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Structure, composition and stability of ecological populations are shaped by the inter- and intra-
species interactions within these communities. It remains to be fully understood how the interplay
of these interactions with other factors, such as immigration, control the structure, diversity and
the long term stability of ecological systems in the presence of noise and fluctuations. We ad-
dress this problem using a minimal model of interacting multi-species ecological communities that
incorporates competition, immigration and demographic noise. We find that the complete phase
diagram exhibits rich behavior with multiple regimes that go beyond the classical ‘niche’ and ‘neu-
tral’ regimes, extending and modifying the ‘neutral-like’ or ‘niche-like’ dichotomy. In particular, we
observe novel regimes that cannot be characterized as either ‘niche’ or ‘neutral’ where a multimodal
species abundance distribution is observed. We characterize the transitions between the different
regimes and show how they arise from the underlying kinetics of the species turnover, extinction
and invasion. Our model serves as a minimal null model of noisy competitive ecological systems,
against which more complex models that include factors such as mutations and environmental noise
can be compared.

I. INTRODUCTION

Composition and behavior of ecological communities
are shaped by direct and indirect interactions between
the occupant species, such as the competition for the
physical space and the intrinsic and the extrinsic re-
sources. Examples of such competitive ecosystems are
microbial communities in various biomes such as the
soil [1], the ocean [2, 3] and the human body [4] - in par-
ticular the human gut which hosts a diverse microbiome
whose dynamics are important for human health [5, 6]. In
the context of cellular populations within organisms, the
evolution of neoplasms and tumor cells [7–9], interactions
within the immune system [10, 11], as well as the appear-
ance of dominant clones during cell reprogramming [12],
exhibit phenomenology akin to ecological competition.
Beyond biology [13–15], competitive interactions shape
behaviors in a vast array of systems such as competition
economics [16] and social networks [17].

A classical example of the effects of inter-species com-
petition - which inspired important ecological compe-
tition paradigms - is the differentiation in beak forms
of finches in the Galápagos islands [18, 19]. On these
islands, dissimilar finch species possess beaks of vary-
ing shapes and sizes allowing them to consume differ-
ent food sources and thus occupy distinct niches; this
type of ecosystem structure is commonly referred to as
an ecological niche model [20, 21]. Various niche mod-
els have been used to describe the community structures
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observed in diverse ecosystems such as plant grassland
communities [22, 23], marine plankton [24] and conser-
vation ecology [25, 26]. Commonly, niche specialization
results in weaker competition for resources between indi-
viduals occupying separate niches (inter-species compe-
tition) compared to the competition between individuals
of the same kind residing in the same niche (intra-species
competition)[27–29].

Another paradigmatic class of ecological models that
are used to describe noisy ecosystems comprises neutral
models. In contrast to niche models, in neutral models in-
dividuals of all species are considered functionally equiva-
lent, and interactions between them are identical regard-
less of their species [30–33]. One classical example of a
neutral model is the Hubbell model, that showed that a
neutral process underlying the population dynamics of an
ecosystem recovers experimental observations of species
abundances in tree communities [31]. Subsequently, neu-
tral models have commonly served as the paradigmatic
null hypotheses for the exploration of ecological processes
in which the differences between inter-specific and intra-
specific interaction are functionally negligible [30, 34–36].
Neutral theories may be viewed as a limit of niche the-
ories where inter-specific and intra-specific interactions
are equal: in other words, all species reside in completely
overlapping niches [21, 37, 38].

In multi-species communities, the intra- and inter-
species interactions as well as interactions with the en-
vironment, can lead to complex community composition
and population dynamics; some species survive in the
long term, while others are driven to extinction. How-
ever, in large communities with high numbers of compet-
ing species, it is often impractical or impossible to charac-
terize the entire system composition by the assemblage
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of abundances for each species. Hence, coarse-grained
paradigmatic descriptions are often used to provide gen-
eral insights into the common behavior of these ecological
communities.

Two variables commonly used to characterize complex
ecological communities are 1) the richness, reflecting the
number of co-occurring species [39, 40], and 2) the species
abundance distributions (SAD) - the number of species
present at a given abundance. The latter is closely
related to the species proportional abundance distribu-
tion (SPAD) as well as to the species rank abundance
(SRA) - the species ranked in terms of their abundance
[33, 41–45]. These aggregate variables are observable ex-
perimentally and serve as the reporters on the underlying
community structure, dynamics and the interaction net-
work [46–49]. Richness, for example, is commonly con-
sidered to be an indicator of the competition strength
and stability of the ecosystem [50–54].

The shape of the SAD is also used as a proxy for
the structure of the underlying interactions’ network.
For high immigration or weak inter-species competition,
the SAD commonly has a peak at high species abun-
dance, away from extinction. This community structure
is closely related to the niche models whereby different
species co-exist: most species inhabit their own niches
with their species abundance fluctuating around the peak
of the SAD. Conversely, other ecosystems, such as many
microbial communities and T-cell repertoires, commonly
comprise few high-abundance species alongside highly di-
verse populations of low-abundance species [43, 55]. This
unimodal, monotonically decreasing SAD - sometimes
called a ‘hollow-curved distribution’ - we refer to as the
‘rare biosphere’ SAD. Interestingly, this behaviour is em-
pirically observed in many different ecosystems and is of-
ten considered universal (see [56] and references therein).
Neutral models have been championed to describe the
emergence of this universality, although other theoretical
explanations for the ‘rare biosphere’ SAD in competitive
ecosystems have been suggested [44, 57].

Theoretical studies commonly employ a small number
of paradigmatic models to quantify the competitive dy-
namics, the richness and the abundance distributions in
ecological populations. One common model of ecologi-
cal competition is the deterministic, competitive Lotka-
Voltera (LV) model, which has been especially useful
in characterizing the niche regime by describing stable
species coexistence as stable fixed points of the model.
Depending on the ratios of inter- and intra-species com-
petition strengths, deterministic LV models provide ex-
amples of both the ‘niche-like’ regimes of multiple species
coexistence, and the competitive exclusion where species
with weaker intra-species interactions drive others to ex-
tinction [58–61]. In complex scenarios, such as when the
strengths of inter-specific interactions are randomly dis-
tributed among different species pairs, multi-species de-
terministic LV models can exhibit not only deterministic
fixed point coexistence but also chaotic behavior reflected
in the SAD shapes and richness [62–66]. Beyond dis-

order in the interaction network, dynamical noise from
various sources - both extrinsic and intrinsic - has im-
portant effects on the system composition and dynamics,
especially in the neutral regime. In order to capture ex-
perimentally observed stochastic fluctuations of popula-
tion abundances, environmental noise is often introduced
into the mathematical models [55, 67–70]. In particular,
by tuning the strength of environmental noise the shape
of the SAD can change from unimodal to bimodal [67],
indicating a transition between ‘niche-like’ and ‘rare bio-
sphere’ regimes. Incorporating both asymmetric inter-
actions and environmental noise, ‘patch models’ of com-
munities have also been utilized to study coexistence and
abundances [71, 72] in island metacommunities.

Regardless of the presence of the external environmen-
tal noise or randomness in the interaction network, the
demographic noise - the inherent randomness of birth
and death events - is ever-present and has fundamen-
tal impact on the community structure and stochastic
population dynamics [31, 33, 73, 74]. In particular, de-
mographic noise in neutral systems has been shown to
result in an SAD shape characterized by a monotoni-
cally decreasing distribution often referred to as a ‘rare
biosphere’ distribution. Consequently, it has been sug-
gested that the ‘rare biosphere’ SAD observed in many
experimental systems is the outcome of neutral dynam-
ics of ecological communities[31, 33, 36, 75]. On the
other hand, neutral birth-death-immigration processes
with demographic noise have also been shown to exhibit
bimodal SADs at very low immigration rates [76] break-
ing from the paradigm wherein neutrality synonymously
refers to an SAD of the ‘rare biosphere’ type. Although
demographic noise models have been shown to reproduce
the observed features of a number of ecological systems
[28, 54, 74, 77], a complete picture of the different regimes
of community structures, is still missing. In particu-
lar, it remains to be fully understood how the interplay
of the competition strength, the immigration rate, de-
mographic noise and the resulting dynamics of species
turnover shape transitions between these different com-
munity structure regimes.

In this paper, we systematically investigate the full pa-
rameter space of the community composition and struc-
ture using a competitive LV model with the demographic
noise and an interaction network of minimal complex-
ity structure; more complex scenarios may be examined
by building on this paradigmatic null model. We show
that, beyond the perception of dichotomous neutral-niche
regimes, many different regimes of richness and SAD
shape emerge from the interplay between the competition
strength and immigration in the presence of stochasticity
as illustrated in Fig. 1. These regimes exhibit contrasting
dynamics that underpin the differences in the commu-
nity structures in different regimes, and the transitions
between them.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section II we
introduce the minimal model. In Section III we present
our main results, including the regimes boundaries, their
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FIG. 1. Island model. Panel A: Conventionally, weak com-
petition is associated with ‘niche-like’ bimodal SAD, while
strong competition is linked to ‘rare biosphere’ monotonically
decreasing SAD. However, this paradigm is not complete,
since the dependence on other parameters, such as immigra-
tion rate µ or diversity S, is not fully investigated. Thus,
the entire phase space, e.g. (µ, ρ) or (S, ρ), remains unex-
plored. Panel B: The model illustration. An island with J
individuals from S∗ species. Each individual may prolifer-
ate and die with some rate corresponding to inter- and in-
traspecific interactions within the island. Here we consider
deterministic, symmetric, fully-connected interspecific inter-
actions network, governed by single parameter; the competi-
tion strength ρ. Additionally, individuals may migrate from
a cloud/mainland, contains S species, into the island with a
constant rate µ.

richness and the abundance distributions, as well as their
associated underlying dynamics. Lastly, in Section IV,
we discuss our results in the context of experimental ob-
servations.

II. MATHEMATICAL MODELS AND
METHODS

The minimal model studied in this paper incorpo-
rates three essential features of the ecological processes:
competitive interactions, immigration and intrinsic de-
mographic noise [74, 78]. In the model, illustrated in
Fig. 1B, the community composition is characterized by
the species abundances, ~n = (n1, . . . ni . . . nS) where the
discrete random variable ni represents the number of in-

dividuals of the i-th species, and S is the total number of
species. The dynamics of the system are described by a
birth-death process with interactions, whereby the abun-
dance (number of individuals) of any species can increase
by one with the birth rate q+ or decrease by one with the
death rate q− defined as

q+i (~n) = r+ni + µ, (1)

q−i (~n) = r−ni +
r

K
ni


ni +

∑

j 6=i
ρj,inj




for each species i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , S}. These rates recover
LV models which have been extensively used to study
deterministic multispecies coexistence, and in particu-
lar to explore various stabilizing and equalizing mech-
anisms [70, 79].

The birth rate incorporates two factors: the per-capita
birth rate r+ corresponding to procreation, and the con-
stant and positive immigration rate µ from an external
basin which ensures that the system possesses no global
absorbing extinction state [28]. The death rates include
the ‘bare’ per-capita death rate of the organisms r− and
the competitive interactions effects that increase the mor-
tality at high population numbers, incorporated through
a quadratic term in the death rates; Parameter ρj,i quan-
tifies the competition strength between species i and j;
the competition strength (analogous to the niche overlap
[27, 28]) is defined as the ratio between the inter-specific
and intra-specific competition strengths. The carrying
capacity for each species is represented by K. The per-
capita turnover rate is r = r+ − r−.

These aggregate coarse-grained parameters are deter-
mined by a variety of system factors such as the efficiency
of resource consumption, interactions with the environ-
ment and external forces. Although it is possible to de-
rive these rates from explicit resource competition models
in several special cases, the expressions are highly model-
dependent and are not explicitly modeled here [80–82].
For biological reasons, K, r+, r− > 0 are all positive,
which results in strictly positive transition rates for all
ni ≥ 0. In this paper, we focus on the homogeneous
case where the parameters (µ, K, ρ, r+, and r−) are
identical for all species and the competitive interactions
∀i, j : ρj,i = ρ for all species pairs. This symmetric
and homogeneous interaction network has been used in
[27, 54, 74, 77] in contrast to the models wherein the com-
petition strengths are inhomogeneous and drawn from a
distribution [67, 83]. This minimal complexity model al-
lows us to investigate the full phase space of the system to
examine the underlying principle without extensive and
impractical multi-parameter sweeps.

The stochastic evolution of the system is described by
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the master equation

∂tP(~n; t) =
∑

i

{
−
[
q+i (~n) + q−i (~n)

]
P(~n; t)

+ q+i (~n− ~ei)P(~n− ~ei; t) + q−i (~n+ ~ei)P(~n+ ~ei; t)
}
,

(2)

where ~ei is the standard basis vector and P(~n, t) is the
joint probability density function for the system to ex-
hibit the species composition ~n at time t [84]. In the
long time limit, the system reaches a stationary state
where ∂tP = 0, see SI Section 2 [85–88].

The species abundance distribution (SAD) describing
the mean fractions of species with n individuals, can be
related to the marginal single species probability distri-
bution P (n):

SAD(n) =
1

S

〈
S∑

i=1

δ(ni − n)

〉
(3)

=
1

S

S∑

i=1



∞∑

n1=0

· · ·
∞∑

ni−1=0

∞∑

ni+1=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

P(~n)|ni=n




= Pi(n) ≡ P (n),

where δ is the Kronecker delta function, and using the
fact that in this homogeneous system the marginal dis-
tributions Pi(n) = P (n) of population abundance are
identical for all species.

Dynamics of ecological populations can also be de-
scribed using continuous approximations (see the Sup-
plementary Information; SI Section 1) [33, 55, 67–70]. In
particular, in the Fokker-Planck approximation, the con-
tinuous deterministic limit of the master equation (Eq. 2)
recovers the well-known competitive Lotka-Volterra (LV)
equations

∂xi
∂t

= q+i (~x)− q−i (~x)

= rxi


1− xi

K
−
∑

j 6=i
ρ
xj
K


+ µ (4)

for the variable xi, which corresponds to the continuous
deterministic limit of the discrete variable ni [84]; see SI
Section 1 for further details.

The deterministic steady state is given by

x̃(S) =
K

2[1 + ρ(S − 1)]

{
1 +

√
1 +

4µ[1 + ρ(S − 1)]

rK

}
.

(5)
Note that in the deterministic LV process all species sur-
vive with abundance x̃ as long as ρ ≤ 1 and µ > 0
[28]. Conversely, in the stochastic competitive environ-
ment the numbers of individuals of each species fluctu-
ate, occasionally reaching extinction. Thus, the number
of co-existing species S∗ is a stochastic variable as well,

and may be smaller than the overall number species S in
the immigration flux from the larger basin, with S∗ ≤ S.
The number of co-existing species has a corresponding
probability distribution whose evolution is governed by a
master equation derived from Eq. 2 (see SI Section 2) [89].
The richness, denoted as 〈S∗〉, is defined as the average
number of the (co-)existing species, and is related to the
SAD via

〈S∗〉 = S(1− P (0)). (6)

Intuitively, this is the sum of the expectation of S random
indicator variables; the richness is determined by S times
the probability that a species is present in the system,
1− P (0) (see SI Section 3.A).

No exact analytical solution for the high-dimensional
master equation Eq. 2 is known for a general competition
strength ρ. To understand the principles of the commu-
nity organization and the impact of competition, immi-
gration and demographic noise, we developed approxi-
mate analytical solutions to the master equation verified
by Gillespie simulations (see SI Section 2 for details).

III. RESULTS

A. Mean-Field Approximation

The full master equation Eq. 2 can be reduced to a one
dimensional approximation for the marginal distribution
P (n) with effective birth-death rates (see SI Section 2.A).
The SAD, P (n), is obtained as a self-consistent station-
ary solution of this equation as

P (n) ≡ Pi(ni = n)

= P (0)
(r+)n(µ/r+)n

n!
∏n
ni=1

(
r− + rni/K + rρ

∑S
j 6=i〈nj |ni〉/K

) .

(7)

To obtain an analytical approximation to P (n) we use a
mean field closure for the unknown conditional averages

〈nj |ni〉 as
〈∑

j 6=i nj |ni
〉
≈ (S−1)〈n〉 (see SI Section 2.A

for discussion and alternative approximations). Thus,
Eq. 7 becomes a closed-form implicit equation for the
probability distribution P (n) which can be solved numer-
ically. We have found a good agreement between exact
stochastic simulation results and this mean-field approx-
imation for most of the parameter space examined.

Following Eq. 6, the average richness in the mean-field
approximation is

〈S∗〉 = S

(
1− 1

1F1[a, b+ 1; c]

)
, (8)

where P (0) = 1/1F1[a, b + 1 + 1; c] is the normaliza-
tion constant of P (n) where 1F1[a, b; c] is the hyperge-
ometric Kummer confluent function, with a = µ/r+,
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b = [r−K + rρ(S − 1)〈n〉]/r, and c = r+K/r. The exact
solution for the distribution of the number of co-existing
species, S∗, can be obtained for ρ = 0 (a binomial dis-
tribution) and ρ = 1 (a sum of hypergeometric func-
tions; see SI Section 3)[74]. For intermediate competition
strengths, 0 < ρ < 1, a mean-field approximation results
in a binomial distribution for the species richness distri-
bution as in [89]; however, we discuss how this mean-field
solution differs from the richness distribution from simu-
lations in the SI Section 3.

B. The system exhibits rich behavior with distinct
regimes of population structures controlled by

competition strength, immigration rate and the
species number

Depending on the values of the competition strength
and the immigration rate, the number of species and the
system size, the population can exhibit a number of dif-
ferent regimes of behavior which can be categorized by
their richness and the shape of their SAD, as visualized
in Fig. 2 and described below.

1. Richness regimes

In the classical deterministic LV model, the systems
exhibits either an interior fixed-point with full coexis-
tence of all species at abundances given by Eq. 5, or
mass extinction with a single surviving species, in agree-
ment with the well-known Gause’s law of deterministic
competitive exclusion [28]. By contrast, the stochastic
model may exhibit partial coexistence due to the tempo-
rary extinctions of some species driven by the abundance
fluctuations arising from the demographic noise. Overall,
the number of co-existing species and their abundances
are determined by the balance between the immigration
and the competition induced stochastic extinction events.
Three distinct richness regimes can be discerned as shown
in Fig. 2, based on the variations of the richness of the
system 〈S∗〉 in different regions of the (ρ,µ,S) parameter
space.

At low competition strength - region (a) in Fig. 2A - all
species co-exist so that the richness of the system is equal
to the total number of species 〈S∗〉 ≈ S, similar to the de-
terministic regime. In this regime, each species effectively
inhabits its own niche because the inter-species competi-
tion is not sufficiently strong to drive any of the species
to extinction in the presence of abundance fluctuations
arising from the demographic noise. The probability for
a species to be present is determined by the balance of
its immigration rate and the extinction rate. At higher
immigration rates this regime extends into regions with
higher competition strength ρ: high immigration rates
stabilize full richness populations even with a relatively
high competition strength.

In the second regime - region (b) in Fig. 2A - only

a fraction of the species are simultaneously present on
average, which we denote as the partial coexistence
regime. In this regime, the immigration influx is not
high enough to prevent temporary stochastic extinctions
of some species resulting from the competition.

At very high competition strengths a complete exclu-
sion regime - region (c) in Fig. 2A - is found. High com-
petition along with the very low immigration rates act in
unison to reduce the richness to below two species on av-
erage. Although regime (c) may appear similar to regime
(b) since both present partial coexistence, they are dis-
tinguished by key behaviors as explained below.

Note that the stochasticity is central to the effect of the
competition on the observed richness. Stochastic fluctua-
tions increase the risk of extinction with increasing com-
petition strength, unlike in the deterministic case where
the richness is independent of the competition strength
for ρ < 1 [28].

2. SAD shape and modality regimes

Besides determining the richness, the balance between
immigration and stochastic competitive extinctions also
dictates the mean abundances of the individual species
and the species abundance distribution (SAD). When
the immigration influx of individuals into the system is
higher than the average out-flux due to the transient ex-
tinctions, shown in Fig. 2B as region (I), most species are
forced away from extinction. In this regime, the SAD is
unimodal with a peak at relatively high species abun-
dances ñ approximately located at

ñ =
K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉

2

{
1±

√
1 + 4

(µ− r+)K

r(K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉)2

}
,

(9)
which agrees with the simulation results, as shown in
Fig. 3; see also SI Section 2.B.

At lower immigration rates - regime (II) in Fig. 2B -
the immigration rate is insufficiently strong to overcome
the competition-driven temporary extinctions of some
species, and the SAD develops an additional peak around
n = 0 corresponding to the temporarily extinct species.
The subset of the ‘quasi-stable’ co-existing species domi-
nate the population number with abundances that fluctu-
ate around the ‘niche-like’ abundance peak, ñ. Their per-
sistence at dominant abundances is punctuated by rare
fluctuation-driven extinctions and the occasional invasion
of a temporarily extinct species into the dominant popu-
lation. By contrast, the dynamics of species in the n = 0
zero peak is characterized by the rapid turnover of the
remaining species close to extinction. This balance be-
tween the immigration and the stochastic competitive ex-
tinctions may be related to the trade-offs in competitive
ability and dispersal (immigration) in meta-community
population dynamics [72, 90].

At low immigration rates, the peak at Eq. 9 coincides
with the deterministic stable solution in Eq. 5 (see SI
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FIG. 2. Phenomenology of the population structures. Panel A: The system possesses three distinct richness phases. (a): full
coexistence of all the species 〈S∗〉 ≈ S; (b): partial coexistence with 〈S∗〉 < S; (c): a single species exists on average. Panel B:
Different population regimes are distinguished by different SAD modalities. (I): immigration dominated regime with unimodal
SAD at a typical abundance given by the positive root of ñ; (II): bimodal regime with species at non-zero abundance ñ and a
rapid species turnover peak a zero abundance; (III): ‘rare biosphere’ regime of a unimodal SAD with peak at zero abundance
resulting from the rapid turnover of the temporarily extinct species; (IV) multimodal regime. Panels C and D: Intersection of
the modality and richness regimes in the (µ, ρ) plane ( C) and (S, ρ) plane (D); see text for discussion. In panels A, B and
C the number of species S = 30. In panel D the immigration rate is µ = 10−1. For all panels; Colored regions represent data
from simulation (see Methods), whereas boundaries from the mean-field approximation are represented by solid black lines.
The solution for the master equation Eq. 2 is simulated using the Gillespie algorithm with 6 · 108 time steps, r+ = 2, r− = 1,
and K = 100.

Section 4.B)

lim
µ→0

ñ = lim
µ→0

x̃ (〈S∗〉) =
K

1 + ρ(〈S∗〉 − 1)
. (10)

Namely, in the bimodal regime the coexisting dominant
species are fluctuating around ñ which, at low immigra-
tion, is the deterministic fixed point with 〈S∗〉 species. In
this regime, the dynamics of the fluctuations of the abun-
dant species around ñ can be heuristically understood as
a spatially dependent diffusion in an effective potential
well of the Fokker-Plank Equation (See Section II and SI
Section 1).

Somewhat unexpectedly, at low immigration rate µ .
.05, the bimodal regime extends onto the neutral line at
ρ = 1 where the SAD has been commonly believed to
have the monotonically decreasing ‘rare biosphere’ shape
[31, 75]. Surprisingly, in this regime the competition is so
strong that most of the time either no species are present

at high abundance, or only one species survives in a ki-
netically ‘frozen’ and long lived quasi-stable state with
an abundance ñ ' K, as observed previously [76]; this is
region (IIc) in Fig. 1C.

Furthermore, at the intermediate immigration rates
and relatively high competition strengths we observe a
unimodal behaviour with a peak at zero rather than at a
finite ñ - region (III) in Fig. 2B. In this regime, the com-
petition is strong enough so that the fluctuations compet-
itively drive species to temporary extinction before any of
them is able to establish a ‘quasi-stable’ state at a high
abundance. All species undergo rapid turnover around
zero resulting from the balance between random immi-
gration and extinction events. This regime corresponds
to what was previously described as the ‘rare biosphere’:
fewer number of species are found at higher abundances
resulting in a monotonically decreasing SAD. This SAD
shape is classically recognized as a hallmark of a ‘rare
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biosphere’ regime. However, as shown in Fig. 2 the uni-
modal regime (III) unexpectedly extends substantially
beyond the neutral manifold ρ = 1, into the non-neutral
regions with ρ < 1, and the monotonic-decreasing SAD
persists even for competition strengths as low as ρ ≈ 0.1
- an order of magnitude weaker than the classical neutral
regime. This challenges the common perception that the
‘rare biosphere’ SAD is an indicator of neutrality. On
the neutral line ρ = 1, for large n the SAD asymptot-
ically tends to a power law with an exponential cutoff
in line with similar functional forms found in previous
works (see SI Section 2.C)[31, 36, 75, 91].

Finally, we found an entirely novel multimodal regime
with more than two peaks - regime (IV) in Fig. 2 - which
possesses one rapid turnover peak around extinction and
multiple peaks at non-zero abundances. Similar to region
(IIc), the peak at n = 0 comprises species which rapidly
turnover around extinction. However, in addition to the
peak at positive abundances K formed by one surviv-
ing species (S∗ = 1) in a meta-stable frozen state, this
regime possesses a second peak at ∼ K/(1 + ρ) with two
simultaneously surviving quasi-stable species (S∗ = 2.
The abundance at these peaks are solutions to Eq. 10
wherein 〈S∗〉 is replaced by the momentary S∗. The slow
fluctuations between the states with S∗ = 1 and S∗ = 2
result in the appearance of the SAD with two non-zero
modes at quasi-stable dominance abundance, ñ ∼ K and
ñ ∼ K/(1 + ρ) observed in the region (IV). These two
peaks are only visibly separated when the richness is low
and carrying capacity is high, since solutions of Eq. 10
for different S∗ are more distant in this regime.

The transitions between the different modality regimes
and the corresponding changes in the SAD shapes are
illustrated in Fig. 3. Generally, at low competition
strength ρ the species are practically independent of each
other, residing in largely non-overlapping niches and with
their typical abundance ñ close to the carrying capacity
K. Increasing competition strength ρ makes it harder to
sustain the co-existing species at high abundances, and
accordingly ñ decreases, as illustrated in the top pan-
els of Fig. 3A and Fig. 3B. With further increase in ρ
the system behavior bifurcates depending on the immi-
gration rate µ. At high immigration rates, µ & 0.05, the
competition-driven decrease in ñ continues up to the crit-
ical competition strength (calculated in the next section)
where the peak around ñ disappears (top right panel of
Fig. 3A) and Fig. 3B), as the system is not able to sustain
‘quasi-stable’ niche-like species co-existence. This corre-
sponds to the transition from the bimodal region (II) to
the ‘rare biosphere’ region (III) in Fig. 2). At lower im-
migration rates (top left panel of Fig. 3A and Fig. 3B),
further increases in the competition strength eventually
cause mass species extinctions which allow the remain-
ing few dominant species to maintain higher abundances
(region (III) Fig. 2). As ρ→ 1, the system transitions to
the region (IIc) of the Fig. 2: only one dominant species
remains, as described in [76], with abundance fluctuating
around K.
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FIG. 3. SAD changes between different regimes. Panel A:
(upper left) Simulation results for species abundance distri-
butions (SADs) for fixed µ = 10−3 as a function of ρ. (upper
right) same for µ = 1. Different values of the competition
strength ρ are emphasized with different colors indicated in
the color-bar. (lower left) Simulation results for SADs as a
function of µ for fixed ρ = 0.5 (lower right) same for ρ = 1.
Different immigration rates µ are emphasised with different
color shown in the color-bar. Panel B: The non-zero mode of
the SAD given by the positive solution of ñ representing the
dominant species abundance as a function of ρ for different
values of µ. Markers and dotted lines represent simulation re-
sults, while solid lines are given from analytic analysis, Eq. 9.

3. Global Phase Diagram and Regime Boundaries

In this section we describe the complete phase diagram
of the system defined by the intersection of the different
richness and the SAD shape/modality regimes, derive the
regime boundaries and discuss the transitions between
them, as shown in the (µ, ρ) space in Fig. 2C, and in
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(S, ρ) space in Fig. 2D. We show that the boundaries be-
tween different regimes observed in simulations can be
understood within simple mean field theories, and dis-
cuss the underlying physical factors responsible for the
transitions between different regimes.

We define the boundary between the full coexistence
(a) and partial coexistence (b) regimes to be at 〈S∗〉 =
S − 1/2: the midpoint between full richness S∗ = S and
the loss of 1 species on average. Similarly, the bound-
ary between the partial coexistence (b) and exclusion (c)
regimes is located at 〈S∗〉 = 3/2, that is to say where
the richness is between one and two species such that on
average only 1 species is present in regime (c).

To derive the boundaries corresponding to the tran-
sitions of the SAD modality regimes, we use discrete
derivatives of the approximated SAD to determine the
existence of peaks and their location (see SI Section
4.C). The immigration dominated regime (I) is charac-
terized by a unimodal SAD with a peak at the posi-
tive root of ñ given in Eq. 9. Compared to this immi-
gration dominated regime, the neighboring bimodal and
monotonically-decreasing unimodal regimes - regions (II)
and (III) respectively - differ by the emergence of a new
mode at zero abundance.

Thus, the boundary that defines transitions to either
regime (II) or (III) from the immigration dominated
regime (I) is described by a flattening of SAD at n = 0:
∂P (n)/∂n|n=0 = 0. In the discrete case, this heuristi-
cally corresponds to P (0) = P (1). Combining this con-
dition for the boundary with the global-balance of the
master equation Eq. 2 results in the rate balance equa-
tion, 〈q+i (~n)|ni = 0〉 = 〈q−i (~n)|ni = 1〉.

In the mean-field approximation, this boundary is
found at

µ = r− +
r

K
[1 + ρ(S − 1)〈n〉]. (11)

This equation recovers the similar transition for ρ = 1
derived independently in [76].

The boundary between the bimodal regime (II) and
the ‘rare biosphere’ regime (III) is characterized by the
disappearance of the peak at high abundance ñ in Eq. 9.
In the bimodal regime at least one solution to ñ is real
and positive; as such a maximal, real peak exists. Con-
versely, in the ‘rare biosphere’ regime, both solutions of
ñ are negative or imaginary. We find that the boundary
between the real and imaginary ñ is

r(K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉)2 = 4(r+ − µ)K (12)

and the transition line between positive and negative so-
lutions, ñ = 0, is

(K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉)4
16

= 1 +
K(µ− r+)

r
. (13)

The intersection of these two conditions defines the
‘rare biosphere’ regime and is shown as the blue line in
Fig. 2B,C.

The modality and the richness of the system are also
affected by the number of species S as shown in Fig. 2D.
In brief, the frequency of the immigration events rises
as more species are present in the immigration flux. In-
creased immigration causes the total population to rise
without providing more room for each species in the
system; this increases the stochastic competition, driv-
ing more species to extinction. Hence, as S increases,
the transition from the bimodal regime (II) to the uni-
modal regime (III) occurs at lower values of competition
strength ρ, and the fraction of the concurrently surviv-
ing species decreases. This effect has been qualitatively
observed experimentally [92], and we return to it in the
Discussion.

These analytical expressions for the regime boundaries
- confirmed by stochastic simulations - provide insights
into the effects of different control parameters on the
regime boundaries. In particular, using the low µ de-
terministic approximation for 〈n〉 ≈ K/ [1 + ρ(S − 1)],
shows that the location of the boundary of the ‘rare
biosphere’ regime grows proportionally to the carrying
capacity and is a decreasing function of the number of
species S. Thus, the size of the ‘rare biopshere’ regime
increases with the number of species S as shown in
Fig. 2D, whereas increasing the carrying capacity shrinks
this regime (see SI Section 5).

C. Kinetics of the species turnover, extinction and
recovery underlie the transitions between different

regimes

To better understand the driving forces for the tran-
sitions between the different regimes, we focused on the
underlying kinetics of species turnover and fluctuations.
There is a stark contrast in the kinetics of an individ-
ual species in the unimodal ‘rare biosphere’ regime (III)
and the ‘niche-like’ regimes with a peak in SAD at non-
zero abundance, as shown in Fig. 4A. In regime (III),
all species undergo rapid turnover in the relatively broad
range of abundances around extinction. By contrast, in
regimes (I, II, and IV) the ‘quasi-stable’ dominant species
undergo fast fluctuations around the co-existence peak
at ñ in addition to fast turnover of the remaining species
near extinction. These fluctuations around the ‘quasi-
stable’ abundance are punctuated by the temporary ex-
tinctions and the reverse invasions of temporarily extinct
species into the dominant ‘niche-like’ peak.

To characterize the kinetics in different regimes, we cal-
culate the mean first-passage times T (a→ b) (MFPT) of
the transitions between different abundance levels (a and
b), using the one-dimensional backward Master equation
(see SI Section 6) [93, 94].

We first focus on the ratio of the MFPT of the transi-
tion from dominance to exclusion to the MFPT of return
to the dominant abundance level (starting from the dom-
inant abundance level), T (x̃(〈S∗〉) → 0)/T (x̃(〈S∗〉) →
x̃(〈S∗〉)), shown in (Fig. 4B). Here, x̃, given in Eq. 5
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FIG. 4. Kinetics of species extinction, invasion and turnover.
Panel A: Sample trajectories of the species abundances. (Up-
per panel): stable ‘niche-like’ dynamics, where the dominant
species fluctuate about ñ. The red curve represents the corre-
sponding bimodal SAD. (Lower panel): the erratic dynamics
in the ‘rare biosphere’ regime, where species fluctuate close
to extinction. The SAD is a monotonically decreasing func-
tion. Panel B: The MFPT ratio T (x̃ → 0)/T (x̃ → x̃) as a
function of µ and ρ. Select contour lines are highlighted as
dashed lines. This ratio qualitatively captures the transition
from ‘rare biosphere’ to ‘’niche-like’ regimes Fig. 2A. For weak
immigration rates µ ≈ 10−3 the ratio is non-monotonic in the
competition strength, revealing regime (c). Panel C: The
MFPT ratio T (0 → x̃)/T (0 → 0). This ratio qualitatively
captures the richness behaviour.

is the deterministic extension of the peak abundance ñ
in regimes without a non-zero abundance peak. Large
values of this ratio signify that the extinction rate from
x̃(〈S∗〉) is much slower than the rate of local fluctuations
in the effective potential well around x̃(〈S∗〉). Accord-
ingly, Fig. 4B shows that this ratio is high in the bimodal
and immigration-dominated regimes. Conversely, this ra-
tio is lower within the ‘rare biosphere’ regime which does
not possess a high abundance peak with ‘quasi-stable’
co-existing species. As shown in Fig. 4B, this ratio ap-
proximately delineates the ‘rare biosphere’ regime from
the ‘niche-like’ regimes and its contour lines qualitatively
recover the boundaries of region IIIb in Fig. 2C; see SI
Section 6 for further discussion.

The second ratio, which underlies the richness transi-
tions in the system, T (0 → x̃(〈S∗〉))/T (0 → 0) (Fig. 4
panel C) relates MFPT from extinction at zero abun-
dance to dominance at x̃ to the the mean return time
to extinction. This ratio gives a rough measure of the
number of species present in the system: T (0 → 0) is
inversely proportional to P (0) and T (0 → x̃(〈S∗〉)) is
heuristically inversely proportional to the number of co-
existing species (see SI Sections 3A and 6). As such,
this MFPT ratio approximates the ratio of the average
number of temporarily extinct species, S − 〈S∗〉 to the
average number of existing species, 〈S∗〉, see Fig. 4C. As
shown in Fig. 4C ratio quantitatively recovers the bound-
aries of richness regimes in Fig. 2 in most regions of the
parameter space.

These MFPTs not only serve to interpret the underly-
ing dynamics that give rise to different regimes, they may
also be more easily experimentally measured than steady
state distributions. Further discussion on the dynamical
features are presented in the SI Section 6.

IV. DISCUSSION

Ecological systems display a wide variety of differ-
ent behavior regimes that have been commonly analysed
through a limited number of paradigmatic models such
as the ‘niche’ and ‘neutral’ theories. However, it remains
incompletely understood what features of ecological pop-
ulation structure and dynamics are universal and which
are system specific, how different models relate to each
other, and what behavior is expected in the full range of
the parameter space. Using a minimal model of the com-
petitive population dynamics with demographic noise, we
have investigated the different regimes of the population
structures and dynamics as a function of the immigration
rate µ, the competition strength ρ, as well as the number
of species S. Although this minimal model may not fully
capture the more complex interaction structures of many
ecological communities, it exhibits rich and unexpected
behaviours paralleling many experimental observations
(see Table I), and illuminates the underlying mechanisms
that shape population structures in different ecosystems.

We have focused on the system richness reflecting the
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number of the co-existing species, and the SAD shape
as the characteristics of the different population regimes,
using a combination of simulations and analytical mean-
field approaches. Our analysis shows that the ecosys-
tem behaviors can be partitioned into different regimes of
richness and SAD shape/modality, parameterized by the
immigration rate and the competition strength - which is
analogous to the competitive overlap discussed in other
studies and references therein [27, 77].

Our model recovers the limits of the well known ‘rare
biosphere’ and the ‘niche-like’ regimes. In particular, at
ρ = 1 and intermediate values of µ, the SAD has the
monotonically decreasing shape characteristic of the clas-
sical neutral regime. On the other hand, at low compe-
tition strength, the system SAD exhibits a peak at high
species abundance where all species co-exist. We recover
the expected regime where different species effectively
occupy distinct ecological niches. Notably, even inde-
pendent species with no inter-species competition with
ρ = 0 may present either a unimodal or bimodal SAD
depending on the immigration rate, as shown in Fig. 2B,
C. Unlike the immigration dominated high abundance
peak at high immigration rates, at the very low immi-
gration rates the SAD is peaked around zero due to high
extinction probability solely from the intra-species com-
petition.

We found that, contrary to the common expectation
that different species inhabit separate niches away from
neutrality, the system can maintain the monotonically
decaying ‘rare biosphere’ SAD even at low competition
strength (up to ρ ≈ 0.1) as shown in the regime (III)
in Fig. 2. Similarly, unexpectedly, at the very low im-
migration rates, the system SAD maintains the peak at
non-zero abundance characteristic of ‘niche-like’ regimes
even for the high values of the competition strength ρ
usually considered to be in the ‘rare biosphere’ domain
(regime (IIc)) in Fig. 2 and Section IIIB.

We have also uncovered an unusual - and to the best
of our knowledge hitherto not described - regime char-
acterized by the multi-modal SAD with more than one
positive, ‘quasi-stable’ abundance peak (Regime (IV) in
Fig 2). This multi-modality arises from the richness fluc-
tuations in this regime: the number of co-existing species
is switching randomly between two relatively long-lasting
states with S∗ = 1 and S∗ = 2. Thus, one peak of the
SAD is found around ∼ K and the other one in the vicin-
ity of ∼ K/2, as explained in Section IIIB. We observe
that for low K, the multimodal regime is non-existent
and appears as K increases; see the corresponding phase
diagrams in SI Section 5.

Transitions of the SAD between different regimes oc-
cur through different routes. In particular, as the im-
migration rate increases, the SAD peak of the bimodal
regime (II) at ρ = 1, gradually decreases in height with-
out significantly shifting its location until it disappears
at the boundary of the ‘rare biosphere’ regime (III). By
contrast, at lower competition strengths ρ < 1, the tran-
sition from the bi-modality to the ‘rare biosphere’ regime

occurs via simultaneous changes in the peak’s height and
location. This is discussed in Section IIIB.

We show that the population structures in different
regimes and the transitions between them, stem from
the underlying dynamics of species fluctuations, extinc-
tions and invasions. In the ‘rare biosphere’ regimes, all
species undergo relatively fast turnover around extinc-
tion. This is reflected in the low ratio of the turnover
to the extinction mean first-passage times. Conversely,
in the ‘niche-like’ regimes the system develops two addi-
tional time scales: relatively fast fluctuations about the
high abundance peak, and the long waiting times for the
transitions from the ‘quasi-stable’ co-existence at high
abundance to extinction. This is reflected in the fact
that the ratio of the mean extinction time to the mean
time of return to dominance is higher in the ‘niche-like’
regime, as discussed in Section IIIC.

Interestingly, ecological regimes akin to those predicted
by our demographic noise model (except for the mul-
timodal SAD regime) have been also found using de-
terministic, noiseless LV models with a random ma-
trix of inter-species competitive competition strengths
[64, 83, 92, 95, 96]. However, the underlying mechanisms
that give rise to the apparently similar regimes in the
two model types are very different. In the demographic
noise model, the partial richness ‘niche-like’ regime (IIb)
(Fig. 2C) comprises the quasi-stable coexistence of a sub-
set of species at a positive abundance in parallel with the
temporary stochastic extinctions of other species. By
contrast, in the deterministic LV models with random
asymmetric interactions, the partial richnes ‘niche-like’
regime comprises large number of saddle fixed points
where different sets of species are competitively excluded
deterministically. At higher competition strengths, the
deterministic system transitions to the chaotic behavior
that resembles the ‘rare biosphere’ regime (III) (Fig. 2C),
however the nature of the species turnover and the shape
of the SAD are different from the results we presented in
Section III [64, 92, 97].

The existence of the predicted regimes and the transi-
tions between them can be tested experimentally by mea-
suring the SAD and the dynamics of the species abun-
dances in ecosystems with varying immigration and com-
petition strengths, numbers of species and effective carry-
ing capacities. Measurements of the SADs and the com-
munity compositions have become more attainable due
to the advances in single cell gene sequencing techniques
[1, 12, 92], overcoming the difficulties of SAD estimation
due to data limitations. Long-term observations may
provide measurements of the stationary species abun-
dance distributions [98]. Although it may be difficult
to experimentally determine and control the immigration
rate, the competition strength, and the carrying capacity,
practical proxies for these parameters exist. By way of
an example, the flow rate carrying bacteria into a cham-
ber of a microfluidic device is a well controlled quantity
that approximates well the immigration rate for popula-
tions encased in the chamber [99]. Another commonly
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used and robustly estimated experimental observable is
the species rank abundance (SRA), which can be used
to infer the SAD to which it is closely mathematically
related (see SI Section 7), although in practice the con-
version might be constrained by limitations of noise and
quantity of the experimental data.

The asymptotic behaviour of the SADs may show qual-
itative dissimilarities between distributions allowing one
to discern different regimes of behavior among the exper-
imental observations. In the mean-field approximation,
the asymptotic behaviour of the model’s SAD on the neu-
tral line ρ = 1 is well approximated by a power law with
an exponential cutoff (see SI Section 2.C). This asymp-
totic is similar in functional form to the SADs commonly
found by Hubbell models of a neutral birth-death pro-
cess with a fixed total population size [36, 75]. Notably,
the Yule process that is often used to model neutral pro-
cesses also results in the SAD of a similar form. How-
ever, the Yule process is substantially different from the
model of this paper because it does not include inter-
species interactions and reaches the steady state SAD
only if the effective death rate is higher than the effec-
tive birth/immigration rate [100].

In Table 1, we qualitatively compare the family of
the regimes predicted by our model to the various be-
haviors inferred from experimental findings based on the
SAD measurements and population abundance time se-
ries. The apparent abundance of the neutral ecosystems
observed experimentally - such as gastrointestinal micro-
biomes - may pertain to our finding (Section IIIB) that
the ‘rare biosphere’ regime extends substantially beyond
the neutral line ρ = 1: non-neutral communities may ap-
pear neutral as they exhibit SAD’s characteristic of neu-
tral communities [101]. Furthermore, multimodal SAD’s
predicted by our model that are related to the richness
fluctuations may provide an explanation for the multi-
modal SADs observed in some ecological data, comple-
mentary to the existing explanations such as spatial het-
erogeneity or emergent neutrality [63, 102]

One quantity that is relatively easy to control experi-
mentally is the total number of species S. The regimes
predicted by the model and the transitions between them
are shown in Fig. 2D: our model yields ‘rare biosphere’
regimes for high S and ρ, which are characterized by high-
turnover dynamics, and ‘niche-like’ regines with more
stable behavior at lower S or ρ. These predictions quali-
tatively agree with the experimentally observed phase-
space in [92], which were previously explained within
the deterministic LV models with a random interaction
matrix [92]. The fact that both the deterministic LV
model with a random interaction matrix and the homo-
geneous LV model with demographic noise are in quali-
tative agreement with the experimental data raises inter-
esting and important questions concerning the interplay
of stochastic and deterministic dynamics in determining
the community composition.

Another quantity that may enable qualitative and
quantitative testing of different models is the carrying

capacity K which may be controlled experimentally in
some systems. As shown in SM, the ‘rare biosphere’
regime shrinks in size with increasing K because a higher
carrying capacity can sustain higher average abundance,
and larger (less likely) fluctuations are needed for the
extinction events to occur. Higher average abundance
together with insufficiently strong fluctuations result in
longer MFPTs from dominance to extinction abundances
and vice-versa. These effects will be investigated in fu-
ture work

In the context of other ecological theories, the competi-
tion strength, as defined in this work, can be viewed as a
quantification of the heuristic notion of the niche overlap,
and we observe that decreasing niche overlap results in
richness increases as suggested previously [108, 109]. Our
model also serves as a quantitative example of some of the
coexistence promoting mechanisms of the contemporary
ecological theory; we explore stabilizing mechanisms that
increase richness via decreases in niche overlap, such as
fluctuation-dependent processes and fitness-density co-
variance [29, 110]. In particular, the demographic noise
model studied here exhibits fluctuation-dependent mech-
anisms that promote richness as species are able to coex-
ist at high abundance in our model.

We expect that the minimal model of this paper can
be used for more complicated scenarios, including more
complex distributions of the interaction network ρi,j , spe-
ciation to probe the interaction of the natural selection,
and inter-species interactions and population diversity
and structure.

Finally, our model of a local island community in the
mainland-island ecosystem (see Fig. 1), can be expanded
to many-island models or many-patch dynamics [71, 72].
These many-island and many-patch models examine the
interplay between competition and dispersal rate [72]
and its effects on the diversity of the metacommunity, a
prominent topic in conservation ecology and the study of
the human microbiome. The patch models may address
how coexistence and persistence are influenced by spatial
heterogeneity and environmental noise in a demographic
noise formulation. Future work will explore integration
of our model into other scenarios to predict species fit-
ness, non-equilibrium coexistence and their connection to
broader qualitative ideas in ecology.

METHODS

The solution for the master equation Eq. 2 is simulated
using the Gillespie algorithm with 108 time steps. We use
r+ = 2, r− = 1, K = 100. Modalities’ classification is nu-
merically executed after smoothing the simulated SAD.
The MFPT is evaluated via the simulated SAD (x̃(S∗) is
rounded), where a uni-dimensional approximation of the
process is considered, see details in SI Section 6.
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System (Ref.) Regimes Observations

microbial competition [92] stable full coexistence (IIa), stable partial coexistence
(IIb), persistent fluctuation (IIIb)

Community composition/ richness/
fluctuating communities

global birds species [103] unimodal - log skew (I) SAD

plankton [104] power-law decay (III) SAD and SRA

coral [102] multimodal (IV) SAD

arthropods [105] multimodal (IV) SAD

T-cell receptors [106] bimodal (II) and unimodal (III) SAD

microbial competition [107] ‘rare biosphere’ (III) and ‘niche-like’ (I & II) SRA and time series

gastrointestinal microbiomes [101] ‘rare biosphere’ (III) SRA and operational taxonomic
units (OTUs)

TABLE I. Qualitative classification of observed population regimes in various ecological systems.
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FOKKER-PLANCK AND STOCHASTIC DIFFERENTIAL EQUATION (SDE) FORMULATION

In this study, we treat the species abundance ni as a discrete variable based on its biological nature. However, for
large systems, it is often convenient to approximate the master equation in the continuum limit. We begin with the
multi-dimensional master equation in Eq. 2 in the main text,

∂tP (n1, n2 . . . , nS ; t) =
∑

i

{
q+i (~n− ~ei)P (~n− ~ei; t) + q−i (~ni + ~ei)P (~n+ ~ei; t)−

[
q+i (~n) + q−i (~n)

]
P (~n; t)

}
(1)

where q+i (~n) and q−i (~n) represent the birth and death rate of species i (respectively), which generally depend on the
state vector ~n = (n1, . . . , nS). Here, ~ei ≡ (0, . . . , 1, . . . , 0) (the one is located in the i-th component) and the transition
rates are given by

q+i (~n) = r+ni + µ, (2)

q−i (~n) = r−ni +
r

K
ni


ni +

∑

j 6=i
ρj,inj




for each species i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , S}.
Assuming that the carrying capacity is large K � 1, we define xi to be the corresponding continuous limit of

ni, which can be rescaled by the characteristic system size, yi = xi/K. This probability density of this continuous

variable is p(~y; t) = KP (~n; t) and the re-scaled rates are Q
+/−
i (~y) = q

+/−
i (~n)/K. Using Eq. 2, we get

Q+
i (~y) = r+yi + µ/K

Q+
i (~y) = r−yi + ryi


yi +

∑

j 6=i
ρj,iyj


 .

Written in the continuous variables, the master equation from Eq. 1 becomes

∂tp(~y; t) = K
∑

i

{
Q+
i (~y − ~ei)p(~y − ~ei, t) +Q−i (~y + ~ei)p(~y + ~ei, t)−

[
Q+
i (~y) +Q−i (~y)

]
p(~y, t)

}
, (3)

where ~ei is the change in abundance ~y due to an individual birth-death event, ~ei = (δ1i/K, δ2i/K, ..., δSi/K) where
δij is the Kronecker delta as in Eq. 1. The Fokker-Planck approximation is obtained via Taylor expansion of the
right-hand side of Eq. 3 to the second order in 1/K:

Q+
i (~y−~ei)p(~y−~ei; t) = Q+

i (~y)p(~y; t)+
∑

j

(−(~ei)j)
∂

∂yj

(
Q+
i (~y)p(~y; t)

)
+

1

2!

∑

j

∑

k

(~ei)j(~ei)k
∂2

∂yj∂yk

(
Q+
i (~y)p(~y; t)

)
+...

Q−i (~y+~ei)p(~y+~ei; t) = Q−i (~y)p(~y, t)+
∑

j

(~ei)j
∂

∂yj

(
Q−i (~y)p(~y; t)

)
+

1

2!

∑

j

∑

k

(~ei)j(~ei)k
∂2

∂yj∂yk

(
Q−i (~y)P (~y; t)

)
+...

Finally, we obtain the Fokker-Planck equation (FPE) for the master equation Eq. 1

∂tp(~y; t) = −
∑

j

∂

∂yj

[(
Q+
i (~y)−Q−i (~y)

)
p(~y; t)

]
+

1

2K

∑

j,k

∂2

∂yj∂yk

[(
Q+
i (~y) +Q−i (~y)

)
p(~y; t)

]
+O(1/K2). (4)

Using Itô’s prescription for SDEs, this FPE corresponds to the Stochastic Differential Equation (SDE)[1]:

dyi =
(
Q+
i (~y)−Q−i (~y)

)
dt+

√
Q+
i (~y) +Q−i (~y)

K
dWi (5)
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where Wi is a Wiener process. Multiplying both sides of this equation by the carrying capacity, and keeping in mind
that Kdyi = dxi, we get

dxi =
(
q+i (~x)− q−i (~x)

)
dt+

√
K
(
q+i (~x) + q−i (~x)

)
dWi. (6)

Note that the drift term in the SDE recovers the deterministic Lotka-Voltera equations [4] in the main text.
The continuum description of the population dynamics has been devised in the past in a number of works [2–7]. In

particular, a common choice for the diffusion term is to be proportional to the square root of the abundance [2], such
that the noise is independent of other species abundances, as in

dxi =
(
q+i (~x)− q−i (~x)

)
dt+

√
KrxidWi. (7)

In another example, in the the neutral regime, under further approximations and assumptions, Marquet et al [7]
derived an expression for the normalized species abundance z = xi/J

dz = (b(z)− d(z)) dt+
√

2c(z)dWi, (8)

where b, d, c are phenomenological functions. We note that with appropriate choice of birth and death rates, this
equation can be viewed as a variant of one of our mean field approximations of Section Approximations of Species
Abundance Distribution, Approximation Approach III: Estimating 〈J |n〉 using Mean-Field Approxi-
mation , see below.

However, it is important to note that the results of the Fokker-Planck/SDE approximations often substantially
deviate from the exact predictions of the master equation presented above and given in the literature [8]. To assess
the accuracy of the Fokker-Planck approximation, we simulated the corresponding SDE of Eq. 6 using an Euler
integration method. We find that the Fokker-Planck approximation does not fully reproduce the complete phase
space of the modality regimes for either noise specified in Eq. 6, as shown in Fig. 1. In particular, in the Fokker-
Planck approximation, the ‘rare-biosphere’ regime at high competition strength (ρ > 2 · 10−1) persists even at low
immigration rates, so that no bimodality is observed on the neutral manifold (ρ = 1). Additionally, the multimodal
regime is absent in all Langevin results. Other SDE approximations, such as Eq. 7 also result in similar discrepancies
with the exact results.

FIG. 1. Langevin numerical simulations. Left: Modality regimes with noise Eq. 6 from the rates defined in the main text.
Right: Modality regimes with

√
x noise as in Eq. 7. Colours correspond to the modality regime presented in the main text:

yellow is the ‘rare-biosphere’ regime, teal is the bimodal regime and purple is the immigration dominated unimodal regime.

APPROXIMATIONS OF SPECIES ABUNDANCE DISTRIBUTION (SAD)

In this section we find approximate solutions for species abundance distributions using various mean-field ap-
proaches. We also find the exact solution for SAD in some parameter regimes.

The set of differential equations in Eq.1 can be written in the matrix form as

Ṗ = MP, (9)
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where P is the vector whose entry Pα is the probability of being in state α at time t. Note that the state space spans
the countably infinite set Z∗S . Here, the matrix M is the generator of our Markov chain P(t) = eMt ·P(0) [9]. In our
case M is irreducible (there is no subset of states disconnected from the rest) [9, 10] and the matrix elements Mα,β

are the transition rates from state β = (nβ1 , n
β
2 , ..., n

β
S) to state α = (nα1 , n

α
2 , ..., n

α
S).

The only non-zero entries in the generator Mα,β are the ones for which a single species abundance differs by one

individual between states β and α, i.e. nβk = nαk ± 1. The entries where the labeled states have nβk = nαk − 1 are the

birth rates for nβk , whereas the entries whose labels correspond to nβk = nαk + 1 are the death rates for nβk . It can
be shown that a stationary solution exists for an irreducible, non-explosive continuous Markov chain when a solution
exists to the matrix equation 0 = MP [9, 10].

In general, it remains difficult to show that a stationary solution exists for an arbitrary, given Markov chain.
However, our model belongs to a class of models that have been extensively studies in the context of stochastic
chemical reactions. For this class of stochastic processes, a unique stationary solution exists under the following
conditions [11].

Condition 1. For a positive vector ~ν ∈ RS, there exists positive constants c1 and c2 such that for all ~n ∈ S

R∑

j=1

λj(~n)〈~ν, ~ζj〉 ≤ c1 − c2〈ν, ~n〉 (10)

where λj(~n) are the rates out of state ~n and ζj is the stoichiometric vector for the corresponding rate.

For the stochastic process in Eq. 1, S = Z∗S . Every state has R = 2S rates associated to it; each of S species has a
rate of birth and a rate of death. For species i, the stoichiometric vector of the birth reaction is ~ζ ≡ (0, . . . , 1, . . . , 0)

(1 is the i-th component) and, similarly, the stoichiometric vector for the death reaction is ~ζ ≡ (0, . . . ,−1, . . . , 0). The
bracket notation 〈·, ·〉 is the standard inner product on RS .

This condition, known as the drift condition, is a sufficient condition for the existence of the stationary distribution
of a Markov chains according to the following proposition[11, 12].

Proposition 1. Assume that the state space S of the Markov process is irreducible and Condition 1 holds. Then
this process is exponentially ergodic in the sense that there exists a unique distribution Ps ∈ P(S) along with constants
B, c > 0 such that for any ~n ∈ S

supA⊂S |P(A)−Ps(A)| ≤ Be−ct, ∀t ≥ 0

In other words, the distribution converges to the stationary distribution exponentially fast.

Given that the Markov process is irreducible, we need to show that Condition 1 holds. We choose ν = (1, 1, ..., 1)
and c2 = r (our basal growth rate). We shall show that c1 can be chosen to be a constant such that our system
satisfies Condition 1. It is fairly easy to show that, starting from Eq. 10,

R∑

j=1

λj(~n)〈~ν, ~ζj〉 ≤ c1 − c2〈ν, ~n〉

S∑

i

q+i (~n)− q−i (~n) + rni ≤ c1

Sµ+
S∑

i

rni

(
2−

ni + ρ
∑
j 6=i nj

K

)
≤ c1.

The left hand side is the equation is bounded from above, for which a maximum is found at ni = K/[(1− ρ) + ρS] ∀i.
Thus, setting c1 larger than this maximum guarantees a stationary solutions exists by Proposition 1.
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Derivation of the SAD from global balance equation

Consider the multi-dimensional master equation given in Eq. 1. To find the master equation for one species, say
n1, we sum over all other species on both sides of the equation; i.e.

∂tP1(n1) =

∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

∂tP (n1, n2 . . . , nS) (11)

=

∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

{∑

i

{
q+i (~n− ~ei)P (~n− ~ei) + q−i (~n+ ~ei)P (~n+ ~ei)−

[
q+i (~n) + qi(~n)

]
P (~n)

}
}
.

Since the birth rates at ni = −1 and death rates at ni = 0 go to zero, i.e. q+i (n1, . . . ,−1, . . . , nS) = 0 and
q−i (n1, . . . , 0, . . . , nS) = 0, we get for every ni:

∞∑

ni=0

q+i (n1, . . . ni − 1, . . . , nS)P (n1, . . . ni − 1, . . . , nS) =
∞∑

ni=0

q+i (n1, . . . ni, . . . , nS)P (n1, . . . ni, . . . , nS), (12)

∞∑

ni=0

q−i (n1, . . . ni + 1, . . . , nS)P (n1, . . . ni + 1, . . . , nS) =
∞∑

ni=0

q−i (n1, . . . ni, . . . , nS)P (n1, . . . ni, . . . , nS)

This simplification allows cancellation of terms for all the species except n1 and the above equation may be written
as

∂tP1(n1) =
∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

{
q+1 (~n− ~e1)P (~n− ~e1) + q−1 (~n+ ~e1)P (~n+ ~e1)−

[
q+1 (~n) + q−1 (~n)

]
P (~n)

}
. (13)

For simplicity, we define F+(~n) ≡ q+1 (~n)P (~n) and F−(~n) ≡ q−1 (~n)P (~n), thus Eq. 13 can be written as

∂tP1(n1) =

∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

{
F+(n1 − 1, n2, . . . )− F+(n1, n2, . . . ) + F−(n1 + 1, n2, . . . )− F−(n1, n2, . . . )

}
. (14)

To solve this equation, we use a z-transform (n1 → z): for a function G(n1), the corresponding transformed function
is Z[G(n1)] ≡ Ĝ(z) =

∑∞
n1=0G(n1)z−n1 . Using z-transforms we get

∂tP̂1(z) =
∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

F̂+(z, n2, . . . )(1− z−1) + F̂−(z, n2, n3 . . . )(1− z). (15)

Here, we have used a property of z-transforms: Z[G(n) − G(n − 1)] = (1 − z−1)Ĝ(z), and Z[G(n + 1) − G(n)] =
(1 − z)Ĝ(z) − zG(0). Now, to find the stationary solution, we set ∂tP (z) = 0, and after re-organizing the equation
we get

∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

F̂+(z, n2, n3, . . . ) =
∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

F̂−(z, n2, n3, . . . )
1− z
z−1 − 1

=
∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

F̂−(z, n2, n3 . . . )z. (16)

Then, we use the inverse z-transform (z → n1) to solve for P1(n), and find

∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

q+1 (~n)P (~n) =
∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

q−1 (~n+ ~e1)P (~n+ ~e1). (17)

We use the Bayes formula, P (n1, n2, n3, . . . , nS) = P (n2, n3, . . . , nS |n1)P1(n1), and obtain

〈q+1 (~n)|n1〉n2,n3,...,nSP1(n1) = 〈q−1 (~n+ ~e1)|n1 + 1〉n2,...nSP1(n1 + 1), (18)

where 〈∗|n1〉n2,...,nS ≡ 〈∗|n1〉 ≡
∑∞
n2=0 · · ·

∑∞
nS=0(∗)P (n2, . . . , nS |n1). Up to this point, the derivation has not made

use of any additional assumption or approximation, and the above equation is general. Since all species are equivalent,
Pi(ni) = Pj(nj) for all i, j we can drop the indices and define P (n) ≡ Pi(ni) for every i.

For the rates in Eq. 2, the averaging of the rates gives an average birth rate, 〈q+1 (~n)|n1〉 = µ+ r+n1 and an average

death rate 〈q−1 (~n)|n1〉 = n1

(
r− + rn1/K + rρ

∑
j 6=1〈nj |n1〉/K

)
; note that although q+i depends on ni, q

−
i depends
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on the abundances of all species. The averaged rates are also equivalent for all species and we drop the indices and
define: q+(n) ≡ 〈q+i (~n)|ni〉 and q−(n) ≡ 〈q−i (~n)|ni〉.

Solving the recursive equation with this new notation, we obtain

P (n) = P (0)
n∏

n′=1

q+(n′ − 1)

q−(n′)
(19)

= P (0)
n∏

n′=1

r+(n′ + a)

n′
(
r− + rn′/K + rρ

∑
j 6=1〈nj |n′〉/K

) = P (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1

(
r− + rn′/K + rρ

∑
j 6=1〈nj |n′〉/K

) ,

where a = µ/r+ and (a)n ≡ a(a + 1) . . . (a + n − 1), is the Pochhammer symbol. Here, P (0) is obtained from the
normalization. We emphasize that the above abundance distribution P (n) in Eq. 19 is exact, and no approximations
have been introduced so far.

The denominator in the exact solution includes the interactions between n1 and all other species in the term∑
j 6=1〈nj |n1〉. Since this term is intractable, we need to apply some approximations in order to provide an explicit

expression to P1(n1). In the following subsections we present the results of three different approximation approaches
and discuss their limitations. We note that although the approximations presented below recover the regimes in the
main text, each approximation breaks down for different sets of parameters, see Fig. 2.

Approximation Approach I: Estimating
∑

j 6=i〈nj |ni〉 using mean-field approximation

In the first approximation approach, we ignore the correlations between species abundances and assume that
〈nj |ni〉 = 〈nj〉. Thus,

P (n) ≈ P (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1

(
r− + rn′/K + rρ

∑
j 6=1〈nj〉/K

) = P (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1 (r− + rn′/K + rρ(S − 1)〈n〉/K)

, (20)

where the last equality arises from symmetry; 〈nj〉 = 〈ni〉 = 〈n〉 for every species i, j. By definition, 〈n〉 =∑∞
n=0 nP (n). Hence

〈n〉 ≈ P (0)
∞∑

n=0

n
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1 (r− + rn′/K + rρ(S − 1)〈n〉/K)

(21)

where P (0) = 1/1F1[a, b; c] is the normalization coefficient, and 1F1[a, b; c] is the Kummer confluent hypergeometric

function, a = µ
r+ , b = r−K+rρ(S−1)〈n〉

r +1 and c = r+K
r . Finally the SAD is found by the substitution of the numerical

solution of 〈n〉, obtained from Eq. 21, into Eq. 20.

Approximation Approach II: Estimating total population size 〈J |n〉 using convolutions

From Eq. 19 the exact solution for the SAD is

P (n) = P (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1 (r− + r(1− ρ)n′/K + rρ〈J |n′〉/K)

, (22)

where J =
∑S
i=1 ni is the total population size. Here we again assume that the total number of individuals in the

system, J , weakly depends on any particular individual species abundance n; in other words, 〈J |n〉 ≈ J̃ is a random
variable independent of the abundance n. Hence, our marginal probability can be written as a conditional probability

P (n) = P (n|〈J |n〉) ≈ P (n|J̃) = P (0)
(a)nc̃

n

n!(b̃+ 1)n
(23)

with a = µ
r+ , b̃ = r−K+rρJ̃

r(1−ρ) , and c̃ = r+K
r(1−ρ) . Moreover, we assume that the species abundances are mutually

independent, P (n1, . . . nS) ≈∏i Pi(ni) such that the PDF of
∑
i ni now reads

Prob

(∑

i

ni

∣∣∣∣∣ J̃
)

= P1(n1|J̃) ∗ P2(n2|J̃) ∗ · · · ∗ PS(nS |J̃)︸ ︷︷ ︸
S times

(24)
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where A∗B represents the convolution of A with B. Prob
(∑

i ni|J̃
)

is the probability distribution function for
∑
i ni

individuals where we assume that a single species PDF is P (n|J̃) with a given J̃ . To capture the fact that J̃ is closely
related to the sum of random abundances (the total number of individuals, J), we consider

P (J̃) ≈
Prob

(∑
i ni = J̃

∣∣∣ J̃
)

∑
J̃ Prob

(∑
i ni = J̃

∣∣∣ J̃
) , (25)

where P (J̃) is the approximated distribution of J̃ (and may be used as an approximation for P (J)). Then

P (n) =
∑

J̃

P (n|J̃)P (J̃) (26)

is the approximated PDF for each abundance - the SAD.
Note that when S is large, we find

P

(∑

i

ni

∣∣∣∣∣ J̃
)
∼ N

(
S〈n|J̃〉, S · V ar(n)

)
, (27)

thus P (J̃) ∼ Prob(
∑
i ni = J̃ |J̃) reaches its maximum in the vicinity of J̃ which satisfies J̃ ≈ S〈ni|J̃〉 =

〈∑
i ni|J̃

〉
.

Furthermore, for the approximation P (J̃) ≈ Prob(
∑
i ni = J̃ |J̃), the values of J̃ where J̃ � S〈ni|J̃〉 or J̃ � S〈ni|J̃〉

are highly improbable, due to the Gaussian nature of P (
∑
i ni|J̃) for large S.

Approximation Approach III: Estimating total population size 〈J |n〉 using mean-field approximation

In a similar fashion to previous approximation approaches, we assume 〈J |n〉 ≈ 〈J〉, thus

P (n) ≈ P (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1 (r− + r(1− ρ)n′/K + rρ〈J〉/K)

= P (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1 (r− + r(1− ρ)n′/K + rρS〈n〉/K)

. (28)

Then, 〈n〉 is given by the numerical solution of

〈n〉 =
∞∑

n=0

nP (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1 (r− + r(1− ρ)n′/K + rρS〈n〉/K)

. (29)

where here the normalization factor is P (0) = 1/1F1[a, b̃; c̃] with a = µ
r+ , b̃ = r−K+rρ〈J〉

r(1−ρ) , and c̃ = r+K
r(1−ρ) .

Interspecies Correlations and Limitations of the Approximation Approaches

For the approximation approaches described above, we ignore the correlations between the species abundances and
assume the species abundance dynamics are mutually independent, which implies P (~n) =

∏S
i=1 P (ni). Of course, this

mutual independence is not exact except for ρ = 0. For all other ρ > 0 the dynamics of a species are coupled, through
their death rates, to other species abundances. Therefore, we expect deviations of our approximations from the true
simulated SAD. In particular, we expect to find that the interspecies correlation and the quality of approximation are
interconnected.

KS and KL distances

We quantify how closely our approximate distributions (Q’s) measure to the exact distribution (P ) using two metrics.
The first one, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance (KS), is defined as KS(P,Q) ≡ max |CDF(P )− CDF(Q)|, where
CDF represents the cumulative distribution function. The second metric we use is the symmetric Kullback–Leibler
divergence (sometimes referred to as the Jensen-Shannon divergence), which is defined as KL(P,Q) ≡ ∑

x(P −
Q) ln (P/Q).
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Intuitively, the KS metric captures the difference between an approximated and simulated distribution, whereas
the KL divergence measures the ratio between the two distributions. Fig. 2 shows the KS and KL metrics comparing
the three approximations presented above and the simulation results.

Both KS and KL distances qualitatively show regimes where the analytical approximations agree well with the
simulated solutions (low distance scores; green and blue colors in the heatmap of Fig. 2), as compared to regimes
where the approximations do not agree with the simulations (represented with high values, yellow colors in Fig. 2).
Importantly, both KS and KL distances qualitatively reflect the regimes where correlations between the species’ is
large; this should be the case given that our approximations assume that the species are mutually uncorrelated.
When this assumption of independence is fulfilled, there is good agreement between the analytical approximation and
simulations (see Fig. 2 and the main text). For example, since Approximation III relies on a low correlation between
J and ni, regions of low correlation show good agreement between the approximation and the simulation (see Fig. 2,
3 and discussion in the section The abundances of different species are weakly anti-correlated below).
In Fig. 2 we present the KS distance. Importantly, we aim neither to confirm or deny the validity of our approximations
using these metrics; as such, a specific threshold (p-value) for hypothesis testing is somewhat arbitrary to our purposes.
However, using p = 0.05 for this KS test (as is commonly used in the literature, see e.g. [13, 14]) we find that most
regimes are well approximated except for at low competition strength in Approximations II and III as well as some
regions close to ρ = 1.

In the main text, we choose to present the results for the regime boundaries obtained from the Approximation I
above; even so, all approximations present reasonable agreement with the simulations. However, in some regimes,
some approximations work better than the others: One approximation may better capture the location of a dominant
abundance peak better, while other approximations show better agreement with the boundaries for various regimes.
For example, only Approximation I captures the bi-modality at very low µ and ρ = 1, where the other approximations
seem to align slightly better with the simulated SAD.

The abundances of different species are weakly anti-correlated

So far, we have investigated the single species marginal abundance distribution P (n), where our approximations
assumed independence between the different species. However, the species are not independent of each other due to the
inter-species competitive interactions when ρ > 0. It has been suggested that inter-species correlations reflect on the
underlying community structure and the phase space [15, 16]. To investigate the connection between the population
structure and the cross-species correlations, we calculated the cross-species abundances correlations, quantified via
the Pearson correlation coefficient, as shown in Fig. 3A. The population exhibits weak cross-species anti-correlation
that increases with the competition strength ρ. This is expected given that the death rate of each species increases
with the abundance of the other species and, consequently, these cross-species influences are more pronounced at high
competition strengths. Conversely, higher immigration rates decrease the correlation between the species. Thus, the
anti-correlation is most pronounced in the high competition and low immigration regime.

Furthermore, the impact of individual species on the total population size can be quantified by the correlation
between the total population size J and individual abundances nj . We found that the individual species abundances
are positively correlated with the total abundance J =

∑
i ni, which also fluctuates as the individuals of all species

undergo birth and death events. Interestingly, as shown in Fig. 3B, the magnitude of this correlation cov(J, ni)/σnσJ
exhibits inverse trends compared to the inter-species anti-correlation: the correlation cov(J, ni)/σnσJ is weaker when
the cross-species anti-correlation is stronger. The magnitude of the correlation between the total population size J and
a species abundance n exhibits similar behavior to the average richness (shown in main text Fig. 2A): cov(J, ni)/σnσJ
is high in the high immigration, low competition strength regime and is low otherwise. This behaviour may be
understood heuristically: whereas each species in a system with S∗ dominant species only contributes ∼ J/S∗ to the
total population size. Somewhat unexpectedly, neither the inter-species correlations nor the correlations between
the species abundance and the total abundance distinguish between the different modality regimes but rather both
increase with the richness. As expected, our mean-field approximation works best at very low cov(ni, nj)/σniσnj ,
whereas our mean-field deviates from the solution as anti-correlation gets stronger.

Asymptotic analysis

Species abundance distribution of the ‘rare-biosphere’ are commonly described in the literature as being power-laws
with exponential cutoff (see [17]). In the following, we examine the tails of our approximate SADs and show that
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FIG. 2. Quality of Approximation. Left: Kolmogorov-Smirnoff statistics (KS) and Kullback-Leibler divergence (KL) comparing
the simulated SAD with our three suggested approximations (see SM above). These qualitatively represent regions of agreement
(green, blue) or disagreement (yellow) with the approximations. As expected, the quality of the approximations follow the
correlation results, where low correlation provides good agreement with the approximation. As noted before, approximation
I is used in the main text to derive boundaries and analytics. Right: Four examples of the simulated and approximated
SADs. Simulation SADs are represented with blue, dashed lines, whereas the three suggested approximations are given by solid
lines (see legend). Note that the KS distance might be low in certain regimes (i.e. green or blue regions), while KL exhibits
high values (yellow), see for example (µ = 10−3, ρ = 1). This is due to the fact the KS measures the difference between the
distributions; as our distributions vary many orders of magnitude, the KS values are heavily determined by the maximum of
the distribution.

they exhibit similar behavior in some regimes.

Neutral Dynamics; ρ = 1

In the case where 〈J |n1〉 ≈ 〈J〉, which corresponds to our Approximation III (see text above), we obtain

P (n) = P (0)

(
r+

r− + r〈J〉/K

)n
(a)n
n!
≈ P (0)

(
r+

r− + r〈J〉/K

)n1 na−11

Γ[a]
. (30)

Note that this is valid only for the tail-end of the distributions when a � n. Notably, a power-law without the
exponential cutoff is found when 〈J〉 = K, as r+ = r− + r.
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FIG. 3. Abundance correlations. (Left panel) Pearson correlation coefficient between the abundances of any two different
species. (Right panel) Pearson correlation coefficient between the total population size J =

∑
nj and an abundance of any

species. Correlations were calculated from Gillespie simulation time course data with 6 · 108 time steps.

General Competition Strength; 0 < ρ < 1

We can approximate the tail of the distribution for non-neutral models (0 < ρ < 1) using similar arguments as
above, that is to say approximating 〈J |n〉 ≈ 〈J〉. Using Eq. 22 and this approximation, we find that

P (n) = P (0)
(r+)n(a)n

n!
∏n
n′=1(r− + r(1− ρ)n′/K + ρ〈J |n′〉/K)

≈ P (0)
(a)nc̃

n

n!(b̃+ 1)n
(31)

where a = µ
r+ , b̃ = r−K+rρ〈J〉

r(1−ρ) , and c̃ = r+K
r(1−ρ) . Looking at the tail of the distribution (n� a, b̃, c̃) we find that

P (n)
n→∞−−−−→ P (0)

Γ[b̃+ 1]√
2πΓ[a]

na−b̃−
3
2 (c̃/n)nen (32)

where we have used Stirling’s approximation: n! ≈
√

2πnnne−n. In the high n limit, we can further approximate
J ∼ n such that P (n) ∼ n−n/(1−ρ)en.

In the case where ρ → 0, there is no need for approximating 〈J |n〉, as it disappears in the exact solution. We are
left with the solution

P (n)
ρ→0−−−→ P (0)

(µ/r+)n(r+K/r)n

n!(r−K/r + 1)n
(33)

which is exact. The tail of this distribution goes as

P (n)
ρ→0,n→∞−−−−−−−→ P (0)

Γ[ ˜r−K/r + 1]√
2πΓ[µ/r+]

n
µ

r+
− r−Kr − 3

2 (r−K/rn)nen. (34)

We can check that we recover Eq. 30 in the limit when ρ→ 1 in Eq. 31. However, both b̃ and c̃ in Eq. 31 go to ∞
as ρ→ 1. As such, we use the fact that (x+ 1)n

x→∞−−−−→ xn to write

P (n)
ρ→1−−−→ P (0)

(a)n{r+K/[r(1− ρ)]}n
n!{(r−K + rJ)/[r(1− ρ)]}n = P (0)

(a)n(r+K)n

n!(r−K + rJ)n
n→∞−−−−→ P (0)

(
r+K

r−K + rJ

)n
na−1

Γ[a]
(35)

which agrees with what we found earlier for ρ = 1 and constant J .

Comparing with Other Neutral SADs

This asymptotic behaviour may be compared to analytical solutions in Moran models for which J is held constant.
These Moran type models are often solvable exactly, we choose to show their results for J = Sndet, where ndet is the



10

solution to our mean deterministic Lotka-Voltera equation. In [18], an analytical solution to the Hubbell model with
immigration is found such that

P (n) =

(
J

n

)
β(n+ p, n∗ − n)

β(p∗, n∗ − J)
(36)

where p = 1/S, n∗ = (J−m)/(1−m)−p, and p∗ = mp(J−1)/(1−m) . In this model, m is defined as the probability
of immigration at any step. This is different from our immigration rate, however we find a suitable transformation to
be m ≈ µ/〈r+n + r−n 〉: the probability of immigration is the rate of immigration divided by the mean rate of birth and
death reactions. Note that the function β(a, b) = Γ(a)Γ(b)/Γ(a+ b).

In [19], a continuum Fokker-Planck equation is solved to evaluate a similar multi-allelic diffusion model abundance.
However, in this formalism, immigration is replaced by mutations wherein ui is the rate of mutation of cell allele i.
Assuming all the mutation rates are equivalent, ui = u. The steady state joint probability distribution is

P (~x) = Γ(2Su)δ(1−
∑

i

xi)
S∏

i=0

x2u−1i

Γ(2u)
(37)

which may be integrated to find the SAD

SAD(n) = 〈
∑

j

δ(xj − n/J)〉P (~x) ≈
(n
J

)2u−1
e−(2u(S−1)−1)n/J (38)

Although mutations and immigration are not completely equivalent, mutations may take on a heuristic role similar
to immigration that allows for no species to be truly extinct. As such, we assume u = µ/r. Comparisons of these
different asymptotic behaviours are found in Fig. 4.

RICHNESS DISTRIBUTION

As mentioned in previously, the number of (co-)exiting species is a stochastic variable we denote as S∗. In the
following, we provide insights about its distribution. For clarity, we specify the distribution of the richness with its
corresponding subscript, i.e. Prich,S(S∗). The richness distribution may be derived explicitly by integrating the joint
distribution

Prich,S(S∗) = Prob (n1, n2, . . . , ni, . . . , nS)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ni > 0 for exactly S∗ species

=

(
S

S∗

) ∞∑

n1=1

· · ·
∞∑

nS∗=1

P (n1, ..., ni, ..., nS∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
S∗

, 0, ..., 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
S−S∗

) (39)

where the second equality stems from the fact that all species are symmetric; the binomial coefficient appears from
the permutations of relabeling species in the probability.

The mean richness

Here we derive the mean of the richness distribution by two different methods, which is possible without calculating
the whole distribution.

Indicator variables

For each species i, we define an indicator random variable si which indicates whether a species is present (si = 1)
or absent (si = 0). Note that because the abundances of different species are correlated, these random variables are
not independently distributed. The marginal distribution of an indicator variable is simply Ps(si = 0) = P (0) and
Ps(si = 1) = 1− P (0) . Thus the mean of any indicator variable is

〈si〉 = 0 · P (0) + 1 · (1− P (0)) = (1− P (0)). (40)
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FIG. 4. Asymptotic behaviour of various neutral models compared to simulations. (top panels) Using 〈J |n〉 ≈ n, our approx-
imation does not recover a bimodality, however the analytical approximation clearly follows the simulation’s power law with
exponential cutoff. (bottom panels) Moran-like models in the literature of power-law SADs with exponential cutoff. Here, the
total population size used is the total population size of the steady-state Lotka-Voltera equation, J = Sndet. The continuous
Fokker-Planck diffusion model of Baxter, Blythe & McKane[19] shows the immigration dominated peak. However, the Hubbell
community model solved by Alonso, McKane & Solé[18] shows a bimodality in the low immigation regime. Both have power
laws with exponential cutoff in different regimes.

The richness of the system is S∗ =
∑S
i=1 si and its mean is found as

〈S∗〉 =
S∑

i=1

〈si〉 = S(1− P (0)). (41)

leading to the equation in the main text. In a more formal derivation, the mean richness can be written as

〈S∗〉 =
S∑

S∗=0

S∗Prich,S(S∗) =
S∑

S∗=1

S!

S∗!(S − S∗)!S
∗
∞∑

n1=1

· · ·
∞∑

nS∗=1

P (n1, ..., ni, ..., nS∗ , 0, ..., 0) (42)

= S
S∑

S∗=1

(S − 1)!

(S∗ − 1)!((S − 1)− (S∗ − 1))!

∞∑

n1=1

· · ·
∞∑

nS∗=1

P (n1, ..., ni, ..., nS∗ , 0, ..., 0) (43)

= S
∞∑

n1=1

(
P (n1, 0, ..., 0) +

S∑

S∗=2

(
S − 1

S∗ − 1

) ∞∑

n2=1

· · ·
∞∑

nS∗=1

P (n1, ..., ni, ..., nS∗ , 0, ..., 0)

)
.

(44)
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As before, the symmetry of the species allows for a permutation of the species labels, such that

P (n1, 0, ..., 0) +
S∑

S∗=2

(
S − 1

S∗ − 1

) ∞∑

n2=1

· · ·
∞∑

nS∗=1

P (n1, ..., ni, ..., nS∗ , 0, ..., 0) =
∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

P (n1, n2, ..., nS). (45)

Thus, we find that Eq. 44 is equivalent to

〈S∗〉 = S

∞∑

n1=1

( ∞∑

n2=0

· · ·
∞∑

nS=0

P (n1, n2, ..., nS)

)
= S

∞∑

n1=1

P (n1) = S (1− P (0)) (46)

We find that the mean richness can be expressed as a function of the total number of species and the marginal
distribution of a species at zero.

The Binomial Distribution Approximation

In the limit of small ρ � 1, in the first approximation, the species can be assumed to be independent,
P (n1, . . . , nS) =

∏S
i=1 P (ni), and the richness distribution becomes a binomial distribution

Prich,S(S∗) =

(
S

S∗

)
P (0)S−S

∗
[1− P (0)]S

∗
, (47)

where P (0)S is the average number of temporarily extinct species, in agreement with [20] (see Section 2 of the main
text).

This result is supported by an alternative derivation based on our discussion of the first passage times of extinction
or invasion in Section 3.C of the main text. The first passage times may be interpreted as the inverse of the rates of
extinctions or successful invasions defining the effective rates of species richness transitions from species S∗ → S∗ + 1
(invasion) or S∗ → S∗ − 1 (exclusion). At stationary state, this can be encapsulated in an effective master equation
for the richness distribution,

0 = q+rich,S(S∗ − 1)Prich,S(S∗ − 1) + q−rich,S(S∗ + 1)Prich,S(S∗ + 1)−
[
q+rich,S(S∗) + q−rich,S(S∗)

]
Prich,S(S∗), (48)

where q+rich,S(S∗) and q−rich,S(S∗) refer to the transition rates of species addition and removal respectively. This equation
satisfies the flux balance condition for the richness distribution Prich,S(S∗)

q+rich,S(S∗)Prich,S(S∗) = q−rich,S(S∗ + 1)Prich,S(S∗ + 1). (49)

Thus, the richness distribution is given by

Prich,S(S∗) = Prich,S(0)
S∗∏

s=1

q+rich,S(s− 1)

q−rich,S(s)
. (50)

In general the transition rates depend on the multi-dimensional state of the species composition, (n1, n2, · · · , nS), for
which we do not have an exact solution P (~n). To derive an approximate expression for Prich,S(S∗), we assume that
the species are mutually independent. Consequently, a given species may enter the system (crossing from n = 0 to
n = 1) with a rate 1/T (0→ 1) and leave the system at a rate 1/T (1→ 0), where both rates are independent of other
species abundances. The rate of increasing the species richness, S∗, is the sum of invasion rates for S − S∗ excluded
species entering the system whereas the rate of decreasing the species richness is the sum of exclusion rates for S∗

co-existing species exiting the system

q+rich,S(S∗) ≈ S − S∗
T (0→ 1)

(51)

q−rich,S(S∗) ≈ S∗

T (1→ 0)
. (52)

Under the above assumptions, the solution for the richness distribution is

Prich,S(S∗) = Prich,S(0)

S∗∏

s=1

S − s+ 1

s

T (1→ 0)

T (0→ 1)
=

(
1 +

T (1→ 0)

T (0→ 1)

)−S (
T (1→ 0)

T (0→ 1)

)S∗
S!

(S − S∗)!(S∗)! . (53)
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Since T (0→ 1) = 1/µ and T (1→ 0) = (1− P (0))/µP (0) (see Section 6)

Prich,S(S∗) =

(
S

S∗

)
P (0)S−S

∗
[1− P (0)]S

∗
, (54)

recovering Eq. 47. This is not surprising as both approaches rely on the assumption of species independence. The
approximate binomial distribution recovers the correct mean (〈S∗〉 = S(1 − P (0))) but not the variance nor the full
shape of the distribution found in simulations. This binomial distribution of the richness was also derived in [20],
where the authors similarly assumed linear transition rates.

Fig. 5 shows how the binomial approximation compares to the simulated richness distribution. Outside of the regime
where the binomial is exact (ρ = 0), the binomial distribution tends to be wider than the simulated distribution. This
is explained by the fact that the assumption that the species are mutually independent breaks down in the intermediate
ρ regime where each species abundance depends on the presented and abundance of other species. This constrains
the number of species present at any point in time and the species richness distribution is narrower around the mean
richness than predicted by the independent binomial approximation.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
species present, S∗
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10−1

100

P
ri

ch
(S
∗ )

simulation

binomial

µ = 0.001, ρ = 1.0

µ = 0.1, ρ = 0.5

µ = 10, ρ = 0.001

0 10 20 30
species present, S∗

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100
exact solution

µ = 0.001, ρ = 1.0

FIG. 5. Sample richness distributions. Left panel: Simulation (full line) and binomial approximation (dashed line) richness
distributions are shown. These sample distributions are taken from a set of parameters such that each richness regime is
represented by one parameter: full coexistence (µ = 10, ρ = 0.01), partial coexistence (µ = 0.1, ρ = 0.5) and exclusion
(µ = 0.001, ρ = 1.0). For ρ = 0.001, the binomial approximation lines up well with the simulation; the binomial distribution
is exact for ρ = 0. For larger competition strengths, the binomial distribution does not approximate well the simulated
distribution. Right panel: Simulations (scatter points) plotted against the exact solution for ρ = 1 (line) presented above.
Although the binomial distribution is much wider than the simulated distribution for ρ = 1 (see left panel), the exact solution
given in Eq. 59 fits the narrow distribution.

Exact Richness Distribution for ρ = 1

In this subsection we calculate the exact richness distribution for ρ = 1 which is obtainable since the multidimen-
sional probability for ρ = 1 is known (Eq. 19 in Section 2):

P (n1, . . . , nS) =
1

1F1[aS, b̂, c]

cn1+n2+···+nS

(b̂)n1+n2+...nS

S∏

i=1

(a)ni
ni!

(55)

with a and c defined as in Eq. 19, and b̂ ≡ Kr−

r + 1. This has also been derived in [21]. The richness distribution
is obtained by integrating over the relevant area in the S−dimensional space. For example, in a two-species system,
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when S = 2, the richness distribution is given by

Prich,2(S∗ = 0) =
1

1F1[2a, b̂, c]
(56)

Prich,2(S∗ = 1) =

∞∑

n1=1

P (n1, 0) +

∞∑

n2=1

P (0, n2) =
2

1F1[2a, b̂, c]
[1F1[a, b̂, c]− 1] (57)

Prich,2(S∗ = 2) =
∞∑

n1=1

∞∑

n2=1

P (n1, n2) = 1− 2

1F1[2a, b̂, c]
[1F1[a, b̂, c]− 1]− 1

1F1[2a, b̂, c]
(58)

Similarly, one can show that for a given S

Prich,S(S∗) =

(
S

S∗

)
1F1[S∗a, b̂, c] +

∑S∗−1
s=0 (−1)S

∗−s(S∗
s

)
1F1[sa, b̂, c]

1F1[aS, b̂, c]
(59)

DEFINING PHASE BOUNDARIES

Boundaries for Richness Regimes

For the phase boundaries defined by richness, we use the mean richness to be, 〈S∗〉 = S (1− P (0)), where P (0) is
obtained numerically from the approximated SAD. Note that in the mean-field approximations P (0) is explicitly given
as a Kummer confluent hypergeometric function. Then, the transition between full richness, SP (0) → 0, to partial
coexistence, S(1−P (0)) = S−1, can be defined as the arithmetic mean between the two boundaries as SP (0) = 1/2.
Similarly, the transition boundary between partial coexistence and excluded regime is drawn where SP (0) = S− 3/2,
which lies in-between S(1− P (0)) = 〈S∗〉 = 1 and S(1− P (0)) = 〈S∗〉 = 2 .

Derivation of ñ

The boundaries defined by the modalities can be found numerically directly from the exact distribution, see Fig. 2 in
the main text. However, we have found that closed expression for the boundaries may be derived from the mean-field
approximation.

The transition between ‘rare-biosphere’ to bimodal regimes, is found at the dividing line between the presence and
absence of a local positive maximum in the SAD. The ‘rare-biosphere’ regime is defined by P (n) > P (n+ 1) for all n
since the SAD is monotonically decreasing. In the bimodal regime, there exists a n > 0 such that P (n) < P (n+ 1).
Thus the boundary between the regimes occurs where, as function of parameters µ and ρ, there is ñ that solves

P (ñ) = P (ñ+ 1). (60)

Using the P (n) from the mean-field approximation, we find

P (0)
(a)ñc

ñ

ñ!(b+ 1)ñ
= P (0)

(a)ñ+1c
ñ+1

(ñ+ 1)!(b+ 1)ñ+1
(61)

(b+ 1)ñ+1(ñ+ 1)!

ñ!(b+ 1)ñ
=

(a)ñ+1c
ñ+1

(a)ñcñ
(62)

n(b+ ñ) = c(a+ ñ− 1) (63)

ñ =
(c− b)±

√
(c− b)2 + 4(a− 1)c

2
(64)

Substituting a = µ
r+ , b = r−K+rρ(S−1)〈n〉

r + 1 and c = r+K
r yields

ñ ≈ K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉
2

{
1±

√
1 + 4

(µ− r+)K

r(K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉)2

}
. (65)
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To make further progress we need to replace 〈n〉. Here using S〈n〉 = 〈S∗〉ñ, we find

ñ =
K

2(1− ρ+ ρ〈S∗〉)

{
1 +

√
1 +

4(µ− r+)(1− ρ+ ρ〈S∗〉)
rK

}
≈ K

1− ρ+ ρ〈S∗〉 −
µ− r+
r

. (66)

Boundaries for Modality Regimes

In the ‘rare-biosphere’ regime, the SAD is monotonically decreasing. Therefore, the ‘rare-biosphere’ regime can be
defined in terms of ñ such that its solution is not physical, i.e. either an imaginary ñ, or a real but negative ñ. The
transition line between real and imaginary ñ, i.e. where =(ñ) = 0, is given by

r [K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉]2 = 4(r+ − µ)K. (67)

The transition line between the negative to positive ñ, where ñ = 0, is drawn where

(K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉)2
4

= 1 +
4K(µ− r+)

r(K − ρ(S − 1)〈n〉)2 . (68)

Therefore, the ‘rare-biosphere’ regime is defined as the union of the regions defined by both two equations above.
The second modality boundary we derive is the border of uni-modality region with positive probable abundance.

At zero abundance (n = 0), the abundance distribution has either a local maximum P (0) > P (1) corresponding
to bimodality or the ‘rare-biosphere’ regimes or it has a local minimum , i.e. P (0) < P (1), which corresponds to
unimodality. Consequently, the boundary between these two possibilities is given by P (0) = P (1), which can be cast
as a zero-flux equation, yielding

q+(0) = 〈q−(~n)|1〉 =⇒ µ = r− +
r

K
[1− ρ+ ρ〈J〉] . (69)

This defines the boundary of the immigration dominated regime where the system transitions to non-monotonic
unimodal distribution.

DEPENDENCE ON CARRYING CAPACITY K

The model depends on a variety of parameters (K, r+, r−) which may also be varied. We see that the regime
boundaries depend on the carrying capacity, see Fig. 6; as the carrying capacity increases, the ‘rare-biosphere’ regime
shrinks in size in the parameter space. We also find that the full richness regime extends to regions of higher
competition strength as K increases. This suggests that interspecies competition decreases in the larger carrying
capacity regimes. Intuitively, the larger carrying capacity allows for more individual species to immigrate into the
system and coexist.

KINETICS

As mentioned in the main text, we concentrate on time scales associated with mean-first-passage-time (MFPT)
from some initial abundance i, to a final one f . This MFPT, denoted as T (i → f), is inversely proportional to the
transition rate from i to f , where the first-passage times are exponentially distributed (see Fig. 7). Similarly, T (i→ i)
refers to the mean time of return to an abundance i having left that same abundance. In a unidimensional process
over the interval [0,∞), the MFPTs we consider are

T (x̃→ 0) =

x̃−1∑

y=0

1

q+(y)P (y)

∞∑

z=y+1

P (z),T (0→ 0) =
1

q+(0)P (0)
=

1

µP (0)
, (70)

T (0→ x̃) =

x̃−1∑

y=0

1

q+(y)P (y)

y∑

z=0

P (z),T (x̃→ x̃) =
1

P (x̃)[q+(x̃) + q−(x̃)]
.

These expressions are exact for processes in one dimension [1], i.e. for a single species whose dynamics are unaffected
by other species. Using simulations, we have found that these MFPTs agree with the multi-dimensional case, where
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FIG. 6. Varying carry capacity. Left panel: K = 50. Right panel: K = 200. Note that the the erroneous classification in
certain regimes is due to numerical difficulty in determining optima of the SAD.

many species evolve (see Fig. 7). Hence, we substitute the SAD obtained from simulation, P (n), in the expressions
above.

In the main text, we discuss different MFPT ratios that reveal the different modality and richness regimes. Note
that these MFPT ratios can alternatively be understood as the reciprocal of the rates ratios which describe how much
more frequently an event occurs than the other.

Overall, the ‘niche-like’ Regimes I, II and IV are characterized by a relatively stable behavior; generally species
stay longer about the dominant species abundances, punctuated by the occasional crossings between dominance to
nearly-extinct states and the reverse invasions from extinction into the dominance. With regards to transition in
richness shown in main text Fig. 2A, the transition between partial coexistence (b) to regime of competitive exclusion
(c) is captured by the non-monotonic behaviour of the ratio as shown in Fig. 4C in the main text. Surprisingly,
unlike the other regimes, increasing the competition strength in the competitive exclusion regime (c) increases the
stability of the dominant species abundance: return times to the dominant abundance are much shorter than the
time to extinction for the single species in the frozen ‘quasi-stable’ state. Conversely, the ‘rare-biosphere’ regime (III)
features rapid dynamics where species cycle rapidly between extinction and a broad range of abundances without
establishing ‘quasi-stable’ states with slow turnover. These different dynamic types are demonstrated by illustrative
trajectory plots in Fig. 4A in the main text.

SPECIES RANK ABUNDANCES VS SPECIES ABUNDANCE DISTRIBUTION

In the majority of the manuscript we use species abundance distributions (SADs) along with dynamical proper-
ties to examine and classify processes into different regimes. However, in many experimental studies the species
rank abundances (SRAs) are frequently reported instead, e.g see [22–26]. We shall briefly show that the SRA is
closely related to the cumulative distribution corresponding to SAD. First, the cumulative abundance distribution
is computed with CAD(n) ≡ ∑n

0 P (n′). The most abundant species, namely species with rank 1, has abundance
between CAD−1(1 − 1/S) to CAD−1(1). The second most abundant species, i.e. rank 2, has abundance between
CAD−1(1− 2/S) to CAD−1(1− 1/S), and so on. Therefore, the x-axis in Fig. 8 is computed with 1 +S(1−CAD(n))
and the y-axis are the abundances n. Using this approach, we generated the SRAs corresponding to various SAD, see
Fig. 8 for for ρ = 1. However, as is shown in Fig. 8, classification through the SRAs is less discernible than with the
SAD.
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the ratios figures(see Fig. 4 main text). Here x̃ refers to the deterministic LV fixed point. Importantly, these heatmaps were
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