arXiv:2405.05103v1 [math.DS] 8 May 2024

Multistability of Bi-Reaction Networks

Yixuan Liang, Xiaoxian Tang and Qian Zhang

School of Mathematical Sciences, Beihang University, Beijing 100191, P.R. China. Key Laboratory of Mathematics, Informatics and Behavioral Semantics, Ministry of Education, Beijing 100191, P. R. China.

State Key Laboratory of Software Development Environment, Beihang University, Beijing 100083, P.R. China.

Abstract. We provide a sufficient and necessary condition in terms of the stoichiometric coefficients for a bi-reaction network to admit multistability. Also, this result completely characterizes the bi-reaction networks according to if they admit multistability.

AMS subject classifications: 92C40, 92C45

Key words: reaction networks, mass-action kinetics, multistationarity, multistability

1 Introduction

This work addresses the multistability problem for the dynamical systems arising from the bio-chemical reaction networks (under mass-action kinetics). The problem is how to efficiently determine if a reaction network admits at least two stable positive steady states in the same stoichiometric compatibility class. Multistability is important in mathematical biology since it widely exists in the decision-making process and switch-like behavior in cellular signaling (e.g., [1, 9, 13, 21, 33]). In practice, one way to detect multistability is to first find nondegenerate multistationarity (i.e., to check if the network admits more than one positive nondegenerate steady state). Usually, one can obtain two stable steady states if the number of positive nondegenerate steady states is at least three (e.g., [14,22,31]). Generally, deciding multistationarity/multistability or computing the witnesses (i.e., a choice of parameters for which the network exhibits multistationarity/multistability) is challenging because the problem is known to be a special real quantifier elimination problem (that means we want to efficiently obtain the information of real solutions of a semi-algebraic system, e.g., [5,15]). However, there indeed exists a collection of efficient/practical methods for detecting multistationarity (e.g., [7, 16, 20, 26]). Most of these approaches are to check if the determinant of a certain Jacobian matrix changes sign [2, 6, 8, 10, 25, 32]. 1

One big goal in the area of reaction network is to look for the “explicit” criteria. That means we hope to tell the dynamical behaviors of a network by reading the network itself without doing any expensive computations. One typical result, which makes the big goal realistic, is the well-known deficiency zero theorem and the deficiency one theorem [11]. So far, such explicit criteria for detecting multistationarity/multistability are only known for small networks with one species or up to two reactions (possibly reversible) [18, 27]. For instance, in [18], the authors completely characterized one-species networks by “arrow diagrams”, and the number of (stable) steady states can be read off by looking at the existence of T-alternating subnetworks with certain type of arrow diagrams. Later, in [24], the criterion for multistationarity described by arrow diagrams is extended to more general networks with one-dimensional stoichiometric subspaces. Since for the one-dimensional networks, admitting at least three positive steady states is a necessary condition for admitting multistability (e.g., [30, Theorem 3.4]), the explicit criterion for admitting three positive steady states (described by “bi-arrow diagrams”) is studied in [28]. Also, the authors of [28] has completely characterized the stoichiometric coefficients of the bi-reaction networks that admit at least three positive steady states. We remark that in the point of view of real algebraic geometry, an explicit criterion for multistationarity/multistability is essentially an explicit criterion for deciding number of real solutions of a special class of semi-algebraic systems. Some related recent work is the extension of the Descartes’ rule of signs for the high dimensional algebraic systems (e.g., [4, 12]), which can also be applied to the steady-state systems arising from bio-chemical reaction networks.

In this paper, we focus on the bi-reaction networks that admit finitely many positive steady states. The main result is an explicit criterion for deciding multistability of bireaction networks (see Theorem 3.1). By this result, we completely classify all non-trivial bi-reaction networks according to if they admit multistability or not (here, a “non-trivial” network means this network admits at least one positive steady state). This work can be viewed as an extension of [28], since in [28], all bi-reaction networks are classified according to if they admit at least three positive steady states (recall that admitting three positive steady states is a necessary condition for multistability).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall the basic definitions and notions for the reaction networks and the multistationarity/multistability. In Section 3, we present the main theorem (a sufficient and necessary condition in terms of the stoichiometric coefficients for a bi-reaction network to admit multistability), and we illustrate how to use the theorem for deciding multistability by several examples. In Section 4, we present the proof of the main theorem by discussing several cases. In the supplementary materials^*, we present a list of useful lemmas and their proofs.

∗https://github.com/65536-1024/one-dim

2 Background

2.1 Chemical reaction networks

In this paper, we follow the standard notions on reaction networks used in [28, 30]. A reaction network G (or network for short) consists of finitely many reactions:

α_{1j} X_1 +···+α_{sj} X_s^{κj}−→ β_{1j} X_1 +···+β_{sj}X_s, j =1,2,...,m, (2.1)

where X_1,...,X_s denote s species, the stoichiometric coefficients α_{ij} and β_{ij} are non-negative integers, each κ_j ∈R_{>0} is a rate constant corresponding to the j-th reaction, and we assume that

for every j ∈ {1,··· ,m}, (α_{1j} ,···,α_{sj}) ≠ (β_{1j} ,···,β_{sj}). (2.2)

The stoichiometric matrix of G, denoted by N , is the s×m matrix with (i,j)-entry equal to β_{ij} −α_{ij}. The stoichiometric subspace, denoted by S, is the real vector space spanned by the column vectors of N .

The concentrations of the species X_1,X_2,...,X_s are denoted by x_1,x_2,...,x_s, respectively. Note that x_i can be considered as a function in the time variable t. Under the assumption of mass-action kinetics, we describe how these concentrations change in t by the following system of ordinary differential equations (ODEs):

ẋ = ( f_1(κ;x),···, f_s(κ;x))^⊤ := N · κ_1^s∏_{i=1} x^{αi1}_i

κ_2^s∏_{i=1} x^{αi2}_i . . κ_m^s∏_{i=1} x^{αim}_i

, (2.3)

where x denotes the vector (x_1,x_2,...,x_s), and κ denotes the vector (κ_1,...,κ_m). Note that for every i ∈ {1,...,s}, f_i(κ;x) is a polynomial in Q[κ,x].

A conservation-law matrix of G, denoted by W, is any row-reduced d×s matrix (here, d := s−rank(N )), whose rows form a basis of S^⊥. Note that rank(W) = d. Especially, if the stoichiometric subspace of G is one-dimensional, then rank(N ) = 1 and rank(W) = s−1. Note that the system (2.3) satisfies Wẋ =0, and any trajectory x(t) beginning at a nonnegative vector x(0) = x^0 ∈ R^s_{>0} remains, for all positive time, in the following stoichiometric compatibility class with respect to the total-constant vector c :=Wx^0 ∈ R^d:

P_c := {x ∈ R^s_{≥0} : Wx = c}. (2.4)

2.2 Multistationarity and multistability

For a given rate-constant vector κ ∈ R^m_{>0}, a steady state of (2.3) is a concentration vector x^∗ ∈ R^s_{≥0} such that f_1(κ,x^∗) = ··· = f_s(κ,x^∗) = 0, where f_1,..., f_s are on the right-hand side of the ODEs (2.3). If all coordinates of a steady state x^∗ are strictly positive (i.e., x^∗ ∈ R^s_{>0}), then we call x^∗ a positive steady state. We say a steady state x^∗ is nondegenerate if im ( Jac_f (x^∗)|_S ) = S, where Jac_f (x^∗) denotes the Jacobian matrix of f , with respect to x, at x^∗. A steady state x^∗ is exponentially stable (or simply stable) if it is nondegenerate, and all non-zero eigenvalues of Jac_f (x^∗) have negative real parts. Note that if a steady state is exponentially stable, then it is locally asymptotically stable [23].

Suppose N ∈ Z_{≥0}. We say a network admits N (nondegenerate) positive steady states if there exist a rate-constant vector κ ∈ R^m_{>0} and a total-constant vector c ∈ R^d such that it has N (nondegenerate) positive steady states in the stoichiometric compatibility class P_c. Similarly, we say a network admits N stable positive steady states if there exist a rateconstant vector κ∈R^m_{>0} and a total-constant vector c∈R^d such that it has N stable positive steady states in P_c.

The maximum number of positive steady states of a network G is

cap_{pos}(G) := max{N ∈ Z_{≥0} ∪{+∞} : G admits N positive steady states}.

Similarly, we define

cap_{nondeg}(G) := max{N ∈ Z_{≥0} ∪{+∞} : G admits N nondegenerate positive steady states} and cap_{stab}(G) := max{N ∈ Z_{≥0} ∪{+∞} : G admits N stable positive steady states}.

We say a network admits multistationarity if cap_{pos}(G) ≥ 2. We say a network admits nondegenerate multistationarity if cap_{nondeg}(G) ≥ 2. We say a network admits multistability if cap_{stab}(G) ≥ 2.

Theorem 2.1. [30, Theorem 6.1] Given a network G with a one-dimensional stoichiometric subspace, if cap_{pos}(G) < +∞, then cap_{nondeg}(G)= cap_{pos}(G).

3 Main result

In this section, we focus on the bi-reaction network G:

α_{11}X_1 +···+α_{s1}X_s^{κ1}−→ β_{11} X_1 +···+β_{s1}X_s,

α_{12}X_1 +···+α_{s2}X_s^{κ2}−→ β_{12} X_1 +···+β_{s2}X_s. (3.1)

First, we define the following sets of indices, which give a partition of the set {1,...,s}:

S_1 := {i : α_{i1} > α_{i2}, β_{i1} > α_{i1}, 1⩽i ⩽ s}, S_2 := {i : α_{i1} < α_{i2}, β_{i1} < α_{i1}, 1⩽i ⩽ s}, S_3 := {i : α_{i1} > α_{i2}, β_{i1} < α_{i1}, 1⩽i ⩽ s}, S_4 := {i : α_{i1} < α_{i2}, β_{i1} > α_{i1}, 1⩽i ⩽ s}, and S_5 := {i : α_{i1} = α_{i2} or β_{i1} = α_{i1}, 1⩽i ⩽ s}. (3.2)

For each i ∈ {1,...,s}, we define the following notions:

a_i := |α_{i1} −α_{i2}|, γ_i := |β_{i1} −α_{i1}|. (3.3)

Theorem 3.1. Given a bi-reaction network G (3.1) with a one-dimensional stoichiometric subspace, suppose 0 < cap_{pos}(G) < +∞.

(a) If all the four sets S_1, S_2, S_3, S_4 are non-empty, then G admits multistability if and only if

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}, or} ∑_{i∈S2}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}. (3.4)}

(b) If there are exactly three of the four sets S_1, S_2, S_3, S_4 are non-empty, then G admits multistability if and only if one of the following four statements (1)–(4) holds. (1) S_1, S_3 and S_4 are non-empty, and

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}. (3.5)}

(2) S_2, S_3 and S_4 are non-empty, and

∑_{i∈S2}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}. (3.6)}

(3) S_1, S_2 and S_3 are non-empty, and there exists a subset S^∗_2 of S_2 such that

∑_{i∈S3}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S∗2}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}. (3.7)}

(4) S_1, S_2 and S_4 are non-empty, and there exists a subset S^∗_1 of S_1 such that

∑_{i∈S4}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S∗1}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}. (3.8)}

(c) If there are exactly two of the four sets S_1, S_2, S_3, S_4 are non-empty, then G admits multistability if and only if one of the following two statements (1)–(2) holds. (1) S_2 and S_3 are non-empty and there exists a subset S^∗_2 of S_2 such that

∑_{i∈S3}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S∗2}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}. (3.9)}

(2) S_1 and S_4 are non-empty, and there exists a subset S^∗_1 of S_1 such that

∑_{i∈S4}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S∗1}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}. (3.10)}

(d) If only one of the four sets S_1, S_2, S_3, S_4 is non-empty, then G admits no multistability. Example 3.1. The following examples illustrate how Theorem 3.1 works.

(a) Consider the following network: G : 4X_1 +X_2 +X_3 → 5X_1 +X_4 X_1 +2X_2 +X_4 → 3X_2 +X_3 It is straightforward to check that: a_1 =3, a_2 =1, a_3 =1, a_4 =1.

S_1 = {1}, S_2 = {2}, S_3 = {3}, S_4 = {4}, S_5 = ∅.

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{= a}1^{=3 > 1= a}4^{=min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}.}

So by Theorem 3.1 (a), we have cap_{stab}(G) ≥ 2. The steady-state system augmented with the conservation laws is κ_1 x^4_1 x_2 x_3 −κ_2 x_1 x^2 x_4 =0, −x_1 −x_2 −c_1 =0, −x_1 −x_3 −c_2 =0, x_1 −x_4 −c_3 =0.

One can check that for c_1 = −2, c_2 = − 17 10 , c_3 = 3 10 , κ_1 = 1, and κ_2 = 1, the network has 3 positive steady states:

x^{(1)} =(0.3293, 1.671, 1.371, 0.02930), x^{(2)} =(1.000, 1.000, 0.7000, 0.7000), x^{(3)} =(1.548, 0.4521, 0.1521, 1.248), where x^{(1)} and x^{(3)} are stable.

(b) (i) Consider the following network: G : 3X_1 +3X_2 +2X_3 +X_4 → 4X_1 +4X_2 +X_3 +2X_4 X_1 +X_2 +X_3 +4X_4 → 2X_3 +3X_4 It is straightforward to check that: a_1 =2, a_2 =2, a_3 =1, a_4 =3.

S_1 = {1, 2}, S_2 = ∅, S_3 = {3}, S_4 = {4}, S_5 = ∅.

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{= a}1^{+a}2^{=4 > 3= a}4^{=min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}.}

So by Theorem 3.1 (b) (1), we have cap_{stab}(G) ≥ 2. The steady-state system augmented with the conservation laws is κ_1 x^3_1 x^3_2 x^2_3 x_4 −κ_2 x_1 x_2 x_3x^4 =0, x_1 −x_2 −c_1 =0, x_1 +x_3 −c_2 =0, x_1 −x_4 −c_3 =0.

One can check that for c_1 = 9 100 , c_2 = 3, c_3 = 1 10 , κ_1 = 1, and κ_2 = 2, the network has 3 positive steady states:

x^{(1)} =(0.1448, 0.05478, 2.855, 0.04478), x^{(2)} =(0.7442, 0.6542, 2.256, 0.6442), x^{(3)} =(2.103, 2.013, 0.8967, 2.003),

where x^{(1)} and x^{(3)} are stable.

(b) (ii) Consider the following network: G : 2X_1 +2X_2 +X_3 +X_4 +X_5 +3X_6 → 3X_1 +X_2 X_1 +3X_2 +3X_3 +2X_4 → 4X_2 +4X_3 +3X_4 +X_5 +3X_6 It is straightforward to check that: a_1 =1, a_2 =1, a_3 =2, a_4 =1, a_5 =1, a_6 =3. S_1 = {1}, S_2 = {2, 3, 4}, S_3 = {5, 6}, S_4 = ∅, S_5 = ∅.

Choose S^∗_2 = {2, 3}. Note that

∑_{i∈S3}^ai^{=4 >} ∑_{i∈S∗2}^ai^{=3 > min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{} =1.}

So by Theorem 3.1 (b) (3), we have cap_{stab}(G) ≥ 2. The steady-state system augmented with the conservation laws is κ_1 x^2_1 x^2 x_3 x_4 x_5x^3_6 −κ_2 x_1 x^3_2 x^3 x^2_4 =0, x_1 +x_2 −c_1 =0, x_1 +x_3 −c_2 =0, x_1 +x_4 −c_3 =0, x_1 +x_5 −c_4 =0, 3x_1 +x_6 −c_5 =0.

One can check that for c_1 =101, c_2 =101, c_3 =1000, c_4 =100, c_5 =315, κ_1 =1, and κ_2 =72, the network has 4 positive steady states: x^{(1)} =(32.09, 68.91, 68.91, 967.9, 67.91, 218.7), x^{(2)} =(86.24, 14.76, 14.76, 913.8, 13.76, 56.29), x^{(3)} =(97.55, 3.450, 3.450, 902.5, 2.450, 22.35), x^{(4)} =(99.54, 1.464, 1.464, 900.5, 0.4641, 16.39), where x^{(2)} and x^{(4)} are stable.

(c) Consider the following network: G : 3X_1 +4X_2 +5X_3 +2X_4 → 4X_1 +5X_2 +7X_3 +3X_4 +X_5 2X_1 +2X_2 +4X_3 +3X_4 +2X_5 → X_4 It is straightforward to check that: a_1 =1, a_2 =2, a_3 =1, a_4 =1, a_5 =2.

S_1 = {1, 2, 3}, S_2 = ∅, S_3 = ∅, S_4 = {4, 5}, S_5 = ∅. Choose S^∗_1 = {2}. Note that

∑_{i∈S4}^ai^{=3 >} ∑_{i∈S∗1}^ai^{=2 > min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{} =1.}

So by Theorem 3.1 (c) (1), we have cap_{stab}(G) ≥ 2. The steady-state system augmented with the conservation laws is κ_1 x^3_1 x^4_2 x^5_3 x^2_4 −2κ_2 x^2_1 x^2 x^4_3 x^3_4 x^2_5 =0, x_1 −x_2 −c_1 =0, 2x_1 −x_3 −c_2 =0, x_1 −x_4 −c_3 =0, x_1 −x_5 −c_4 =0.

One can check that for c_1 =100, c_2 =1, c_3 =101, c_4 =90, κ_1 =1, and κ_2 =328, the network has 4 positive steady states:

x^{(1)} =(101.6, 1.588, 202.2, 0.5879, 11.59), x^{(2)} =(108.1, 8.081, 215.2, 7.081, 18.08), x^{(3)} =(128.2, 28.21, 255.4, 27.21, 38.21), x^{(4)} =(190.6, 90.62, 380.2, 89.62, 100.6), where x^{(1)} and x^{(3)} are stable.

4 Proofs

Assumption 4.1. Without loss of generality, for any network G defined in (3.1), we assume that the set S_5 of indices defined in (3.2) is empty throughout the rest of the paper. In fact, if 0 < cap_{pos}(G) < +∞, one can always construct a new network such that the original network G is dynamically equivalent to the new one and the set S_5 for the new network is empty (e.g., [30, Lemma 5.1, Lemma 5.2]).

We assume that any bi-reaction network G mentioned has the form (3.1). Notice that by Assumption 4.1, we have β_{i1} −α_{i1} ≠0, for i =1,···,s. (4.1) If G has a one-dimensional stoichiometric subspace, then there exists λ ∈ R (λ ≠ 0) such that β_{12} −α_{12} . . β_{s2} −α_{s2} = λ β_{11} −α_{11} . . β_{s1} −α_{s1}

. (4.2)

By [18, Lemma 4.1] (also, see [30, Lemma 4.2]), we assume that λ < 0 in (4.2) (otherwise, the network admits no positive steady state). By substituting (4.2) into f_1,..., f_s in (2.3), we have

f_i = (β_{i1} −α_{i1}) ( κ_1 s ∏_{k=1}^{xαk1}k^{+λκ}2^s∏_{k=1}^{xαk2}k ) , i =1,...,s. (4.3)

We define the steady-state system augmented with the conservation laws:

h_1 := f_1 = (β_{11} −α_{11}) ( κ_1 s ∏_{k=1}^{xαk1}k^{+λκ}2^s∏_{k=1}^{xαk2}k ) , (4.4)

h_i := (β_{i1} −α_{i1})x_1 −(β_{11} −α_{11})x_i −c_{i−1}, i =2,...,s. (4.5)

We solve x_i from h_i =0, and we get

x_i =

(β_{i1} −α_{i1})x_1 −c_{i−1}

β_{11} −α_{11}

, i =2,...,s. (4.6)

We introduce a new variable z and a new parameter μ_1 such that

x_1 =(β_{11} −α_{11})(z+μ_1). (4.7)

Then, the conservation laws (i.e., h_i =0) can be written as

x_i =(β_{i1} −α_{i1})(z+μ_i), where μ_i := μ_1 − c_{i−1} (β_{11} −α_{11})(β_{i1} −α_{i1})

. (4.8)

If h_1 =0, then by (4.4) we have^s∏_{k=1} x^{αk1−αk2}_k = − λκ_2 κ_1

. So, s ∑_{k=1}^{(α}k1^{−α}k2^{)lnx}k^{=ln(− λκ2}_{κ1}^{). (4.9)}

Notice that we can replace x_i with (4.8). So, we define the left hand side of (4.9) as a new univariate function g(z):

g(z) := s ∑_{i=1}^{(α}i1^{−α}i2^{)ln(β}i1^{−α}i1^{)(z+μ}i^{). (4.10)}

For i ∈ S_1, S_4, we define d_i := μ_i. For i ∈ S_2, S_3, we define d_i := −μ_i. Recall that we have defined the notions a_i, γ_i in (3.3). So, we have

g(z) = ∑

i∈S_1

a_i lnγ_i(z+d_i)− ∑

i∈S_2

a_i ln(−γ_i(z−d_i))

+ ∑_{i∈S3}^ai^{ln(−γ}i^{(z−d}i^{))−} ∑_{i∈S4}^ai^{lnγ}i^{(z+d}i^{). (4.11)}

Notice that the domain of the function g(z) is I := (L, R), where

L := { max{−d_i }_{i∈S1∪S4} , S_1 ∪S_4 ≠ ∅ −∞, S_1 = S_4 = ∅ ,

R := { min{d_i }_{i∈S2 ∪S3} , S_2 ∪S_3 ≠ ∅ +∞, S_2 = S_3 = ∅

. (4.12)

By (4.10) and (4.11), we have dg dz (z)= s ∑_{i=1}^{αi1 −αi2}_{z+μi}^= ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z+di}^+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z+di}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z+di}^− ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z+di}^{. (4.13)}

Lemma 4.1. Given a network G (3.1) with a one-dimensional stoichiometric subspace, suppose cap_{pos}(G) < +∞. Let g(z) and I be the function and the interval defined as in (4.11) and (4.12). Then, G admits multistability iff (if and only if) there exist {d_i}^s_{i=1} ⊂ R and K ∈ R such that the equation g(z) = K has at least 2 solutions z_1 and z_2 in I satisfying dg dz (z_1) < 0 and dg dz (z_2) < 0, where these d_i’s are distinct from each other.

Lemma 4.2. Given a network G (3.1) with a one-dimensional stoichiometric subspace, suppose cap_{pos}(G) < +∞. Let g(z) and I =(L, R) be defined as in (4.11) and (4.12).

(i) For any given {d_i}^s_{i=1}⊂R, if lim_{z→L+} g(z)=+∞, lim_{z→R−} g(z)=−∞, lim_{z→L+} dg dz (z)=−∞,and lim_{z→R−} dg dz (z)= −∞, then there exists K∈R such that the equation g(z)=K has at least 2 solutions z_1 and z_2 in I satisfying dg dz (z_1) < 0 and dg dz (z_2) < 0 iff there exists ~z ∈ I such that dg dz (~z) > 0.

(ii) For any given {d_i}^s_{i=1}⊂R, if lim_{z→L+} g(z)=−∞, lim_{z→R−} g(z)=−∞, lim_{z→L+} dg dz (z)=+∞,and lim_{z→R−} dg dz (z)= −∞, then there exists K∈R such that the equation g(z)=K has at least 2 solutions z_1 and z_2 in I satisfying dg dz (z_1) < 0 and dg dz (z_2) < 0 iff there exist ~z_1, ~z_2 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2) such that dg dz (~z_1) < 0, and dg dz (~z_2) > 0.

(iii) For any given {d_i}^s_{i=1}⊂R, if lim_{z→L+} g(z)=−∞, lim_{z→R−} g(z)=+∞, lim_{z→L+} dg dz (z)=+∞,and lim_{z→R−} dg dz (z)= +∞, and if there exists K∈R such that the equation g(z)=K has at least 2 solutions z_1 and z_2 in I satisfying dg dz (z_1) < 0 and dg dz (z_2) < 0, then there exist ~z_1, ~z_2, ~z_3 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2 < ~z_3) such that dg dz (~z_1) < 0, dg dz (~z_2) > 0, and dg dz (~z_3) < 0.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (a) ⇐) First, we prove the sufficiency. Without loss of generality, we assume that

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}. (4.14)}

(If ∑_{i∈S} 2 a_i > min_{i∈S3} {a_i }, one can similarly prove the network G admits multistability.) By

Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 (i), we only need to find {d_i }^s_{i=1} ⊂ R such that lim_{z→L+} g(z) =

+∞, lim_{z→R−} g(z) = −∞, lim_{z→L+} dg dz (z) = −∞, lim_{z→R−} dg dz (z) = −∞, and there exists ~z ∈ I satisfying dg dz (~z) > 0. First, for any i ∈ S_1, we let d_i = σ_1. Similarly, we let d_i = σ_2 for any i ∈ S_2, and we let d_i = σ_3 for any i ∈ S_3. Assume that min_{i∈S4} {a_i} = a_{i0} , where i_0 ∈ S_4. And for any i ∈ S_4\{i_0 }, we also make all d_i’s the same, i.e. we let d_i = σ_4 for any i ∈ S_4\{i_0 }. Then, by (4.11) and (4.13), we have

g(z) = ∑

i∈S_1

a_i lnγ_i(z+σ_1)− ∑

i∈S_2

a_i ln(−γ_i(z−σ_2))

+ ∑_{i∈S3}^ai^{ln(−γ}i^{(z−σ}3^{))−a}i0^{lnγ}i0^{(z+d}i0^{)−} ∑_{i∈S4\{i0}}^ai^{lnγ}i^{(z+σ}4^{), and} dg dz (z) =

∑_{i∈S1} ai z+σ_1 + ∑_{i∈S2} ai −z+σ_2 − ∑_{i∈S3} ai −z+σ_3 − a_{i0} z+d_{i0} − ∑ i∈S_4\{i_0}

a_i z+σ_4

. (4.15) So, dg dz (0)=

∑_{i∈S1} ai σ_1 + ∑_{i∈S2} ai σ_2 − ∑_{i∈S3} ai σ_3 − a_{i0} d_{i0} − ∑ i∈S_4\{i_0}

a_i σ_4

. (4.16)

Below, we will choose concrete values for σ_1, σ_2, σ_3, σ_4 and d_{i0} such that dg dz (0) > 0. We let

σ_1 =

∑_{i∈S1} ai +ai_0 2a_{i0}

, σ_3 =

2 ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i c_0

,σ_4 =max

2 ∑_{i∈S}

4\{i_0}

a_i c_0 , 2 and d_{i0} =1, (4.17)

where

c_0 :=

∑_{i∈S1} ai σ_1 − a_{i0} d_{i0} = 2a_{i0} ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i ∑_{i∈S1} ai +ai_0

−a_{i0} . (4.18)

Notice that by (4.14), we have ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i > a_{i0} . So, by (4.17), we have σ_1 > d_{i0} and by (4.18), we have c_0 = a_{i0} ∑_{i∈S1} ai +ai_0

( ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{−a}i0^{) > 0. (4.19)}

Hence, σ_3 > 0 (recall that by (3.2) and (3.3), a_i > 0 for any i ∉ S_5). Obviously, we can choose σ_2 such that σ_2 > σ_3. Notice that

∑_{i∈S2} ai σ_2

> 0 (i.e., the second term of dg dz (0) in (4.16) is positive). By (4.17), we have c_0 2 = ∑_{i∈S3} ai

σ_3

, and c_0 2 ⩾ ∑ i∈S_4\{i_0}

a_i

σ_4

. So, by (4.16), we have dg dz (0) >

∑_{i∈S1} ai

σ_1 − a_{i0} d_{i0} − ∑_{i∈S3} ai

σ_3 − ∑ i∈S_4\{i_0}

a_i

σ_4

⩾ c_0 − c_0 2 − c_0 2 =0. (4.20)

Notice that for the interval I =(L, R) defined in (4.12), we have L =max{−σ_1, −d_{i0} , −σ_4} = −d_{i0} < 0, and R =min{σ_2, σ_3} = σ_3 > 0.

So, we have 0 ∈ I. By (4.15), when z → R^−, we have dg dz (z) → −∞, g(z) → −∞, and when

z→L^+, we have dg dz (z)→−∞, g(z)→+∞. Hence, by (4.20) and by Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 (i), the network G admits multistablity.

⇒) Next, we prove the necessity. Assume that the network G admits multistability. By Lemma 4.1, G admits multistability iff there exist {d_i }^s_{i=1} ⊂ R and K ∈ R such that the equation g(z)=K has at least 2 solutions z_1 and z_2 in the interval I=(L, R) defined in (4.12) satisfying dg dz (z_1) < 0 and dg dz (z_2) < 0, where these d_i’s are distinct from each other. Below, We prove the conclusion by deducing a contradiction. We assume that

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{⩽min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{} and} ∑_{i∈S2}^ai^{⩽min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}.}

Equivalently, we have

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{⩽ a}j^{, for any j ∈ S}4^{and (4.21)} ∑_{i∈S2}^ai^{⩽ a}j^{, for any, j ∈ S}3^{. (4.22)}

By (4.12), there exists m ∈ S_1 ∪S_4 such that L = −d_m and there exists n ∈ S_2 ∪S_3 such that R = d_n. Below, we deduce the contradiction for four different cases.

(Case 1) Assume that there exist m ∈ S_1 and n ∈ S_3 such that L = −d_m, and R = d_n. (4.23) By (4.11) and (4.13), we have lim z→−d^+_m

g(z)= −∞, lim_{z→d−n} g(z)= −∞, lim_{z→−d+m} dg dz (z)=+∞, and lim_{z→d−n} dg dz (z)= −∞.

So, by Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 (ii) (2), there exists z_0 ∈ I =(−d_m, d_n) such that dg dz (z_0)= ∑

i∈S_1

a_i z_0 +d_i

+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^− ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{=0, and (4.24)}

d^2 g dz^2

(z_0)= − ∑

i∈S_1

a_i (z_0 +d_i)^2

+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^+ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^{⩾0. (4.25)}

Below, we show that if (4.24) and (4.25) hold Simultaneously, then there will be a contradiction. By (4.12) and (4.23), we have R = d_n < d_i for any i ∈ S_2. (4.26) So, a_i −z_0 +d_i < a_i −z_0 +d_n for any i ∈ S_2.

Thus, for the second and the third terms in (4.24), we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^<

∑_{i∈S2} ai −z_0 +d_n

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{. (4.27)}

By the fact that n ∈ S_3 and by (4.22), we have ∑_{i∈S2} ai −z_0 +d_n

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^⩽

∑_{i∈S2} ai −z_0 +d_n − a_n −z_0 +d_n

⩽0. (4.28)

So, by (4.27) and (4.28), we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^< ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{. (4.29)}

Then, by (4.24), for the first and the last terms in (4.24), we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^> ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{. (4.30)}

Similarly, by (4.26) and (4.22), we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^<

∑_{i∈S2} ai (−z_0 +d_n)^2

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}

⩽ ∑_{i∈S2} ai (−z_0 +d_n)^2 − a_n (−z_0 +d_n)^2 ⩽0. Then, by (4.25), we have

∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^> ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^{. (4.31)}

By (4.21), we have

∑_{i∈S4}^{a2i}_{(z0 +di)2}^⩾ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{. (4.32)}

By (4.31), by using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and by (4.30), we have

∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^⩾ ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}

)_2 > ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z0 +di}

)_2 . So, by (4.32), we have

∑_{i∈S4}^{a2i}_{(z0 +di)2}^> ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z0 +di}

)_2 , which is impossible since a_i z_0 +d_i

> 0.

(Case 2) Assume that there exist m ∈ S_4 and n ∈ S_2 such that L = −d_m, and R = d_n. (4.33) Since Case 2 is symmetric with respect to Case 1, the proof is similar to the proof of Case 1. We omit the details.

(Case 3) Assume that there exist m ∈ S_4 and n ∈ S_3 such that L = −d_m, and R = d_n. (4.34) Then, by (4.12), we have −d_m =max{−d_i}_{i∈S1 ∪S4} , and d_n =min{d_i }_{i∈S2 ∪S3} .

So, for any z ∈ (−d_m , d_n), we have a_i z+d_i < a_i z+d_m for any i ∈ S_1, and a_i −z+d_i < a_i −z+d_n for any i ∈ S_2. (4.35)

Since m ∈ S_4 and n ∈ S_3, by (4.21)–(4.22), we have a_m ⩾ ∑

i∈S_1

a_i, and a_n ⩾ ∑

i∈S_2

a_i. (4.36)

Then, by (4.13), (4.35) and (4.36), we have dg dz (z)= ∑

i∈S_1

a_i z+d_i

+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z+di}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z+di}^− ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z+di}

⩽ ∑_{i∈S1} ai

z+d_m + ∑_{i∈S2} ai

−z+d_n − a_n −z+d_n − a_m z+d_m ⩽0. So, g(z) is decreasing in I. Thus, g(z) = 0 has at most one real solution in I. On the other hand, by Lemma 4.1, g(z)=0 has at least two real solutions in I, which is a contradiction.

(Case 4) Assume that there exist m ∈ S_1 and n ∈ S_2 such that

L = −d_m, and R = d_n. (4.37)

By (4.11) and (4.13), we have lim z→−d^+_m

g(z)= −∞, lim_{z→d−n} g(z)=+∞, lim_{z→−d+m} dg dz (z)=+∞, and lim_{z→d−n} dg dz (z)=+∞.

So, by Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 (iii) (2), if G admits multistability, then there exists z_0 ∈ I =(−d_m, d_n) such that dg dz (z_0) > 0, d^2 g dz^2

(z_0)=0, and d^3 g dz^3

(z_0)⩽0.

So, by (4.13), we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^> ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^+ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{, (4.38)}

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^+ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^= ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^+ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^{, and (4.39)}

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}^+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)3}^⩽ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)3}^+ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}^{. (4.40)}

Note that by (4.40), one of the following two equations must hold

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}^⩽ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}^{, (4.41)}

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)3}^⩽ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)3}^{. (4.42)}

Without loss of generality, we assume (4.41) holds (if (4.42) holds, we can prove the conclusion similarly). Below, we prove that (4.38), (4.39) and (4.41) can not hold simultaneously by the following four steps.

(Step 1) In this step, we prove that (4.38) and (4.39) imply

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^> ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^{. (4.43)}

We prove the conclusion by deducing a contradiction. Assume that

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^⩽ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^{. (4.44)}

Then, by Cauchy inequality and by (4.44), we have ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}

)_2

⩽ ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^⩽ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{. (4.45)}

By (4.21), we have

∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^⩽ ∑_{i∈S4}^{a2i}_{(z0 +di)2}^⩽ ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z0 +di}

)_2 . (4.46)

Notice that a_i z_0 +d_i

> 0 for any z_0 ∈ I. So, by (4.45) and (4.46), we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^⩽ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^.

Hence, by (4.38), we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^> ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{. (4.47)}

On the other hand, by (4.39) and (4.44), we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^⩽ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^{. (4.48)}

So, by Cauchy inequality and by (4.48), we have ( ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}

)_2

⩽ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S2}^ai^⩽ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S2}^ai^{. (4.49)}

By (4.22) and by the fact a_{i2} ⩽ a_i for any i ∈ S_3, we have

∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S2}^ai^⩽ ∑_{i∈S3}^{a2i}_{(−z0 +di)2}^⩽ ( ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}

)_2

. (4.50)

So, by (4.49) and (4.50), we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^⩽ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^.

This is a contradiction to (4.47). Therefore, the inequality (4.43) must hold.

(Step 2) In this step, we show that by (4.41) and (4.43), we can construct d_0, a_0 ∈ R such that

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^{> a0}_{(z0 +d0)2}^{, and (4.51)} ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}^{⩽ a0}_{(z0 +d0)3}^{. (4.52)} Let d_0 := ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2} )/( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3} ) −z_0, (4.53)

a_0 := ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2} )_3 /( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}

)_2 . (4.54)

It is straightforward to check that

∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^{= a0}_{(z0 +d0)2}^{, and} ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}^{= a0}_{(z0 +d0)3}^{. (4.55)}

So, by (4.41) and (4.43), we have (4.51) and (4.52) hold.

(Step 3) In this step, we prove that a_0 ⩾ ∑

i∈S_1

a_i . (4.56)

By (4.54), we only need to show that ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_3 ⩾ ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}

)_2

· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{. (4.57)}

Notice that by Cauchy inequality, we have ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_3

· ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)4}^= ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_2

· ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)4}^{(4.58)} ⩾ ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_2 · ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}

)_2 . By (4.21), we have ( ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_2

⩾ ∑_{i∈S4}^{a2i}_{(z0 +di)4}^⩾ ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)4}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{. (4.59)}

So, by (4.58) and (4.59), one can see that (4.57) holds.

(Step 4) In this step, we show that (4.51) and (4.52) imply two contradictory inequalities (4.64) and (4.65). By Cauchy inequality and by (4.52), we have ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_2

⩽ ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)3}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{⩽ a0}_{(z0 +d0)3}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{. (4.60)}

We multiply the left-hand side and the right-hand side of (4.60) by ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i, and we get ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_2

· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{⩽ a0}_{(z0 +d0)3}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{. (4.61)}

Note that by Cauchy inequality, we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}

)_2 ⩽ ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_2

· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{. (4.62)}

By (4.56), we have ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i ⩽ a_0. So,

a_0 (z_0 +d_0)^3

· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{⩽ a20}_{(z0 +d0)3}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{. (4.63)}

Thus, by (4.61)–(4.63), we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}

)_2 ⩽ a^2_0 (z_0 +d_0)^3

· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^.

Note that a_i z_0 +d_i

> 0 (i ∈ S_1) for any z_0 ∈ I. So, we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{⩽ a20}_{(z0 +d0)3}^.

Then, by (4.51), we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{< a0}_{z0 +d0}^{. (4.64)}

On the other hand, by (4.51) and (4.60), we have

a^2_0 (z_0 +d_0)^4 < ( ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}

)_2 ⩽ a_0 (z_0 +d_0)^3

· ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^.

Note that by (4.53) and (4.54), we have z_0 +d_0 > 0 and a_0 > 0. So, a_0 z_0 +d_0

< ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^{, (4.65)}

which is a contradiction to (4.64). So far, we have deduced the contradiction for the last case, and we complete the proof.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (b) In this case, there are exactly three of the four sets S_1, S_2, S_3, S_4 are non-empty. Below, we successively prove Theorem 3.1 (b) (1)-(4).

4.2.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (b) (1) According to the hypothesis of Theorem 3.1 (b) (1), we assume that S_1, S_3 and S_4 are non-empty. By (4.11), we have

g(z) = ∑

i∈S_1

a_i ln(z+d_i)+ ∑

i∈S_3

a_i ln(−z+d_i)− ∑

i∈S_4

a_i ln(z+d_i), (4.66) dg dz (z) = ∑

i∈S_1

a_i z+d_i

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z+di}^− ∑_{i∈S4}^{ai}_{z+di}^{. (4.67)}

⇒) First, we prove the sufficiency. By [30, Theorem 3.4], if the network G admits multistability, then cap_{pos}(G) ≥ 3. By [28, Theorem 6.1 (c)], if cap_{pos}(G) ≥ 3, then we have ∑_{i∈S1} ai > min_{i∈S4} {ai }.

⇐) Next, we prove the necessity. Assume that

∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S4}^{{a}i^{}. (4.68)}

The goal is to prove that G admits multistability. Assume that a_p =min_{i∈S4} {a_i }, where p ∈ S_4. First, we let d_p = 0. Then, for any i ∈ S_1, we let d_i = d, and for any i ∈ S_3, we let d_i = 1. For any S_4 \{p}, we also make all d_i’s the same, i.e. we let d_i =e for any i∈S_4 \{p}. Notice that d and e are two positive parameters, and we will choose proper values for them later. By (4.67), we have dg dz (z)=

∑_{i∈S1} ai z+d − ∑_{i∈S3} ai

−z+1 − a_p z − ∑ i∈S_4\{p} a_i z+e . (4.69)

Note that the interval I defined in (4.12) is (0, 1). By (4.66) and (4.67), we have lim_{z→0+} g(z) =

+∞, lim_{z→1−} g(z) = −∞, lim_{z→0+} dg dz (z) = −∞, and lim_{z→1−} dg dz (z) = −∞. By Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2

(i), we only need to choose proper positive numbers d and e such that there exists ~z ∈ I satisfying dg dz (~z) > 0. Below, we complete the proof by the following two steps.

(Step 1)Let

h(z):=

∑_{i∈S1} ai z+d − ∑_{i∈S3} ai −z+1 − a_p z . (4.70)

Notice that by (4.69), h(z) = dg dz (z)+ ∑ i∈S_4 \{p}

a_i z+e . In this step, we show that we can choose d > 0 such that there exists ~z ∈ I satisfying h(~z) > 0. We solve d from h(z) > 0 by (4.70), and we get d < N (z) D(z)

, (4.71)

where D(z) :=

∑_{i∈S3} ai −z+1 + a_p z and N (z) := ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i − z −z+1 ∑_{i∈S3} a_i −a_p. Notice that by (4.68), we have ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i > a_p, and so,

lim_{z→0}N (z) > 0. (4.72) So, there exists ~z ∈ I = (0,1), such that the N (~z) > 0. Notice that for any z ∈ I = (0, 1), we have D(z)>0. Therefore, N (~z) D(~z) >0. Then, we can choose an appropriate positive number d such that d < N (~z) D(~z) , i.e., h(~z) > 0.

(Step 2) In this step, we prove that we can choose e > 0 such that dg dz (~z) > 0. In fact, let

e =2 ∑ i∈S_4\{p} a_i h(~z) . Then, dg dz (~z)= h(~z)− ∑ i∈S_4\{p} a_i ~z+e > h(~z)− ∑ i∈S_4 \{p}

a_i e = h(~z)− h(~z) 2 > 0.

4.2.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (b) (2): S_2, S_3 and S_4 are non-empty According to the hypothesis of Theorem 3.1 (b) (2), we assume that S_2, S_3 and S_4 are non-empty. By (4.11), we have g(z) = − ∑

i∈S_2

a_i ln(−z+d_i)+ ∑

i∈S_3

a_i ln(−z+d_i)− ∑

i∈S_4

a_i ln(z+d_i ).

Define ~g(z) := −g(−z) = ∑

i∈S_2

a_i ln(z+d_i)− ∑

i∈S_3

a_i ln(z+d_i)+ ∑

i∈S_4

a_i ln(−z+d_i).

Notice that d~g dz (z)= dg dz (−z). Let I^∗ = {−z|z ∈ I}. Then, there exist z_1, z_2 ∈ I such that g(z_i)= 0, and dg dz (z_i)<0 (i=1,2) if and only if there exist z^∗_1 , z^∗_2 ∈ I^∗ such that ~g(z^∗_i )=0, and d~g dz (z^∗_i )<0 (i = 1,2). Note that by the proof of Theorem 3.1 (b) (1), there exist z^∗_1 , z^∗_2 ∈ I^∗ such that ~g(z^∗_i )=0, and d~g dz (z^∗_i )<0 (i=1,2) if and only if ∑_{i∈S} 2 a_i >min_{i∈S3} {a_i }. So, by Lemma 4.1, G admits multistability if and only if ∑_{i∈S} 2 a_i > min_{i∈S3} {a_i }.

4.2.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (b) (3) First, we give some lemmas (Lemma 4.3–Lemma 4.6). Since the proofs of these lemmas are elementary, we put them in the supplementary materials^†. Lemma 4.3. For any β_1, β_2, e_1, e_2, x_1, x_2, x_3 ∈ R satisfying β_1 > 0, β_2 > 0, (4.73) x_i +e_j > 0(i =1, 2, 3, j =1, 2), and (4.74) e_1 ≠ e_2, (4.75) where exist a, b, c ∈ R such that β_1 x_i +e_1 + β_2 x_i +e_2

= a+ c x_i +b

(i =1, 2, 3), (4.76)

where a > 0, b > min{e_1, e_2}, and min{β_1, β_2} < c < β_1 +β_2. (4.77)

Lemma 4.4. Let G(z):=^n∑_{i=1} a_i z+d_i

, where d_i ∈ R, and a_i >0. Let M := min_{i∈{1, ···, n}}{d_i}. Then, for any three different numbers z_1,z_2,z_3 satisfying z_j > −M (j =1, 2, 3), there exist A, D, θ ∈ R such that

G(z_j)= A z_j +D

+θ (j =1, 2, 3), (4.78)

where min i∈{1, ···, n} {a_i } ≤ A ≤ n ∑_{i=1}^ai^{, D ≥ M, and θ ≥ 0 (4.79)}

†https://github.com/65536-1024/one-dim

Lemma 4.5. For any two sequences {a_i }^n_{i=0}, {e_i}^n_{i=0} satisfying

a_i > 1(i =1, ··· , n), e_i > 1(i =1, ··· , n), a_0 > n ∑_{i=1}^ai^{, e}0^{> 0, (4.80)}

the following inequalities can not hold simultaneously. a_0 e_0 ≤ n ∑_{i=1}^{ai}_{ei}^{−1, (4.81)}

a_0 e^2_0 ≥ n ∑_{i=1}^{ai}_{e2i}^{−1, and (4.82)}

a_0 e^3_0 ≤ n ∑_{i=1}^{ai}_{e3i}^{−1. (4.83)}

Lemma 4.6. Define

E(x, y, z) := (1−x)^2(yz−x)(y−z)^2 +(1−y)^2(xz−y)(x−z)^2 +(1−z)^2(xy−z)(x−y)^2 . (4.84) Then, for any x,y,z ∈ (0, 1), we have E(x, y, z) < 0.

Now, we are prepared to prove Theorem 3.1 (b) (3). According to the hypothesis of Theorem 3.1 (b) (3), we assume that S_1, S_2 and S_3 are non-empty. By (4.11), we have g(z) = ∑

i∈S_1

a_i ln(z+d_i)− ∑

i∈S_2

a_i ln(−z+d_i)+ ∑

i∈S_3

a_i ln(−z+d_i), (4.85) dg dz (z) = ∑

i∈S_1

a_i z+d_i

+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z+di}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z+di}^{. (4.86)}

Then we have d^2 g dz^2

(z) = − ∑

i∈S_1

a_i (z+d_i)^2

+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z+di)2}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z+di)2}^{. (4.87)}

⇒)First, we prove the sufficiency. Assume that there exists a subset S^∗_2 of S_2, such that

∑_{i∈S3}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S∗2}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}. (4.88)}

The goal is to prove that G admits multistability. Assume that a_p =min_{i∈S3} {a_i }, where p ∈ S_3. First, we let d_p = 1, and for any i ∈ S_1, we let d_i = 0. Then, for any i ∈ S^∗_2 , we let d_i = w_1 and for any i ∈ S_2 \S^∗_2 , we let d_i = w_2 for any i ∈ S_2 \S^∗_2 . Similarly, for any i ∈ S_3 \{p}, we also make all d_i’s the same, i.e., we let d_i = w_3 for any i ∈ S_3 \{p}. Here, we assume that w_i > 1 (i =1, 2, 3). Then, by (4.86), we have dg dz (z) =

∑_{i∈S1} ai z + ∑_{i∈S∗} 2 a_i −z+w_1 + ∑_{i∈S2\S∗} 2 a_i −z+w_2 − a_p −z+1 − ∑ i∈S_3\{p} a_i −z+w_3 .

Note that the interval I defined in (4.12) is (0, 1). By (4.85) and (4.86), we have lim_{z→0+} g(z) =

−∞, lim_{z→1−} g(z)= −∞, lim_{z→0+} dg dz (z)=+∞, and lim_{z→1−} dg dz (z)= −∞. By Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 (ii), we only need to choose proper numbers w_1, w_2, and w_3 such that there exist ~z_1, ~z_2 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2) satisfying dg dz (~z_1) < 0 and dg dz (~z_2) > 0. Let

h(z) :=

∑_{i∈S1} ai z + ∑_{i∈S∗} 2 a_i

−z+w_1 − a_p −z+1 − ∑ i∈S_3\{p} a_i

−z+w_3 . We complete the proof by the following three steps.

(Step 1) In this step, we prove that there exist w_3 >1 and ~z_1 ∈ I such that for any w_1 >1, we have h(~z_1) < 0. In fact, for any w_1 > 1, we have

h(z) <

∑_{i∈S1} ai z + ∑_{i∈S∗} 2 a_i −a_p

−z+1 − ∑ i∈S_3\{p} a_i

−z+w_3

. (4.89)

Let the RHS of (4.89) be H(z). We solve d from H(z) < 0, and we get

w_3 <

N (z) D(z)

, (4.90)

where N (z) := ∑_{i∈S} 3\{p} a_i + ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i +( ∑_{i∈S∗} 2 a_i −a_p) z −z+1 and D(z) := ∑_{i∈S} 1 a_i 1 z +( ∑_{i∈S∗} 2 a_i −a_p) 1 −z+1 . Note that N (z)−D(z)

= ∑_{i∈S3}^ai^− ∑_{i∈S∗2}^ai^+ ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{(1− 1}_z^{).}

By (4.88), we have lim_{z→1}(N (z)−D(z))= ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i − ∑_{i∈S∗} 2 a_i > 0. So, there exists ~z_1 ∈ (0, 1) such that N (~z_1)−D(~z_1) > 0. Note also by (4.88), we have for any z ∈ (0,1), N (z) > 0 and D(z) > 0. Hence, N (~z_1) D(~z_1)

> 1.

By (4.90), there exists w_3 >1 such that H(~z_1)<0. Recall that for any w_1 >1, we have (4.89), i.e., h(z) < H(z). So, for any w_1 > 1, we have h(~z_1) < 0.

(Step 2) In this step, we prove that there exist w_1 >1 and ~z_2 ∈(~z_1, 1) such that h(~z_2)>0. In fact, we can solve w_1 from h(z) > 0, and we get

w_1 < ~N (z) ~D(z) , (4.91) where ~D(z):= − ∑

i∈S_1

a_i 1 z + a_p −z+1

+( ∑_{i∈S3\{p}}^ai^{) 1}_{−z+w3} and ~N (z):= ∑

i∈S^∗_2

a_i − ∑

i∈S_1

a_i +a_p z −z+1

+( ∑_{i∈S3\{p}}^ai^{) z}_{−z+w3}^.

Since

lim_{z→1−} ~D(z)=+∞ and lim_{z→1−} ~N (z)=+∞, (4.92)

there exists z^∗ ∈ (0, 1) such that for any z ∈ (z^∗, 1),

~D(z) > 0, and ~N (z) > 0. (4.93)

Note that ~N (z)− ~D(z) = ∑_{i∈S∗2}^ai^{−a}p^+ ∑_{i∈S1}^ai^{(1}_z^{−1)+(} ∑_{i∈S3 \{p}}^ai^{) z−1}_{−z+w3}^.

Since w_3 > 1, we have lim_{z→1}(~N (z)− ~D(z))= ∑

i∈S^∗_2

a_i −a_p.

By (4.88), the above limit is positive. Therefore, we can choose ~z_2 ∈ (max{~z_1,z^∗}, 1) such that ~N (~z_2) ~D(~z_2) > 1. So, by (4.91), we can choose appropriate w_1 > 1 such that h(~z_2) > 0.

(Step 3) In this step, we prove that there exists w_2 >1 such that dg dz (~z_1)<0 and dg dz (~z_2)> 0. In fact, we can choose

w_2 =max{

2 ∑_{i∈S}

2 \S^∗_2

a_i

−h(~z_1)

+~z_1, 2}.

Therefore, we have dg dz (~z_1)= h(~z_1)+

∑_{i∈S2\S∗} 2 a_i

−~z_1 +w_2 ≤ h(~z_1) 2 < 0, and

dg dz (~z_2)= h(~z_2)+

∑_{i∈S2\S∗} 2 a_i

−~z_2 +w_2

> h(~z_2) > 0.

⇐) Next, we prove the necessity. Our goal is to prove that if G admits multistability, then there exists a subset S^∗_2 of S_2 such that

∑_{i∈S3}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S∗2}^ai^{> min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}. (4.94)}

Assume that |S_i|=s_i (i =1,2,3), and assume that S_1 ={1, ··· , s_1}, S_2 ={s_1 +1, ···, s_1 +s_2}, and S_3 ={s_1 +s_2+1, ···, s_1+s_2+s_3}. Below, we prove the conclusion by deducing a contradiction. Note that if there does not exist a subset S^∗_2 of S_2 such that ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i > ∑_{i∈S∗} 2 a_i > min_{i∈S3} {a_i }, then

we have the following three cases.

(Case 1) s_3 =1.

(Case 2) s_3 ≥ 2 and for any i ∈ S_2, we have ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i ≤ a_i.

(Case 3) Assume that a_{s1+1} ≤ a_{s1+2} ≤ ··· ≤ a_{s1+s2} . There exists k ∈ {1, ..., s_2}, such that^{s1+k}∑_{i=s} 1+1 a_i ≤

min_{i∈S3} {a_i } < ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i ≤ a_{s1+k+1} ≤ ··· ≤ a_{s1+s2} .

Below, we will prove the conclusion by discussing the three cases. By Lemma 4.1, if G admits multistability, then there exist {d_i }^s_{i=1} ⊂R and K∈R such that the equation g(z)=K has at least 2 solutions z_1 and z_2 in the interval I = (L, R) defined in (4.12) satisfying dg dz (z_1) < 0 and dg dz (z_2) < 0, where these d_i’s are distinct from each other.

(Case 1) Assume that s_3 = 1. Then, S_3 = {s_1 +s_2 +1}. Suppose d_1 < d_2 < ··· < d_{s1} , and d_{s1+1} < d_{s1+2} < ··· < d_{s1+s2} .

(Case 1.1) If d_{s1+s2+1} < d_{s1+1}, then the interval I defined in (4.12) is (−d_1, d_{s1+s2+1}). Notice that by (4.86), for any i∈{s_1 +1, ..., s_1 +s_2 −1}, lim_{z→d+i} dg dz (z)=−∞ and lim_{z→d−} i+1 dg dz (z)=

+∞. Note also that dg dz (z) is continuous in (d_i , d_{i+1}). So, there exists z_i ∈(d_i, d_{i+1})

such that dg dz (z_i) = 0. Hence, dg dz (z) = 0 has at least s_2 −1 solutions in (d_{s1+1}, +∞).

Similarly, notice that by (4.86), for any i ∈ {1, ..., s_1 −1}, lim_{z→−d−} i dg dz (z) = −∞ and lim z→−d^+_{i+1} dg dz (z) = +∞. So, there exists z_i ∈ (−d_{i+1}, −d_i) such that dg dz (z_i) = 0. Hence, dg dz (z) = 0 has at least s_1 −1 solutions in (−∞, −d_1). Since the numerator of dg dz (z) is a polynomial with degree s_1 +s_2, dg dz (z) = 0 has no more than s_1 +s_2 real solutions in (−∞, +∞). Hence, there are no more than 2 solutions in I =

(−d_1, d_{s1+s2+1}). On the other hand, by (4.85) and (4.86), notice that lim_{z→−d+1} g(z) =

−∞, lim

z→d^−_{s1+s2+1}

g(z) = −∞, lim_{z→−d+1} dg dz (z) =+∞, and lim_{z→d−}

s1+s2+1 dg dz (z) = −∞. By Lemma

4.1 and Lemma 4.2 (ii), if G admits multistability, then there exist ~z_1, ~z_2 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2) such that dg dz (~z_1) < 0, and dg dz (~z_2) > 0.

Since lim_{z→−d+1} dg dz (z)=+∞ and lim_{z→d−}

s1+s2+1 dg dz (z)=−∞, dg dz (z)=0 has at least 3 solutions

in I, which is a contradiction.

(Case 1.2) If d_{s1+s2+1} > d_{s1+1}, then the interval I defined in (4.12) is (−d_1, d_{s1+1}). Notice that by (4.86), for any i ∈ {s_1 +1, ..., s_1 +s_2 −1}, we have lim_{z→d+i} dg dz (z) = −∞ and lim z→d^−_{i+1} dg dz (z)=+∞. So, for any i∈{s_1 +1, ..., s_1+s_2 −1} satisfying d_{s1+s2+1} /∈(d_i , d_{i+1}),

there exists z_i ∈ (d_i, d_{i+1}) such that dg dz (z_i) = 0. Note that d_{s1+s2+1} is located in at most one of the s_2 −1 intervals (d_i, d_{i+1}) (i ∈ {s_1 +1, ..., s_1 +s_2 −1}). Hence, dg dz (z) = 0 has at least s_2 −2 real solutions in (d_{s1+1}, +∞). Similarly, notice that

by (4.86), for any i ∈{1, ..., s_1 −1}, lim_{z→−d−} i dg dz (z)=−∞ and lim_{z→−d+i+1} dg dz (z)=+∞. So,

there exists z_i ∈ (−d_{i+1}, −d_i) such that dg dz (z_i) = 0. Hence, dg dz (z) = 0 has at least

s_1 −1 real solutions in (−∞, −d_1). Since the numerator of dg dz (z) is a polynomial

with degree s_1 +s_2, dg dz (z)=0 has no more than s_1 +s_2 real solutions in (−∞, +∞).

Hence, dg dz (z) = 0 has no more than 3 real solutions in I. On the other hand,

by (4.85) and (4.86), notice that lim_{z→−d+1} g(z) = −∞, lim_{z→d−}

s1+1

g(z) = +∞, lim_{z→−d+1} dg dz (z) =

+∞, and lim_{z→d−}

s1+1 dg dz (z) = +∞. By Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 (iii), if G admits

multistability, then there exist ~z_1, ~z_2, ~z_3 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2 < ~z_3) such that dg dz (~z_1) < 0, dg dz (~z_2) > 0, and dg dz (~z_3) < 0.

Since lim_{z→−d+1} dg dz (z) = +∞ and lim_{z→d−}

s1+1 dg dz (z) = +∞, dg dz (z) = 0 has at least 4 solutions

in I, which is a contradiction.

(Case 2) Recall that the hypothesis of this case is that s_3 ≥ 2 and for any i ∈ S_2, we have ∑_{i∈S3} ai ≤ ai. Notice that the interval I defined in (4.12) is

I =(L, R), (4.95) where L = −min_{i∈S1} {d_i}, and (4.96) R =min{d_i}_{i∈S2 ∪S3} . (4.97) (Step 1) Below we prove that if G admits multistability, then there exist ~z_1, ~z_2, ~z_3 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2 < ~z_3), such that dg dz (~z_1) < 0, dg dz (~z_2) > 0, and dg dz (~z_3) < 0. (4.98) If min_{i∈S2} {d_i }<min_{i∈S3} {d_i}, we have I=(−min_{i∈S1} {d_i },min_{i∈S2} {d_i }). By (4.85) and (4.86), we have

lim_{z→L+} g(z)=−∞, lim_{z→R−} g(z)=+∞, lim_{z→L+} dg dz (z)=+∞, and lim_{z→R−} dg dz (z)=+∞. By Lemma 4.2 (iii), there exist ~z_1, ~z_2, ~z_3 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2 < ~z_3), such that dg dz (~z_1) < 0, dg dz (~z_2) > 0, and dg dz (~z_3) < 0. (4.99) If min_{i∈S3} {d_i }<min_{i∈S2} {d_i}, we have I=(−min_{i∈S1} {d_i },min_{i∈S3} {d_i }). By (4.85) and (4.86), we have

lim_{z→L+} g(z) = −∞, lim_{z→R−} g(z) = −∞, lim_{z→L+} dg dz (z) = +∞, and lim_{z→R−} dg dz (z) = −∞. By Lemma 4.2 (ii), there exist ~z_1, ~z_2 ∈ I (~z_1 < ~z_2), such that dg dz (~z_1) < 0, and dg dz (~z_2) > 0. (4.100)

Since lim_{z→R−} dg dz (z) = −∞, there exists ~z_3 ∈ (~z_2, R), such that dg dz (~z_3) < 0. So, the conclusion holds.

(Step 2) Below, we deduce a contradiction by (4.98). Note that dg dz (z) is a rational function. So, by (4.98), there exists z_0 ∈ (~z_1, ~z_2), such that dg dz (z_0)=0, and d^2 g dz^2

(z_0) ≥ 0. (4.101) By (4.86), (4.87) and (4.101), we have

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{z0 +di}^+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{=0, and (4.102)} − ∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{(z0 +di)2}^+ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^{≥ 0. (4.103)}

Recall that a_i > 0 and z_0 +d_i > 0(i ∈ S_1). Then, we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^< ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{, and (4.104)} ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^> ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^{. (4.105)}

Recall that the hypothesis of this case is that s_3 ≥ 2 and for any j ∈ S_2, we have a_j ≥ ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i. Then, by (4.104)–(4.105) and by Cauchy’s inequality, we have

∑_{i∈S2}^{a2i}_{(−z0 +di)2}^≥ ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2} ∑_{i∈S3}^ai^> ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2} ∑_{i∈S3}^ai^{(4.106)} ≥ ( ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{)2 > (} ∑_{i∈S2}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{)2, (4.107)}

which is a contradiction.

(Case 3) Recall that the hypothesis of this case is that there exists k ∈ {1, ..., s_2 }, such that

s_1+k

∑_{i=s1+1}^ai^{≤ min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{} <} ∑_{i∈S3}^ai^{≤ a}s1+k+1^{≤ ··· ≤ a}s1+s2^{, (4.108)}

where a_{s1+1} ≤ a_{s1+2} ≤ ··· ≤ a_{s1+s2} . Similar to the proof of Case 2, we have (4.98). (Step 1) In this step, for the ~z_1, ~z_2, ~z_3 in (4.98), we prove that there exists ~G(z) := A^1 z+D_1 + A_2 −z+D_2 + A_3 −z+D_3

+θ− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z+di}^{, (4.109)}

such that ~G(~z_1) < 0, ~G(~z_2) > 0, ~G(~z_3) < 0, (4.110) where A_1 > 0, 0 < A_2 ≤ min_{i∈S3} {a_i }, A_3 ≥ ∑

i∈S_3

a_i, (4.111)

~z_i +D_1 > 0, −~z_i +D_2 > 0, −~z_i +D_3 > 0 (i =1, 2, 3), and (4.112) θ ≥ 0. (4.113) Recall that by (3.3), for any i ∈S_1, we have a_i >0. Since ~z_i ∈ I (i=1, 2, 3), by (4.96), we have ~z_i > −min_{i∈S1} {d_i } (i = 1, 2, 3). Then, by Lemma 4.4, there exist A_1, D_1, θ_1 ∈ R such that

∑_{i∈S1}^{ai}_{~zj +di}^{= A1}_{~zj +D1}^{+θ}1^{(j =1, 2, 3), (4.114)}

where min_{i∈S1} {a_i } ≤ A_1 ≤ ∑

i∈S_1

a_i, D_1 ≥ min_{i∈S1} {d_i }, and θ_1 ≥ 0. (4.115)

So, we have A_1 > 0 in (4.111) and ~z_i +D_1 > 0 (i = 1, 2, 3) in (4.112). By (4.108), let S^{(1)}_2 ={s_1 +1, ···, s_1 +k} and S^{(2)}_2 ={s_1 +k+1, ···, s_1 +s_2}. So, S_2 =S^{(1)}_2 ∪S^{(2)}_2 and by (4.108), we have

∑_{i∈S(1)2}^ai^{≤ min}_{i∈S3}^{{a}i^{}, (4.116)} ∑_{i∈S3}^ai^{≤ min}_{i∈S(2)2}^{{a}i^{}. (4.117)}

Recall that by (3.3), for any i ∈ S_2, a_i > 0. Since ~z_i ∈ I (i = 1, 2, 3), by (4.97), we have −~z_j >−R≥− min_{i∈S(1)} 2 {d_i} (j=1, 2, 3). Similarly, by Lemma 4.4, there exist A_2, D_2, θ_2 ∈ R such that

∑_{i∈S(1)2}^{ai}_{−~zj +di}^{= A2}_{−~zj +D2}^{+θ}2^{(j =1, 2, 3), (4.118)}

where min_{i∈S(1)} 2 {a_i } ≤ A_2 ≤ ∑

i∈S^{(1)}_2

a_i, D_2 ≥ min_{i∈S(1)} 2 {d_i }, and θ_2 ≥ 0. (4.119)

Then, by (4.116), we have 0 < A_2 ≤ min_{i∈S3} {a_i } in (4.111) and −~z_i +D_2 > 0 (i = 1, 2, 3) in (4.112). Recall that by (3.3), for any i ∈ S_2, a_i > 0. Since ~z_i ∈ I (i = 1, 2, 3), by (4.97), we have −~z_j > −R ≥ − min_{i∈S(2)} 2 {d_i } (j = 1, 2, 3). Similarly, by Lemma 4.4, there exist A_3, D_3, θ_3 ∈ R such that

∑_{i∈S(2)2}^{ai}_{−~zj +di}^{= A3}_{−~zj +D3}^{+θ}3^{(j =1, 2, 3), (4.120)}

where min_{i∈S(2)} 2 {a_i } ≤ A_3 ≤ ∑

i∈S^{(2)}_2

a_i, D_3 ≥ min_{i∈S(2)} 2 {d_i }, and θ_3 ≥ 0. (4.121)

Then, by (4.117), we have A_3 ≥ ∑_{i∈S} 3 {a_i } in (4.111) and −~z_i +D_3 >0(i=1,2,3) in (4.112).

Let θ:=θ_1 +θ_2 +θ_3. By (4.115), (4.119), and (4.121), we have (4.113). By (4.114), (4.118), and (4.120), we have ~G(~z_i)= dg dz (~z_i) (i =1, 2, 3). Then, by (4.98), we have (4.110).

(Step 2) Below we will prove (4.110) can not hold by discussing two cases.

(Case 2.1) Assume that

min_{i∈S3} {d_i } ≤ D_2. (4.122)

(Step 1) In this step, we prove that there exists z^∗ ∈ (~z_1, ~z_2), such that

A_2 −z^∗ +D_2 + A_3 −z^∗ +D_3

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z∗ +di}^{< 0, and (4.123)}

A_2 (−z^∗ +D_2)^2 + A_3 (−z^∗ +D_3)^2

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z∗ +di)2}^{≥ 0. (4.124)}

Note that by (4.110), we have ~G(~z_1) < 0, ~G(~z_2) > 0. Note that ~G(z) is a rational function. So, there exists z^∗ ∈ (~z_1, ~z_2), such that

~G(z^∗)=0, (4.125)

d ~G dz (z^∗) ≥ 0. (4.126)

Since z^∗ ∈ (~z_1, ~z_2), we have z^∗ +D_1 > 0. Note that by (4.111), we have A_1 > 0. By (4.125), we have (4.123). Notice that

d ~G dz = − A_1 (z+D_1)^2 + A_2 (−z+D_2)^2 + A_3 (−z+D_3)^2

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z+di)2}^{. (4.127)}

So, by (4.126) and (4.127), we have (4.124).

(Step 2) Note that there exists q ∈ S_3, such that d_q = min_{i∈S3} {d_i }. Let S^∗_3 = S_3 \{q}.

Let e^{(1)}_2 =

−z^∗ +d_q −z^∗ +D_2

, e^{(2)}_2 =

−z^∗ +d_q −z^∗ +D_3 and let e_i =

−z^∗ +d_q −z^∗ +d_i for any i ∈ S^∗_3 . In this step we prove that

∑_{i∈S3}^ai^( ∑_{i∈S∗3}^ai^{e2}i^{+a}q^{− A}2^{(e(1)}2^{)2)−(} ∑_{i∈S∗3}^ai^ei^{+a}q^{− A}2^{e(1)}2^{)2 < 0. (4.128)}

We multiply (4.123) by −z+d_q and we can get

A_3e^{(2)}_2 < ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie_i +a_q − A_2e^{(1)}_2 . (4.129)

By (4.111), we have

A_3 ≥ ∑

i∈S_3

a_i. (4.130)

By (4.129) and (4.130), we have

A_3(e^{(2)}_2 )^2 = A_3^2(e^{(2)}_2 )^2 1 A_3

< ( ∑_{i∈S∗3}^ai^ei^{+a}q^{− A}2^{e(1)}2^{)2 1}_{∑i∈S} 3 a_i .

We multiply (4.124) by (−z+d_q)^2 and we can get

A_3(e^{(2)}_2 )^2 ≥ ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie^2_i +a_q − A_2(e^{(1)}_2 )^2. (4.131)

Then, we have

∑_{i∈S∗3}^ai^{e2}i^{+a}q^{− A}2^{(e(1)}2^{)2 < (} ∑_{i∈S∗3}^ai^ei^{+a}q^{− A}2^{e(1)}2^{)2 1}_{∑i∈S} 3 a_i .

Hence, we have (4.128). (Step 2) Define

F(y):=( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_i +y)( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_i e^2_i +y− A_2(e^{(1)}_2 )^2)−( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie_i +y− A_2e^{(1)}_2 )^2.

Note that F(a_q)<0 is equivalent to (4.128). In order to deduce a contradiction, the goal of this step is to prove F(a_q)≥0. Notice that by (4.111), we have a_q ≥A_2. So, we only need to show that dF dy ≥ 0 for any y ∈ R and F(A_2) ≥ 0. Note that dF dy = ∑_{i∈S∗3}^ai^{(e}i^{−1)2 + A}2^{e(1)}2^{+ A}2^{e(1)}2^{(1−e(1)}2^{),}

and note that by (4.122), we have 0 < e^{(1)}_2 ≤ 1. Note also that by (4.111), A_2 > 0. So, dF dy > ∑_{i∈S∗3}^ai^{(e}i^{−1)2 ≥ 0}

Below, we prove that F(A_2) ≥ 0. Define

G(x):=( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_i + A_2)( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie^2_i + A_2 − A_2x^2)−( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie_i + A_2 − A_2x)^2. (4.132)

Notice that G( 1 e^{(1)}_2

) = F(A_2). So, we only need to prove that G( 1 e^{(1)}_2

) ≥ 0. Notice

that G(x) is a quadratic function in x, and its coefficient of x^2 is negative. So the minimum of G over (0,1) is greater than G(0) and G(1). By Cauchy’s inequality, we have G(0)=( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_i + A_2)( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie^2_i + A_2)−( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_i e_i + A_2)^2 ≥ 0.

Also,

G(1)=( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_i + A_2) ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie^2_i −( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie_i)^2 > ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_i ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie^2_i −( ∑

i∈S^∗_3

a_ie_i)^2 ≥ 0.

So, for any x∈(0, 1], G(x)≥0. Notice that 1 e^{(1)}_2

∈(0, 1]. Then, we have G( 1 e^{(1)}_2

)≥0.

(Case 2.2) Assume that min_{i∈S3} {d_i } > D_2. (4.133)

Define P(z):= ~G(z)−θ (4.134)

Note that (4.110) is equivalent to P(~z_1) < −θ, P(~z_2) > −θ, and P(~z_3) < −θ, (4.135) where ~z_1 < ~z_2 < ~z_3. Below, we prove that the three inequalities in (4.135) can not hold concurrently by discussing two cases.

(Case 2.3.1) We assume that for any z ∈ (~z_1, ~z_3), we have P(z) ≤ 0. Note that P(z) is a rational function. So, if (4.135) holds, then there exists z_0 ∈ (~z_1, ~z_3), such that dP dz (z_0)=0, and (4.136) d^2 P dz^2

(z_0) ≤ 0. (4.137)

Since z_0 ∈ (~z_1, ~z_3), we have P(z_0) ≤ 0. Then, by (4.109) and (4.134), we have A_1 z_0 +D_1 + A_2 −z_0 +D_2 + A_3 −z_0 +D_3

≤ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{. (4.138)}

Note that by (4.111) and (4.112), we have

A_1 z_0 +D_1

> 0. Then, by (4.138), we have A_2 −z_0 +D_2 + A_3 −z_0 +D_3

≤ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z0 +di}^{. (4.139)}

Note that dP dz = d ~G dz . By (4.127) and (4.136), we have

∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)2}^{= − A1}_{(z0 +D1)2}^{+ A2}_{(−z0 +D2)2}^{+ A3}_{(−z0 +D3)2}^{≤ A2}_{(−z0 +D2)2}^{+ A3}_{(−z0 +D3)2}^.

(4.140)

By (4.137), we have

d^2 P dz^2

(z_0)=

2A_1 (z_0 +D_1)^3 + 2A_2 (−z_0 +D_2)^3 + 2A_3 (−z_0 +D_3)^3

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{2ai}_{(−z0 +di)3}^{≤ 0. (4.141)}

Then, we have A_2 (−z_0 +D_2)^3 + A_3 (−z_0 +D_3)^3

≤ ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z0 +di)3}^{. (4.142)}

Below we prove that (4.139), (4.140), and (4.142) can not hold concurrently. Let γ =

A_3 A_2

, e =

−z_0 +D_3 −z_0 +D_2 and for any i ∈ S_3, let γ_i = a_i A_2

, e_i =

−z_0 +d_i −z_0 +D_2

. By (4.111), we have γ_i > 1 (i ∈ S_3) and γ > ∑_{i∈S} 3 γ_i. By (4.112) and (4.133), we

have e_i > 1 (i ∈ S_3) and e > 0. Then, we divide the both sides of (4.139) by

A_2 −z_0+D_2 , and we get 1+ γ e ≤ ∑_{i∈S3}^{γi}_{ei}^{. (4.143)}

Similarly, by (4.140) and (4.142), we have 1+ γ e^2

≥ ∑_{i∈S3}^{γi}_{e2i}^{, and (4.144)} 1+ γ e^3

≤ ∑_{i∈S3}^{γi}_{e3i}^{. (4.145)}

By Lemma 4.5, (4.143), (4.144) and (4.145) lead to a contradiction. (Case 2.3.2) We assume that there exists z_0 ∈ (~z_1, ~z_3) such that P(z_0) > 0. Let

ψ(z) :=(z+D_1)P(z) (4.146)

= A_1 +(z+D_1)(

A_2 −z+D_2 + A_3 −z+D_3

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z+di}^{). (4.147)}

Note that P(z_0)>0. Recall that by (4.112), we have θ >0. So, by (4.135), we have P(~z_1) < 0and P(~z_3) < 0. Then by (4.146), we have

ψ(~z_1) < 0, ψ(z_0) > 0and ψ(~z_3) < 0. (4.148)

Note that ψ(z) is a rational function. So, by (4.148), there exists z^∗_0 ∈(~z_1, ~z_3), such that ψ(z^∗_0 ) > 0, (4.149) dψ dz (z^∗_0 )=0, and (4.150) d^2ψ dz^2

(z^∗_0 ) ≤ 0. (4.151)

(Step 1) In this step, we prove that by (4.148) and (4.149), we have ψ(z^∗_0 ) ≤ A_1 − A_2 − A_3 + ∑

i∈S_3

a_i . (4.152)

We will prove the conclusion by deducing a contradiction. Let w := A_1 − A_2 − A_3 + ∑

i∈S_3

a_i. (4.153)

Assume that ψ(z^∗_0 ) > w. (4.154) We first prove that for any u∈R, ψ(z)=u has at most 4 solutions in (−∞,D_2). Notice that S_3 ={s_1 +s_2 +1, ···, s_1 +s_2 +s_3}. Note that by (4.1), d_i’s are distinct from each other. Assume that d_{s1+s2+1} < d_{s1+s2+2} < ··· < d_{s1+s2+s3} . Recall that by (4.133), we have D_2 < d_{s1+s2+1}. Notice that by (4.147), for any i ∈ S_3, we have lim_{z→d+i} ψ(z) = −∞ and lim_{z→d−} i+1 ψ(z) = +∞. So, for any i ∈ S_3 satisfying

D_3 /∈ (d_i, d_{i+1}), there exists z_i ∈ (d_i , d_{i+1}) such that ψ(z_i) = u. Note that D_3 is located in at most one of the s_3−1 intervals (d_i,d_{i+1}) (i∈{s_1 +s_2+1,···,s_1+s_2+ s_3 −1}). Hence, ψ(z) = u has at least s_3 −2 real solutions in (D_2, +∞). Since the numerator of ψ(z)−u is a polynomial with degree s_3 +2, ψ(z)= u has at most s_3 +2 solutions in (−∞, +∞). Hence, ψ(z) = u has at most 4 solutions in (−∞, D_2). Let

u := max{w, ψ(~z_1), ψ(~z_3)}+min{A_1, ψ(z^∗_0 )} 2 . (4.155)

Below, we prove that if (4.154) holds, then ψ(z) = u has at least 5 solutions in (−∞, D_2), which will be a contradiction. We first prove that u > max{w, ψ(~z_1), ψ(~z_3)}, and u < min{A_1, ψ(z^∗_0 )}. (4.156) By (4.155), we only need to prove min{A_1, ψ(z^∗_0 )} > max{w, ψ(~z_1), ψ(~z_3)}. By (4.148) and (4.149), we have ψ(z^∗_0 )>max{ψ(~z_1), ψ(~z_3)}. Then, by (4.154), we have ψ(z^∗_0 ) > max{w, ψ(~z_1), ψ(~z_3)}. (4.157)

Notice that by (4.111), we have A_1 > 0. Then by (4.148), we have A_1 > max{ψ(~z_1), ψ(~z_3)}. By (4.153), we have A_1 −w = A_2 + A_3 − ∑

i∈S_3

a_i . (4.158)

By (4.111), we have A_2+A_3 − ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i >0. So, we have A_1 >w. Then, we have

A_1 > max{w, ψ(~z_1), ψ(~z_3)}. (4.159) Hence, by (4.157) and (4.159), we have min{A_1,ψ(z^∗_0 )}>max{w,ψ(~z_1),ψ(~z_3)}. Then, (4.156) holds. Note that by (4.156), we have u > ψ(~z_1), u < ψ(z^∗_0 ), u > ψ(~z_3). (4.160) Note that by (4.146) and (4.153), we have lim_{z→−∞}ψ(z) = w, ψ(−D_1) = A_1, and lim z→min{D_2, D_3}^−

ψ(z)=+∞. Then, by (4.156), we have u > lim_{z→−∞}ψ(z), and u < ψ(−D_1).

By (4.112), we have −∞<−D_1 <~z_1 <z^∗_0 <~z_3 <min{D_2, D_3}. Then, we have ψ(z)=u has at least 5 solutions in (−∞, min{D_2, D_3})⊆(−∞, D_2), which is a contradiction. So, we have (4.152). (Step 2) Let ~ψ(z) := A^2 −z+D_2 + A_3 −z+D_3

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z+di}^{. (4.161)}

In this step, we prove that by (4.152), we have ~ψ(z^∗_0 )= A^2 −z^∗_0 +D_2 + A_3 −z^∗_0 +D_3

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{−z}∗_{0 +di}^{< 0. (4.162)}

By (4.147), it is straightforward to check that ψ(z)= A_1 +(z+D_1) ~ψ(z). (4.163) By (4.152) and (4.163), we have A_2 + A_3 − ∑

i∈S_3

a_i +(z^∗_0 +D_1) ~ψ(z^∗_0 ) ≤ 0. (4.164)

Since z^∗_0 ∈ (~z_1, ~z_3), by (4.112), we have z^∗_0 +D_1 > 0. By (4.111), we have A_2 + A_3 − ∑_{i∈S} 3 a_i > 0. Then, by (4.164), we have (4.162).

(Step 3) In this step, we prove that by (4.150), (4.151), and (4.162), we have

d ~ψ dz (z^∗_0 )=

A_2 (−z^∗_0 +D_2)^2 + A_3 (−z^∗_0 +D_3)^2

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{ai}_{(−z}∗_{0 +di)2}^{> 0, and (4.165)}

d^2 ~ψ dz^2

(z^∗_0 )=

2A_2 (−z^∗_0 +D_2)^3 + 2A_3 (−z^∗_0 +D_3)^3

− ∑_{i∈S3}^{2ai}_{(−z}∗_{0 +di)3}^{< 0. (4.166)}

By (4.147), (4.161) and chain rule, we have dψ dz (z)= ~ψ(z)+(z+D_1) d ~ψ dz (z), and (4.167)

d^2ψ dz^2

(z)= d ~ψ dz (z)+(z+D_1) d^2 ~ψ dz^2

(z). (4.168)

So, by (4.150) and (4.151), we have

~ψ(z^∗_0 )+(z^∗_0 +D_1) d ~ψ dz (z^∗_0 )=0, and (4.169)

d ~ψ dz (z^∗_0 )+(z^∗_0 +D_1) d^2 ~ψ dz^2

(z^∗_0 ) ≤ 0. (4.170)

Recall that z^∗_0 +D_1 > 0. By (4.162) and (4.169), we have (4.165). By (4.165) and (4.170), we have (4.166).

(Step 4) In this step, we prove that (4.162), (4.165), and (4.166) can not hold concurrently. Let γ=

A_3 A_2

, e=

−z^∗_0 +D_3 −z^∗_0 +D_2

, and for any i ∈ S_3, let γ_i = a_i A_2 ande_i = −z^∗_0 +d_i −z^∗_0 +D_2

. By (4.111), we have γ_i > 1 and γ > ∑_{i∈S} 3 γ_i. By (4.112) and (4.133),

we have e_i > 1 and e > 0. Then, we divide the both sides of (4.162) by

A_2 −z^∗_0 +D_2 , and we get 1+ γ e ≤ ∑_{i∈S3}^{γi}_{ei}^{. (4.171)}

Similarly, by (4.165) and (4.166), we have 1+ γ e^2

≥ ∑_{i∈S3}^{γi}_{e2i}^{, and (4.172)} 1+ γ e^3

≤ ∑_{i∈S3}^{γi}_{e3i}^{. (4.173)}

By Lemma 4.5, (4.171), (4.172) and (4.173) lead to a contradiction.

4.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (c)

The proof is similar to the proof of (b). So, we put the details in the supplementary materials^‡.

4.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1 (d)

In this case, only one of the four sets S_1, S_2, S_3, S_4 is non-empty. So, g(z) is monotone, and hence, g(z)=0 has at most one real solution. By Lemma 4.1, G admits no multistability.

References

[1] Christoph Bagowski, and James Ferrell Jr. Bistability in the JNK cascade. Curr. Biol., 11(15):1176–82, 2001.

[2] Murad Banaji, and Casian Pantea. Some results on injectivity and multistationarity in chemical reaction networks. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst., 15(2):807–869, 2016.

[3] Murad Banaji, and Casian Pantea. The inheritance of nondegenerate multistationarity in chemical reaction networks. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 78:1105–1130, 2018.

[4] Frédéric Bihan, Alicia Dickenstein, and Magalí Giaroli. Sign conditions for the existence of at least one positive solution of a sparse polynomial system. Advances in Mathematics., 375:107412, 2020.

[5] Russell Bradford, James H. Davenport, Matthew England, Hassan Errami, Vladimir Gerdt, Dima Grigoriev, Charles Hoyt, Marek Košta, Ovidiu Radulescu, Thomas Sturm, and Andreas Weber. A case study on the parametric occurrence of multiple steady states. Proceedings of the 2017 ACM on International Symposium on Symbolic and Algebraic Computation, 45-52, 2017.

[6] Carsten Conradi, Elisenda Feliu, Maya Mincheva, and Carsten Wiuf. Identifying parameter regions for multistationarity. PLoS Comput. Biol., 13(10):e1005751, 2017.

[7] Carsten Conradi, and Dietrich Flockerzi. Switching in mass action networks based on linear inequalities. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst., 11(1):110-134, 2012.

[8] Gheorghe Craciun, and Martin Feinberg. Multiple equilibria in complex chemical reaction networks: I. the injectivity property. SIAM J. Appl. Math., 65:1526–1546, 2005.

[9] Gheorghe Craciun, Yangzhong Tang, and Martin Feinberg. Understanding bistability in complex enzyme-driven reaction networks. PNAS, 103(23):8697–8702, 2006.

[10] Alicia Dickenstein, Mercedes Perez Millan, Anne Shiu, and Xiaoxian Tang. Multistationarity in structured reaction networks. Bull. Math. Biol., 81(5):1527–1581, 2019.

[11] Martin Feinberg. Chemical reaction network structure and the stability of complex isothermal reactors: I. The deficiency zero and deficiency one theorems. Chemical Engineering Science., 42(10):2229-2268, 1987.

[12] Elisenda Feliu, and Máté L. Telek. On generalizing Descartes’ rule of signs to hypersurfaces.

Advances in Mathematics., 408(A):108582, 2022.

[13] Suvankar Halder, Sumana Ghosh, Joydev Chattopadhyay, and Samrat Chatterjee. Bistability in cell signalling and its significance in identifying potential drug targets. Bioinformatics., 2021.

‡https://github.com/65536-1024/one-dim

[14] Clarmyra Hayes, Elisenda Feliu, and Orkun S. Soyer. Multi-site enzymes as a mechanism for bistability in reaction networks. BioRxiv., 2021.05.06.442945.

[15] Hoon Hong, Xiaoxian Tang, and Bican Xia. Special algorithm for stability analysis of multistable biological regulatory systems. J. Symbolic Comput., 70:112–135, 2015.

[16] Badal Joshi. Complete characterization by multistationarity of fully open networks with one non-flow reaction. Appl. Math. Comput., 219:6931–6945, 2013.

[17] Badal Joshi and Anne Shiu. Atoms of multistationarity in chemical reaction networks, J.

Math. Chem., 51(1):153–178, 2013.

[18] Badal Joshi, and Anne Shiu. Which small reaction networks are multistationary? SIAM J.

Appl. Dyn. Syst., 16(2):802–833, 2017.

[19] Nidhi Kaihnsa, Tung Nguyen, and Anne Shiu. Absolute concentration robustness and multistationarity in reaction networks: conditions for coexistence. arXiv:2307.04186.

[20] Stefan Müller, Elisenda Feliu, Georg Regensburger, Carsten Conradi, Anne Shiu, and Alicia Dickenstein. Sign conditions for injectivity of generalized polynomial maps with applications to chemical reaction networks and real algebraic geometry. Found. Comput. Math., 16(1):69–97, 2016.

[21] Shintaro Nagata, and Macoto Kikuchi. Emergence of cooperative bistability and robustness of gene regulatory networks. PLoS Comput. Biol., 16(6):e1007969, 2020.

[22] Nida Obatake, Anne Shiu, Xiaoxian Tang, and Angelica Torres. Oscillations and bistability in a model of ERK regulation. J. Math. Biol., 79:1515–1549, 2019.

[23] Lawrence Perko. Differential equations and dynamical systems, Volume 7 of Texts in Applied Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, third edition, 2001.

[24] Casian Pantea, and Galyna Voitiuk. Classification of multistationarity for mass action networks with one-dimensional stoichiometric subspace. arXiv:2208.06310.

[25] AmirHosein Sadeghimanesh, and Elisenda Feliu. The multistationarity structure of networks with intermediates and a binomial core network, Bull. Math. Biol., 81:2428–2462, 2019.

[26] Guy Shinar, and Martin Feinberg. Concordant chemical reaction networks. Math. Biosci., 240(2):92–113, 2012.

[27] Anne Shiu, and Timo de Wolff. Nondegenerate multistationarity in small reaction networks.

Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. B, 24(6):2683–2700, 2019.

[28] X. Tang, K. Lin, and Z. Zhang, multistability of Reaction Networks with One-Dimensional Stoichiometric Subspaces, CSIAM Transactions on Applied Mathematics, 2022, 3: 564–600.

[29] Xiaoxian Tang, and Hao Xu. Multistability of small reaction networks. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn.

Syst., 20:608-635, 2021.

[30] Xiaoxian Tang, and Zhishuo Zhang. Multistability of reaction networks with onedimensional stoichiometric subspaces. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst., 21(2):1426–1454, 2022.

[31] Angélica Torres, and Elisenda Feliu. Detecting parameter regions for bistability in reaction networks. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst., 20(1):1–37, 2021.

[32] Carsten Wiuf, and Elisenda Feliu. Power-law kinetics and determinant criteria for the preclusion of multistationarity in networks of interacting species. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst., 12:1685–1721, 2013.

[33] Wen Xiong, and James Ferrell Jr. A positive-feedback-based bistable ‘memory module’ that governs a cell fate decision. Nature, 426:460–465, 2003.

[34] Zhishuo Zhang, and Xiaoxian Tang. Multistability of biochemical reaction networks with one-dimensional stoichiometric subspaces (Chinese Version). Undergraduate Thesis, Beihang University, 2022.