7.5. If r2 = r3, then u2 = u3 and u′1 = u′2 = u′3 = 0 for all k ≥ 0.

Proof. Suppose r2 = r3. By a relabeling argument and the uniqueness of positive solution of
(7.1), u2 = u3 for all k ≥ 0. Let (u1, u2, u3) be the positive solution of (7.1) when k = 0. Since
u2 = u3, it is easy to see that (u1, u2, u3) is also the positive solution of (7.1) for any k > 0. Hence,
u′1 = u′2 = u′3 = 0 for all k ≥ 0.

Lemma 7.6. Suppose that r1 > 0. If u′1 = 0 for some k ≥ 0, then r2 = r3.

Proof. By equation (7.2a), u′2 + u′3 = 0. If u′2 = 0, then u′3 = 0 and u2 = u3 by equation (7.2b).
Then taking the difference of equations (7.2b) and (7.2c), we have

r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
= r3u3

(
1− u3

K

)
.

If u2 = u3 = K, then by equation (7.1b), u1 = dK/(d+ q). By equation (7.1a), r1 = 0, which is a
contradiction. So, u2 = u3 ̸= K, which implies r2 = r3 = 0.

If u′2 ̸= 0, adding equations (7.2b) and (7.2c), we have

r2u
′
2

(
1− 2u2

K

)
+ r3u

′
3

(
1− 2u3

K

)
= 0.

If follows that

r2

(
1− 2u2

K

)
= r3

(
1− 2u3

K

)
. (7.3)

Suppose to the contrary that r2 ̸= r3. Without loss of generality, suppose that r2 > r3. By Lemma
7.3, we have u2 < u3. Taking the difference of equations (7.1b) and (7.1c), we obtain

r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
− r3u3

(
1− u3

K

)
= (d+ 2k)(u2 − u3) < 0.

Dividing the above inequality by (7.3) and by Lemma 7.2,

u2
(
1− u2

K

)(
2u2
K − 1

) <
u3

(
1− u3

K

)(
2u3
K − 1

) .

It is straightforward to check that the function f(x) = x(1 − x/K)/(2x/K − 1) is decreasing on
[K, (d+ q)K/d]. Then u2 < u3 implies that f(u2) ≥ f(u3), which is a contradiction.
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Lemma 7.7. Suppose that r1 > 0. If r2 = 0 and r3 > 0 or r2 > 0 and r3 = 0, then u′1 < 0 for all
k ≥ 0.

Proof. Suppose that r2 = 0 and r3 > 0. By Lemma 7.6, we have u′1 ̸= 0. Suppose to the contrary
that u′1 > 0 for some k ≥ 0. Multiplying (7.1) by ui and (7.2) by u′i and taking the difference, we
have

d(u′1u2 − u1u′2) + d(u′1u3 − u1u′3) + r1
u21u

′
1

K
= 0, (7.4a)

− (d+ q)(u′1u2 − u1u′2) + k(u′2u3 − u2u′3) + u2(u2 − u3) = 0, (7.4b)

k(u2u
′
3 − u′2u3)− (d+ q)(u′2u3 − u2u′3) + u3(u3 − u2) + r3

u23u
′
3

K
= 0. (7.4c)

Multiplying equation (7.4a) by (d+ q)/d and adding this to equations of (7.4b) and (7.4c), we
have

r1
d+ q

d

u21u
′
1

K
+ (u2 − u3)2 + r3

u23u
′
3

K
= 0.

Noticing u′1 > 0, the above equation implies that u′3 < 0. By Lemma 7.3, we have u2 − u3 > 0. By
Lemma 7.2, u3 > K and 1− 2u3/K < 0. So by equation (7.2c), u′2 < 0. Hence, u′2 + u′3 < 0, which
contradicts with Lemma 7.4. Therefore, u′1 < 0 for all k ≥ 0.

Theorem 7.8. Given r2 ̸= r3 and r1 > 0, then the total biomass is a decreasing function of the
diffusion rate between the patches on the same level.

Proof. By Lemma 7.4, it suffices to show that u′1 < 0 for all k ≥ 0. From Lemmas 7.5 and 7.6, u′1 = 0
if and only if r2 = r3. Thus u′1 has the same sign in each of the two regions: R1 = {(r2, r3) : 0 ≤
r2 < r3} and R2 = {(r2, r3) : 0 ≤ r3 < r2}. By Lemma 7.7, u′1 < 0 on {(r1, r2) : r2 = 0, r3 > 0} and
{(r1, r2) : r3 = 0, r2 > 0}. Thus u′1 < 0 in both regions R1 and R2. This completes the proof.

7.3 Proof of Theorem 4.10

The positive equilibrium (u1, u2, u3) in the tributary stream network with one-directional edge
modification is the unique solution of

r1u1

(
1− u1

K

)
− (d+ q + k)u1 + du3 = 0 (7.5a)

r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
+ ku1 − (d+ q)u2 + du3 = 0 (7.5b)

r3u3

(
1− u3

K

)
+ (d+ q)u1 + (d+ q)u2 − 2du3 = 0. (7.5c)

Differentiating the above equations in terms of k yields

r1u
′
1

(
1− 2u1

K

)
− (d+ q + k)u′1 − u1 + du′3 = 0 (7.6a)

r2u
′
2

(
1− 2u2

K

)
+ ku′1 + u1 − (d+ q)u′2 + du′3 = 0 (7.6b)

r3u
′
3

(
1− 2u3

K

)
+ (d+ q)u′1 + (d+ q)u′2 − 2du′3 = 0. (7.6c)
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Evaluating at k = 0, we have

r1u
′
1(0)

(
1− 2u1(0)

K

)
− (d+ q)u′1(0)− u1(0) + du′3(0) = 0 (7.7a)

r2u
′
2(0)

(
1− 2u2(0)

K

)
+ u1(0)− (d+ q)u′2(0) + du′3(0) = 0 (7.7b)

r3u
′
3(0)

(
1− 2u3(0)

K

)
+ (d+ q)u′1(0) + (d+ q)u′2(0)− 2du′3(0) = 0. (7.7c)

Adding the three equations above yields

r1u
′
1(0)

(
1− 2u1(0)

K

)
+ r2u

′
2(0)

(
1− 2u2(0)

K

)
+ r3u

′
3(0)

(
1− 2u3(0)

K

)
= 0 (7.8)

It is easy to check that when k = 0, all the following results are special cases of Lemma 4.1 to
Lemma 4.5.

Lemma 7.9. If r3 = 0, thenM′
T ,1(0) = 0.

Lemma 7.10. If r3 > 0, we must have u1(0), u2(0) ∈
[

d
d+qK,K

)
and u3(0) ∈

[
K, d+q

d K
)
.

Lemma 7.11. u′1(0) + u′2(0) has the same sign as u′3(0). In particular, this implies further that
M′

T ,1 has the same sign as u′3(0).

Lemma 7.12. Suppose that d > q and r3 > 0. Then u′3(0) = 0 if and only if r1 = r2.

Now it remains to check the sign of u′3(0) on the two axes {r1 = 0, r2 > 0} and {r2 = 0, r1 > 0}.

Lemma 7.13. Suppose that d > q and r3 > 0. Then

(a) If r1 = 0 and r2 > 0, then u′3(0) < 0.

(b) If r2 = 0 and r1 > 0, then u′3(0) > 0.

Proof. (a) Suppose that r1 = 0, r2 > 0, and r3 > 0. We assume by contradiction that u′3(0) > 0.
From equation (7.8), we have

r2u
′
2(0)

(
1− 2u2(0)

K

)
+ r3u

′
3(0)

(
1− 2u3(0)

K

)
= 0.

Since u2(0) ≥ d
d+qK > K

2 and u3(0) ≥ K > K
2 , we have u′2(0) < 0. However, from equation (7.7b)

we have

u′2(0)

(
d+ q + r2

(
2u2(0)

K
− 1

))
= u1(0) + du′3(0) > 0.

Thus we now obtain u′2(0) > 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore, for this case we must have
u′3(0) < 0.

(b) Suppose that r2 = 0, r1 > 0, and r3 > 0. Again, we assume by contradiction that u′3(0) < 0.
From equation (7.8), we have

r1u
′
1(0)

(
1− 2u1(0)

K

)
+ r3u

′
3(0)

(
1− 2u3(0)

K

)
= 0.
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Since u1(0) ≥ d
d+qK > K

2 and u3(0) ≥ K > K
2 , we have u′1(0) > 0. However, from equation (7.7a),

we have

u′1(0)

(
d+ q + r2

(
2u2(0)

K
− 1

))
= −u1(0) + du′3(0) < 0.

Thus now we obtain u′1(0) < 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore, for this case we must have
u′3(0) > 0.

SinceM′
T ,1(0) has the same sign as u′3(0), the proof of Theorem 4.10 follows directly from the

lemmas above.

7.4 Proof of Theorem 4.11

The positive equilibrium (u1, u2, u3) in the distributary stream network with one-directional edge
modification is the unique solution of

r1u1

(
1− u1

K

)
− 2(d+ q)u1 + du2 + du3 = 0, (7.9a)

r2u2

(
1− u2

K

)
+ (d+ q)u1 − (d+ k)u2 = 0, (7.9b)

r3u3

(
1− u3

K

)
+ (d+ q)u1 + ku2 − du3 = 0. (7.9c)

Differentiating the above equations in terms of k yields

r1u
′
1

(
1− 2u1

K

)
− 2(d+ q)u′1 + du′2 + du′3 = 0, (7.10a)

r2u
′
2

(
1− 2u2

K

)
+ (d+ q)u′1 − (d+ k)u′2 − u2 = 0, (7.10b)

r3u
′
3

(
1− 2u3

K

)
+ (d+ q)u′1 + ku′2 + u2 − du′3 = 0. (7.10c)

Evaluating at k = 0, we have

r1u
′
1(0)

(
1− 2u1(0)

K

)
− 2(d+ q)u′1(0) + du′2(0) + du′3(0) = 0, (7.11a)

r2u
′
2(0)

(
1− 2u2(0)

K

)
+ (d+ q)u′1(0)− du′2(0)− u2(0) = 0, (7.11b)

r3u
′
3(0)

(
1− 2u3(0)

K

)
+ (d+ q)u′1(0) + u2(0)− du′3(0) = 0. (7.11c)

Adding the three equations above yields

r1u
′
1(0)

(
1− 2u1(0)

K

)
+ r2u

′
2(0)

(
1− 2u2(0)

K

)
+ r3u

′
3(0)

(
1− 2u3(0)

K

)
= 0. (7.12)

Plugging in k = 0 and taking (7.9a) × u′1(0) + (7.9b) × u′2(0) + (7.9c) × u′3(0) − ((7.11a) × u1 +
(7.11b)× u2 + (7.11c)× u3) yields

r1u1(0)
2

K
u′1(0) +

r2u2(0)
2

K
u′2(0) +

r3u3(0)
2

K
u′3(0) = u2(0)(u3(0)− u2(0)). (7.13)

It is easy to check that when k = 0, all the following results are special cases of Lemma 7.2 to
Lemma 7.6.
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Lemma 7.14. If r1 = 0, thenMD,1(0) = 0.

Lemma 7.15. If r1 > 0, we must have u1(0) ∈
[

d
d+qK,K

)
and u2(0), u3(0) ∈

[
K, d+q

d K
)
.

Lemma 7.16. If r2 > r3, then u3(0) > u2(0) and vice versa.

Lemma 7.17. u′2(0) + u′3(0) has the same sign as u′1(0). In particular, this implies further that
M′

D,1 has the same sign as u′1(0).

Lemma 7.18. Suppose that r1 > 0. Then u′1(0) = 0 if and only if r2 = r3.

Now it remains to check the sign of u′1(0) on the two axes {r2 = 0, r3 > 0} and {r3 = 0, r2 > 0}.

Lemma 7.19. Suppose that r1 > 0. Then

(a) if r2 = 0 and r3 > 0, then u′1(0) < 0;

(b) if r3 = 0 and r2 > 0, then u′1(0) > 0.

Proof. (a) Suppose that r2 = 0, r3 > 0, and r1 > 0. From Lemma 7.16, we have u2(0) > u3(0).
Now, assume by contradiction that u′1(0) > 0. From equation (7.13), we have

r1u1(0)
2

K
u′1(0) +

r3u3(0)
2

K
u′3(0) = u2(0)(u3(0)− u2(0)) < 0.

Since u′1(0) > 0, we must have u′3(0) < 0. However, from equation (7.11c) we have

u′3(0)

(
d+ r3

(
2u3(0)

K
− 1

))
= u2(0) + (d+ q)u′1(0) > 0.

Thus we obtain u′3(0) > 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore, for this case we must have u′1(0) < 0.
(b) Suppose that r3 = 0, r2 > 0, and r1 > 0. By Lemma 7.16, we have u3(0) > u2(0). Again,

we assume by contradiction that u′1(0) < 0. From equation (7.13), we have

r1u1(0)
2

K
u′1(0) +

r2u2(0)
2

K
u′2(0) = u2(0)(u3(0)− u2(0)) > 0.

Since u′1(0) < 0, we must have u′2(0) > 0. However, the equation (7.11b), we have

u′2(0)

(
d+ r2

(
2u2(0)

K
− 1

))
= −u2(0) + (d+ q)u′1(0) < 0.

Thus now we obtain u′2(0) < 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore, for this case we must have
u′1(0) > 0.

SinceM′
D,1(0) has the same sign as u′1(0), the proof of Theorem 4.11 follows directly from the

lemmas above.
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and Andrea Rinaldo. Effects of altered river network connectivity on the distribution of salmo
trutta: Insights from a metapopulation model. Freshwater Biology, 64(11):1877–1895, 2019.

27



[16] K.P. Hadeler and H.R. Thieme. Monotone dependence of the spectral bound on the transition
rates in linear compartment models. Journal of Mathematical Biology, 57(5):697–712, 2008.

[17] Youcef Hamida. The evolution of dispersal for the case of two-patches and two-species with
travel loss. Master’s thesis, The Ohio State University, 2017.

[18] Qihua Huang, Yu Jin, and Mark A Lewis. R 0 analysis of a benthic-drift model for a stream
population. SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 15(1):287–321, 2016.

[19] Hongyan Jiang, King-Yeung Lam, and Yuan Lou. Are two-patch models sufficient? the
evolution of dispersal and topology of river network modules. Bulletin of Mathematical Biology,
82:1–42, 2020.

[20] Hongyan Jiang, King-Yeung Lam, and Yuan Lou. Three-patch models for the evolution of dis-
persal in advective environments: varying drift and network topology. Bulletin of Mathematical
Biology, 83:1–46, 2021.

[21] Yu Jin and Mark A Lewis. Seasonal influences on population spread and persistence in streams:
critical domain size. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 71(4):1241–1262, 2011.

[22] Yu Jin, Rui Peng, and Junping Shi. Population dynamics in river networks. Journal of
Nonlinear Science, 29:2501–2545, 2019.

[23] Stephen Kirkland, Zhisheng Shuai, Pauline van den Driessche, and Xueying Wang. Impact
of varying community networks on disease invasion. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics,
81(3):1166–1189, 2021.
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