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Suppression ofEcologicalC om petition by A pex Predator
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In the fram ework ofLotka-Volterra dynam icswith evolutionary param etervariation,itisshown

that a system oftwo com peting species which is evolutionarily unstable,ifleft to them selves,is

stabilized by a com m m on predator preying on both ofthem . G am e-theoretic im plications ofthe

resultsare also discussed.
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From the dom inantplants in forestvegetation to the

wild beasts in savanna,an often encountered ecological

paradox existsin the form ofstabilizing in
 uence ofthe

top predator. W hile two species in direct com petition

rarely form a stableecosystem ,they often coexistunder

thedom inanceofacom m on predator[1].Them ostillus-

trative exam ple isfound in the trophic pyram ids,where

theapex predator,them ostsavageaggressorofall,seem

to actasthe key guarantorofthe stability ofthe whole

system [2]. For species with intellectualcapacity,this

factm ightbe explained asa resultofconsciouse� ortof

enlightened self-interest. Butthe peacekeeping function

ofthe apex predatoris so prevalentthroughoutecosys-

tem s,that the existence ofa sim ple and universaldy-

nam icsshould be suspected.

The purpose ofthispaperisto understand the struc-

ture and stability ofecosystem scom posed ofcom peting

speciesin the fram ework ofevolutionary population dy-

nam ics[3,4]. The toolwe em ploy isthe Lotka-Volterra

equation with adiabatic param etervariation [5]. In this

approach,the ecologicaldynam icsis determ ined by the

tim e variation ofthe variablesrepresenting the popula-

tion ofthe species,while the adiabatic param eter vari-

ation representsthe behavioralevolution ofthe species.

The viability of a species in this fram ework is judged

both by the short-tim e ecologicalstability ofthe orbit

and also by the long-term evolutionary stability ofthe

shifting param eters.

W e focusspeci� cally on a system thatconsistsoftwo

self-sustainingbutcom peting speciesand an apex preda-

torwho preysoverboth com petitors.W e show thatthe

system evolves towards an evolutionarily stable con� g-

uration in which the warring preys are tam ed into the

peacefulcoexistence. This is in contrast to the case of

two com petitorsleftto them selves,in which thereareno

evolutionarily stablesolution forcoexistence,and \arm s

race" drivesoneofthecom petitorsinto eventualextinc-

tion.W ealso show thatourresultscan beinterpreted in

a gam e-theoretic language asthe apex predatorturning
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FIG .1: A sym bolicdiagram showingthepeckingorderofthe

three species system described by (1). The arrows represent

the aggression and predation with the speci�ed intensities.

the prisoner’s dilem m a between two com petitors into a

collaborativegam e.

Suppose there are two populations of com peting

speciesx1 and x2 which are preyed upon by a com m on

predator population y (Fig.1). W e describe the eco-

logicaldynam ics ofthis system by the standard Lotka-

Volterra equation

_x1 = b1x1 � a1x
2

1
� �2x1x2 � �1x1y; (1)

_x2 = b2x2 � a2x
2

2
� �1x1x2 � �2x2y;

_y = � dy+ f�1x1y+ f�2x2y:

Here,b1,b2 arethereproduction ratesforspeciesx1,x2,

and a1,a2,the environm entallim itation factorto their

growth.Thecoe� cientd isthedecay rateforthepreda-

tory,and f,the e� ciency ofits predation. In the last

equation,a term proportionalto y2 could be added for

consistency with otherequations,butthiscan be shown

to introducesim ply a technicalcom plication withoutaf-

fecting the m ain line ofourargum ents.Also,specifying

separatepredation e� cienciesforx1 and x2 m akesno es-

sentialdi� erence,because the resultcan be turned into

theoriginalform (1)with rescaling ofvariables.Thepa-

ram eters�1 and �2 are the aggression intensities ofthe

apex predator y towards x1 and x2,respectively. Sim -

ilarly,�1 and �2 are the aggression intensities ofx1 to

x2 and ofx2 to x1,respectively.W e assum eallparam e-

tersto be positive realnum bers.Atthisstage,we treat

allofthem as� xed num bers,m aking no distinction be-

tween theRom an denom inated \environm ental"param e-

tersand G reek denom inated \behavioral"param eters.A
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nontrivial� xed pointxi(t)= X i,y(t)= Y ( _X i = _Y = 0)

with i= 1;2 isgiven by

X 1 =
1

f
�
d(a2�1 � �2�2)� f(b2�1 � b1�2)�2

a2�
2

1
+ a1�

2

2
� (�1 + �2)�1�2

; (2)

X 2 =
1

f
�
d(a1�2 � �1�1)+ f(b2�1 � b1�2)�1

a2�
2

1
+ a1�

2

2
� (�1 + �2)�1�2

;

Y = �
d

f
�

a1a2 � �1�2

a2�
2

1
+ a1�

2

2
� (�1 + �2)�1�2

+
(a2b1 � b2�2)�1 + (a1b2 � b1�1)�2

a2�
2

1
+ a1�

2

2
� (�1 + �2)�1�2

:

The stability ofthe � xed pointisdeterm ined by the be-

haviorofthe linearized m ap

M =

0

@
� a1X 1 � �2X 1 � �1X 1

� �1X 2 � a2X 2 � �2X 2

f�1Y f�2Y 0

1

A : (3)

Nam ely,the� xed pointisstablewhen realpartofallthe

eigenvalues� ofM determ ined by

j�I� M j= 0 (4)

isnegative.

W hen the � xed point is of stable, attracting sort,

neighboring orbits form an absorbing spiral in phase

space.W e now assum e thatevolutionary pressureofse-

lection and adaptation areatwork.W e can then regard

aggression intensities�1,�2,�1 and �2 asevolutionarily

adjustable param eters which evolve along the path that

sim ultaneously increasethefunctionsX 1[�1],X 2[�2]and

Y [�1;�2]untilthey reach the optim alvalues. There are

severalindirect pieces ofevidence supporting the exis-

tence ofthis type ofadiabatic evolution am ong real-life

ecosystem s[6,7].Itisconvenientto startwith them ax-

im ization condition fortheapex predator@Y=@�1j�?
1
= 0

and @Y=@�2j�?
2
= 0 .W e then havethe relations

�
?

1
=

d

f
�
2a1a2b1 � b1�+ �1 + a1b2��

a2b
2

1
+ a1b

2

2
� b1b2�+

; (5)

�
?

2
=

d

f
�
2a1a2b2 � b2�+ �2 � a2b1��

a2b
2

1
+ a1b

2

2
� b1b2�+

:

Theseconditionsgivethe expressions

X
?

1
=

2a2b1 � b2�+

4a1a2 � �2
+

; (6)

X
?

2
=

2a1b2 � b1�+

4a1a2 � �2
+

;

Y
? =

f

d
�
a2b

2

1
+ a1b

2

2
� b1b2�+

4a1a2 � �2
+

:

The quantities� X ?

1
and � X ?

2
asfunctionsof�1 and �2

actasthe\potentialsurface" forthevariation of�1 and

�2. In (5) and (6),the notation �� � �1 � �2 is used.

W ith thede� nitions� �
p
a1a2 and � �

p
a2=a1 � b1=b2,

σ1+σ21 2

X1, X2

λ > 0λ < 0
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FIG .2: Fixed point coordinates X
?

1 and X
?

2 as functions

of�1 + �2. The param eters are a1 = 1,b1 = 1,a2 = 1:2,

b2 = 0:9 and d = 2. Solid line representsX
?

1 and the dahed

X
?

2. The �xed point is stable in the region below �=� but

unstable above ��.The region in between isunphysical.
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FIG .3: Fixed pointcoordinatesX ?

1 and X
?

2 asfunctionsof

�1 and �2. The param eters are a1 = 1,b1 = 1,a2 = 1:2,

b2 = 0:9 and d = 2. In the region �1 + �2 < �cr = ��=2

= a2b1=b2,both �1 and �2 have to be decreased to m ake X 1

and X 2 larger.

valid param eterrange for X i and Y being positive and

stable(<� < 0)isgiven by

�1 + �2 < m inf��;�=�g: (7)

Thatstability requirem entissatis� ed can bechecked by

thefactthatallthecoe� cientsofthethird orderpolyno-

m ialequation (4)areofsam esign within thisparam eter

range.

The evolution of�1 and �2 dependson theirstarting
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FIG . 4: Aggression intensities �
?

1 and �
?

2 as functions of

�1 and �2. The param eters are a1 = 1,b1 = 1,a2 = 1:2,

b2 = 0:9,d = 2 and f = 0:7.

values.W ith a straightforward calculation,weobtain

@X ?

1

@�1
< 0;

@X ?

2

@�2
< 0 : �1 + �2 < �cr; (8)

@X ?

1

@�1
�
@X ?

2

@�2
< 0 : �1 + �2 > �cr;

within therangeof(7).The criticalaggression intensity

�cr isgiven by

�cr � m axf��=2;�=2�g: (9)

Ifthesum �1+ �2 isbellow �cr,both �1 and �2 willm ove

toward�1 = �2 = 0.Nam ely,twocom petingspeciesshall

settle for a peacefulcoexistence as the com m on preys

ofa predator y. O n the other hand,ifthe sum starts

above criticalvalue,�1 and �2 willincrease untilone of

the com peting species is extinct at that criticalvalue.

The situation becom es im m ediately clear with a glance

atnum ericalexam pledepicted in Fig.2 and Fig.3.

A crucialpointisthatthem astery actsasa punisher,

according to (5),thatinhibitstheincreaseof�1 and �2.

Fig.4 servesasa graphicalillustration ofthise� ect;In-

creasing �i willinduce an increase of�i that incur the

dam ageupon xi.W estressthatno specialm echanism is

assum ed fory to policethesystem in theoutset,yetthe

dynam icsseem stoexplain ourcom m on senseobservation

aboutapex predators.

An intriguing fact is that the criticalvalue �cr is in-

versely proportionalto the naturalpopulation ofone of

theprey species,b1=a1 orb2=a2.Thism eansthattheco-

existence ofcom peting species under com m on predator

becom esa lesslikelieroutcom e fora system with richer

resources.Thisseem stogiveapartialexplanation tothe

experim entally observed decrease ofspecies at the base

levelsoftrophic pyram ids[6].

W e next consider the case where the predator leaves

the scene,nam ely y = 0 (Fig.5). By setting �1 = �2
= 0,weobtain,in placeof(6),

X
?

1
=

a2b1 � �2b2

a1a2 � �1�2
(10)

X
?

2
=

a1b2 � �1b1

a1a2 � �1�2
:

Thelinearized m ap now takesa two-by-two m atrix form

M =

�
� a1X 1 � �2X 1

� �1X 2 � a2X 2

�

; (11)

x1 x2
σ1

σ2

FIG .5: A sym bolic diagram showing the two com peting

speciesdescribed by (1)with �1 = �2 = 0.
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FIG .6: Fixed point coordinates X
?

1 and X
?

2 for the case

withouttheapex predatorasfunctionsof�1 and �2.X
?

1 will

increase�1 and X
?

2 willincrease�2 toachievelocaladvantage,

which willeventually doom X
?

2 toextinction.Theparam eters

are a1 = 1,b1 = 1,a2 = 1:2,and b2 = 0:9.

in place of (3). The straightforward calculation gives

the condition forX ?

1
and X ?

2
to be a viable � xed point,

nam ely,X ?

1
,X ?

2
> 0,<� < 0,in term s ofthe allowed

region forthe aggression intensity as

�1 < m inf�;��g; �2 < m inf�;�=�g: (12)

However,within thisregion,we can easily check the re-

lation

@X ?

1

@�1
> 0;

@X ?

2

@�2
> 0: (13)

Therefore,in this case,both �1 or �2 shalleventually

beincreased beyond the range(12),and thereisno evo-

lutionarily stable coexisting solutionsfortwo com peting

species. Nam ely,in the absence ofthe com m on m aster,

one ofthe com peting speciesisalwaysdriven to extinc-

tion by arm srace ofincreasing �1 and �2. An exam ple

ofthiscaseisillustrated in Fig.6

In orderto fully understand the generic shape ofthe

ecosystem ,we would have to generalize our argum ents

to m ore trophic levels than two,and also m ore species

than two within a single trophic level. To thisend,this
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TABLE I: The gam e table X
?

1[�1;�2]for x1 discretized at

�1,�2 = a=3 (low aggressiveness,\dove")and 2a=3 (high ag-

gressiveness,\hawk").Lefthand sideisthetableforthecase

with apex predator(6),and therighthand side,withoutapex

predator (10). The gam e table X
?

2[�1;�2]for x2 is obtained

by transposition ofraw and colum n.TheNash equilibrium is

indicated with boldface.

W ith Apex Predator No Apex Predator

�1
n
�2

a=3

dove

2a=3

haw k

a=3

dove

3b

8a

3b

9a

2a=3

haw k

3b

9a

3b

10a

�1
n
�2

a=3

dove

2a=3

haw k

a=3

dove

6b

8a

6b

14a

2a=3

haw k

6b

7a

6b

10a

work,in com bination toourpreviouswork,isbutam od-

eststart.M oreinvolved and sophisticated approachesof

both num ericaland analyticalnature m ay have to be

called for[6,8,9].In the currentwork,no precise spec-

i� cation fortheevolutionary dynam icsofbehavioralpa-

ram etershasbeen required.W hile we stressthatthisis

an advantage,construction and analysisofm oredetailed

m odels with such speci� cations are attractive possibili-

ties.

Finally,som e rem arksin the broadercontextofgam e

theory [10] are in order. There is an obvious gam e-

theoretic interpretation ofthe results(6)and (10). For

the sake of sim plicity, let us set a1 = a2 = a and

b1 = b2 = b. W e now regard �i (i = 1;2) as the con-

trolparam eter ofthe strategy ofpopulation xi for the

gam e played between x1 and x2 whose payo� tablesare

given by X ?

1
[�1;�2]and X

?

2
[�1;�2].To facilitate the un-

derstanding,the gam e tables for two discretized points

for�1 and �2 aretabulated in TableI.Forthecasewith-

outthecom m on predator,(10),thegam eisacontinuous

strategy version of prisoner’s dilem m a [11, 12], whose

outcom eis�1 ! a,�2 ! a which leadsto theextinction

ofeither x1 or x2. W ith the introduction ofthe apex

predator,the gam e table is turned into one ofcollabo-

rative gam e,whose outcom e is the coexistence �1 ! 0

and �2 ! 0. Note that the gam e table is sym m etrized

under the presence ofthe apex predator;X ?

2
[�1;�2]=

X ?

1
[�2;�1].Thiscould beinterpreted asthesign ofaltru-

isticbehavior[13].Advantageofhaving theapex preda-

torasa \law enforcer" isevident,and the lossofhalfof

thepopulationsto thepredation would bean acceptable

tradeo� .

In sum m ary,we have established,for Lotka-Volterra

system swith evolutionary param etervariation,thattwo

com petingspeciesareevolutionarilyunstable,butcan be

stabilized by the introduction ofan apex predator. W e

hope this to be a start for system atic understanding of

stableecosystem s.

The authors wish to express gratitudes to Professors

K azuo Takayanagi,Toshiya K awaiand David G reenefor

helpfuldiscussionsand usefulcom m ents.
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