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Abstract. We study the dynamics of the generalized Lotka-Volterra model with
a network structure. Performing a high connectivity expansion for graphs, we
write down a mean-field dynamical theory that incorporates degree heterogeneity.
This allows us to describe the fixed points of the model in terms of a few simple
order parameters. We extend the analysis even for diverging abundances, using a
mapping to the replicator model. With this we present a unified approach for both
cooperative and competitive systems that display complementary behaviors. In
particular we show the central role of an order parameter called the critical degree,
gc. In the competitive regime gc serves to distinguish high degree nodes that are
more likely to go extinct, while in the cooperative regime it has the reverse role,
it will determine the low degree nodes that tend to go relatively extinct.
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1. Introduction

Even though it was introduced almost 100 years ago, [1, 2], the Lotka-Volterra model
is still a topic of very active research in the field of dynamics of complex systems and
theoretical ecology, [3].

For some years it has been recognized that ideas from theoretical ecology can be
applied to finance, economy, and in general systems where agents can have interactions
similar to ecological ones, [4–6]. But even leaving the purely scientific curiosity aside,
in recent years there has been a push for the use of agent based models (ABM’s) in
real economic scenarios [7, 8]. While this certainly has important advantages, it has
at least one obvious issue. More complex models have lots of more parameters and
lots of more possible behaviors. One possibility to overcome this problem is to explore
systematically the possibly high-dimensional parameter space, which has been recently
proposed in [9]. Alternatively, one can reduce the effective number of parameters by
assuming that they are random numbers sampled from specified distributions. One
can then study the behavior of the model varying the reduced number of degrees of
freedom that parametrize the chosen distributions. The latter approach is very typical
in the study of disordered systems from the statistical physics point of view, [10].

In recent years there has been extensive work in the intersection between
statistical physics and theoretical ecology, precisely for the possibility of dealing with
disordered systems with a large number of coupled variables. With the tools of
statistical physics, the generalized Lotka-Volterra model has been widely explored
and understood. Following the same approach that the one used for the replicator
equations [11], a close relative of the Lotka-Volterra model [12], a dynamical mean-
field theory (DMFT) has been developed to explore many questions about the model,
[13, 14]. This approach allows to study the Lotka-Volterra model and many extensions
that approach more realistic settings. For this reason there has been an immense
amount of work recently devoted to it, see [15–23] and references within. The
availability of these tools motivates us to study the Lotka-Volterra model as a minimal
instance of a complex ABM, since the idea of competing agents is also natural in
economy.

In particular, we wish to explore the effect of having a network structure in a
large complex system of interacting agents, with a special emphasis on the role of
heterogeneity in the degrees of each node (the number of neighbors in the network).
Large heterogeneous networks are well-known to mediate a large amount of human
interactions, [24]. As an example from the are of economy, for the case of firm-level
production networks, [25], it is well established that the underlying structures are
highly heterogeneous with power law degree distributions. We find this to be a strong
motivation to understand the effect of including a network structure in Lotka-Volterra
type models.

From a theoretical point of view, dealing with a dynamical theory for disordered
systems on an sparse graph is complicated endeavor [26–32]. The amount of theory is
much more limited compared to the one of the fully-connected counterpart. For the
particular case of Lotka-Volterra, recent results show that indeed the behavior can be
extremely complex even for networks with no degree heterogeneity. Therefore it is
necessary to study the model in a regime where certain approximations can be made.
Specifically one can focus on the high-connectivity regime. In this case, only a local
quantity, the degree of each node will play an important role. While a lot the complex
discrete nature of the problem is lost, a lot interesting properties remain.
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There is extensive literature of this important approximation in the field of
mathematical modeling of epidemic spreading, [33, 34]. It is referred to as the degree
based mean-field theory or heterogeneouse mean-field theory (DBMFT or HMFT).
In this area, this approximation has been successfully applied to deliver many of
the standard results known and recently popularized during the COVID pandemic.
Therefore it is natural to be hopeful that it can be equally useful for a qualitative
understanding of large economic and ecological models. Indeed, recently these ideas
have been applied in the field of statistical mechanics of disordered systems and of
random matrix theory, [35–39]. In this context, one needs to account not only for
the heterogeneity of the degree of each node, but also for the heterogeneity in the
strengths of the interactions.

In this paper we develop a heterogeneous dynamical mean-field theory (HDMFT)
for the generalized Lotka-Volterra model with network structure. In this way, one
can take care of both types of heterogeneity simultaneously. We focus mainly on
the regime where there is typically a unique fixed point that the model can reach.
Our main interest is to understand how the heterogeneity of the underlying degree
distribution impacts the heterogeneity of the fixed point. While we maintain the
language of theoretical ecology, speaking about species and abundances, we focus
more on observables with an economic inspiration. That is, the Gini coefficient of the
whole distribution of abundances, and the fraction of nodes that concentrate a finite
fraction of the total abundance asymptotically. In order to present a unified framework
for both competitive and cooperative systems, we also explore the diverging regime in
which the Lotka-Volterra model is better described as a replicator model, [12].

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we define the model. In section
3 we present the HDMFT. In section 4 we present the solution for the homogeneous
case of σ2 = 0. Building from the intuition of the homogeneous case, in section 5 we
develop the theory for the fixed point in the general heterogeneous case. In section 6
we show a simple linear stability analyisis of the theory, and in section 7 we discuss
the regime of validity of the mean-field assumption. Finally we discuss results and
future directions in section 8.

2. The model

We will focus on a generalization of the Lotka-Volterra model describing N interacting
species. The abundance of each species is denoted by xi, where i = 1, . . . , N . These
quantities evolve according to the next differential equation,

ẋi(t) = xi(t)
(
1− xi(t) +

∑
j

Aijαijxj(t)
)

(1)

where we Aij ∈ {0, 1} corresponds to an element of the adjacency matrix A of the
undirected interaction network and αij ∈ R to the strength of an existing interaction.
We take the adjacency matrix A to be that of a random network sampled from a
configuration model, where the degree of each node, ki(A) =

∑
j Aij , is fixed to value

ki. The list of degrees, {ki}i=1,...,N is a sample from a particular target distribution
p(k). We denote by C the average degree, given by C =

∑
k p(k)k. We can write such

distribution over symmetric A’s using Kronecker deltas as

p(A) =
1

N

N∏
i=1

δki,
∑

j Aij
. (2)
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We introduce asymmetry in the interaction by taking the pairs (αij , αji) as i.i.d.
random variables with

αij =
µ

C
+

σ√
C
zij (3)

where zij = 0, z2ij = z2ji = 1, and zijzji = γ. In this way the correlation between
the weights is controlled by γ, this changes the proportion of the different type of
interactions that can occur between species, see [14]. We will always consider that
the model starts from an initial condition x0 whose entries are random i.i.d. numbers
sampled from a given distribution p(x0).

In Section 4 we will specialize in the homogenuous case, which corresponds to
setting σ = 0. This means all interaction have the same value,

ẋi(t) = xi(t)
(
1− xi(t) +

µ

C

∑
j

Aijxj(t)
)
. (4)

The only disorder to consider is that of the random matrix A. In this case if we
have µ > 0, it corresponds to cooperation between all species and if we have µ < 0 it
corresponds to pure competition between everyone.

3. Dynamical theory

Our aim is to give a statistical description of the solutions of (1) with tools from
statistical physics. The objective is to write down a theory that will predict averages
of p-point functions of single species over the population for a single instance of α
and from a single initial condition x0,

⟨f⟩pop =
1

N

N∑
i=1

f
(
xi(t1;x0,A,α), xi(t2;x0,A,α), . . . , xi(tp;x0,A,α)

)
. (5)

where xi(t;x0,A,α) denotes a solution of (4) for a given initial condition x0, given
interaction matrix A, and given interaction strengths α. Examples could be the first
and second moments,

⟨x(t)⟩pop =
1

N

N∑
i=1

xi(t;x0,A,α) (6)

⟨x(t)x(t′)⟩pop =
1

N

N∑
i=1

xi(t;x0,A,α)xi(t
′;x0,A,α) (7)

or even the full empirical distribution of xi’s ,

QN (x|t) = ⟨δ(x− x(t))⟩pop =
1

N

N∑
i=1

δ
(
x− xi(t;x0,A,α)

)
. (8)

In order to develop a theory, we need to explore the asymptotic limit of large
N and large C, particularly the case when N ≫ C ≫ 1. More precisely, it means
considering degree distribution where C is growing sublinearly with N , for example
C = O(logN). This is equivalent to analytically first taking N → ∞ and then taking
C → ∞ in the asymptotic theory in N . We show that in this regime, population
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averages converge to non fluctuating quantities that depend only on the distributions
associated with x0, A, and α. That is, the theory should only depend on the
distribution of αij ’s, determined by µ, σ, and γ, the distribution of degrees, p(k),
and the distribution of the initial condition, p(x0). Even though we develop a theory
in this asymptotic limit, we will show that it is in very good agreement with results
from simulations done with relatively small system sizes, N ∼ 103, C ∼ 50.

Following the approach used in [37] for spin systems, in Appendix A we show
the populations averages will converge to averages over an effective single stochastic
process x, defined by

ẋ = x

(
1− x+ gµM(t) +

√
gση(t) + gγσ2

∫ t

0

dsG(t, s)x(s)

)
, (9)

where g is a random positive number, η(t) is random correlated zero average Gaussian
noise, and the functions M(t) and G(t, s) are fixed by the theory in the way detailed
below. We also assume that the initial condition is random and sampled from p(x0).

Population averages can then be substituted by those over the stochastic process,

⟨f⟩pop −→
N→∞

⟨f⟩eff (10)

where ⟨◦⟩eff means averaging over the effective process (9). For example, for a one-
point function we would have,

⟨f(x(t))⟩eff =

∫
dx0p(x0) dgν(g) ⟨f(x(t;x0, g, η))⟩η (11)

where x(t;x0, g, η) means a solution of (9) and ⟨◦⟩η denotes averaging over the
distribution of the noise η(t).

We still need to define the distribution for g, denoted as ν(g), and the correlation
function for the noise η(t), denoted as

⟨η(t)η(s)⟩η = C(t, s). (12)

Therefore in order to fully characterize (9) we need to specify how to define ν(g),
M(t), C(t, t′), and G(t, s).

Since we are looking at the high connectivity limit, ν(g) is defined as the high
connectivity limit of the degree distribution, that is

ν(g) = lim
C→∞

∞∑
k=0

p(k)δ

(
g − k

C

)
(13)

even though g is a continuous variable, we will speak interchangeably both of g and
of k as of the degree. To return the language of k one need only to multiply by C in
finite instance.

The functions M(t), C(t, s), G(t, s) turn out to be moments over and associated
but different stochastic process. We will refer to it as the cavity effective process, in
reference to the cavity or belief propagation method, [40]. The only difference with
(9) is the distribution for g, in this case it is given by the cavity distribution

g ∼ νcav(g) = gν(g) (14)
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If we define ⟨◦⟩cav as averages over (9) but where g is sampled from νcav instead of
ν(g), then we can write down the defining self-consistency relations for M(t), C(t, t′),
and G(t, t′);

M(t) = ⟨x(t)⟩cav , (15)

C(t, t′) = ⟨x(t)x(t′)⟩cav , (16)

G(t, t′) =

〈
1

√
gσ

δx(t)

δη(t′)

〉
cav

. (17)

We will analyze two cases, one in which equilibrium is used, for small enough µ,

lim
t→∞

M(t) =M∗ (18)

and another in which the average diverges in a finite time t∗,

lim
t→t∗

M(t) = ∞ (19)

for high enough µ. While this regime is typically not considered, since it has no
meaning in the ecological context, we will allow ourselves to explore it. In this way
we present a full picture for the cooperative case of µ > 0 in more detail.

To study the diverging case we need to rescale the abundance, x, in order to find
a stable distribution as the average diverges,

y(t) =
x(t)

µM(t)
, (20)

and a new time scale defined by

τ = µ

∫ t

0

dsM(s). (21)

In this new time variable, τ , there is a well defined τ → ∞ and there is no
more divergence in finite time. With the abundance rescaling we also expect finite
distributions.

We can then look at the effective dynamics for this new variable,

ẏ = y

(
−y + g +

√
gσξ(τ) + gγσ2

∫ τ

0

dζ H(τ, ζ)y(ζ)− µB(τ)

)
(22)

where ξ(τ) is Gaussian noise with correlations given by

⟨ξ(τ)ξ(ζ)⟩ξ = q(τ, ζ), (23)

and where we have rescaled the response kernel G in the following way,

H(τ, ζ) = G(τ, ζ)
M(ζ)

M(τ)
. (24)

Again, we have the next set self-consistent equations,

1 = µ ⟨y(τ)⟩cav (25)

q(τ, ζ) = ⟨y(τ)y(ζ)⟩cav (26)

H(τ, ζ) =

〈
1

√
gσ

δy(τ)

δξ(ζ)

〉
cav

(27)
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We have arrived that looks similar to a theory of the replicator model like the one
developed in [11], but one that includes degree heterogeneity and that fixes the cavity
average and not the true average. By including the analysis of the model in this
regime, we will show how certain observables of the model (1) vary smoothly as µ is
varied in the whole range (−∞,∞), even if µc is crossed into the diverging regime.

3.1. Annealed approximation

As mentioned in the introcution, the resulting theory is an example of the
heterogeneous mean-field type [33], but adapted to this type of process and with
the self consistent kernels to take into account the complexity of the mean-field. As a
matter of fact, within this theory in the high connectivity case, much of the original
structure of the graph A is not relevant, since it can be derived by making the so called
annealed graph approximation, [41]. It consists of substituting the random graph by
a fixed fully connected matrix Ã, by the following rank one matrix

Aij → Ãij =
kikj
NC

. (28)

While the theory can be derived starting from this assumptions, in our case in
Appendix A we derive (9) starting from the assumption there is indeed an underlying
sparse graph and obtain these results as an expansion in 1/C. This allows us also to
understand when the theory should not hold.

This type of approximation was also discussed in [6] to capture main features of
correlation matrices. Indeed similar results to those of Section 4 were found.

4. The homogeneous case

It is particularly interest to look at the model without noise, that is γ = σ2 = 0, same
setting as the one studied in [21]. In this case our theory is greatly simplified since a lot
of the disorder has been removed. The HDMFT, (9), turns into a set of equations that
are actually solvable with the help of a computer. Even more, it is also an interesting
minimal model of cooperation/competition in the presence of heterogeneity, [6]. In
this case the dynamics, (9), reduce to,

ẋ = x
(
1− x+ gµM(t)

)
. (29)

The differential equation, (29), can actually be solved explicitly,

x(t;x0, g,M) =
x0 exp

∫ t

0
ds (1 + gµM(s))

1 + x0
∫ t

0
ds exp

(∫ s

0
dv(1 + gµM(v))

) . (30)

The only unknown function is the cavity average, M(t), for which we can write the
following equation, derived from (15),

M(t) =

∫
dx0 p(x0) dg ν(g) g x(t;x0, g,M). (31)

Once this equation is solved, we can actually solve the dynamics of the distribution
of abundances at all times, which an be easily shown to be

Q(x|t) =
∫

dg ν(g)Pg(x|t),

Pg(x|t) =
∫

dx0 p(x0) δ
(
x− x(t;x0, g,M)

)
,

(32)



Heterogeneous mean-field analysis of the generalized Lotka-Volterra model on a network8

Figure 1. Left: Average abundance, P (x|t), and conditional one, Pg(x|t), as a
function of time for bimodal graph (35), with N = 3000 and C = 300. Right:
Pg(x|t) for g = 4/3 for different values of C. Symbols represent numerical
simulations integrating (4) and solid lines of the solution of the theory (31).

where we have introduced the full distribtuion of abundances at time t, denoted as
Q(x|t), and the conditional distribution on degree g, Pg(x|t), telling us the distribution
of abundances for all nodes with the same degree.

We can also write a simple equation with a closed form solution in the diverging
regime,

ẏ = y(−y + g − µB(τ)) (33)

with solutions analogous to the other, where B(τ) satisfies the self-consistent relation,

1 = µ ⟨y(τ ; y0, g, B)⟩cav . (34)

Amazingly, the solution of the theory can describe well the statistics of a single
instance. To show this, we compare with numerical results for a single random graph
with a bimodal degree distribution, in this case where half 2C/3 and the other half
4C/3. To get numerical results we sampled a single graph with N = 3000 and degrees
200 and 400, C = 300, and then integrated (4) numerically. For the theoretical results
it is necessary to calculate the rescaled degree distribution (13), which gives

ν(g) =
1

2
δ

(
g − 2

3

)
+

1

2
δ

(
g − 4

3

)
. (35)

With this we can calculate the distribution of abundances over time, in particular
compare the total average, and the degree conditional averages,

∫
dxPg(x|t)x. In

the left panel of Figure 1 we see an almost perfect match as the system approaches
the fixed point. In the right panel of Figure 1 we show a finite C effect. While
the asymptotic theory predicts extinction of species with g = 4/3, which means and
exponential vanishing over time, in the finite C case we observes it reaches a plateau
that vanishes when C → ∞.

In the next section we will expand on the properties of the fixed point.

4.1. The fixed point

Once the system evolves for a long time, one expects it to approach a fixed point. By
looking at the long time behaviour of the theory (29), we can show it is consistent
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with an approach to equilibrium. In section 7 we will discuss the differences at finite
C where the picture is completely different.

To characterize the fixed point we take the limit t → ∞. If we assume
limt→∞M(t) = M∗, we can derive from the solution of (29) the statistics of the
fixed point, [11, 14]. First, to derive an equation for M∗ one should observe that there
should exist at time T such that M(t) ≈M∗ for t > T , which means that if we define
xT = x(T ;x0, g,M), we can write the solutions at time t as

x(t;x0, g,M) ≈ xT exp ((t− T )(1 + gµM∗))

1 + xT
exp ((t− T )(1 + gµM∗))

1 + gµM∗
(36)

which implies that

lim
t→∞

x(t;x0, g,M) =

{
1 + gµM∗ if 1 + gµM∗ > 0

0 if 1 + gµM∗ ≤ 0
(37)

This means that the theory predicts extinctions for certain species in the case of
competition, µ < 0, since the abundance will vanish if the degree g is large enough.
To survive, the degree of a species should not exceed the critical value given by

gc = − 1

µM∗ (38)

We can see that in the homogeneous case is defined by the degree, g, so the
conditional distribution becomes concentrated in delta functions,

Pg(x
∗) = δ(x∗ − 1− gµM∗)θ(1 + gµM∗) + δ(x∗)θ(−1− gµM∗) (39)

The cavity equation, (31), at equilibrium becomes

M∗ =
⟨g θ(1 + gµM∗)⟩

1− µ ⟨g2 θ(1 + gµM∗)⟩
, (40)

where ⟨f(g)⟩ represents an average over the rescaled degree distribution, ν(g).
We point out the two important properties about (40). For µ < 0 it is a self-

consistent equation, since we are using averages only over surviving species, those
ones with degree g < gc and gc depends on M∗ by (38). In the cooperative case,
µ > 0, there exists a critical value of interaction strength µc = 1/

〈
g2
〉
above which

M∗ diverges meaning and there is no equilibrium. This is the same the same regime
as the one discussed in the introduction, therefore µ > µc determines the beginning
of the diverging regime in this case.

In the case whereM∗ exists we can write down the equilibrium distributionQ(x∗).
We notice that it can all be written in terms of the critical degree gc, even for µ > 0,

Q(x∗) = |gc| ν (−gc (x∗ − 1)) θ(x∗) + θ(−µ)δ(x∗)
∫ ∞

gc

dg ν(g) (41)

This expression is valid also for 0 < µ < µc since following (38) and (31), even though
it is negative, gc is also well defined in this range. This result , (41), has a very clear
physical, at the mean-field level the abundance at the fixed point is only determined
by the number of neighbours of each node, the degree gi, whose fraction is in turn
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Figure 2. Left: Solution for the critical degree gc from (47) for exponential degree
distribution, ν(g) = e−g . Right: Abundance distribution at the fixed point for
homogeneous model, (4), with N = 3000 and C = 50 for µ = −0.5 (competitive)
and µ = 0.25 (cooperative). Symbols are averages over 50 instances of numerical
simulations. Dashed and solid lines correspond to the theory (41).

determined by the rescaled degree distribution ν(g). The first term in (41) is simply a
rescaling of ν(g) (reversed for µ < 0), and the second term only exists for µ < 0 since
it corresponds to the fraction of extinct nodes. Because degrees are always positive,
this implies that ν(g) ∝ θ(g), which then implies the following,

µ > 0 ⇒ x∗ ≥ 1

µ < 0 ⇒ x∗ ≤ 1
(42)

If we explore the diverging case, when µ > µc, as expected there is no solution
for M∗ because the average abundance diverges. But, we see that y also approaches
a fixed point in a similar way. If we assume that limτ→∞B(τ) = B∗, then we have
that for large τ ,

ẏ ≈ y(g − y − µB∗), (43)

and we again see that the fixed point also depends only on the value of g,

lim
τ→∞

y(τ) =

{
0 if g < µB∗

g − µB∗ if g > µB∗ (44)

where B∗ satisfies a similar equation to (40) derived from (25). We see that there is
a fraction of nodes that go extinct in the y variable, meaning that even though their
value of x is diverging in the true variable, it is vanishing with respect to the others.
Therefore, we can also define a critical value for g,

gc = µB∗, (45)

but in this case surviving nodes are the ones with degree above gc. From this it follows
that the asymptotic distribution for y∗ is

Q(y∗) = ν(y∗ + gc) + δ(y∗)

∫ gc

0

dg ν(g). (46)

This actually gives a physical meaning of why gc is negative in the range
0 < µ < µc. In the cooperative case in general, nodes with higher degree are favored
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as they have more collaborators. Therefore it is natural to assume the cut-off should
be from below. For positive values of µ smaller than µc the critical value gc is negative
because everyone survives. Once µ = µc we have gc = 0 and then it becomes positive
to give the fraction of extinct species with low degrees in (46).

As a matter of fact, we can write the whole theory in terms only of gc, forgetting
about M∗ and B∗, as it can be seen from (41) and (46). It is enough to write down
an self-consistent equation for gc valid in the whole range of µ. Both equations for
M∗ and B∗ turn into the same equation, provided we calculate the moments of the
degree of surviving species in the correct way,

gc =

〈
g2
〉
gc

⟨g⟩gc
− 1

µ

1

⟨g⟩gc
. (47)

where

⟨f(g)⟩gc =


∫ gc

0

dg ν(g) f(g) if µ < 0∫ ∞

gc

dg ν(g) f(g) if µ > 0

(48)

This equation was previously derived in a similar context but with a completely
different motivation in [6]. We show in Figure 2 that gc is a well-defined function in
the whole range of µ with a singularity only at µ = 0, where there are no interactions
in the homogeneous case.

A good agreement is found between theory and numerical simuations for the
abundance distribution when the fixed point is reached. In the right panel of Figure
2 we compare Q(x∗) as predicted by the theory and as observed in a sample of 50
simulations with N = 3000 and C = 50 for an exponential distribution, ν(g). We see
a good match both in the competitive and cooperative regimes.

4.2. The asymptotic inequality of the model

Since we are interested in the inequality of the system we quantify it through the Gini
coefficient, a standrad measure in economic literature. It quantifies the difference
in area between the Lorenz curve of a perfectly equal distribution and a particular
distribution of interest. In terms of the cumulative of the distribution of interest,
F (x), it can be calculated by the formula

G = 1− 1

⟨x⟩

∫ ∞

0

dx (1− F (x))
2
. (49)

In particular we will apply it to Q(x∗) and Q(y∗).
By inspecting (41) we can see that at µ = 0 then G = 0 since all species relax to

xi = 1. This is the state of perfect equality. In the absence of heterogeneity, that is
with ν(g) = δ(g−1), we have equality for all values of µ since the equilibrium solution

is x∗ = 1/(1−µ) for all species. Nevertheless, for the heterogeneous case,
〈
g2
〉
> ⟨g⟩2,

the inequality will increase if in both directions, that is favoring competition or
cooperation. This is a significant effect of having a heterogeneous degree distribution.
The inequality increases in the µ < 0 case as the fraction of extinct nodes increase.
In the case of µ > 0, we see that in the range µ < µc the Gini coefficient is increasing
as species begin interacting. At the critical point it reaches the Gini coefficient of the
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Figure 3. Gini coefficient of the abundance distributions Q(x∗) and Q(y∗) at
the fixed point for different values of µ. The solid line corresponds to the Gini
coefficient predicted by the theory, (41) and (46), and the solid circles corresponds
to the Gini coefficient measured directly for a single realization of the model, (4),
with N = 3000 and an exponential degree distribution with C = 50. Dashed lines
corresponds to the fraction of extinct species. For values µ > 1/2, it corresponds
to relative extinctions. It is interesting that the rise of the Gini coefficient is
sharper in the cooperative side, µ > 0, than in the competitive one µ < 0.

degree distribution itself. Which can be seen by setting gc = 0 in (46). Afterwards,
for µ > µc, the inequality goes over the imposed one due to the relative extinction of
the species with low degree.

For example, for an exponential degree distribution, ν(g) = e−g, we can write a
simple equation for gc, and therefore an exact expression for the Gini coefficient can
be derived from (41) and (46). In Figure 3 we show a very good match between theory
and single instances of the model.

5. Fixed point of the general case

In the general case when σ, γ ̸= 0, it is hard to say something about the dynamics
at an arbitrary time t from the general theory. Numerical solutions of (9), even in
the homogenous degree case, ν(g) = δ(g − 1), are computationally very expensive
to solve, [42, 43]. Even more, with a non-trivial ν(g) the computation time would
increase dramatically.

Nevertheless, it is possible to work out properties of the fixed point reached
dynamically by doing similar considerations as in the previous section. We assume
there exists a time T ≫ 1, such that at this points the dynamics is very close to a
fixed point x∗, and therefore the effective dynamics are

ẋ ≈ x(t)(1− x(t) + gµM∗ +
√
gση∗ + γgσ2χ∗x(t)), (50)

where η∗ ∼ P (η∗) is a fixed Gaussian number with variance C∗ =
〈
x∗2
〉
cav

, which
should be the long time behavior for η(t) if there is a fixed point, and where we have
replaced the response integral for its behavior at long times assuming x(t) is close to
its final value,

χ∗ =

∫ ∞

0

dsG(s). (51)
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Following the same argument as for (37), we see that the value of x∗ depends on the
relationship between the constant terms in the growth rate and the coefficients of x(t)
in (50). We give the result in terms of Pg,η∗(x∗), the distribution of abundance x∗ at
the fixed point given a value of g and of η∗,

Pg,η∗(x∗) = δ(x∗ − f∗)θ(f∗n)θ(f
∗
d ) + δ(x∗)θ(−f∗n)θ(f∗d ),

f∗n = 1 + gµM∗ +
√
gση∗,

f∗d = 1− γgσ2χ∗,

f∗ = f∗n/f
∗
d .

(52)

We write it out in this way to make the following conditions explicit. First, 1−gγσ2χ∗

should always be positive. This is non-trivial in the degree heterogeneous case, since
this quantity depends on g and it could possibly unbounded depending on ν(g). This
immediately shows that these equations for γ > 0 and χ∗ can never have solutions for
unbounded degree distributions. The heterogeneity alone can completely removed the
possibility of having a fixed point in the asymptotic limit. The other condition is the
sign of 1+gµM∗+

√
gση∗, which determines the survival of the species. In this case it

depends also in the random variable η∗, which means that survival is not determined
alone by the degree g, as expected due to the randomness controlled σ. Notice that it
is explicitly independent of χ∗ and γ.

From (52) and the long time limit of (15)-(17) we can derive equations for M∗,
C∗ and χ∗,

M∗ =

∫
dg ν(g) g dη∗P (η∗)f∗θ(f∗n)θ(f

∗
d )

C∗ =

∫
dg ν(g) g dη∗P (η∗)f∗2θ(f∗n)θ(f

∗
d )

χ∗ =

∫
dg ν(g) g dη∗P (η∗)

1
√
gσ

∂f∗

∂η∗
θ(f∗n)θ(f

∗
d )

(53)

At this point, looking ahead to the analysis of the diverging case, we can make a
change of variable that will allow us to write all interesting observable in a way that
naturally continues in the diverging regime. We introduce the variables

gc = − 1

µM∗ , q∗ =
C∗

(µM∗)2
. (54)

We have reused the definition of gc, in this case we should think about it as a
crossover value instead of a critical one. We will show it marks the transition between
nodes with higher to lower probability of surviving, meaning it plays the same role
but in a soft way. With these definitions we can rewrite the main set of equations in
terms of gc, q

∗ and χ∗ as

1 = |µ|
∫ g∗

0

dgν(g)g

√
gq∗σ

1− gγσ2χ∗

∫ ∞

−∆g

Dz (∆g + z),

1 =

∫ g∗

0

dgν(g)g
gσ2

(1− gγσ2χ∗)2

∫ ∞

−∆g

Dz (∆g + z)2,

χ∗ =

∫ g∗

0

dgν(g)g
1

1− gγσ2χ∗

∫ ∞

−∆g

Dz,

∆g = sgn(µ)
g − gc√
gq∗σ

, g∗ =
1

|γ|σ2χ∗θ(γ)
.

(55)
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We introduce the upper limit g∗ simply to emphasize that equations (55) might
not be properly defined if ν(g) is unbounded, as gmax < g∗ should always be satisfied.
Notice that for γ = 0 we always have that g∗ → ∞, meaning that in this case we
do not have such restriction. Regarding the role of gc, we see that it sets the point
where ∆g changes sign, which is precisely controlling the survival probability, given
by
∫∞
−∆g

Dz. The overall sign of ∆g is directly given by sgn(µ), which is consistent

with the intuition that in cooperation large values of g are favored, and viceversa.
The final formula for the distribution of abundances at the fixed point is

Q(x∗) =

∫ g∗

0

dg ν(g)N (x∗,mg, s
2
g)θ(x

∗) + δ(x∗)

∫ g∗

0

dg ν(g)

∫ −∆g

−∞
Dz,

mg =
gc − g

gc(1− gγσ2χ∗)
, sg =

√
gq∗σ

|gc| (1− gγσ2χ∗)
.

(56)

We can see that this result is a generalization of (41), where we now have a mixture
of truncated Gaussian distributions. The effect of the network heterogeneity is such
that the means mg increase with degree if µ > 0 and the opposite for µ < 0. The
variance s2g always increases with g.

To explore the diverging regime we need to find the critical values where M∗

diverges, which can be found from (55) by setting gc = 0. For µ > µc we can assume
y(τ) reaches a fixed point and that the effective dynamics also simplifies close to the
fixed point,

ẏ ≈ y(τ)(−y(τ) + g +
√
gσξ∗ + gγσ2χ∗y(τ)− µB∗), (57)

where ξ∗ is a Gaussian zero mean random variable with variance
〈
ξ∗2
〉
=
〈
y∗2
〉
= q∗

χ∗ is the same as in (51). Following similar arguments as before, we can write a
set of equations for B∗, q∗ and χ∗. We observe that again reusing the definition for
gc = µB∗, the equations are the same as in the the previous regime. That is, in terms
of gc, q

∗, and χ∗ the set of equations (55) are the same for all values of µ, whether
the systems diverges or not. The only exception is µ = 0, where M∗ does not play a
role, but the equations can be easily derived from (53).

Once these equations are solved, we can calculate the final distribution to be
given by

Q(y∗) =

∫ g∗

0

dgν(g)N (y∗,mg, s
2
g)θ(y

∗) + δ(y∗)

∫ g∗

0

dgν(g)

∫ −∆g

−∞
Dz,

mg =
g − gc

1− gγσ2χ∗ , sg =

√
gq∗σ

1− gγσ2χ∗ .

(58)

Except for a factor of gc, it is basically the same mixture of Gaussians as for the
converging case.

We test these results against numerical simulations and find a good agreement
when exploring the bimodal ensemble, (35). In Figure 4 we show comparison with
numerical simulations for the abundance distribution at the fixed point (56).

In order to gain a deeper intuition of the solutions of (55) for the case of γ = 0
we can make the following approximation. Assuming small σ, for gc and q∗ we use
the same values as for the homogeneous case, σ = 0. This means using (47) for gc,
and calculating q∗ from (39) we find

q∗ ≈
〈
g3
〉
gc

− 2
〈
g2
〉
gc
gc + ⟨g⟩gc g

2
c , (59)
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Figure 4. Left: Abundance distribution for the bimodal case, (35), with
N = 1000, C = 50, µ = 1, σ = 0.5, and γ = 0.9. Results are shown
for averaging over 3000 instances. The dotted and the dashed line correspond
to the theoretical distributions of each of the two degrees. We can see the
full distribution corresponds to the mixture of them, solid line (56). Right:
Equilibirum distribution for an exponential degree distribution. Average over
300 instances.

We can then use this values directly in our expressions for Q(x∗), (56), and Q(y∗),
(58), directly. Therefore (47) and (59) constitute the small σ approximation for (55)
in the γ = 0 case.

We test this approximation for an exponential degree distribution, ν(g) = e−g,
where we can actually perform the integrals over the degree distribution exactly, giving

Q(x∗) =


gc exp

(
gc

q∗σ2 (1− x∗ − |1− x∗|
√
1 + 2q∗σ2)

)
√
1 + 2q∗σ2

if µ < 0

|gc| exp
(
− |gc|

q∗σ2 (1− x∗ + |x∗ − 1|
√
1 + 2q∗σ2)

)
√
1 + 2qσ2

if 0 < µ < µc

, (60)

and for the diverging case,

Q(y∗) =
exp

(
− 1

q∗σ2 (gc + y∗)(−1 +
√

1 + 2q∗σ2)
)

√
1 + 2q∗σ2

if µ > µc. (61)

In Figure 4 we show the approximation works quite well even for σ = 0.5. Therefore,
we see that the results even with σ > 0 are very similar to the homogeneous case,
σ = 0. In the competitive case, µ < 0, the distribution develops a cusp close to
x∗ = 1 where most of the species with the least amount of competitors lie. Most of
the mass is between 0 and 1, but there is a quickly decaying tail due to species that
by luck managed to do better. In the cooperative case µ > 0 the distribution also
has a cusp at 1, but now most of the mass is on values with x∗ > 1. In the diverging
case it is a simple exponential distribution. We see that the main difference with the
homogeneous case, (41), is the appearnce tails that below or above gc depending if
one is in the cooperative or competitive regime respectively. The size of this tails
is controlled by σ and q∗ that can be expressed in terms of statistics of the degree
distribution. But importnantly, we wish to point out that the intuition and the role
of gc is maintained in this regime.
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Figure 5. Left: Survival probability, Φ, for γ = 0 and exponential distribution
as a function of σ, from (64). From top to bottom different values µ = −.2,
0.33, 0.4, 0.5, 0.7, and 1. Notice for µ = 0.7 it is non-monotonous and for
µ = 1 it is an increasing function. Right: Phase boundary for the linear stability
described by the HDMFT. Dashed line corresponds to the theoretical values, from
(72), for non-heterogeneoud DMFT, VAR[g] = 0, and solid line for the bimodal
degree distribution, (35). The phase boundary made by the solid diamonds was
determined numerically from (69) for N = 2000, C = 66.

5.1. Survival probability and Gini coefficient

We can write down the probability of survival as a function of the degree. This can
be calculated in both regimes with the same formula,

ϕ(g) =

∫ ∞

−∆g

Dz

∆g =
g − gc√
gq∗σ

sgn(µ)

(62)

where we only need to remember that the interpretation of extinction is not the same
for all values of µ. When µ > 0 and gc > 0, this fraction ϕ(g) refers to the relative
survival, as all quantities diverge in this regime. We can see that the role of the
heterogeneity in strengths, σ, is that of smoothing the survival probability, tending to
a step function as one approaches the homogeneous case when σ → 0.

The overall survival probability is given by the integral over the degree
distribution,

Φ =

∫ g∗

0

dg ν(g)ϕ(g) (63)

To gain more insight of the effect of the degree heterogeneity, we present the
solution for γ = 0 and exponential degree distribution ν(g) = e−g. In this case the
integral can be performed exactly,

Φ =


1 + 1

2

(
−1− 1

f

)
exp

(
gc

q∗σ2 (1− f)
)

if µ < 0

1 + 1
2

(
−1 + 1

f

)
exp

(
gc

q∗σ2 (1 + f)
)

if 0 < µ < µc

1
2

(
1 + 1

f

)
exp

(
gc

q∗σ2 (1− f)
)

if µc < µ

f =
√
1 + 2q∗σ2

(64)

Using the small σ approximation we can plot the survival probability for different
value of µ in Figure 5.
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We can therefore also calculate the Gini coefficient in this case. We find that
for µ < µc the Gini coefficient increases with σ, that is the heterogeneity makes the
distribution more unequal. Nevertheless, in the diverging case, µ > µc, we find there
is a change in behavior. The formula under the small σ approximation for the Gini
coefficient in this case is

G(µ, σ) = 1− 1

4

(
1 +

1

w(µ, σ)

)
exp

(
2(2 +W−1(−e−2/µ)

1 + w(µ, σ)

)
w(µ, σ) =

√
1 +

4σ2

µ

(
1− 1

W−1(−e−2/µ)

)
.

(65)

Interestingly it can display non-monotonous behaviour with respect of σ, if we define
the equation

∂G

∂σ
(µ⋆(σ), σ) = 0, (66)

we find there is a critical line coming out of the σ = 0 axis at µ⋆(0) = e/3,
which coincides precisely with gc = 1. More importantly, for all parameter
combinations (µ, σ) on the right of the (µ⋆(σ), σ) line the Gini coefficient decreases
with heterogeneity insted of increasing.

This might seem a bit as a counterintuitive result, how is it that increasing the
heterogeneity reduces the inequality of the longtime distribution. The reason for
it comes from the fact that in this high µ regime fluctuations can save you from
extinction. So for µ > e/3, even though heterogeneity is making some species more
abundant, it is saving more from relative extinction and therefore the inequality
reduces. This can be seen from the fact that we obtain the same phase diagram
if we look at the derivative of the survival probability, which has exactly the same
boundary for equation

∂Φ

∂σ
= 0 (67)

The change in behavior can be observed in Figure 5, where we see that for low values
of µ the survival probability is decreasing with σ but increasing for higher values.

6. Linear stability analysis

To study the stability conditions of the fixed point described by (56) we linearize the
original model around a given equilibrium fixed point xi = x∗i + ϵi, the dynamics of
the linearized model are given by,

ϵ̇i = x∗i (−ϵi +
∑
j

Aijαijϵj). (68)

This means that the stability is determined by the eigenvalues of a random matrix of
the following structure

Jij = x∗i (−δij +Aijαij), (69)

The system will become unstable when Jij develops eigenvalues with positive real
part.

If we consider a degree distribution ν(g) with small degree heterogeneity, that is
Var[g] < 1, one can make an expansion in the variance and obtain the edges of the
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eigenvalue distribution of −δij +Aijαij . They were calculated this way in [38], giving
the formula

λmax = −1 + σ(1 + γ)(1 +
δ2

2
(1 + 2γ − γ2))

δ2 = Var[g]

(70)

Nevertheless, this is not taking into account the fact we are multiplying by x∗i , which
has some impact on the eigenvalues, especially because a large fraction of this numbers
might be zero due to extinction. Nevertheless, one can get away with a simple
calculation if one is interested only on the edge [14]. It is only necessary to scale
the variance according to the fraction of surviving species and use this value in (70)

σ2 −→ Φσ2. (71)

This leads to the critical line by enforcing the condition λmin = 0,

σc(γ) =

√
1

Φ

1

(1 + γ)(1 + δ2

2 (1 + 2γ − γ2))
(72)

We show in Figure 5 a good match of this formula with numerical simulations.
An extended analysis of the linear instability is beyond the scope of this paper.

7. Beyond mean-field

So far we have only described the mean-field results, obtained by assuming C ≫ 1.
It is natural to ask what are the non mean-field effects and also when do we expect
to observe them. It is natural to expect them at small values of C, since fluctuations
should not be discarded. Obviously, C should be small compared to N , and this is
typically the case. What it is less obvious is how C should compare to the other
parameters of the model.

Without going into full detail, we will simply give a flavor of when and how
deviations occur. The theory will always fail to account for fluctuations of order 1/

√
C,

but this is not so problematic as the means can still be well described by the theory,
as shown in Figure 1. The big differences occur when the fixed point described at the
mean-field level is no longer stable in the finite C case. As an example we can take the
easiest possible instance, a random regular graph with no degree heterogeneity of any
kind, ν(g) = δ(g − 1) and σ = 0. In this case it is easy to prove that the mean-field
fixed point will be unstable in the highly competitive regime if µ < −C/2/

√
C − 1,

as it is done in [21] (presented here in our notation) by looking at the exact edges of
the eigenvalue distribution of the Jacobian. This gives us an indication that we can
define µst = −C/2/

√
C − 1 for µ > µst the DMFT should describe average quantities

correctly. If we now consider a stronger interaction strength, µ < µst we do not expect
the theory to describe the system. Nevertheless, if µ is more negative but still close
to µst, then we can see that the DMFT can describe the transient regime. This is due
to the fact that the unstable directions have positive but small eigenvalues associated
with them, making the instability taking very long to develop. This can be seen in
Figure 6.

In the general case, for an arbitrary degree distribution the edges of the eigenvalue
distribution might scale differently with C, [44, 45], but overall we can conclude that
this will determine the range of µ on which will the mean-field will be a reasonable
approximation or not.
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Figure 6. Both plots show solutions of the homogeneous model (4) on a regular
graph with N = 30000 and C = 50. For this graph the stability threshold value
is µst ≈ −3.57. Only a sample of 100 species is shown. Dotted line indicates the
mean-field fixed point, 1/(1− µ). Left: µ = −3.56, above the stability threshold,
therefore it follows closely the mean-field. Right: µ = −3.58, just below the
stability threshold, there it diverges from the mean-field solution after long time.

Regarding the inequality of the distributions, there is a big difference between the
mean-field case an the finite C. In the mean-field case inequality is strongly dependent
in the inequality of the degree distribution ν(g). In particular in the homogeneous
case, σ = 0, if the degree distribution is non-heterogeneous, ν(g) = δ(g−1), there is no
inequality at all. This is certainly not the case for values of µ beyond the mean-field
limit, as proved in [21] and show in Figure 6. There can be many extinctions even if
there is no degree heterogeneity. A picture totally absent in the mean-field case. We
conjecture something similar should happen in the highly cooperative regime.

8. Discussion

In this paper we have shown how to deal with the generlizaed Lotka-Volterra model
for a high number of species interacting in a heterogeneous way through a random
network. Focusing in the asymptotic case where not only the number of species is large,
N ≫ 1, but also the C ≫ 1 case. We have shown that at long times the system relaxes
to a fixed point of which we can provide an statistical description with the help of
HDMFT. We have developed a general theory for a large class of degree distributions,
ν(g), and for arbitrary values of µ, σ, and γ (provided the mean-field fixed point is
stable). While the effective process (9) should provide a general description of the
model, it is hard to extract analytically information from it. When looking only at
the fixed point, (55), the theory is much more manageable and interpretable. Even
though the equations do not have a simple explicit analytic solution, the formulae
for the asymptotic distributions, (56) and (58), allow to extract a lot of information
about the final state of the system. Furthermore, we have shown that in the case
of no correlations between interaction weights, γ = 0, the general theory is well
approximated as a perturbation of the homogeneous case. We know that in this case,
the main object is the critical degree, gc, above or below which go extinct depending
if interactions are mostly competitive or mostly cooperative respectively. Once weight
heterogeneity is incorporated by taking σ > 0, the effect is only to soften the theory,
turning gc into a crossover value. The simple expressions (47) and (59) for order
parameters gc and q∗ can be used for all values of µ and a wide range of values of σ
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even in the exponential case that already has non-trivial degree heterogeneity. With
this approximation we have been able to show an interesting change in the behavior
of the survival probability with σ for the exponential case.

Nevertheless, we have only considered the case of a unique stable fixed point.
That is, for values below the critical line (72). It is well known there is a much
richer behaviour above it, see [13, 19, 20, 42] for examples. Understanding how the
heterogeneity of the network structure changes such a regime is a very much open
problem, even in the heterogeneous mean-field case. Even for other systems like spin
glasses, [35], only the replica symmetric regime has been explored.

As mentioned in the last section, understanding the difference with the finite C
case is a non-trivial task. One basic question is whether finite connectivity effects
increase or decrease the inequality. In Figure 6 we can clearly see inequality increases
in the finite C regime, but is there a case where it is the opposite? In general we
conjecture that in the mean-field case the ranking is completely correlated with the
degree g, (64). Beyond the mean-field this should not be the case, as their might be
dependence on initial conditions or on other non-local properties of the nodes. While
precise knowledge of initial conditions might be generally impossible or irrelevant for
theoretical ecology, this is of great interest for the study of ABM’s. Knowing the effect
of initialization of large ABM’s is of crucial importance for their large scale application,
[46]. Overall we conjecture that understanding the difference between mean-field
behavior and whatever lies beyond mean-field one is of paramount importance for the
correct utilization and interpretation of ABM’s. See [47] for an interesting example.

Further directions of improvement are considering correlations with additional
features present in the nodes,[48]. Also, applying other techniques to follow the
dynamics at the finte C case, [26, 27] to the Lotka-Volterra should be possible.
Additionally, other random graph ensembles that take into account the presence of
short loops in the network could be considered, [49–53].
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[51] López F A and Coolen A C 2021 Journal of Physics: Complexity 2 035010
[52] Foster D, Foster J, Paczuski M and Grassberger P 2010 Physical Review E 81 046115
[53] Newman M E 2009 Physical review letters 103 058701
[54] Poley L, Galla T and Baron J W 2024 Interaction networks in persistent lotka-volterra

communities (Preprint 2404.08600)
[55] Martin P C, Siggia E and Rose H 1973 Physical Review A 8 423
[56] De Dominicis C 1978 Physical Review B 18 4913
[57] Hagberg A, Swart P J and Schult D A 2008 URL https://www.osti.gov/biblio/960616

[58] Virtanen P, Gommers R, Oliphant T E, Haberland M, Reddy T, Cournapeau D, Burovski E,
Peterson P, Weckesser W, Bright J, van der Walt S J, Brett M, Wilson J, Millman K J,
Mayorov N, Nelson A R J, Jones E, Kern R, Larson E, Carey C J, Polat İ, Feng Y, Moore
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Appendix A. Generating functional analysis

We focus on studying the distribution of the dynamical trajectory followed by a
randomly chosen species. For a given instance we denote this distribution by QN [x].
In general we will use square brackets to denote a functional dependence, that is

QN [x] =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∏
t>0

δ(x(t)− xi(t;x0,A,α)) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

δ[x− xi(x0,A,α)], (A.1)

where xi(t;x0,A,α) denotes a solution of (4) for a given initial condition x0, given
interaction matrix A, and given interaction strengths α.

As it is typical in statistical physics, the objective is to calculate the average
distribution in the thermodynamic limit, that is

Q[x] = lim
N→∞

QN [x] (A.2)

where · denotes an average over x0, A, and α. In order to calculate the statistical
properties of this distribution, it is typical to work with the dynamical moment
generating functional, also known as the Martin-Siggia-Rose-Janssen-de Dominicis
path integral (MSRJD), [55, 56]. It is defined by

Z[ψ] =

∫
Dx δ[equations of motion] eix·ψ, (A.3)

where we define the dot product between vector paths to be defined as

x · ψ =

∫
dt x(t)ψ(t)

x ·ψ =

N∑
i=1

xi · ψi

(A.4)

We will also use the symbol D for a functional measure in the space of paths.

Dx =

N∏
i=1

Dxi =
N∏
i=1

∏
t>0

dxi(t) (A.5)
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While there exists a lot of literature to deal with objects such as (A.3) in the
mean-field case, it is generally impossible to do so exactly in the case when the graph
has a finite average degree, C = O(1). To overcome this problem withouth going back
to the typical mean-fiel case, we look at the so called heterogeneous mean-field limit.
Analytically this method consists of taking two different asymptoticl limtis, N → ∞
and afterwards C → ∞. This is equivalent to consider systems where C is growing
sublinearly with N , for example C = O(logN).

We can work with the generating function by using the Fourier representation of
the functional Dirac delta,

Z[ψ] =

∫
DxDx̂ exp (ix ·ψ)

× exp

i
∑
i

∫
dt x̂i(t)

 ẋi(t)
xi(t)

−

1− xi(t) +
∑
j

Aijαijxj(t) + h(t)


(A.6)

We know look to average over the disorder, Z[ψ], where the disorder corresponds
to both the edge the disorder and the whole graph A. We separate the only term that
depends on the disorder,

Z[ψ] =

∫
DM exp

−i
∑
ij

∫
dt Aijαijxj(t)x̂i(t)− i

∑
ij

ωiAij


DM =

1

Z
DxDx̂dω exp

(
iψ · x+ ix̂ ·

(
ẋ

x
− [1− x+ h]

)
+ iω · k

) (A.7)

We have used the standard trick to transform an average over configuration model to
an average over the ER ensemble that has independent edges. The new fields come

from the Fourier representation of the Kroenecker deltas, δnm =
∫ 2π

0
dω eiω(n−m). We

can exploit this fact to proceed analytically.

exp

−i
∑
ij

∫
dt Aijαijxj(t)x̂i(t)− i

∑
ij

ωiAij

 =

= exp

−i
∑
i<j

Aij [ωi + αijxj · x̂i + αjixi · x̂j + ωj ]


=
∏
i<j

exp (−iAij [ωi + αijxj · x̂i + αjixi · x̂j + ωj ])

=
∏
i<j

(
1 +

C

N
e−i[ωi+αijxj ·x̂i+αjixi·x̂j+ωj ] − 1

)

= exp

−NC
2

+
C

2N

∑
ij

e−iωiexp (−i [αxj · x̂i + α′xi · x̂j ])e−iωj

 ,

(A.8)

where the overline · is only an average over (α, α′). We now introduce the next
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functional order parameter.

P [x, x̂] =
1

N

N∑
i=1

δ [x− xi] δ [x̂− x̂i] e
−iωi (A.9)

Disregarding constants, we get can use functional Dirac deltas to write the
generating function in the following way,

Z[ψ] ∝
∫

DPDP̂ eNS[P,P̂ ] ∼ eNS[P⋆,P̂⋆]

S[P, P̂ ] = iP · P̂ +
C

2
P ·WP +

∑
k

p(k) log
CkA(k)

k!

P · P̂ =

∫
DxDx̂P [x, x̂]P̂ [x, x̂]

P ·WP =

∫
DxDx̂DyDŷP [x, x̂]P (y, ŷ)exp (−i [αy · x̂+ α′x · ŷ])

A(k) =

∫
DxDx̂ exp

(
ix · ψk + ix̂ ·

(
ẋ

x
− [1− x+ h]

))(
− iP̂ (x, x̂)

C

)k

(A.10)

The saddle point equations yield,

P̂ [x, x̂] = iC

∫
DyDŷP (y, ŷ)exp (−i [αy · x̂+ α′x · ŷ])

P [x, x̂] =
∑
k

p(k)
k

C

1

A(k)
exp

(
ix · ψk + ix̂ ·

(
ẋ

x
− [1− x+ h]

))(
− iP̂ (x, x̂)

C

)k−1

(A.11)
Which gives the final result

Z[ψ] ∼ eNS⋆[P ]

S⋆[P ] = − C

2
P ·WP +

∑
k

p(k) logA(k)
(A.12)

where P satisfies,

P [x, x̂] =
∑
k

p(k)
k

C

1

A(k)
exp

(
ix · ψk + ix̂ ·

(
ẋ

x
− [1− x+ h]

))
(WP [x, x̂])

k−1

(A.13)
This is in general not possible to solve. It is a full complex distribution over paths
x(t), x̂(t). Contrary to the mean-field case, it is not enough to know only the first two
moments of the distribution to determine P (x, x̂). For this reason we will follow the
assumption of C >> 1 and peform an expantion in 1/C.

Since the degree distribution p(k) will become ill-defined in the C → ∞ limit, it
is necessary to introduce a rescaled degree distribution, following [37] we define

ν(g) = lim
C→∞

∑
k

p(k)δ

(
g − k

C

)
(A.14)
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We also look at the large C expansion of −iP̂ , noticing that
∫
DyDŷP (y, ŷ) = 1

WP ∼ 1−i
µ

C
(⟨y⟩·x̂+⟨ŷ⟩·x)− σ2

2C
x̂·
〈
yy⊤

〉
x̂− σ2

2C
x·
〈
ŷŷ⊤

〉
x− γσ2

C
x̂·
〈
yŷ⊤

〉
x (A.15)

Plugging this expansion in into the saddle point equation we get

P [x, x̂] =

∫
dg ν(g)g

1

A(g)
exp

(
ix · ψg + ix̂ ·

(
ẋ

x
− [1− x+ h]

)
− gq[x, x̂]

)
q[x, x̂] = iµ(⟨y⟩ · x̂+ ⟨ŷ⟩ · x) + σ2

2
x̂ ·
〈
yy⊤

〉
x̂+

σ2

2
x ·
〈
ŷŷ⊤

〉
x+ γσ2x̂ ·

〈
yŷ⊤

〉
x

(A.16)
where we have defined ⟨•⟩ =

∫
DxDx̂ • P [x, x̂]. We now name the kernels,

C =
〈
xx⊤

〉
iG =

〈
xx̂⊤

〉
L =

〈
x̂x̂⊤

〉 (A.17)

As an ansatz for the solution, we set L = 0, ⟨x̂⟩ = 0, and ψg = 0. Making the
observation that under these assumptions we have that A(g) = 1, we can integrate
over x̂ and then rewrite (A.16) as,

P [x] =

∫
dg ν(g)gDηP[η]Pg,η[x]

Pg,η[x] =

〈
δ

[
ẋ

x
− (1− x+ gµM +

√
gση + gγσ2Gx)

]〉
x0

P[η] ∝ exp

(
−1

2
η ·C−1η

)
M(t) = ⟨x(t)⟩P
C(t, s) = ⟨x(t)x(s)⟩P

G(t, s) =

∫
dg ν(g) gDηP[η]

〈
1

√
gσ

δxg(t)

δη(s)

〉
Pg,η

(A.18)

where

Gx =

∫ t

0

dsG(t, s)x(s)

η ·C−1η =

∫∫
dtds η(t)C−1(t, s)η(s)

(A.19)

This clearly has a simple probabilistic interpretation. These functions M , C, and
G, have to be determined self consistently from a dynamical process different from
the original one, the cavity one. This is almost the same except that the degree
distribution is substituted by ν(g)g instead of ν(g). Once these functions are found,
then one can find the statistics of the original problem following,

Q[x] =

∫
dg ν(g)DηP[η]Pg,η[x]

P[η] ∝ exp

(
−1

2
η ·C−1η

) (A.20)
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Appendix B. Numerical simulations

All simulations where done in python using the package NetworkX, [57] to generate
the random graphs and the ordinary differential equation integrator of SciPy package
odeint, [58]. Initial conditions were always taken as a truncated Gaussian with µ0 = 1
and σ0 = 0.1. Code is available upon request.


