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Abstract

Understanding the coexistence of diverse species in a changing environment is an important
problem in community ecology. Bet-hedging is a strategy that helps species survive in such
changing environments. However, studies of bet-hedging have often focused on the expected
long-term growth rate of the species by itself, neglecting competition with other coexisting
species. Here we study the extinction risk of a bet-hedging species in competition with others.
We show that there are three contributions to the extinction risk. The first is the usual demo-
graphic fluctuation due to stochastic reproduction and selection processes in finite populations.
The second, due to the fluctuation of population growth rate caused by environmental changes,
may counterintuitively reduce the extinction risk for small populations. Besides those two, we
reveal a third contribution, which is unique to bet-hedging species that diversify into multiple
phenotypes: The phenotype composition of the population will fluctuate over time, resulting
in increased extinction risk. We compare such compositional fluctuation to the demographic
and environmental contributions, showing how they have different effects on the extinction risk
depending on the population size, generation overlap, and environmental correlation.

1 Introduction

A central problem in ecology is to understand how species coexist in biological communities. In
order to coexist, a species must be able to survive in the presence of other species despite potential
competition for resources. Different mechanisms have been proposed to allow species coexistence,
such as interspecific trade-offs in utilizing different resources [1, 2], and environmental changes
that prevent competitive exclusion by keeping ecosystems away from equilibrium [3]. More recent
studies have analyzed the effect of fluctuating environments on species coexistence, such as the
storage effect [4–6], the time-averaged neutral theory of biodiversity [7–9], and population genetics
in fluctuating environments [10–12]. Such studies are important as environmental fluctuation can
pose additional challenges on a species’s ability to survive in a community.

However, many of these studies modeled environmental fluctuation simply as causing the fitness
of species to vary over time. Absent from these studies is that the species can develop strategies for
adapting to such environmental variation. A common strategy used by many organisms to survive
in varying environments is bet-hedging [13,14]. It is a risk-spreading strategy that counters environ-
mental uncertainty by generating phenotypic variation in the population, even among individuals
of the same genotype. Such phenotypic variation allows the population to have some individuals
that are adapted to the environment at any given time, at the cost of having maladapted individ-
uals at the same time. This helps reduce temporal variation of the population mean fitness, and
thus alleviate the influence of unpredictable environmental changes. Many examples of bet-hedging
involve a dormant physiological state of the organisms that helps them endure erratic periods of
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stressful environments, such as seed banks of annual plants [15, 16], diapause of insect lavae [17],
and persister cells of bacteria [18]. By having dormant and active individuals both present in
the population, the species can grow in good environmental conditions while being buffered from
devastating down turns if a stressful condition hits.

How well the bet-hedging strategy helps a species survive depends on the statistics of envi-
ronmental fluctuations and the composition of phenotypes in the population. Previous studies of
bet-hedging often modeled a single species and focused on its average growth rate over time as
the environment fluctuates. The optimal phenotype composition is considered to be the one that
maximizes the expected long-term growth rate (or geometric mean fitness) of a population [14,15].
However, such calculations implicitly assume that the population continues to grow in the long term.
In reality, the population size will be constrained by available resources and long-term growth can-
not be sustained. What is important for the population is the ability to survive in competition
with other species. Although there have been studies of bet-hedging that modeled multiple species
(e.g., [19, 20]), few considered finite population sizes (but see [21,22]).

In this paper, we will study how well bet-hedging species compete with others by finding the
factors that affect the survival probability of a bet-hedging species. We will take into account both
demographic and environmental fluctuations. For demographic fluctuation, there are classic results
from population genetics that describe how the fixation probability depends on the relative fitness
and population sizes [23]. On the other hand, environmental fluctuation has been proposed to favor
the relatively small population, thus promoting species coexistence [4]. In addition to these two
contributions, there is a yet unstudied type of fluctuation that affects bet-hedging species: Even
though the population tends to diversify according to an ideal phenotype distribution, the actual
composition of the population may deviate from it because of finite population size. We will study
how these different types of fluctuations affect the survival of bet-hedging species when competing
with others. Besides recovering known results on demographic and environmental fluctuations, we
show that compositional fluctuation generally undermines the bet-hedging species by increasing
the extinction risk. This would induce a cost for the population to diversify in phenotypes, which
offsets the commonly perceived evolutionary benefit of the bet-hedging strategy.

2 Bet-hedging species in competition

To study how a bet-hedging species compete with other species in a fluctuating environment, we
consider the simplest situation that involves two species, one or both using a bet-hedging strategy.
The total population size of the two species is assumed to be a constant, N . We will follow the
general scheme of the Wright-Fisher model and consider discrete, non-overlapping generations, such
that all individuals are replaced after every generation. New individuals in the next generation are
sampled from the previous generation proportionally to their fitness values. The two species share
the same environment that fluctuates over time, which affects the fitness of one or both species.

A bet-hedging species will diversify into multiple phenotypes that have different fitness in each
environmental state. This is described by a fitness matrix fij , which specifies the fitness of a pheno-
type φj in an environmental state εi. We will focus on the case where there are two environmental
states and two phenotypes. The environmental state in each generation is drawn independently
with probability pi. Upon birth, each individual takes one of the phenotypes according to a prob-
ability distribution qj . When forming the next generation, individuals will be selected based on
the fitness values of their own phenotypes in the current environment. Their offspring will have
phenotypes drawn from the distribution qj independently of the parents. (Mathematical details of
the model are described in the Appendix.) For the examples shown in this paper, we use a fitness
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Figure 1: Performance of a bet-hedging species competing with another species with constant fitness value
f2 = 1 (total population size N = 100, initial fraction of bet-hedging species x = 0.1). Main figure: fixation
probability θ (blue) and long-term growth rate µ (orange) as a function of phenotype distribution q. Inset:
mean (µ) versus variance (σ2) of the growth rate over time; the color of the points represents the fixation
probability θ. The q that maximizes θ is different from that for maximum µ and has a smaller variance σ2.

matrix fij = ( 1 0.2
1 5 ). The fitness of one phenotype (φA, first column) is the same in both environ-

mental states, which represents a dormant state that is unaffected by environmental variation. The
other phenotype (φB, second column) has a low fitness in one environment (εX , top row) and high
fitness in the other (εY , bottom row), which represents a phenotype that produces a high yield
under good conditions but is strongly affected by environmental stress. The two phenotypes are
chosen to have the same geometric mean fitness when the environmental probabilities are equal,
pi = (0.5, 0.5). The results we present in this paper are not sensitive to these parameter choices.

The probability distribution qj that characterizes the bet-hedging strategy will be parametrized
by (q, 1 − q). We would like to evaluate the performance of such strategies in competition with
another species. For example, we can simulate a bet-hedging species using a particular strategy q
to compete with a non-bet-hedging species with a constant fitness value. Each simulation starts
with the same fraction of the bet-hedging species in the total population, and runs until one of the
species goes extinct (i.e., the other species reaches fixation). After repeating the simulation many
times, we estimate the probability that the bet-hedging species survives, and use this probability
to measure the performance of the bet-hedging species. We have also developed numerical methods
to calculate this fixation probability (see Appendix).

An example is shown in Figure 1, where we plot the fixation probability θ of the bet-hedging
species in a competition, as well as the expected long-term population growth rate µ of the species
by itself, as a function of q. It can be seen that the location for the maximum fixation probability
does not coincide with that for the largest long-term growth rate. Therefore, the long-term growth
rate does not provide a good criterion for evaluating the persistence of the bet-hedging species.
One reason is that the long-term growth rate does not account for fluctuations in the population
growth rate over time. This can be visualized by a mean-variance plot (Figure 1 inset), where the
y-axis shows the expected long-term growth rate given by:

µ =
∑
i

pi log
(∑

j

fij qj

)
≡
∑
i

pi log f̄i , (1)

and the x-axis shows the variance of growth rate over time:

σ2 =
∑
i

pi (log f̄i − µ)2 . (2)
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In this plot, different points represent different values of q and their color represents the fixation
probability. The maximum fixation probability is reached not at the peak, but on an “efficient
frontier” to the left of the peak with smaller variance (it is not always better to have a smaller
variance, as shown later). This demonstrates that fluctuations in the growth rate also plays a role
in determining the outcome of competition in fluctuating environments. We will systematically
study the effect of different types of fluctuations below.

3 Stochastic contributions to extinction risk

We expect all sources of stochasticity in the population dynamics to contribute to the extinction risk
of a species. Besides environmental fluctuation, one type of stochasticity that is often neglected
when studying bet-hedging is demographic fluctuation. It comes from the fact that population
sizes are discrete numbers, changing in time due to stochastic events of births and deaths. The
demographic rates of these events describe the expected changes of population sizes, but an ac-
tual trajectory of such stochastic processes will fluctuate over time and deviate from the average
behavior. In calculating the long-term growth rate of the bet-hedging species, one works in the
limit of effectively infinite population size where demographic fluctuation is negligible. But in a
competition where population sizes are limited, demographic fluctuation can have significant effects
as it causes small populations to go extinct by chance.

Another type of stochasticity that is unique to bet-hedging species is the fluctuation of pheno-
type composition within the population. Because the bet-hedging species diversifies into multiple
phenotypes, the mean fitness of the population depends on the phenotype composition. However,
even for a given probability q with which each individual takes on a phenotype, the actual compo-
sition of the population may deviate from this probability because of finite population size. This
is similar to the sampling noise one encounters when drawing a finite sample from a multinomial
distribution. As the phenotypes are randomly drawn in every generation, the composition will fluc-
tuate over time. Such compositional fluctuation means that, even if there is an optimal phenotype
distribution for the bet-hedging species, it cannot be strictly followed at all times. In particular,
when the population is small, the deviations will be significant (as we cannot have a “chimeric”
individual that is partly one phenotype and partly another). This compositional fluctuation acts
differently from demographic fluctuation, as it affects the mean fitness of the population, whereas
demographic fluctuation causes randomness in selection given the fitness values.

In order to understand how these different types of fluctuations affect the survival of the bet-
hedging species, we will examine their contributions separately. To do so, we will study the com-
petition between different pairs of species, each pair chosen to illustrate a particular contribution.
To isolate each contribution, we will approximate a bet-hedging species by a species with specific
properties to remove other types of fluctuations as follows.

To remove compositional fluctuation, we calculate the mean fitness of the population according
to its expected phenotype distribution q, i.e., f̄i ≡

∑
j fij qj . We then replace the original bet-

hedging species with a homogeneous population that has fitness f̄i in each environment εi. Note
that the fitness of this substitute species still varies with the environment. Since the original bet-
hedging species has reduced temporal variation of the mean fitness f̄i by diversifying into multiple
phenotypes, the substitute species will still enjoy such reduced fitness variation. The latter can
be thought of as using a so-called “conservative bet-hedging” (CBH) strategy, as opposed to the
original “diversified bet-hedging” (DBH) strategy [13,14]. Thus, we effectively approximate a DBH
species by a CBH species to remove compositional fluctuation.

We can further remove environmental fluctuation by replacing the CBH species with a species
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Fluctuations Species 1 Species 2 Figures

demographic CFV (µ1(q) varies, σ1 = 0) CFV (µ2 = 0, σ2 = 0) Figure 2

environmental CBH (µ1(q) varies, σ1(q) > 0) CFV (µ2 = µ1, σ2 = 0) Figure 3

compositional DBH (µ1(q) varies, σ1(q) > 0) CBH (µ2 = µ1, σ2 = σ1) Figure 4

combined DBH (µ1(q) varies, σ1(q) > 0) CFV (µ2 = 0, σ2 = 0) Figure 1

Table 1: Combinations of species models used to study different types of stochastic fluctuations.

that has a constant fitness value (CFV) regardless of the environmental state. To do so, we calculate
the long-term growth rate µ of the CBH species according to Eq. (1), then use eµ (which is the
geometric mean fitness) as the fitness value for the CFV species. This removes the fitness variation
over time due to environmental fluctuation.

In the following, we will use different combinations of the DBH, CBH, and CFV species to study
the stochastic contributions from each of the three types of fluctuations (Table 1).

3.1 Demographic fluctuation

We start from the simplest case with only demographic fluctuation. This means both species
will have constant fitness values, i.e., both will be CFV species. In our model, the demographic
fluctuation comes from stochasticity in the Wright-Fisher selection process, according to which
every new generation is randomly resampled from the previous generation.

This case is a classic problem studied in population genetics. Let the two species have fitness
values eµ1 and eµ2 . When there is no fitness difference between the two species (i.e., µ1 = µ2, the
neutral case), their fixation probability will be equal to their initial fraction in the total population.
Let s = µ1 − µ2, then for s 6= 0, the fixation probability of species 1 is given by the well-known
result [23]

θ =
1− e−2sNx

1− e−2sN
, (3)

where x is the initial fraction of species 1 in the total population.
In our simulations we keep µ2 constant while varying µ1 as a function of q according to Eq. (1).

Figure 2 shows the fixation probability as a function of the bet-hedging ratio q for different total
population sizes. Species 1 initially forms a fraction x = 0.1 of the total population in all these
simulations (see Section 4.2 for other cases). Given our parameter values, we have s > 0 for
0.25 < q < 0.75, and s < 0 otherwise. When the total population size N goes to infinity, the
fixation probability becomes 1 for s > 0 and 0 for s < 0, i.e., the fitter species always wins. For
a finite population size, Figure 2 shows that the curves are smooth and approach the neural case.
Thus, demographic fluctuation reduces the fixation probability of the fitter species. The effect is
more significant for small population sizes (see Section 4.1 for more discussion). Our numerical and
simulation results both agree perfectly with the theoretical formula above.

3.2 Environmental fluctuation

To study the effect of environmental fluctuation, we compete a CBH species with a CFV species,
whose long-term growth rates are equal. Both species are subject to demographic fluctuation but
not compositional fluctuation; the only difference between them is that the CBH species is also
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Figure 2: Effect of demographic fluctuation on fixation probability θ. We compete two CFV species with
σ1 = σ2 = 0; µ1 is a function of phenotype distribution q according to Eq. (1), and µ2 is that for q = 0.75.
Solid curves are numerical results for different total population sizes N ; points with errorbars are from
simulations; dashed curves are theoretical results from Eq. (3). The black horizontal dashed line marks the
initial fraction of species 1, x = 0.1, which represents the fixation probability in the neutral case. The brown
dashed line represents the limit of infinite population size, for which demographic fluctuation vanishes. For
smaller N , demographic fluctuation pulls the curves towards the neutral case, thus hurting the fitter species.

subject to environmental fluctuation that causes its fitness to vary over time. In this way we can
study how the environmental fluctuation will affect the survival of the CBH species. As we vary
the probability q, both the long-term growth rate µ1 and variance σ1 of the CBH species vary
according to Eqs. (1–2), while for the CFV species µ2 is always set equal to µ1 and σ2 = 0.

The fixation probability θ of the CBH species as a function of q is shown in Figure 3. For q = 1,
the variance σ1 vanishes because all individuals have the dormant phenotype that has the same
fitness in both environments. In this case, there is no environmental fluctuation for both species,
hence the model reduces to the previous case with only demographic fluctuation. Since µ1 = µ2 by
construction, this is the neutral case where the fixation probability θ is equal to the initial fraction
x, as confirmed in Figure 3.

For q < 1, whereby σ1 > 0, Figure 3 shows that the fixation probability is higher than the initial
fraction. In other words, environmental fluctuation appears to increase the survival probability of
the species. This seems to contradict the notion of a mean-variance trade-off (Figure 1 inset) that is
common in economics and ecology [24] — One might have expected that, if the mean (i.e., geometric
mean fitness, or the long-term growth rate) is fixed, then the variance would have contributed to
more stochasticity in the population growth and thus increase the extinction risk. Instead, we find
that environmental fluctuation can actually reduce the extinction risk. This is true as long as the
species is initially a small fraction of the total population (see Section 4.2, Figure 6).

3.3 Compositional fluctuation

The compositional fluctuation is unique to the DBH species, arising only because the population
diversifies into different phenotypes. To study the effect of this unique type of fluctuation, we
compete a DBH species with a CBH species while keeping the geometric mean and variance of
their fitness the same, i.e., µ1 = µ2 and σ1 = σ2. Both species are subject to the same demographic
and environmental fluctuations; their only difference is that the DBH species has a phenotype
composition that fluctuates over time, whereas the CBH species is always homogeneous.

If the phenotype composition of the DBH species were precisely equal to q (which can only
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Figure 3: Effect of environmental fluctuation on fixation probability. We consider a CBH species competing
with a CFV species, with µ1 and σ1 dependent on q according to Eqs. (1–2) while µ2 is set equal to µ1 and
σ2 = 0. The black dashed line is the initial fraction of the CBH species, x = 0.1, which represents the neutral
case without environmental fluctuation. Solid curves are numerical results; points with errorbars are from
simulations. The fixation probability is higher than the initial fraction, which means that environmental
fluctuation enhances the survival of the CBH species.

happen when its population size approaches infinity), then its population mean fitness would be
equal to the CBH species. In this case, even though the fitness of both species vary over time as
the environment fluctuates, they would be neutral with respect to each other in every generation.
Hence the fixation probability θ would again be equal to the initial fraction x. In contrast, when
the phenotype composition of the DBH species is allowed to fluctuate, any deviation of its fixation
probability from the initial fraction will represent the effect of compositional fluctuation.

Figure 4 shows how the fixation probability θ depends on q. It can be seen that the fixation
probability is smaller than the initial fraction, x = 0.1. Thus, compositional fluctuation always
increases the extinction risk. Since the variance of the phenotype composition is proportional to
q(1 − q), the effect of compositional fluctuation vanishes when q is close to 0 or 1. Notably, the
effect of compositional fluctuation does not depend on the total population size N , in contrast to
demographic and environmental fluctuations. We will study the differences between these stochastic
contributions in the next section.

4 Comparison of stochastic contributions

A bet-hedging species would experience all three types of fluctuations illustrated above. To char-
acterize how their contributions to the extinction risk differ, we will study how their effects depend
on the parameters of the model.

4.1 total population

The compositional fluctuation has not been analyzed before partly because it did not show up
in previous studies that focused on the long-term growth rate of the bet-hedging species, which
treated the population size as infinite. One might then expect that, if the total population size N
in our model becomes large, the effect of compositional fluctuation would disappear. However, this
is not the case. As shown in Figure 4 and further illustrated in Figure 5, the fixation probability
corresponding to compositional fluctuation does not depend on N . This can be understood by
noting that the two species we used for studying compositional fluctuation have µ1 = µ2, like in
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Figure 4: Effect of compositional fluctuation on fixation probability. We consider a DBH species competing
with a CBH species, with µ1 = µ2 and σ1 = σ2, except that the DBH species has diverse phenotypes whereas
the CBH species is homogeneous. The black dashed line is the initial fraction of the DBH species, x = 0.1,
which represents the result when there is no compositional fluctuation. Solid curves are numerical results;
points with errorbars are from simulations. Compositional fluctuation decreases the fixation probability and
its effect does not depend on the total population size N .

the neutral case (s = 0) for demographic fluctuation. In the latter case, the fixation probability
also does not depend on N . Nevertheless, for s > 0, the fixation probability decreases significantly
in the small N limit, showing that demographic fluctuation hurts the fitter species. In contrast,
the effect of environmental fluctuation is more significant for large N .

4.2 initial fraction

So far we have considered the case where the bet-hedging species is initially a small fraction (x = 0.1)
of the total population. Our results may be relevant for the situation where a bet-hedging species
tries to invade another species, such that the initial population of the invading species would
be much less than the resident species. If we vary the initial fraction, the effects of different
fluctuations are shown in Figure 6. As a reference, a straight diagonal line where the fixation
probability θ is equal to the initial fraction x represents the neutral case (s = 0). The curves for
demographic fluctuation with s > 0 and s < 0 are fully above and below the diagonal, respectively.
In contrast, the curve for environmental fluctuation crosses the diagonal at x = 0.5, showing that
environmental fluctuation increases the fixation probability of a species only when it is relatively
rare (x < 0.5). Similar results have been obtained in previous models, e.g., [12, 25]. Note that, if
this species becomes the majority of the total population (x > 0.5), its fixation probability will then
be reduced by environmental fluctuation, meaning that the other species, now the rarer one, will
have an increased fixation probability. Therefore, environmental fluctuation benefits the smaller
population, and thus promotes coexistence. As for compositional fluctuation, the curve is fully
below the diagonal, showing that it always reduces the fixation probability.

4.3 overlapping generations

We can generalize our model to include overlapping generations, such that only a fraction of the
population dies every generation. This can be modeled by introducing a parameter d that represents
the probability that each individual will be replaced by new individuals at every time step (see
Appendix for mathematical details). Figure 7 shows the fixation probability as a function of d for
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Figure 5: Dependence of fixation probability θ on the total population size N . Solid curves are numerical
results for the fixation probability of species 1 (q = 0.5) under different types of fluctuations (Table 1);
points with errorbars are from simulations. The blue line is the neutral case where θ is equal to the initial
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Figure 6: Dependence of fixation probability θ of species 1 (q = 0.5) on its initial fraction x in the
total population (N = 100). Solid curves are numerical results for different types of fluctuations; points
with errorbars are from simulations. The diagonal line (blue) represents the neutral case. Environmental
fluctuation has a positive effect when x < 0.5 but a negative effect when x > 0.5, which means it helps the
rarer species survive and thus promotes coexistence. Compositional fluctuation always has a negative effect
on survival.
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Figure 7: Dependence of fixation probability θ on the death probability d for overlapping generations.
The phenotype distribution of species 1 is q = 0.8, with an initial fraction x = 0.1, and total population
size N = 100. Solid curves are numerical results; points with errorbars are from simulations. The blue
line represents the neutral case without environmental and compositional fluctuations. Demographic and
environmental fluctuations have a stronger effect for smaller d, i.e., more overlapping generations, whereas
compositional fluctuation has a slightly weaker effect.

all three types of fluctuations. Our results above for non-overlapping generations correspond to
d = 1. A smaller d means fewer individuals are replaced every generation, which implies a smaller
effective population size and hence a stronger effect of demographic fluctuation. This can be seen in
the figure as the s 6= 0 curves both go towards the neutral limit when d decreases. In contrast, the
effect of compositional fluctuation becomes weaker for smaller d. That is because the phenotype
composition of the population fluctuates less when fewer individuals are born every generation with
randomly assigned phenotypes. Indeed, the curve for compositional fluctuation goes up slightly for
smaller d, showing that it has a weaker effect in reducing the fixation probability. On the other
hand, the fixation probability under environmental fluctuation increases with smaller d, implying
a stronger effect in promoting species survival when generations overlap.

The idea that environmental fluctuation can help species survive has been studied among
“fluctuation-dependent coexistence mechanisms” in ecology [5, 6, 25]. One such mechanism is the
“storage effect”, which can be explained by a heuristic argument as follows [4]. In each generation,
on average, dN individuals will die and be replaced. Among these, a fraction of P = f1N1

f1N1+f2N2
will

be replaced by new individuals of the first species, where N1 and N2 are the current population
sizes of the two species and their fitness f1 and f2 may depend on time. Therefore, in the next
generation the expected population size of the first species will be N ′1 = (1− d)N1 + dNP . When
this species is at low density, i.e., N1 � N2, its population growth rate will be

r1 ≡ log
N ′1
N1
≈ log

(
1− d+ d es

)
, (4)

where s = log(f1/f2), which varies over time due to environmental fluctuation. The two species are
assumed to have the same geometric mean fitness, so that E[s] = µ1− µ2 = 0. When d < 1, r1 is a
convex function of s around 0. Therefore, by Jensen’s inequality, we have E[r1(s)] > r1(E[s]) = 0.
This means that the first species has a positive average growth rate when its population is small,
hence it tends to avoid extinction. Note that by this argument, the effect would disappear when
d = 1, i.e., for non-overlapping generations. Our results are different as we focus on the fixation
probability instead of the low-density growth rate, and in our case environmental fluctuation reduces
extinction risk even in the limit d→ 1.
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Figure 8: Dependence of fixation probability θ on the environmental autocorrelation c. Whereas demo-
graphic and compositional fluctuations do not depend on c (not plotted), environmental fluctuation does
and, for large c, the resulting fixation probability also depends on the initial environmental state. The dashed
and dotted curves are numerical results for initial state εX and εY , respectively. Solid curves are the average
over the initial states; points with errorbars are from simulations. Other parameters are: total population
size N = 100, initial fraction x = 0.1, and phenotype distribution q = 0.6.

We can understand the effect of compositional fluctuation using a similar argument. In this
case, the low-density growth rate of the first species (DBH) is given by the same Eq. (4), except
that f1 is replaced by the population mean fitness f̄1 that depends on the phenotype composition.
Thus, we can write

r1 ≈ log
(
1− d+ d u

)
, (5)

where u = f̄1/f2, which fluctuates over time because the actual phenotype composition deviates
from the expected value q. Since the second species (CBH) is chosen to have fitness f2 given
by the expected composition q, we have E[u] = 1. Now, r1 is a concave function of u, hence
E[r1(u)] < r1(E[u]) = 0. Therefore, compositional fluctuation reduces the average growth rate
of the diversified species when its population is small, thus making it more likely to go extinct.
Compared to the storage effect, here the inequality sign is reversed. As a result, while environmental
fluctuation helps a small population survive, compositional fluctuation has the opposite effect of
increasing the extinction risk. This effect is weaker for overlapping generations partly because the
function r1(u) is less concave for smaller d.

4.4 environmental correlation

In our model so far, the environmental state at every time step is drawn independently from a
probability distribution. We now consider the case where the environmental states are correlated
over time. At every time step, we assume that the environment changes with probability (1− c)/2,
where c is the amount of auto-correlation. Varying c does not affect demographic and compositional
fluctuations because our models are set up to isolate these contributions. Therefore we will focus
here on the fixation probability under environmental fluctuation only, as shown in Figure 8. As
the auto-correlation c increases from zero, the fixation probability starts to depend on the initial
environmental state. This is due to the increase of the correlation time of the environment — a
longer correlation time means each environmental state lasts longer before switching, hence the
influence of the initial state is not immediately lost. If the correlation time exceeds the mean
extinction time of the species (see Appendix Figure A2), then the environment would not have
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switched before one species has likely gone extinct. In that case, the buffering of temporal fitness
variation through bet-hedging is not utilized. Therefore, we have focused on short correlation times
(c→ 0) in our analyses above. For overlapping generations (d < 1), the generation time and hence
extinction time is longer, so the fixation probability depends less on the initial environmental state.

5 Conclusion

We have analyzed the effect of three distinct types of stochastic fluctuations on the extinction risk
of a bet-hedging species when competing with other species. In summary, demographic fluctuation
hinders the fitter species, environmental fluctuation favors the rarer species, and compositional
fluctuation hinders the heterogeneous species (by “hinder” or “favor” we mean “increase or decrease
the extinction risk of”).

Bet-hedging is often considered as a beneficial strategy for surviving in fluctuating environments.
The basic idea has been that, by diversifying into multiple phenotypes, the species reduces temporal
variation of population mean fitness, thus becoming less affected by environmental changes. How-
ever, our results challenge this idea in the situation where the bet-hedging species has to compete
with other species. For example, when a bet-hedging species invades another species, temporal vari-
ation of fitness could be beneficial due to fluctuation-dependent coexistence mechanisms, such as
the storage effect. Thus, it is not necessarily best for the bet-hedging species to minimize the fitness
variation caused by environmental fluctuation. Moreover, by diversifying into multiple phenotypes,
the bet-hedging species incurs an additional type of stochasticity in population dynamics — the
compositional fluctuation — that tends to lower its chance of survival. Our results suggest that
bet-hedging may not be as beneficial as previously considered. Beyond the long-term population
growth rate often used as the standard for evaluating the benefit of this strategy, other factors such
as the extinction risk in competitive situations may be important for determining its significance
in promoting species survival and coexistence in varying environments.
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A Simulation methods

We study a model with two environmental states (εX and εY ) and two phenotypes (φA and φB).
We choose the environment distribution to be (pA, pB) = (0.5, 0.5), which means the probabilities
of the two environmental states are equal. In the case where the environment is uncorrelated over
time, we draw an environmental state randomly at every time step. When there is auto-correlation,
at every time step the environment has a probability (1− c)/2 to switch and a probability (1+ c)/2
to remain in the same state, where c is the amount of auto-correlation.

For the bet-hedging species, each individual has a probability q of having phenotype φA and
1 − q of having φB. At every time step, the number of phenotype φA within species 1, denoted
by N1A, is drawn from a binomial distribution B(N1, q) where N1 is the population size of species
1; then N1B = N1 − N1A. In a given environment, we determine the fitness of each phenotype

according to the fitness matrix fij ≡ f(εi, φj) =
(
fXA fXB
fY A fY B

)
.

We use the Wright-Fisher model to describe the selection process at every generation. Suppose
the current population sizes of the two species are N1 and N2, and the current environmental state
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is εi. The population size N ′1 of species 1 in the next generation will be drawn from a binomial
distribution B(N,Pi) with probability Pi = N1f̄1,i/(N1f̄1,i + N2f2,i), where f̄1,i = (N1AfiA +
N1BfiB)/N1 is the mean fitness of species 1 in the environment εi and f2,i is the fitness of species 2
(in the cases we studied, listed in Table 1, species 2 does not diversify). Since the total population
size is fixed, we have for the second speciesN ′2 = N−N ′1. When we consider overlapping generations,
only an average fraction d of individuals is replaced at each time step. The actual number of species
1 that will be replaced, R1, is drawn from a binomial distribution B(N1, d). Similarly, for species 2
we draw R2 from a distribution B(N2, d). From these we get the total number of individuals to be
replaced in that time step, R = R1 + R2. Then we replace them by drawing a number R′1 from a
binomial distribution B(R,Pi), and R′2 = R−R′1. In the next time step, we have N ′1 = N1−R1+R′1
and N ′2 = N −N ′1. The original Wright-Fisher model corresponds to d = 1.

In this way, we update the population size of each species at every time step. When one of the
species reaches zero population size, this species is extinct and the other one is fixed, terminating
the simulation. We run the simulation 10000 times and count how often species 1 reaches fixation.
This fixation probability is used to evaluate the performance of the bet-hedging species.

B Numerical calculation

The fixation probability can also be calculated numerically. To do that, we write down the transition
probability matrix for both the environmental state and the population size,

P(N ′1, εk|N1, εi) = b(N ′1;N,Pi) p(εk) , (A1)

where b(N ′1;N,Pi) is the probability mass function for the binomial distribution B(N,Pi) used
above for simulations, and p(εk) is the probability of the environmental state εk. If there is environ-
mental correlation, then p(εk) is replaced by the switching probability p(εk|εi). When considering
overlapping generations, the binomial distribution b(N ′1;N,Pi) is replaced by∑

R1,R2

b(R1;N1, d) b(R2;N2, d) b(N ′1 −N1 +R1;R1 +R2, Pi) . (A2)

The transition probability matrix is a 2(N+1) × 2(N+1) matrix that represents the selection
process at a single time step. For the transition probability over T time steps, we take the T -th
power of this matrix. In the long term (T →∞), the matrix power converges to a stationary matrix
P∞(N ′1, εk|N1, εi), which can be calculated using eigenvalue decomposition. From this we calculate

P∞(N ′1|N1) =
∑
εk,εi

P∞(N ′1, εk|N1, εi) p(εi) . (A3)

The entries of this (N+1)× (N+1) matrix is 0 except for N ′1 = 0 or N . The fixation probability of
species 1 starting from an initial population size N1 is given by the entry P∞(N ′1=N |N1).

C Extinction time distribution

Although it is difficult to calculate the extinction time distribution analytically, we can estimate
it from simulations. We run the simulation 10000 times for each set of parameters and record the
time when extinction happens in each run. From these we can plot the distribution of extinction
times (Figure A1) and calculate the mean extinction time.
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Figure A1: Distributions of extinction time under three types of fluctuations studied in the main text. These
distributions are obtained from simulations with total population size N = 100, initial fraction x = 0.1, and
phenotype distribution q = 0.6 for the bet-hedging species.

When the mean extinction time becomes comparable to the environmental correlation time
(measured by the average duration of each environmental state, τ = 2

1−c ), the fixation probability
will depend on the initial environmental state. In that case, we cannot average over the initial
environment as in Eq. (A3). Instead, we calculate P∞(N ′1|N1, εi) for each initial state εi by summing
over εk only. Figure A2 shows the mean extinction time for different εi, as well as their average. In
this example, when the environmental correlation time exceeds about 10 (c & 0.8), it is no longer
meaningful to study the effect of bet-hedging in changing environments, because the environment
would not have changed before one species has likely gone extinct.
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Figure A2: Mean extinction time under environmental fluctuations with different correlation times. The
results are for a CBH species competing with a CFV species, with N = 100, x = 0.1, and q = 0.6. The
dashed and dotted curves are simulation results for initial environmental state εX and εY respectively, and
the solid curve is their average. Shaded area represents the 16–84 percentile range of the extinction time
distribution. The black line is where the mean extinction time equals environmental correlation time. When
environmental correlation time exceeds the mean extinction time, the environment would not have switched
before one species has likely gone extinct.
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