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An Approach to Study Species 
Persistence in Unconstrained 
Random Networks
Samuel M. Fischer   1 & Andreas Huth2,3,4

The connection between structure and stability of ecological networks has been widely studied in 
the last fifty years. A challenge that scientists continue to face is that in-depth mathematical model 
analysis is often difficult, unless the considered systems are specifically constrained. This makes it 
challenging to generalize results. Therefore, methods are needed that relax the required restrictions. 
Here, we introduce a novel heuristic approach that provides persistence estimates for random systems 
without limiting the admissible parameter range and system behaviour. We apply our approach to 
study persistence of species in random generalized Lotka-Volterra systems and present simulation 
results, which confirm the accuracy of our predictions. Our results suggest that persistence is mainly 
driven by the linkage density, whereby additional links can both favour and hinder persistence. In 
particular, we observed “persistence bistability”, a rarely studied feature of random networks, leading 
to a dependency of persistence on initial species densities. Networks with this property exhibit tipping 
points, in which species loss can lead to a cascade of extinctions. The methods developed in this paper 
may facilitate the study of more general models and thereby provide a step forward towards a unifying 
framework of network architecture and stability.

The study of ecosystem stability has attracted researchers’ interest for many years1. Since May’s influential paper2, 
a large body of studies have revealed a variety of mechanisms affecting ecosystem stability3. Such analyses are key 
to our understanding of how changes, for example induced by climate change, land use, or invasive species, affect 
species richness and services of ecosystems.

As experiments on ecological networks are costly and limited in scale, many theoretical studies consider ran-
domly generated ecological networks1,3. Thereby, researchers use a toolset reaching from analytical techniques 
applied to abstract models2,4,5 to simulation approaches considering ecological networks with architectures 
matching empirical observations6–8. While more complex models may be better suited to accurately predict the 
behaviour of real ecosystems, abstract and simplified models often allow an in-depth mathematical analysis, 
which in turn can yield a more comprehensive understanding of the principles governing ecosystem stability. 
The results obtained with analytical approaches, however, can be limited by restrictions imposed on the model to 
make the mathematical analysis feasible. Therefore, efforts have been made to apply analytical techniques to more 
intricate models and to relax simplifying assumptions9–11.

Nonetheless, akin to the importance of considering ecologically informed models, it is relevant to assess stabil-
ity with a criterion strongly linked to ecological questions. Many theoretical studies consider asymptotic stability, 
the ability of a system to return to a state after a (small) perturbation2,4,7. This stability measure describes well how 
a system reacts to changes, but other approaches can also provide information about the system’s state before or 
after a disturbance. For that reason, “persistence”12, quantifying how many species coexist in an ecosystem for the 
long term, is actively studied5,8,13–18.

A challenge associated with the study of persistence is that the transient system behaviour can affect how 
many species persist. Depending on the initial condition or the nature of a perturbation, a system may approach 
different states with different sets and numbers of persisting species. Since it is difficult to consider transient 
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behaviour with analytical methods, studies on persistence often use either simulation approaches8,13,14,19,20 or 
consider constrained networks in which a unique set of persisting species can be identified5,16,21. Both methods, 
however, may limit the generality of the results. Consequently, an approach would be desirable that both main-
tains the advantages of analytical techniques while also allowing the study of a broad spectrum of systems. This 
will be the subject of this paper.

To circumvent the restrictions associated both with simulation methods and the classical analytical tech-
niques, we propose a middle way: based on approximations, we derive a heuristic for persistence of species in 
random networks. We test the validity of our estimates with simulations. This allows us both to study the mech-
anisms behind persistence and to predict possible system behaviour without the need of simulating each system 
of interest. To demonstrate the potential of our approach, we develop our heuristic for randomly generated gen-
eralized Lotka-Volterra systems and examine the role of (1) species richness, (2) connectivity, (3) distribution of 
intrinsic growth/death rates, (4) distribution of interaction parameters, and (5) the initial densities of species. 
Thereby, we minimize the effect of model restrictions on our results by ensuring that the considered models are 
able to show a wide range of qualitatively different system behaviour.

Our results suggest that persistence is mainly driven by the linkage density, i.e. the average number of links 
per species. Thereby, addition of links can have both a stabilizing or a destabilizing effect, depending on the dis-
tribution of the intrinsic growth or death rates and the interaction parameters. Intermediate linkage densities can 
lead to local persistence maxima and minima. Furthermore, we identify bistable systems, in which the number 
of coexisting species depends on the initial species densities. These bistable systems have threshold values so that 
addition or removal of links could either lead to persistence of most species or a collapse of the system.

This paper is structured as follows: first we explain the base model of our study. Then we derive a heuristic 
estimate for the proportion of species that coexist in a system. In a next step, we briefly describe the simulation 
approach that we used to assess the accuracy of our estimates and present the simulation results. Lastly, we discuss 
the limitations of our approach and its contributions to the current debate on ecosystem stability.

Methods
In this study, we consider generalized Lotka-Volterra systems:
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with ∈ = …i I n{1, , }. If the intrinsic growth rate is positive, i.e. >r 0i , then species i can grow independently of 
other species. We therefore call it a “producer”. If <r 0i , then species i cannot survive without interactions with 
other species. Hence, we call it a “consumer”. The parameters aji describe the interactions between species ∈j I  
and species i. The model allows mutualistic, competitive, and predator-prey interactions.

Typically, not all species interact with each other in real ecosystems. Therefore, it is reasonable to set some 
interaction parameters aji to 0. The fraction of existing interactions in relation to the total number of species pairs 
is called the connectivity c of the network.

The Lotka-Volterra system (1) may permit unbounded growth of species. To keep species densities from 
diverging, we introduce ‘capacities’ Ki at which species stop growing:

= + ∑ < + ∑ < .∈ ∈{dx
dt

x r a x x K r a x( ) if or 0
0 else (2)

i i i j I ji j i i i j I ji j

The bounds Ki can be seen as modelling a strongly non-linear intra-specific competition mechanism. In con-
trast to choosing large intra-specific competition constants aii, the sharp bound does not preclude complex system 
behaviour found in natural systems, such as multistabilty, oscillations, and chaotic dynamics.

It would as well be possible to bound species densities by introducing functional response interaction terms. 
This, however, would require us to specify a trophic network structure before the individual interaction parame-
ters are determined. While possible in principle, this requirement makes it considerably more difficult to describe 
the network generation process in simple mathematical terms. We therefore work with the simple model here.

Rescaling the species densities allows us to set the capacity =K 1i  for all species. This also affects the distribu-
tion of the model parameters. However, we will argue later that the choice of the capacities has minor influence 
on persistence of species. Therefore, we will progress with =K 1i  for increased simplicity.

System (2) has a discontinuous right hand side. This can affect existence and uniqueness of solutions22,23. 
Nonetheless, in Supplementary Appendix A, we show that system (2) with =K 1i  has a unique solution for all 
initial conditions = ∈x x(0) [0, 1]n0 .

To examine the relationship between network structure and persistence of species, we consider systems with 
random parameter values. We assume the following:

	 1.	 The intrinsic growth constants ri are drawn from a normal distribution with mean μr and variance σr
2.

	 2.	 The entries aji of the interaction matrix are drawn from a normal distribution with mean μa and variance 
σa

2.
	 3.	 Each link exists with probability c. That is,  ≠ =( )a c0ji .
	 4.	 The values of the intra-specific interaction constants <a 0ii  are either drawn from a normal distribution 

with variance σa
2 centered and truncated at 0 or chosen deterministically as =a dii .

	 5.	 The initial population densities are drawn such that a constant b determines the proportion of “native” 
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species with high initial densities to “invaders” with low initial densities. For the first ⋅b n species ( ⋅b n 
rounded to the closest integer), x (0)i  follows a uniform distribution on (0, 1], and for the remaining species, 
x (0)i  follows a uniform distribution on ε(0, ]. Thereby, the constant ε 1 is small.

All parameters are independently drawn from their respective distributions. The species richness n, the con-
nectivity c, and the parameters μr, σr

2, μa, and σa
2 give rise to a family of comunity models. Our goal is to examine 

how the choice of these parameters affects the expected fraction P of coexistent species and how this quantity 
depends on the initial condition.

There are different definitions of persistence24. In this paper, we say a species i persists if it has a positive 
long-time average density: ∫ >

→∞
x t dtliminf ( ) 0

T T
T

i
1

0
. This persistence definition is slightly stronger than the weak 

persistence in ref.24.
In Table 1, we provide a list of all the parameters and symbols used in this paper.

Basic assumption and observations.  Our goal is to estimate the expected fraction P of species that coex-
ist in a system. To write P as function of the model parameters, we apply a novel heuristic approach. We argue 
that the heuristic provides a valuable approximation that deepens our understanding of persistence in ecological 
networks.

Let us start by considering the average population density

∫= .
→∞

x
T

x t dt: lim 1 ( ) (3)i
T

T
i

0

This limit exists in all systems that approach steady states or limit cycles, and even in some systems with cha-
otic dynamics. Nonetheless, there may be systems (2), in which the limit does not exist. We neglect these cases by 
assuming the following:

Assumption. The all-time average population density xi exists for all species i.

It is intuitive that persistence of a species is linked to its per-capita growth rate. To make this link explicit, let 
us define the non-trunctated per-capita growth rate gi of species i as

∑= +
∈

g r a xx( ):
(4)

i i
j I

ji j
i

with =I I i: \{ }i . Here, we ignore the discontinuity of the original equation (2) and the self-damping term a xii i, 
which does not affect the survival of species i.

Now we consider the long-time average of gi. If xi exists, the average non-trunctated per-capita growth rate

∑= +
∈

g r a x:
(5)

i i
j I

ji j
i

exists as well. This quantity provides us with a useful characterization of persistent species. In Supplementary 
Appendix B, we show that a species persists if and only if >g 0i . The intuition behind the proof is that 
intra-specific competition cannot drive a population to extinction if the population would grow on average oth-
erwise. In the opposite case, the population declines to zero in the limit.

Now suppose we picked a species i from the species pool I. Since the probability that species i persists is equal 
to the expected fraction P of coexisting species, we can write P as a probability:
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This equation is the basis of our heuristic.

Heuristic derivation.  We proceed by deriving a formula for the right hand side of Eq. (6), which gives us an 
expression for the expected fraction P of persisting species. To do this, we need to approximate the distribution of 
gi. If species i is not affected by any other surviving species, i.e. ∑ =∈ a x 0j I ji ji

, then gi follows the same distribution 
as the growth constants ri. This case is most prevalent in small or sparse networks or in networks in which only 
few species survive. In large and dense networks, however, it is likely that each species i is affected by some other 
species, and gi depends on the distribution of the interaction constants. We will focus on this case first and refine 
our result in the next section by incorporating the possibility that some species are not affected by other species.

We start approximating the distribution of gi by estimating its mean μg and variance σg
2. Let μx and σx

2 be the 
(unknown) conditional mean and variance of xj given that species j persists. Then μg is given by

  ∑μ
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Here, we used that

E P E μ= ≠ | ≠ =a a a a c( ) ( 0) ( 0) (8)ji ji ji ji a

¯ ¯ ¯ ¯E P E μ= > | > = .x x x x P( ) ( 0) ( 0) (9)j j j j x

In Supplementary Appendix C, we show that the covariance between aji and xj is bounded by a term propor-
tional to 

n
1 . Our proof exploits that the covariance matrix for the aji and xj must be positive semi-definite. As the 

covariance is small in large systems, we can approximate μg neglecting the covariance term.
Similar to the mean μg, we can approximate the variance σg

2. For σg
2, however, bounding the covariance terms 

is more challenging and requires further approximations (see Supplementary Appendix D), which we verified 
numerically (Supplementary Appendix E). We obtain the following equation for the variance:

σ σ μ σ μ σ μ μ ζ= + − + + − + .n cP cP n( 1) (( )( ) ) (10)g r x x a a x a
2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Thereby, ζ represents the unknown covariance terms, which are of constant order of magnitude. Numerical 
estimates suggest that ζ ≥ 0. Though we could show that the variance σg

2 is not dominated by covariance terms, ζ 
may still have a significant impact.

After computing the mean and the variance of gi, we can attempt to approximate the cumulative density func-
tion of gi, which we need to determine  ≥g( 0)i . Recall that = + ∑ ∈g r a xi i j I ji ji

. If the summands a xji j were 
independent of each other, the sum ∑ ∈ a xj I ji ji

 would be approximately normally distributed according to the 
central limit theorem. However, if the summands are positively correlated, their sum will take both more extreme 
values and more values close to zero (see Fig. 1a).

The frequency of extreme values has a large effect on the variance of a random variable. We have already noted 
that the covariance terms do not change the order of magnitude of the variance σg

2. Consequently, the weight that 

Symbol Definition in mathematical terms Definition in words

n Species richness / dimension of the dynamical system

c ≠a( 0)ji  for any i, ∈j I , ≠i j Connectivity of the network / expected fraction of existing links

l −n c( 1) Linkage density / number of links per species

I … n{1, , } Set of species indices

Ii I i\{ } Set of species indices excluding species i

ri Intrinsic growth/death rate of species i

aji Interaction parameter modelling the impact of species j on species i

Ki Capacity of species i

x t( )i Density of species i at time t

g t( )i + ∑ ∈r a x t( )i j Ii ji j Non-truncated per-capita growth rate of species i at time t

xi ∫
→∞

x t dtlim ( )
T T

T
i

1
0

Average density of species i

gi ∫ = + ∑
→∞

∈g t dt r a xlim ( )
T T

T
i i j Ii ji j

1
0

Average non-truncated per-capita growth rate of species i

μr  r( )i  for any ∈i I Mean intrinsic growth/death rate

σr
2  r( )i  for any ∈i I Variance of the intrinsic growth/death rate

μa | ≠a a( 0)ji ji  for any i, ∈j I , ≠i j Mean strength of existing links

σa
2 a a( 0)ji ji| ≠  for any i, ∈j I , ≠i j Variance of the strengths of existing links

μg  g( )i  for any ∈i I Mean of the average non-truncated per-capita growth rate

σg
2 g( )i  for any ∈i I Variance of the average non-truncated per-capita growth rate

μx  | >x x( 0)i i  for any ∈i I Mean of the average density of surviving species

σx
2  | >x x( 0)i i  for any ∈i I Variance of the average density of surviving species

nP  ∈ >i I x( { : 0} )i Expected number of persisting species

P = >x( 0)nP
n i  for any ∈i I Expected fraction of persisting species

N(μ, σ2) Normal distribution with mean μ and variance σ2

μ σS x( ; , )N
2

∫π σ

μ

σ
∞

−

e dt
x

t
1

2

( )2

2 2 Survival function of a normal distribution with mean μ and variance σ2

b Fraction of species with high initial density

ε Extinction threshold / maximal initial density of species with low initial density

T Time horizon of simulations

Table 1.  Definitions and explanations of symbols and parameters used in this paper.
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the correlations add on the tails of the distribution is relatively small. Thus, we may ignore these correlations when 
we approximate the cumulative density function of gi (see Fig. 1).

Approximation 1. The average non-truncated growth rate is normally distributed with mean μg and variance σg
2,

∑ μ σ= + ≈
∈

g r a x N( , ),
(11)

i i
j I

ji j
d

g g
2

i

whereby the covariance terms in μg and σg
2 are ignored.

Our expressions for μg and σg
2 contain the unknown mean μx and variance σx

2 of the average density of per-
sisting species. In general, it is difficult to find rigorous approximations of μx and σx

2, as they strongly depend on 
how many species reach the limiting density. Nonetheless, it is possible to obtain reasonable estimates for the 
quantities as we will see below.

If many species grow up to their capacities, they will have either a very high or a moderate average density. 
Therefore, the variance will be large. Since the population densities are constrained to be in the interval (0, 1], the 
variance is bounded by σ μ μ≤ −(1 )x x x

2  and we may approximate σ ω μ μ≈ −(1 )x x x
2

1  with some factor ω1. 
Choosing ω = 11  would be equivalent to assuming that the average densities are Bernoulli distributed. Following 
numerical observations (see Supplementary Appendix E), we set ω =1

1
2

.
If most species densities are bounded, it is reasonable to assume that the average densities of surviving species 

are approximately uniformly distributed around their mean μx. With this assumption, we arrive at σ ω≈
μ

x
2

2 3
x
2

, 
whereby ω2 is again a scaling factor. A choice of ω = 12  is equivalent to assuming that the average densities follow 
a uniform distribution. In simulations ω = 22  appeared to be a good choice (Supplementary Appendix E). Either 
way, the factors ω1 and ω2 have only minor effects on the results. We summarize our approximation below.

Approximation 2. If many surviving species grow to their capacity, it is σ μ μ≈ −(1 )x x x
2 1

2
, otherwise σ μ≈x x

2 2
3

2.

To derive an estimate of μx and to find out whether species are likely to reach their limiting densities, let us 
consider a species i that is known to never hit its limiting density. Then it must hold

= − .g a x0 (12)i ii i

Applying conditional expectation yields

  = − | > = | > − | >g a x x g g a x x0 ( 0) ( 0) ( 0), (13)i ii i i i i ii i i

whereby we used that >x 0i  is equivalent to >g 0i . For each given P and μx, the distribution of gi can be esti-
mated according to Approximation 1, which implies that  | >g g( 0)i i  is the mean value of a truncated normal 
distribution. If aii is chosen deterministically or with small variance, we can furthermore approximate 
  μ| > ≈a x x a( 0) ( )ii i i ii x. This in combination with Approximation 2 allows us to solve Eq. (13) numerically for 
μx for each given P.

It can happen that Eq. (13) does not have a solution in the admissible interval (0, 1]. This indicates that the species 
hit their density bounds. In this case there is little we can know about μx other than that it is relatively large. Therefore, 
we may consider different large values of μx to assure that our results are not sensitive to an arbitrary choice of μx. 
Numerical simulations (Supplementary Appendix E) also support choosing a large value of μx (e.g. μ = .0 8x ).

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 1.  Probability density function 
¯fgi
 (a,c) and cumulative density function Fgi

 (b,d) of the distribution of gi 
for a system with few persisting species (a,b) and many persisting species (c,d). The shaded areas correspond to 
histograms of the gi values obtained in simulations. The solid lines depict our approximation of the 
distributions. In the system with few coexisting, our approximation of the cumulative density function is precise 
(b) even though the observed probability density function differs significantly from our approximation (a). In 
the case with many persisting species, the observed and approximate distribution are very close. Refer also to 
Supplementary Appendix F for details on the method used to generate the figures.
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Applying the findings and approximations above, we can write μ P( )g  and σ P( )g
2  as functions of the expected 

fraction P of coexisting species. With (6) and (11), we arrive at an implicit equation,

μ σ=P S P P(0; ( ), ( )), (14)g gN
2

which can be solved for P numerically. Here, SN is the survival function (complementary cumulative density 
function) of the normal distribution, which results from integrating over the positive branch of the probability 
density function of gi. The functions μ P( )g  and σ P( )g

2  are computed according to Eqs. (7) and (10), respectively.

Refined heuristic.  In the previous section, we derived a heuristic for the expected fraction P of species coex-
isting in large and dense systems. In these networks, it is likely that every species is affected by some other species. 
In sparse networks, however, some species may not be affected by any other species. Survival of such isolated 
species does not depend on the distribution of the interaction constants aji. Below, we derive a refined model that 
accounts for isolated species.

If a species i is not affected by any other surviving species, then it survives if and only if it is a primary 
producer:

 
μ σ

| = >

= .

i r
S

( survives not affected) ( 0)
(0; , ) (15)

i

r rN
2

On the other hand, if species i is affected by some surviving species, then i’s survival is given by the sign of the 
per-capita growth rate

  ∑| =





+ ≥ | ∃ ∈ ≠






.

∈
i r a x j I a x( survives affected) 0 : 0

(16)
i

j I
ji j i ji j

i

The right hand side of Eq. (16) is well approximated by the probability that we have estimated in the previous 
section.

Approximation 3.  μ σ| ≈i survives affected S n n( ) (0; ( ), ( ))g P g PN
2 .

To derive the probability that species i is affected by some other species, we consider a network in which nP 
species coexist. Recall that c is the probability that a link exists, i.e. = ≠c a( 0)ji . Hence, the probability that a 
species i is affected by some other persisting species is approximately

 | ≈ − −
≈ − −

n c
cn

(affected species survive) 1 (1 )
1 exp( ) (17)

P
n

P

P

and

P E≈ − −cn(affected) (1 exp( )) (18)P

≤ − −cnP1 exp( ) (19)

by Jensen’s inequality. As we do not know the distribution of −cnexp( )P , we apply a first-order Taylor expansion 
to estimate the expected value on the right hand side of (18) and arrive at the right hand side of (19).

Approximation 4. P E≈ − − ≈ − −affected cn cnP( ) (1 exp( )) 1 exp( )P .

This approximation is imprecise, if cn is large and P is small. Though it is possible to correct for the error introduced 
by this approximation, we refrain from making our model more complicated here. Instead we note that our heuristic 
will provide upper or lower bounds on P dependent on whether  | > |i i( survives affected) ( survives not affected) 
or not, respectively.

Putting the pieces together, we obtain

= | + − |
= | + | − | (20)

P i i
i i i
(affected) ( survives affected) (1 (affected)) ( survives not affected)
( survives affected) (not affected)( ( survives not affected) ( survives affected))

   
   

µ σ µ σ µ σ≈ + − − . (21)S P P cnP S S P P(0; ( ), ( )) exp( )( (0; , ) (0; ( ), ( )))g g r r g gN
2

N
2

N
2

The solutions of this equation constitute our heuristic persistence estimates. Figure 2 depicts the rationale 
behind Eq. (20) as a flow chart.

Simulation method.  We briefly outline the simulation approach that we used to verify the heuristic esti-
mates. We applied Monte Carlo simulations to determine how many species are expected to persist in the ran-
domly assembled networks. We examined networks varying in the following properties: (1) species richness n (2) 
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connectivity c, (3) mean μr and variance σr
2 of the growth rates ri, (4) mean μa and variance σa

2 of the interaction 
parameters aji, (5) the fraction b of initial high-density species.

For each set of network properties, we randomly generated 1000 networks and solved the respective dynami-
cal system (2) for =T 1000 time steps with a fourth order Runge-Kutta method with step size 0.01. For each 
network, we noted which proportion of the species had an average density larger than ε = .0 001 during the last 
quarter of the simulated time interval; i.e. in 





T T,3
4

. We took the average of these proportions for all 1000 net-
works and obtained by this means an estimate of the expected number P of coexisting species.

This approach is computationally costly. Hence, we focused on few combinations of the parameters μr, σr
2, μa, 

and σa
2 (given in Fig. 3). For each parameter tuple μ σ μ σΘ = ( , , , )r r a a

2 2 , we simulated networks with many combi-
nations of species richness n and connectivity c. We considered 10 different values for n and c, respectively. 
Thereby, we let n range from 4 to 80 and c range from 0.001 to 1 in approximately equidistant steps. We performed 
a Monte Carlo simulation for each of the 100 combinations of n and c.

To test how the results depend on the initial condition, we examined the networks in a colonization scenario 
(b = 0) and in a scenario with high initial densities (b = 1), respectively. Furthermore, we considered different 
choices for the intra-specific competition terms aii. In most of our simulations, we drew the parameters aii from a 
normal distribution with variance σa

2 centred and truncated at 0. However, to test the validity of our heuristic in 
scenarios where species do not hit the sharp density bound, we also simulated systems with specific, strongly 
negative values =a dii .

To validate our model in the broadest-possible range of scenarios, we tested Θ-tuples for which our heuristic 
predicted qualitatively different results. Furthermore, we verified that our simulation time horizon T was suffi-
ciently large by extending T to 2000. Finally, we tested how our results would change if we exchanged the normal 
distribution for the parameters ri and aji with a uniform distribution with similar mean and variance. In total, we 
simulated and analysed more than 2 million networks.

Results
Theoretical results.  The heuristic we derived provides us with estimates of how many species coexist in a 
system with given properties. In this section, we analyse our heuristic (21) and describe how the different network 
characteristics affect persistence. A summary of the possible qualitative complexity-persistence relationships can 
be found in Table 2.

We start by considering the species richness n and the connectivity c. With n and c, we can compute the 
expected number of links per species = − ⋅l n c: ( 1) , which is called the linkage density. The right hand side of 
Eq. (21) can be written in terms of the linkage density l and the connectivity c. It can be shown that c has only a 
marginal effect on P under the new parameterization. This implies that persistence is mainly driven by the linkage 
density l and not by size or the connectivity of the network.

Figure 2.  Flow chart for the refined persistence heuristic. To persist, a species must either be a primary 
producer without strong predators or competitors, or the species must be a consumer with strong mutualistic 
partners or prey in sufficient abundance. The probability P that a species persists can be determined by 
computing the products of the corresponding probabilities along the paths that lead to persistence.
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To understand how the linkage density affects persistence, we consider the limit cases with small and large 
linkage densities. If no links exist, i.e. =l 0, Eq. (21) turns into an explicit equation in which P is equal to the 
expected number of producers. As more links are added, the proportion of producers becomes irrelevant and 
persistence depends only on the distribution of the interaction constants aji. In the limit of many links per species, 
i.e. → ∞l , all species survive if μ >a

1
2

, and all species go extinct if μ <a
1
2

 (see examples in Fig. 3). Only if μ =a
1
2

, 
the variance (10) becomes much larger than the mean (7) and half of all species persist.

For intermediate linkage densities, the heuristic predicts a wide range of possible dependencies of P on l. If the 
linkage density is small, P increases with l if the the probability of a positive link is larger than the probability of a 

Figure 3.  Proportion P of coexistent species as function of the linkage density l. Each subfigure corresponds to 
networks with different distributions of growth and interaction constants, respectively. Each marker represents 
a network with specific species richness n and connectivity c. The blue dots refer to networks with high initial 
species densities ( =b 1), and orange triangles to networks with very low initial densities (colonization scenario, 

=b 0). The green squares in (e) depict an intermediate scenario with = .b 0 4. The solid lines show our heuristic 
estimates. In all subfigures except for (f), the species densities hit the density bound, and the variable μx cannot 
be determined exactly. In these cases, multiple lines depict the heuristic estimates for different values of μx. The 
opacity of the lines corresponds to the values for μx ranging from 0.4 to 1 (high values correspond to low 
transparency). It is visible that predictions with high values of μx meet our observations best, in general. The 
number E denotes the mean error between observations and predictions (μ = .0 8x  in all subfigures except (f)). 
In (e), we computed the error for the scenario =b 1 only.
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positive growth rate, i.e.  > > >a r( 0) ( 0)ji i . In the opposite case, P decreases with l. This criterion holds 
independently of whether the links are positively or negatively biased on average. Hence, local persistence min-
ima and maxima are possible (see examples in Fig. 3c,d). Since persistence increases at small linkage densities if 
few primary producers are present, whereas negatively biased links decrease persistence at high linkage densities, 

 > > > >a r( 0) ( 0)ji i
1
2

 implies that P has a local maximum at intermediate linkage densities. With similar 
reasoning we find that P has a local minimum if  > > > >r a( 0) ( 0)i ji

1
2

.
The curvature of P l( ) depends on the distribution of the intrinsic growth/death rates ri and how quickly they 

are dominated by the interaction terms. For example, if the intrinsic growth rates have a strong negative bias, i.e. 
μ 0r  and σr

2 is small, then a small number of interactions does not suffice to keep species alive. However, the 
chances of survival increase rapidly once there are sufficiently many links to overcome the negative growth bias. 
Therefore, the right hand side of our persistence heuristic (21) increases strongly sigmoidly with l in these cases.

The shape of the right hand side of Eq. (21) has a strong influence on the system dynamics (see Fig. 4). If the 
function increases sigmoidly, Eq. (21) can have up to three solutions, one of which must be repelling (see Fig. 4b). 
In these cases, the number of persisting species depends on the initial condition.

We may call parameter combinations at which Eq. (21) has exactly two solutions bifurcation points. At these 
points in the parameter space, the number of solutions of (21) transitions between one and three (see Fig. 4b). 
Consequently, small alterations of the system can have a strong effect: removal of a few links can lead to an almost 
complete collapse of the system, whereas addition of links can give rise to a large system that would break down 
otherwise (see example in Fig. 3e). Note that this bistable system behaviour can only occur in systems with many 
consumers heavily reliant on other species. According to our heuristic, systems with many primary producers 
will never be bistable (see Fig. 4c). That is, addition of a link may have detrimental, but not fatal consequences on 
average.

While the distributions of the parameters ri and aji play a major role in the persistence heuristic, the value of 
the sharp capacity K and the intra-specific competition constants aii effect persistence only through the average 
densities of surviving species. If the aii are not strong enough to bound species densities, the effect of these param-
eters can be neglected. Instead, the capacities Ki govern the mean average density μx of surviving species. Hence, 
choosing different values for the capacities Ki, possibly at random, would only require us to adjust our constant 
estimate for μx. This is easy to do and does not affect the qualitative system dynamics.

Only if intra-specific competition is sufficiently large to bound the species densities, the aii affect the average 
density of surviving species μx. In that event, stronger competition leads to smaller average densities, and inter-
actions between species have a smaller weight compared to intrinsic growth and death. Consequently, persis-
tence does not change as rapidly with the linkage density, and bistable behaviour is suppressed21 (see example in 
Fig. 3f). However, strong competition can also induce bistable behaviour when the self-damping is overruled by 
positive interactions, and the Eq. (13) for μx has two zeros.

Simulation results.  In the previous section, we have outlined the persistence predictions of our heuristic. In 
this section, we present simulation results that allow us to assess the precision of the predictions.

In most instances, the simulation results matched our heuristic predictions well (see Fig. 3). Especially in 
networks with high persistence predictions, the heuristic was very precise (Fig. 3a–c,f). In networks with small 
predicted P, our heuristic correctly predicted the order of magnitude of P and the shape of the persistence curve 
P l( ). However, the predicted persistence values deviated from the observed values by up to 0.2 (Fig. 3d).

Complexity-Persistence 
Relation Condition Description

Monotonously increasing  > ≤ > ≥( )r a( 0) 0i ji
1
2

Persistence increases with the linkage density. Thereby, P 
converges to 1 if μ > 0a  and to 1

2
 if μ = 0a .

Monotonously decreasing  > ≥ > ≤( )r a( 0) 0i ji
1
2

Persistence decreases with the linkage density. Thereby, P 
converges to 0 if μ < 0a  and to 1

2
 if μ = 0a .

Constant  > = > =( )r a( 0) 0i ji
1
2

Half of the species persist regardless of the linkage density.

Local persistence 
minimum  > > > >( )r a( 0) 0i ji

1
2

For networks with small linkage density, addition of links 
has negative effects on persistence. If the linkage density is 
large, persistence increases with the linkage density and P 
approaches 1.

Local persistence 
maximum  > < > <( )r a( 0) 0i ji

1
2

For networks with small linkage density, addition of links 
has positive effects on persistence. If the linkage density is 
large, persistence decreases with the linkage density and P 
approaches 0.

Persistence bistability

Eq. (21) has multiple solutions for networks 
with high linkage densities; this requires 
 > < >( )r a( 0) 0i ji , 

 ( )r a( )i ji . 
Alternatively: Eq. (13) has one solution at 
low linkage densities and no solution at high 
linkage densities; this requires  a( ) 0ii .

In networks with small linkage density, few species persist. If 
the linkage density is sufficiently large, P can take a large or a 
small value, dependent on the initial condition. The system 
exhibits points of no return and the removal of species can 
result in system collapse. The higher the linkage density the 
greater the probability that the larger persistence value is 
attained. Bistability can be suppressed by choosing strongly 
negative intra-specific competition constants aii, which 
however induce bistability at high linkage densities.

Table 2.  Possible qualitative complexity-persistence relationships.
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In networks for which we obtained a unique persistence estimate, the fraction b of initial native species had a 
small effect on the results. In colonization scenarios ( =b 0), simulated persistence was slightly lower. As sug-
gested by the heuristic, this was different in “bistable persistent” networks, that is, networks for which our persis-
tence model (21) has multiple solutions. Despite predicting the qualitative behaviour correctly, the heuristic failed 
to predict precisely at which linkage density the community would collapse or allow colonization if <b 1. In 
addition, the simulations showed a less sharp threshold than estimated.

Extending the time horizon T did not have a notable effect in our simulations except with bistable networks, 
in which the ascend at the threshold value became sharper with a longer time horizon. Similarly, simulations 
in which the parameters were drawn form a uniform distribution did not differ from simulations using normal 
distributions with equal means and variances.

Discussion
We introduced a novel heuristic approach to estimate the fraction of persisting species in complex dynamical 
systems. Applying the method to a model of ecological networks, we showed that the heuristic can provide valu-
able ecological insights. Similar to earlier studies, our results suggest that the linkage density is a major driver of 
stability or persistence2,7,25,26. However, we did not observe a generally applicable complexity-stability relation-
ship. Instead, an increase of species richness and connectivity favoured or hindered persistence depending on the 
fraction of primary producers and the distribution of the interaction parameters.

While it has been shown earlier that the impact of complexity on persistence depends on the sign of the mean 
interaction strength16, our study adds on to earlier results by also identifying more subtle system behaviour. For 
example, even if a high linkage density will result in the majority of the species going extinct, a small number 
of links can have a positive effect on persistence. Introduction of a moderate number of species with a negative 
average impact can increase persistence if these species serve as resources for some species that would go extinct 
otherwise, e.g. due to lack of food. Similarly, introduction of a small number of species from which most other 
species benefit can decrease persistence if the species in the original network would have persisted anyway.

An interesting phenomenon we observed is persistence bistability, i.e. the existence of systems in which per-
sistence depends on the initial species densities. Thereby, persistence bistability refers to the number or fraction of 
persisting species, not their density or identity. A system can be multistable and still have a unique set of persisting 
species. Similarly, multistable systems may have distinct, but on average equally sized sets of persisting species. 
In a system exhibiting persistence bistability, however, different numbers of species will persist depending on the 
initial conditions. Hence, persistence bistability is a special case of multistability.

Species in systems exhibiting persistence bistability heavily rely on multiple other species, and if one of these 
species goes extinct, this triggers a “snowball-effect”, a cascade of extinctions. Conversely, such networks cannot 
establish, unless all the required species are present in sufficient density. This can make it difficult to restore these 
systems after disturbances. The behaviour of persistence bistable systems may be understood as bootstrap perco-
lation27,28, modelling systems in which ‘sites’ are ‘activated’, if enough neighbouring sites are active.

As bistable systems exhibit “points of no return”, identifying such systems can be of high importance in con-
servation and restoration ecology29–31. For our model, our heuristic allows us to characterize systems with per-
sistence bistability precisely, and some identified principles may even hold with higher generality. For example, 
persistence bistability requires that most of the species in the network are consumers. In the opposite case, in 
which the network consists mostly of producers, introduction of species may have detrimental but not devastating 

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 4.  Left hand side (dashed black line) and right hand side (solid coloured lines) of Eq. (21) as functions of 
P. Each subfigure represents systems with specific distributions of the model parameters, respectively. The three 
coloured lines in each subfigure stand for networks differing in linkage density l: purple: l = 15; green: l = 25; 
yellow: l = 35. Our persistence estimates are the points where the solid lines intersect with the dashed line, 
respectively. The systems in (a,c) have unique persistence estimates. For the systems depicted by the green and 
yellow curve in (b), we obtain multiple possible persistence estimates. Note that if the solid lines are decreasing 
(c), the persistence estimate is always unique. The horizontal axis includes impermissibly high values of P to 
better depict the general shape of the curves. (Parameters: (a) μ = −1r , σ = 1r

2 , μ = .0 1a , σ = .0 01a
2 ; (b) 

μ = −1r , σ = .0 1r
2 , μ = .0 1a , σ = .0 01a

2 ; (c) μ = 1r , σ = .0 1r
2 , μ = − .0 1a , σ = .0 01a

2 . The remaining parameters 
are similar in all Figures: = .c 0 5, μ = .0 8x ).
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effects. We suggest that it would be worthwhile to grant higher attention to the phenomenon of persistence bista-
bility in the complexity-stability debate, and our study provides a tool to analyse systems with this behaviour.

Application in invasion ecology: biotic resistance and invasional meltdown hypothesis.  Our 
results suggest that the probability that a species survives in a random system is barely affected by its initial den-
sity, unless the systems exhibit persistence bistability. Therefore, our heuristic can be applied to scenarios in which 
species invade pre-existing ecosystems. Hence, our study may contribute to the invasion ecology debate on the 
impact of primary invasions on the success of secondary invasions32. The biotic resistance hypothesis33–35 suggests 
that introduction of a primary invasive species decreases the likelihood of successful secondary invasions. In con-
trast, the invasional meltdown hypothesis36 states that introduction of invasive species increases the vulnerability 
of the system and therefore facilitates secondary invasions. Both competing theories have been supported and 
challenged by empirical findings32,37.

According to our heuristic, primary invaders can either improve or decrease the chances of secondary inva-
sions, dependent on how the primary invaders affect the linkage density and the distribution of interaction 
strengths. Note, however, that our model does not distinguish between successful and unsuccessful primary 
invaders. That is, even if a primary invader is unsuccessful and has a small but positive density, it may affect the 
success of future invasions. To study the impact of successful primary invaders only, the respective conditional 
probability for persistence must be found. This is a task for future research.

The heuristic approach.  We obtained the results presented above by applying a novel heuristic approach. 
Compared to analytical methods, the heuristic approach is less rigorous and leaves more room for inaccuracies. 
Nonetheless, our heuristic results matched numerical results remarkably well, and the resulting equation for 
persistence allows an in-depth mathematical analysis with reasonable effort. This, in turn, can increase our under-
standing of the general mechanisms behind persistence. The basic idea of considering time-averages to study 
extinction of species in dynamical systems is well established21,38.

Though other analytical techniques used to study persistence may yield similar insights as our approach and 
be more precise, our method has the advantage that it permits the analysis of systems that are not guaranteed to 
have a unique set of persisting species. This increase in generality has considerable advantages. First, it allows us 
to study systems with more complicated model behaviour, such as systems with persistence bistability. Second, 
the wide range of permissible model parameters makes it possible to compare purely competitive or mutualistic 
systems to predator-prey or unrestricted systems. Thus, the heuristic approach may have the potential to synthe-
size earlier theoretical results obtained for distinct classes of systems3.

Our approach allowed us also to reproduce and generalize some earlier findings on diagonally stable systems. 
These systems are known to have a unique globally attractive equilibrium21. For such systems, the fraction of 
persisting species has been shown to be 1/2 independent of the size and connectivity of networks as long as the 
intrinsic growth rates ri and the interaction parameters aji are sampled from distributions symmetric around 05. 
This agrees with our heuristic estimate. Furthermore, persistence has been studied in competitive networks with 
random growth constants ri and deterministic competition parameters aji

5. Our heuristic adds on to these results 
by predicting how persistence changes if the aji are chosen at random.

Sources of inaccuracies.  Our heuristic estimates for the fraction of coexisting species agree well with the 
results obtained in numerical simulations. This indicates that our simplifications do not have a strong effect on 
the results. The existence assumption for the mean species densities is known to hold in many systems of interest, 
including systems in which the sharp threshold is not hit21 and systems approaching some kind of steady state 
or limit cycle. We have not observed any indication that the assumption undermines the applicability of our 
heuristic.

Nonetheless, some considerable inaccuracies occurred in large systems with a dominance of negative links 
and therefore small fraction of persisting species. A closer investigation of these systems showed that the errors 
are due to the poor approximation of the mean of the exponential term in our heuristic (Approximation 4). This 
weakness can be corrected for with additional approximations.

Large quantitative deviances between the heuristic estimates and the simulation results occurred only when 
we attempted to find the tipping point linkage densities in bistable systems. The exact initial densities of the spe-
cies are relevant in these scenarios. As our heuristic is based on the long-time behaviour of the system, it does 
not provide a clear relationship between initial conditions and persistence. Nevertheless, the heuristic correctly 
identified the parameter ranges that lead to persistence bistability.

Ecological limitations and possible extensions.  We considered a class of rather abstract ecosystem 
models in this paper. Thus, the studied systems might lack features found in natural systems, and simulation 
approaches7,13,14 may remain the tool of choice to analyse models with strong focus on realism. Nonetheless, we 
argue that many of our model’s limitations either have a minor effect on the results or can be accounted for by 
adjusting the heuristic to fit more intricate models.

First, our model does not bound the strengths of species interactions with functional response terms. Instead, 
we inhibited unbounded species growth by introducing a simple density bound without a clear mechanistic jus-
tification. However, our heuristic can be directly applied to a slightly adjusted model with bounded interactions 
instead of a sharp density bound (see Supplementary Appendix G). Therefore, we hypothesize that introduction 
of functional response will only affect the quantitative but not the qualitative results of this study. Nevertheless, 
it would be desirable and, we believe, possible to adjust our heuristic to study models with functional response. 
Despite this potential for improvement, our heuristic can be directly applied to Lotka-Volterra systems that are 
stable by construction. Thus, our work adds on to earlier studies of these systems5,16.
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Second, the interaction constants are unlikely to be independent in real ecosystems, and predator-prey 
dependencies may occur with a different frequency than mutualistic or competitive interactions26,39,40. However, 
we conjecture that introduction of correlations between interaction terms will not undermine the applicability of 
our heuristic. This would go in line with earlier results finding that correlations between interaction parameters 
do not change persistence in systems with zero-mean interaction distributions5. The task of future research would 
be to adjust our covariance bounds to confirm that the computed expected values are not significantly affected 
by these terms.

Third, the topological structure of natural systems is rarely random as assumed here41,42, since trophic, mutu-
alistic, and competitive interactions impose a certain structure on networks43,44 and the network structure is 
dependent on the ecological processes behind the network assembly20. This limitation may be the hardest to 
address, because our heuristic exploits an exchangeability property often not found in systems with a more 
realistic structure. Since the network structure affects stability8,13,14,39,45, it will be a worthwhile task for future 
research to apply our heuristic approach to models with a more realistic network structure. A first step in this 
direction is to split the network into multiple similar subnetworks. As this model modification does not affect 
the exchangeability assumption, our heuristic can be almost directly applied to bipartite networks with similar 
species groups. A further step would be to study networks with different classes of species. The result would be a 
heuristic consisting of a system of equations. Though such an equation system may be harder to analyse than the 
simple one-dimensional heuristic derived in this paper, it may still be possible to gain significant insights with 
this approach.

Conclusion
The main result of this paper is that a simple heuristic suffices to predict important aspects of the complex behav-
iour of large dynamical systems. The derivation of our heuristic is based on approximations, but the precision of 
our estimates throughout our simulations is remarkable. Our heuristic predicted the correct qualitative system 
behaviour in all simulations we conducted.

The heuristic approach allows the study of persistence in ecological networks without strong restrictions on 
model parameters. Thus, the method is suitable to compare different classes of ecosystems and to investigate 
phenomena that were hard to analyse with classical techniques. We hope therefore that future studies will build 
on our observations and apply our method to more sophisticated models. The results could synthesize earlier 
findings on ecosystem stability and may be a step forward to a general framework of complexity and stability.

Data Availability
No datasets were generated or analysed during the current study.

References
	 1.	 McCann, K. S. The diversity-stability debate. Nature 405, 228–233, https://doi.org/10.1038/35012234 (2000).
	 2.	 May, R. M. Will a Large Complex System be Stable? Nature 238, 413–414, https://doi.org/10.1038/238413a0 (1972).
	 3.	 Landi, P., Minoarivelo, H. O., Brännström, Å., Hui, C. & Dieckmann, U. Complexity and of Adaptive Ecological Networks: A Survey 

of the Theory in Community Ecology. In Mensah, P., Katerere, D., Hachigonta, S. & Roodt, A. (eds) Systems Analysis Approach for 
Complex Global Challenges, 209–248, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71486-8_12 (Springer International Publishing, Cham, 
2018).

	 4.	 Allesina, S. & Tang, S. The stability–complexity relationship at age 40: a random matrix perspective. Population Ecology 57, 63–75, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10144-014-0471-0 (2015).

	 5.	 Serván, C. A., Capitán, J. A., Grilli, J., Morrison, K. E. & Allesina, S. Coexistence of many species in random ecosystems. Nature 
Ecology & Evolution 2, 1237–1242, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-018-0603-6 (2018).

	 6.	 Pimm, S. L. & Lawton, J. H. On feeding on more than one trophic level. Nature 275, 542–544, https://doi.org/10.1038/275542a0 
(1978).

	 7.	 Gross, T., Rudolf, L., Levin, S. A. & Dieckmann, U. Generalized Models Reveal Stabilizing Factors in Food Webs. Science 325, 
747–750, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1173536 (2009).

	 8.	 Thebault, E. & Fontaine, C. Stability of Ecological Communities and the Architecture of Mutualistic and Trophic Networks. Science 
329, 853–856, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1188321 (2010).

	 9.	 Allesina, S. et al. Predicting the stability of large structured food webs. Nature Communications 6, https://doi.org/10.1038/
ncomms8842 (2015).

	10.	 Grilli, J., Rogers, T. & Allesina, S. Modularity and stability in ecological communities. Nature Communications 7, 12031, https://doi.
org/10.1038/ncomms12031 (2016).

	11.	 Kawatsu, K. & Kondoh, M. Density-dependent interspecific interactions and the complexity–stability relationship. Proceedings of the 
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 285, https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0698 (2018).

	12.	 Butler, G. & Waltman, P. Persistence in dynamical systems. Journal of Differential Equations 63, 255–263, https://doi.
org/10.1016/0022-0396(86)90049-5 (1986).

	13.	 Martinez, N. D., Williams, R. J. & Dunne, J. A. Diversity, complexity, and persistence in large model ecosystems. In Pascual, M. & 
Dunne, J. A. (eds) Ecological networks: linking structure to dynamics in food webs, 163–185 (Oxford University Press, New York, 
2006).

	14.	 Otto, S. B., Rall, B. C. & Brose, U. Allometric degree distributions facilitate food-web stability. Nature 450, 1226–1229, https://doi.
org/10.1038/nature06359 (2007).

	15.	 Hou, Z. Vanishing components in autonomous competitive Lotka–Volterra systems. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and 
Applications 359, 302–310, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2009.05.054 (2009).

	16.	 Grilli, J. et al. Feasibility and coexistence of large ecological communities. Nature Communications 8, 1–8, https://doi.org/10.1038/
ncomms14389 (2017).

	17.	 Dougoud, M., Vinckenbosch, L., Rohr, R. P., Bersier, L.-F. & Mazza, C. The feasibility of equilibria in large ecosystems: A primary but 
neglected concept in the complexity-stability debate. PLoS Computational Biology 14, 1–18, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pcbi.1005988 (2018).

	18.	 Song, C. & Saavedra, S. Will a small randomly assembled community be feasible and stable? Ecology 99, 743–751, https://doi.
org/10.1002/ecy.2125 (2018).

	19.	 Roberts, A. The stability of a feasible random ecosystem. Nature 251, 607–608, https://doi.org/10.1038/251607a0 (1974).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-50373-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/35012234
https://doi.org/10.1038/238413a0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71486-8_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10144-014-0471-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-018-0603-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/275542a0
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1173536
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1188321
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms8842
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms8842
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12031
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12031
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2018.0698
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0396(86)90049-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0396(86)90049-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06359
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06359
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2009.05.054
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14389
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14389
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005988
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005988
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.2125
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.2125
https://doi.org/10.1038/251607a0


13Scientific Reports |         (2019) 9:14110  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-50373-z

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

	20.	 Maynard, D. S., Serván, C. A. & Allesina, S. Network spandrels reflect ecological assembly. Ecology Letters 21, 324–334, https://doi.
org/10.1111/ele.12912 (2018).

	21.	 Hofbauer, J. & Sigmund, K. Evolutionary Games and Population Dynamics. (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998).
	22.	 Filippov, A. F. Differential Equations with Discontinuous Righthand Sides, vol. 18 of Mathematics and Its Applications (Springer 

Netherlands, Dordrecht, 1988).
	23.	 Cortés, J. Discontinuous dynamical systems. IEEE Control Systems 28, 36–73, https://doi.org/10.1109/MCS.2008.919306 (2008).
	24.	 Freedman, H. I. & Moson, P. Persistence definitions and their connections. Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society 109, 

1025–1033, https://doi.org/10.1090/S0002-9939-1990-1012928-6 (1990).
	25.	 Okuyama, T. & Holland, J. N. Network structural properties mediate the stability of mutualistic communities. Ecology Letters 11, 

208–216, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01137.x (2008).
	26.	 Allesina, S. & Tang, S. Stability criteria for complex ecosystems. Nature 483, 205–208, https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10832 (2012).
	27.	 Adler, J. Bootstrap percolation. Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and its Applications 171, 453–470, https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-

4371(91)90295-N (1991).
	28.	 Baxter, G. J., Dorogovtsev, S. N., Goltsev, A. V. & Mendes, J. F. F. Bootstrap percolation on complex networks. Physical Review E 82, 

011103, https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.82.011103 (2010).
	29.	 Scheffer, M., Carpenter, S., Foley, J. A., Folke, C. & Walker, B. Catastrophic shifts in ecosystems. Nature 413, 591–596, https://doi.

org/10.1038/35098000 (2001).
	30.	 Suding, K. N., Gross, K. L. & Houseman, G. R. Alternative states and positive feedbacks in restoration ecology. Trends in Ecology & 

Evolution 19, 46–53, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2003.10.005 (2004).
	31.	 Selkoe, K. A. et al. Principles for managing marine ecosystems prone to tipping points. Ecosystem Health and Sustainability 1, 1–18, 

https://doi.org/10.1890/EHS14-0024.1 (2015).
	32.	 Fridley, J. D. et al. The invasion paradox: reconciling pattern and process in species invasions. Ecology 88, 3–17, https://doi.

org/10.1890/0012-9658(2007)88[3:TIPRPA]2.0.CO;2 (2007).
	33.	 Elton, C. S. The Ecology of Invasions by Animals and Plants. (Springer US, Boston, MA, 1958).
	34.	 Levine, J. M. & D’Antonio, C. M. Elton Revisited: A Review of Evidence Linking Diversity and Invasibility. Oikos 87, 15–26, https://

doi.org/10.2307/3546992 (1999).
	35.	 Lonsdale, W. M. Global patterns of plant invasions and the concept of invasibility. Ecology 80, 1522–1536, https://doi.

org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080[1522:GPOPIA]2.0.CO;2 (1999).
	36.	 Simberloff, D. & Von Holle, B. Positive interactions of nonindigenous species: invasional meltdown? Biological invasions 1, 21–32 (1999).
	37.	 Lockwood, J. L., Hoopes, M. F. & Marchetti, M. P. Establishment Success: The Influence of Biotic Interactions. In Invasion Ecology, 

181–216, 2nd edn. (Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford, UK, 2013).
	38.	 Jansen, W. A permanence theorem for replicator and Lotka-Volterra systems. Journal of Mathematical Biology 25, 411–422, https://

doi.org/10.1007/BF00277165 (1987).
	39.	 Mougi, A. & Kondoh, M. Diversity of Interaction Types and Ecological Community Stability. Science 337, 349–351, https://doi.

org/10.1126/science.1220529 (2012).
	40.	 Tang, S., Pawar, S. & Allesina, S. Correlation between interaction strengths drives stability in large ecological networks. Ecology 

Letters 17, 1094–1100, https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12312 (2014).
	41.	 Yodzis, P. The stability of real ecosystems. Nature 289, 674–676, https://doi.org/10.1038/289674a0 (1981).
	42.	 Dunne, J. A., Williams, R. J. & Martinez, N. D. Food-web structure and network theory: The role of connectance and size. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 99, 12917–12922, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.192407699 (2002).
	43.	 Dunne, J. A. The Network Structure of Food Webs. In Pascual, M. & Dunne, J. A. (eds) Ecological networks: linking structure to 

dynamics in food webs, Santa Fe Institute studies in the sciences of complexity, 27–86 (Oxford University Press, New York, 2006).
	44.	 Bastolla, U. et al. The architecture of mutualistic networks minimizes competition and increases biodiversity. Nature 458, 1018–1020, 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07950 (2009).
	45.	 Rohr, R. P., Saavedra, S. & Bascompte, J. On the structural stability of mutualistic systems. Science 345, 1253497.1–1253497.9, 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1253497 (2014).

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to give thanks to Dominik Stegmann, who was involved in the first stages of the project. 
Furthermore, Samuel Fischer would like to thank Mark Lewis and his lab at the University of Alberta and Eric 
Foxall for helpful comments and discussions.

Author Contributions
S.F. conceived the heuristic approach, conducted the simulations and mathematical analysis, and wrote the 
manuscript. A.H. conceived the initial simulation study, supervised the project, and revised the manuscript.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-50373-z.
Competing Interests: The authors declare no competing interests.
Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2019

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-50373-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12912
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12912
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCS.2008.919306
https://doi.org/10.1090/S0002-9939-1990-1012928-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01137.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10832
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4371(91)90295-N
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4371(91)90295-N
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.82.011103
https://doi.org/10.1038/35098000
https://doi.org/10.1038/35098000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2003.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1890/EHS14-0024.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2007)88[3:TIPRPA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2007)88[3:TIPRPA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.2307/3546992
https://doi.org/10.2307/3546992
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080[1522:GPOPIA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1999)080[1522:GPOPIA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00277165
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00277165
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1220529
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1220529
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12312
https://doi.org/10.1038/289674a0
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.192407699
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07950
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1253497
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-50373-z
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	An Approach to Study Species Persistence in Unconstrained Random Networks

	Methods

	Basic assumption and observations. 
	Heuristic derivation. 
	Refined heuristic. 
	Simulation method. 

	Results

	Theoretical results. 
	Simulation results. 

	Discussion

	Application in invasion ecology: biotic resistance and invasional meltdown hypothesis. 
	The heuristic approach. 
	Sources of inaccuracies. 
	Ecological limitations and possible extensions. 

	Conclusion

	Acknowledgements

	Figure 1 Probability density function (a,c) and cumulative density function (b,d) of the distribution of for a system with few persisting species (a,b) and many persisting species (c,d).
	Figure 2 Flow chart for the refined persistence heuristic.
	Figure 3 Proportion P of coexistent species as function of the linkage density l.
	Figure 4 Left hand side (dashed black line) and right hand side (solid coloured lines) of Eq.
	Table 1 Definitions and explanations of symbols and parameters used in this paper.
	Table 2 Possible qualitative complexity-persistence relationships.




