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Abstract

It has been a century since the species-area relationship (SAR) was first proposed as a power law to explain how species richness
scales with area. There have been many attempts to explain the origin of this predominant form. Apart from the power law, numerous
empirical studies also report a semi-log form of the SAR, but very few have addressed its incidence. In this work, we test whether these
relationships could emerge from the assembly of large random communities. To this end, we reformulate the generalized Lotka-Volterra
model replacing the interaction strength parameter by the inverse of area. This framework allows us to track the species richness values
resulting from the assembly of large competitive communities over a range of areas. Our analysis demonstrates that the two most widely
reported relationship forms can emerge due to differences in immigration rates and skewness towards weak interactions. We support our

results regarding immigration rates through two related studies from the literature.



Introduction

The species-area relationship (SAR) is arguably the most widely
studied scaling law in ecology, which has received empirical
support from numerous studies spanning different geographical
regions and taxa (Drakare et al!, 2006; [Lomolino and Weisei,
2001). The predominant power law form of the SAR was
first described by O. Arrhenius in 1921 (Arrhenius, [1921)).
It related the number of species S to the area of a habitat
A as S ~ A? where the exponent z varies between 0
and 1. A quantitative meta-analysis of a large number of
SAR studies estimated its average value as 0.27 (Drakare et al.,
2006). The power law was contested by a semi-log relationship
in 1922, that advocated the form S ~ log(A®) (Gleason,
1922). While the power law relationship is more widely
reported, the semi-log SAR has also found support from
numerous studies (Drakare et al., 2006; [Lomolino and Weiser,
2001). There have been attempts to explain the power law
form based on species distributions (§izling and Storch, 2004
Picard et al), 2004; Leitner and Rosenzweig, [1997; |Coleman,
1981)), abundance distributions (Preston, [1948) or population
dynamics through constraints on immigration (Bastolla et al.,
2001; Durrett and Levin, [1996). The prevalence of SARs has
also been attributed to the combined effects of widely observed
abundance distributions and the fact that individuals from the
same species cluster (Martin and Goldenfeld, 2006). The semi-
log relationship can be recovered from the power law SAR in
some limit using species-incidence functions that depend on
colonization and extinction rates (?). However, there is no

unified framework to explain the emergence of these competing

SARs.

These scaling relationships are emergent in that they could be
described by coarse-grained dynamics of large communities
at the species level without reference to finer details and
properties of individual organisms. Understanding the assembly

of large communities could therefore underpin mechanisms

that shape these scaling laws. The analysis of large systems
has benefitted from many emerging approaches in the recent
decades. In 1972, PW. Anderson influenced the philosophy of
science by suggesting that ‘more is different’ (Anderson, |1972),
based on accumulating evidence from various disciplines.
This means that the properties of a collective composed
of many parts could be drastically different from the parts
themselves. In the same year, May used random matrix
theory to show that large ecosystems become unstable when
their complexity increases beyond a threshold (May, 1972),
which contradicted the prevailing notion that diversity increases
stability. May’s analytical results showed that one cannot have
indefinite stability in large and complex ecosystems with many
interactions. There is a limit beyond which an ecosystem is not
resilient to small perturbations and can exhibit large fluctuations
in the population abundances of the constituent species. He
defined complexity in terms of connectance and interaction

strength of the random matrix that encodes species interactions.

The complex dynamics of such random interaction networks
can be modelled using the Generalized Lotka-Volterra (GLV)
equations. This model has been employed to uncover theoretical
results ranging from identification of structural properties
that affect coexistence (Servan etall, 2018) to the study of
generic assembly patterns that are consistent across network
structures (Barbier et all, 2018; [Bunin, [2017). The tractability
of these equations has also invited their widespread use in
modelling microbial communities based on experimental data
(Bashan et al!, 2016; [Buffie et all, 2015; [Marino et al., 2014
Mounier et all, 2008). Some recent studies have investigated
the distribution of number of coexisting species that results
from GLV dynamics of much larger species pools (Servén et all,
2018).  Others have even explored the progression and
boundaries of extinction in large ecosystems (Pettersson et all,
2020).

These studies depart from identifying constraints on

parameters that result in complete co-existence of all species.



When one increases the interaction strength beyond the regime
where all species co-exist, the system wades through a phase
characterized by single-species extinctions that was termed as
the extinction continuum in [Pettersson et all (2020). May’s
stability limit marks the end of this phase beyond which no

stable equilibria exist.

We hypothesize that a modified GLV model accounting for
spatial scaling could exhibit SARs through the assembly of
random communities of different sizes. Our argument relies
on interpreting the inverse of interaction strength parameter as
area to test these questions. We explore a large part of this
area parameter space to recover different number of surviving
species beyond the regime of complete co-existence. By further
allowing demographic immigration in the modified GLV model,
we demonstrate that the two popular forms of the SAR stem
from differences in immigration rates and the skewness towards

weak interactions.

Material and Methods

Generalized Lotka-Volterra with spatial scaling

In its usual form, the GLV model describes the dynamics of

species with densities y; through the following equations:

dy;
dt

Yi
=ripi(l= =) + o ) By, (1)
J

where K; and r; denote the carrying capacity and growth rate of
it" species. B;; expresses pairwise inter-specific interactions
between species ¢ and any other species j. The full matrix
B contains information about all possible pairwise interactions

between species. Equation [I] implies that in the absence of

interactions, each species grows to its carrying capacity K;.

For a given value of o below May’s limit, the system
eventually relaxes to a stable equilibrium that represents an

assembled community where species densities are resilient

to small perturbations (Fig. 1). The equilibrium densities
of species at this stable fixed point could either be zero or
positive.  Fixed points without any extinctions are called
feasible solutions. Though many studies have looked at
feasibility in large ecosystems (Dougoud et all, [2018; |Stone,
2018; IGoh and Jennings, [1977), we focus on the relationship
between species richness of assembled communities and o

along the extinction continuum (Pettersson et al., 2020).

A natural question is whether there is a physical interpretation
of the parameter o. First note that o operates by scaling all
the interactions within the ecosystem by the same magnitude.
This implies that an increase in this parameter reflects increased
encounter rates between various species. We posit that o
behaves like the inverse of area such that an increase in this
parameter is emulated by a corresponding decrease in area. This
especially holds for a community of competitive species since

they are more likely to encounter each other when contesting

for common resources.

To make this argument clearer, we replace densities in the
GLV model by absolute abundances x; and area. Without the
interaction strength, the equations are:

d:vi
dt
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where A( parameterises this model for a given ecosystem. We

set this parameter equal to 1 from hereon.

This set of equations is of the same form as the GLV model
but now the interaction strength parameter o is replaced by the
inverse of area. Increase in interaction strength is analogous to
decrease in area, which increases the encounter rates between
species. Tuning the interaction strength also simultaneously
scales the variance of the interaction matrix. One could
instead directly tune the variance of the interaction matrix
ignoring the interaction strength parameter. How is the change

in variance in the two cases different? The variance in



interactions could partially arise from habitat heterogeneity.
Increased heterogeneity in an ecosystem with a fixed area
reduces the effective area available to each species as per
the area-heterogeneity tradeoff (Ben-Hur and Kadmon, 2020;
Allouche et al), 2012; |[Kadmon and Allouche, [2007).  This
scenario would better correspond to maintaining a constant
interaction strength (or area as per our interpretation) and only
scaling the variance of the interaction matrix. In the absence
of colonisation by new species, the number of species would
effectively decrease as heterogeneity increases. This decrease
in the species richness is almost identical whether one scales the

variance or the interaction strength.

We investigate the dynamics of large ecosystems from a spatial
scaling perspective using the modified GLV model with an area
parameter. We use our model to simulate ecosystem dynamics

as follows:

1. We pick entries of the interaction matrix B;; from a normal
distribution that is symmetric around a negative mean. Our
specific choice is a normal distribution with mean -1 and
variance 0.2. This particular choice allows for a large
range of area values for which the system relaxes to stable

equilibria.

2. The growth rates r; are drawn from a normal distribution
with mean +1. The constraints on interactions and growth

rates describe a community of competitive species.

3. Starting from an initial area, the number of surviving

species is plotted against decreasing area A.

Analogous to the scenario of increasing o, the system relaxes
to a unique stable fixed point when the area parameter is above
a certain threshold. We obtain the number of surviving species
from the fixed point for each value of the area parameter (Fig. 1).

We hypothesize that the different number of surviving species

obtained by varying the area parameter result in widely reported
SARs. These relationships are usually studied for one type of
species or species that are placed in the same trophic level.
This is congenial to our choice of a competitive interaction
matrix. A competitive system could represent functional
groups such as pollinators that compete for some common
resources. A competitive GLV model with demographic noise
has been shown to reproduce neutral island theories of Wilson-
MacArthur and Hubbell (Kessler and Shnerb, 2015). The
power-law SAR has also been recovered from a spatially-

explicit extension of the Lotka-Volterra competition model that

allowed migration between patches (O’Sullivan et al!,[2019).

Our analysis describes ecosystems shrinking in area, where
equilibrium abundances obtained for a given area parameter are
used as initial abundances for the subsequent area parameter
value. An alternative but equivalent interpretation is a scenario
where a regional pool of species is available to colonise
different islands in a region (Kessler and Shnerb, [2015). For
an island defined by its area, the dynamics resulting from our
model culminates in a final community where some species
from the regional pool might not be feasible. Islands of
different sizes yield communities with different compositions

as a consequence. This interpretation results in spatial patterns

identical to the area-reduction scenario described here.

Spatial scaling patterns with immigration

Immigration slows down the decline in number of

surviving species through introduction of new species
(MacArthur and Wilson, [1963) or by delaying extinctions
through incoming individuals of existing species (demographic
immigration) (Brown and Kodric-Brown, [1977). What effects
do different levels of immigration have on spatial scaling
patterns in our model ecosystem? To address this, we redefine

our GLV model with an additional term for demographic

immigration:
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The last term represents the immigration rate. This term has
a negligible contribution for smaller values of area, where
a species may go extinct without support from the growth
and interaction terms. As the area of an ecosystem shrinks,
its distance from other patches also increases. This reduces
the possibility of immigrants entering the ecosystem. The
immigration term in the above equation has an exponential
function that represents varying levels of demographic rescue
(Brown and Kodric-Brown, [1977). For large values of area, A is
the effective immigration rate. (3 is a constant in the exponential
function analogous to the characteristic length scale in the
spatially extended GLV model described in (O’Sullivan et al.,
2019). We fixed S = 1000 and compared the results for different

values of \.

We also consider interaction networks with more realistic
connectances and distributions of interactions between species.
Real food-webs are characterized by many weak and few strong
interactions that also endow stability (?). We study how the
preponderance of weak interactions influences SARs. We use
interactions drawn from exponential distributions that represent
communities with varying skewness towards weak interactions.
The rate parameter of the exponential distribution serves as a

measure of this skew.

Results

Fig. 2 corresponds to the simplest case of an ecosystem with full
connectance and no immigration. Starting with 100 species, we
plot the number of surviving species against the area parameter
after the first extinction occurs. The SAR is best represented by
a semi-log function through our model. The curve saturates at

an upper asymptote for very high values of the area parameter.

The slope of the semi-log SAR varies with changes in the means
of interactions and growth rates. It is also worth noting that for
an intermediate range of areas, even the log-log plot could show

a misleadingly good fit for a power law SAR (Fig. 2).

What determines a log-log or a semi-log SAR?

Our model — in its simplest form — supports the semi-
log relationship, that is also widely reported in literature
(Drakare et all, [2006). Our analysis suggests that varying
levels of immigration lead to different functional forms of the
SAR. We start with a very low value of A\ and progressively
increase it to check the resulting SAR. For very low immigration
rates, the semi-log relationship is supported (see Fig. Sl1
in Supporting Information) as seen in the scenario without
immigration (Fig. 2). However, there exists an intermediate
regime best characterised by a power law (Fig. 3). This form of
the SAR also lacks the upper asymptote that we observed in the
semi-log fit (Fig. 2). Interestingly, using area in the immigration
term instead of its square root does not change the above results

(see Fig. S2).

The level of skew towards weak interactions strongly influences
SAR shape. Given the same immigration level, a higher skew
towards weak interactions favours a semi-log relationship (see
Fig. S3 in Supporting Information, also Fig. 4). This
result does not change for fat-tailed distributions such as
the Pareto distribution in the regime where stable solutions
exist (preferably shape parameter > 2, see Fig. S3 in
Supporting Information). When studied for communities with

low connectances, the SARs thus obtained have lower slopes as

in most natural communities (Fig. 4).



Discussion

Immigration shapes SARs: A case of bird studies

from the Southwest Pacific Islands

An important study from the Solomon Archipelago

(Diamond and Mayr, [1976) demonstrates some of the

predictions from our theoretical model. The dataset used
in that study has islands with areas spanning over six orders
of magnitude, conclusively differentiating between competing
forms of the SAR. The authors assume that intra-archipelago
immigration rates are much higher than the immigration rates

from the ‘source’ island of New Guinea, that is at least 600

kilometres away from the nearest island.

They further plot the SAR for three groups of islands within the
Solomon Archipelago, which supports a semi-log form. The
slope of the SAR is nearly the same across these three groups of
islands (Fig. 5). We surmise that the immigration of birds into
an island is also balanced by emigration to other islands within
the same group. In other words, the system is at a steady-state of
zero or very low immigration within the archipelago. Thus, any
effective immigration should emanate from the source island or
from islands in other distant archipelagos. The large distance
from these other sources implies that the net immigration rates
to the Solomon islands are very low. In fact, the authors state
that with increasing isolation of an archipelago, the SAR may
shift in form from a power function to an exponential (semi-log).
This is consistent with what we find from our theoretical model
that low immigration rates lead to semi-log SARs. The authors
exclude ‘isolated’ islands from this analysis, that are far from
large islands within the archipelago. This is congenial to our
model because many of these islands have endemic species that
are not found elsewhere in the archipelago such as Zosterops
rennellianus and Pachycephala feminina, both restricted to
the Rennel island. Speciation might influence the assembled

communities especially on islands with fewer species.

This dataset also has many islands smaller than a few square
kilometres, which are usually absent in many SAR studies
(Lomolino and Weiser, 2001). Both forms of the SAR could
show a very good (and similar) fit to data for larger island sizes
(Fig. 5). As the authors point out, really small islands should
be included in SAR analyses to conclusively identify the correct

form of the relationship (Diamond and Mayr, [1976).

Another study from islands that lie 5 to 300 miles from New
Guinea, found a power-law SAR (Diamond, |1972). Considering
that these islands lie closer to the ‘source’ island of New
Guinea, the immigration rates are likely to be higher than
those for the Solomon Archipelago. This lends support to
our theoretical results on the incidence of power-law SARs for
higher immigration levels. The power-law SAR in [Diamond
(1972) excludes islands whose avifaunas have not reached
equilibrium. These are recolonized volcanic islands and islands
that have undergone overall size contraction or modification
of connecting land-bridges in the past c. 10,000 years. This

highlights the importance of selecting only those areas where

assembled communities have reached stable equilibrium.

Limits to inferring SAR forms and the relevance

of community data

Much attention has been devoted to explain the power law form
of the SAR. Our results show the emergence of two most widely
observed forms of SAR through differences in immigration
rates and skewness towards weak interactions (Fig. 6). Our
GLV model-based approach supports the view that community
dynamics brings about such spatial patterns. The area form
of the GLV model works more effectively for competitive
communities — which are relevant to study of SARs — because
similar species compete for common resources. This scales the
interactions more uniformly with change in area. In general,
since we relate area to the interaction strength, the SARs seem

to stem from the scaling of interactions for species of the same



trophic level.

Our analysis also alludes to the debate around existence of an
upper asymptote in SARs. Many empirical studies are also
constrained by the lack of very large islands in their dataset
(Tjerve, 2003) and fail to address this issue about existence of
an upper asymptote. Our simulations track SARs corresponding
to areas over 2 orders of magnitude. We obtain these asymptotes
for very large values of area especially for highly connected
communities with no immigration (Fig. 2). These features are
almost absent for cases that support the power-law relationship
(Fig. 3, Flg. 4). We re-emphasize that in the absence of
immigration, even the power law relationship shows a decent fit
for intermediate range of areas suggesting that empirical studies
might miss the correct form of SARs if they only have access to
areas over a small range. Some of the claimed power laws may
in fact alternatively be explained by a semi-log SAR. In general,
we expect areas spanning more than one order of magnitude to
discern whether a power law SAR exists or not. In case the
power law shows a good fit, it is imperative to check if the
data might be better explained by an alternative form. This
prescription is akin to that for deducing power-law distributions

from data (Clauset et al.,[2009).

In addition to immigration rates and skewness towards weak
interactions, connectance also influences SAR slopes. If all
other parameters are kept the same, then systems with lower
connectance result in lower SAR slopes (compare Fig. S3
in Supplementary Information versus Fig. 4). We also find
that higher immigration rates correspond to higher SAR slopes,
such that the number of surviving species fall off much more
sharply with area for large areas. The SAR slopes we obtain are
much more reasonable for choices based on realistic interaction
networks (Fig. 4). We expect that some network structures
could result in even lower slopes, but without much effect on
the SAR form. An interesting direction is to study these spatial

patterns in a multi-trophic community, and possibly see how the

relationships vary across trophic levels. Our framework could
be used to study the spatially explicit dynamics of a mosaic
of connected ecosystems , especially those with competitive
communities. The migration of species between patches could
be viewed as a diffusion process where the local dynamics of

each patch is described by our model.

It is interesting that given a random configuration of competitive
species, we recover many known features of SARs while also
identifying factors that might best explain the variation in these
relationships. Our model allows us to track a large range of areas
for which stable communities exist, enabling a robust deduction
of the correct SAR. While broadly studying the emergence of
SARs, we also propose cautionary prescriptions for empirical
studies to conclusively identify the shapes of these relationships.
Given that many studies predict extinction scenarios based on
assumed SARs, it is indispensable to reject possibilities that
cannot be supported with limited data. We hope that our
theoretical model prompts empirical studies to systematically

evaluate the effects of immigration and community structure on

species-area relationships.
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Figure 4
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Figure 5
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Figure 6
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Plot showing different assembled communities over time starting from a species pool of 100 species. The clustered lines
represent species abundances ( left y-axis ) for different species as a function of time. The time series is divided into slices of 400
time steps each, where every slice shows dynamics corresponding to a fixed value of the interaction strength parameter (o). Starting
from a value of 2.67 x 1075 for the first slice, o increases progressively between consecutive slices by a factor of 1.33. The bold
black line traces the number of surviving species at different time slices as shown by the right y-axis. For a given slice, the brief
transients eventually settle down at stable equilibrium values, that serve as starting population abundances for the subsequent slice.
Note that species go extinct — represented by the corresponding lines converging to zero abundance — as ¢ increases progressively
along the extinction continuum (Pettersson et al, [2020). The interactions, growth rates and carrying capacities are chosen from

normal distributions.

Figure 2. Species-area plots generated through 50 realizations of interaction matrix with mean = -1 and variance = 0.2. The semi-log

plot (A) shows a better fit with an obvious upper asymptote.

Figure 3. Species area plots demonstrating the better fit of power law SAR for intermediate values of immigration rates. Panels A
and B show the fits when A = 1.5 for 50 instances of the interaction matrix with mean -1 and variance 0.2. C and D correspond to

A = 0.5 with the same conditions on the interaction matrix. The solid line illustrates the better fit in both cases.

Figure 4. SAR plots for exponentially distributed interactions with two different rate parameters. All plots correspond to A = 0.1 and
connectance = 0.05, where the entries of the interaction matrix are chosen randomly as an Erd8s-Rényi graph. The semi-log form is
better supported for rate parameter = 0.5, as demonstrated by the fits in A and B. Plots C and D show the fits for rate parameter =

0.33, where the power law performs better.

Figure 5. SAR plots for three groups of non-isolated islands within the Solomon Archipelago. These groups differ in how the islands
within them were connected during the Pleistocene period. The islands in Group 3 did not have any history of connections. The
semi-log relationship shows a good fit to data (A). The R? values for the regression lines are 0.989, 0.991 and 0.977 for Group 1, 2
and 3 respectively. The slopes for the different groups are very similar. Panel B shows a clear departure from a power-law relationship
for smaller areas. The linear regression lines indicate a good fit for islands larger than one square mile. In particular, the R? value
for such islands in group 1 is 0.988 from the power-law SAR. This demonstrates that a naive inference could support a power law, in

spite of the islands spanning over four orders of magnitude in area ( > 1 square mile).

Figure 6. Immigration rates and skewness towards weak interactions determine SAR forms. Semi-log relationship dominates in
the absence of immigration. Higher immigration rates from a source pool result in power law relationships but these could shift to
semi-log SARSs if the relative proportion of weak interactions is increased. .S, A and z represent the number of species, area and the

scaling law exponent respectively.
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