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Species-rich communities, such as the microbiota or environmental microbial assemblages, pro-
vide key functions for human health and ecological resilience. Increasing effort is being dedicated
to design experimental protocols for selecting community-level functions of interest. These experi-
ments typically involve selection acting on populations of communities, each of which is composed of
multiple species. Numerical explorations allowed to link the evolutionary dynamics to the multiple
parameters involved in this complex, multi-scale evolutionary process. However, a comprehensive
theoretical understanding of artificial selection of communities is still lacking. Here, we propose a
general model for the evolutionary dynamics of species-rich communities, each described by disor-
dered generalized Lotka-Volterra equations, that we study analytically and by numerical simulations.
Our results reveal that a generic response to selection for larger total community abundance is the
emergence of an isolated eigenvalue of the interaction matrix that can be understood as an effective
cross-feeding term. In this way, selection imprints a structure on the community, which results in
a global increase of both the level of mutualism and the diversity of interactions. Our approach
moreover allows to disentangle the role of intraspecific competition, interspecific interactions sym-
metry and number of selected communities in the evolutionary process, and can thus be used as a
guidance in optimizing artificial selection protocols.

Several ecosystem services and functions are emergent
properties of biological communities formed by many differ-
ent species [1]. Particularly interesting in this respect are mi-
crobial communities – such as the microbiota, plankton and
soil communities – that dispense highly relevant functions,
spanning from human health [2] to the Earth biogeochemical
cycles [3]. Exploitation of microbial diversity for providing
services, such as detoxification, bioremediation, or efficient
production of a compound of interest, is moreover an open
challenge for both evolutionary biology and engineering [4, 5].
Artificial selection appears to be the most promising avenue
to steer microbial communities by repeatedly screening for a
target collective function [5]. Experimentally, this principle
has been applied to evolve plant-associated communities that
provide increased plant biomass [6], and rhizosphere micro-
biomes improving leaf greenness [7] or salt-tolerance [8]. The
widespread application of such approach is nonetheless ham-
pered by the large number of parameters that have potential
bearings on the efficiency of the selection protocol, and that
must be evaluated in designing these highly demanding ex-
periments. Simplified models have been therefore used as a
guide to identify general principles underpinning community
evolution and to predict the effect of specific experimental
choices [4, 9–13].

Both experiments and models demonstrated that artificial
selection operating at the community level can give rise to
evolved communities performing that function better than the
ancestor. However, they also reveal that changes in collective
functions are associated to a myriad of possible rearrange-
ments of species-level features, making it extremely difficult
to draw general conclusions on the effect of community selec-
tion on the ecology of the underlying community. This calls
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for general approaches able to tackle the challenging prob-
lem of community selection. Results have been achieved for
two-species communities, indicating that selection for collec-
tive properties leads to directional changes in the strength of
species interactions, and to evolved communities which have
specific ecological features [14–16]. However, most real-world
microbial ecosystems are species-rich, and nested models for
community evolution need a large number of parameters to
encompass such diversity. This feature makes the problem
very complex. Even a purely numerical approach is limited
by the impossibility to perform exhaustive explorations, and
thus to assess the degree of generality of the conclusions.

One way to tackle this challenge is the so-called ’disorder
approach’, which has been successfully used in many com-
plex systems. Pioneered by Wigner [17] in physics, it was
extended by May to study the ecology of species-rich com-
munities [18, 19]. It consists in assuming that interspecific
interactions are randomly distributed. Several recent works
used this framework to study the ecological dynamics of com-
munities described by generalized Lotka-Volterra equations
and by McArthur equations [9, 11, 20–34].

Here, we extend this approach to study the evolutionary
dynamics of species-rich communities undergoing artificial se-
lection for increased total abundance. This variable of eco-
logical relevance is directly related to ecosystem biomass and
export, and to primary production. Its maximization can be
achieved by different routes, so that predicting the outcome
of the evolutionary process, and in particular the composi-
tion of the community, is a challenge. Different from pre-
vious works [10, 35], where the source of variation among
communities was mutations in interaction parameters of sin-
gle species, we consider ’community-level’ mutations that af-
fect the whole interaction matrix at community reproduc-
tion. This choice allows us to derive an analytical description
for how interactions evolve while community-level properties
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change smoothly along an evolutionary trajectory. With such
equations, we address in general terms what changes in com-
munity structure are associated to the evolution of collective
function, what is the pace of community evolution, and how
these depend on the selection protocol. Our main result is
that selection for total abundance leads to the emergence of a
collective term in the interaction matrix (corresponding to an
effective cross-feeding effect), and that is associated to an iso-
lated eigenvalue. This leads to a global increase of mutualism,
diversity and total abundance – far beyond those achievable
with fully disordered interactions.

RESULTS

Model for selection of species-rich communities

We model a population of n communities that undergo cy-
cles of ecological growth, selection and reproduction, corre-
sponding to the classic protocol used in experimental evolu-
tion [4, 9, 11], as explained in Fig. 1. The ecological dynamics
of species is described as a function of a continuous time vari-
able t. Reproduction occurs via monoparental seeding of the
next community generation (’propagule’ reproduction [9, 11]).
The successive community generations (also simply referred
to as ’generations’) are indexed with a discrete variable τ . Se-
lection is applied at the community level by letting the prob-
ability that a community reproduce depend upon a collective
function, typically evaluated at t = T , with T the duration
of one generation. The evolutionary dynamics that we aim to
describe consists in the change of the community composition
– and of the corresponding function – across multiple gener-
ations. For simplicity, we assume that mutations only occur
in newborn communities, so that within one collective gen-
eration species abundances are only ruled by the ecological
dynamics. In the following, we first detail the model for the
ecological dynamics within one community generation, and
then the rules for community reproduction and mutation.

Ecological dynamics. Each community is composed of S
species whose abundances (Ni)i=1,...,S are described by con-
tinuous variables. The ecological dynamic is described by
the generalized Lotka-Volterra equations, a classic model for
studying species-rich communities [36]. The variation in time
of the abundance of species i ∈ 1, . . . , S in one community is:

dNi
dt

=
Ni
Ki


Ki −Ni −

∑

j 6=i
αijNj


 , (1)

where the constants (Ki) are the carrying capacities (the max-
imum abundances the species achieve in isolation) and the in-
teraction coefficients αij of the matrix α represent the effect
of species j on the growth of species i.

Species interactions. Following May’s disorder approach
[18], we choose initial communities with random interactions.
Specifically, the coefficients αij are drawn, as in [22], from a
multi-variate normal distribution of parameters:

E(αij) = µ/S

Var(αij) = σ2/S

Corr(αij , αji) = γ.

(2)
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Figure 1. Structure of the model for the evolution of
species-rich communities. Each community i in a population
of n (here, n = 4) communities is represented by a circle and is
composed of a set of individuals (represented by the dots), belong-
ing to different species (represented by colour), initially sampled
by a same metacommunity. The intensity of the circle shade in-
dicates the value of a community-level function (for instance the
total abundance). The m = 2 communities that maximize that
function are selected for reproduction. Newborn communities are
generated by copying the state (vector of species abundances), but
modifying the parameters of the interactions among species, as de-
tailed in the text. In the course of a community generation, these
changes can result in ecological variations of community composi-
tion and of its selected function.

Here, µ represents the total interaction strength faced by
one species from all of its partners, whereas σ measures the di-
versity of interactions. The scaling of the moments with 1

S is
chosen so that the moments of the distribution do not diverge
or vanish for communities with many species1. The param-
eter γ ∈ [−1, 1] determines the symmetry of the ecological
interactions. Competition and mutualism are characterized
by symmetric effects on growth of the interacting species,
corresponding to γ = 1. In this case, as αij < 0 accounts
for a beneficial interaction, a negative µ indicates prevalence
of mutualism, whereas a positive one indicates prevalence
of competition. On the opposite, exploitative interactions
like predator-prey and parasitic interactions are characterized
by parameters whose deviations from the mean µ are skew-
symmetric, corresponding to γ = −1. As a start, we consider
γ = 0, for which αij and αji are uncorrelated random vari-
ables, and discuss generalizations to arbitrary values later. In
the limit of large number S of species, the asymptotic ecolog-
ical dynamics of such complex communities depends only on
the statistics µ, σ and γ of the interaction strength distribu-
tion [22, 24, 32].

Composition of newborn communities. We initialize com-
munities by sampling interactions from a Gaussian distribu-
tion in the region where the system has a unique, stable co-
existence equilibrium (see Section ?? of SI). Such equilibrium
community is a global attractor that is independent of the ini-
tial community composition, as long as all species are present
[22]. Nonetheless, the transient dynamic leading to such an
attractor depends on the initial state of the community, and

1 The results we present below are robust with respect to other choices
of the probability law of the αij ’s, as long as their first and their
second moments exist.
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can have important evolutionary implications [11]. In order
to avoid such long-term effects of ecological transients, gen-
erations are chosen sufficiently long for the community to ap-
proach equilibrium. In order to speed up simulations, new-
born communities are initialized with the same composition
Ni of their parent community. This way, the equilibrium po-
sition is attained very quickly, and evolution changes adia-
batically its position. Numerical simulations where at each
generation all species were introduced at low abundance (not
shown) indicate that this assumption does not qualitatively
alter the results.

Community-level selection. In order to study the effect
of selection for community-level properties, we rank com-
munities according to a single scalar community-level prop-
erty, the total abundance at the end of the growth phase
NT =

∑
iNi(T ). The m best-ranking communities are cho-

sen to seed the following generation, and the rest discarded
(Fig.1). In our simulations, newborn communities are all
copies of the single best community (m = 1), whose off-
spring substitute all other less performing communities. A
non-exhaustive numerical exploration of cases when m > 1
suggests that the qualitative results illustrated later are ro-
bust to this parameter.

Community-level mutations. When an offspring commu-
nity is born, it acquires the same composition (both in terms
of types and abundance of species) of the parent community.
In the absence of variation in the community parameters, this
guarantees that community functions are perfectly inherited.
For evolution by natural and artificial selection to occur at
the level of communities, however, there must be variation
in the collective functions [37]. In our model, variation is re-
plenished at each community generation by changes in the
interaction matrix that we call ’community-level mutations’.
Such mutations affect the statistics of the interaction matrix,
that are the only determinants of collective function in large
communities [22, 24, 32].

One fundamental property of mutations (at any level of or-
ganization) is that they should provide an unbiased variation
of the trait under selection. To this purpose, we write the
interaction matrix at generation τ as:

αij(τ) = mean[α(τ)] + std[α(τ)] bij(τ) (3)

where:

mean[α] =
1

S2

∑

ij

αij

std[α] =

√
1

S2

∑

ij

(αij −mean[α])2

are the empirical mean and standard deviation of the ma-
trix α, and the reduced matrix b has empirical mean 0 and
empirical variance 1.

We define the mutated interaction matrix as:

αij(τ + 1) = mean[α(τ)] + std[α(τ)] b̂ij(τ) (4)

with:

b̂ij(τ) =
bij(τ) + εηij(τ)√

1 + ε2
, (5)

where η(τ) is a Gaussian random matrix of expected value
0, variance 1 and symmetric correlation γ. The reduced ma-
trices at two successive generations have the same expecta-
tions. Community mutations therefore statistically preserve

Figure 2. Changes of species abundance along an evolution-
ary trajectory. Selection for increased total abundance leads to
an increase in the abundances of most species (grey lines), and,
as a consequence, of the average abundance

∑
iNi/S (blue line),

that is proportional to the selected function NT . See Material and
Methods for the details of the numerical simulations.

the mean and the variance of the interaction matrix, so that
total abundance is on average constant. In the absence of
selection, thus, community function will not improve. Sta-
tistical fluctuations at finite S, however, make the empirical
mean and variance of η different from zero and one, respec-
tively. Hence, newborn communities have a range of differ-
ences in their interactions, providing the variation in com-
munity function selection acts upon. The variation of the
selected function corresponding to such a mutation of the in-
teraction matrix is also of order ε. Considering small muta-
tional steps ε, we will be able to describe the evolutionary
dynamics as a quasi-continuous process.

Selection for larger total abundance favors mutualism
and imprints a structure on the interaction matrix

We now present and discuss the salient features of the evo-
lutionary dynamics obtained by numerically simulating the
model previously introduced. We illustrate with a specific ex-
ample the general behavior later addressed analytically. The
simulation algorithm and parameters are detailed in the Ma-
terials and Methods.

Community response to selection. Unsurprisingly, and as
previously observed when selection was imposed on collec-
tive functions [9, 10, 38, 39], communities evolve so that their
total abundance gradually increases (Fig. 2). Interestingly,
although this goal could be achieved by just one species, the
ecosystem systematically responds as a whole with a simul-
taneous raise in the abundance of a large fraction of species,
while the rest goes extinct. As a consequence, the diversity
of the community φ, measured as the number of co-existing
species divided by the initial number of species, decreases, but
does not collapse (Fig. ?? of SI). Such increase accelerates on
longer time scales, and the ecological dynamics is pushed in
a region where the system eventually diverges.

Evolution of the statistics of interactions. Additional in-
sights on how selection affects the community can be gained
by analyzing the evolution of the statistics of the interaction
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Figure 3. Changes of the statistics of the interaction matrix along an evolutionary trajectory. The interaction matrix α
of the best community evolves so that the average interaction strength decreases linearly in time (A, cyan), while its variance increases
(A, red). Such changes correspond to a modification in structure, manifest in the spectrum of its eigenvalues. The change of their real
part across community generations (B) reveals the appearance of an isolated negative real eigenvalue (green). A zoom of the spectrum
in the complex plane (C) at generation τ = 1900 represented by the dotted line in (B) reveals that, apart from the emergence of this
mutualistic collective mode, the matrix retains its initial random structure characterized by a circular law for the eigenvalues.

matrix α such as its scaled mean µ(τ) = mean[α(τ)]/S and

standard deviation σ(τ) = std[α(τ)]/
√
S.

As shown in Fig. 3 A, the mean decreases, indicating that
interactions become – on average – progressively more mu-
tualistic. At the same time, their variance increases, so that
diversity of interactions within the community is enhanced.
The results obtained for disordered communities with an infi-
nite number of species are helpful to rationalize these findings.
In fact, as shown in [22], their total population size NT is a
function of µ and σ alone. Thus, one could envision selec-
tion as a process in which the empirical moments of α change
across community generations so as to climb the gradient of
the fitness function NT (µ, σ). This explanation, however, falls
short of explaining quantitatively the numerical results, as we
show in Fig. 4 by plotting NT (µ, σ) for purely random com-
munities together with the evolutionary trajectory of Fig. 2.
Indeed, the evolutionary dynamics deviates from the gradient-
climbing process predicted for a disordered matrix with the
same moments as those observed along the trajectory. This
clearly shows that evolution shapes the interaction matrix α
and selection makes it deviate from its initial random form
(eq. 2). By imprinting a structure on α, selection produces
communities characterized by higher values of the total abun-
dance than those obtainable for purely disordered interaction
matrices.

Emergent community structure. In order to understand
the emergent structure of the interaction matrix, we study its
eigenvalues. The spectrum of the random initial interaction
matrix is, in the complex plane, a circle of radius σ centered
in the origin, corresponding to the random component of the
interactions [40], plus an isolated positive eigenvalue (blue in
Fig. 3 B) of value µ, which reflects the average strength of
competitive interactions. The initial effect of selection is to
reduce this value. After some time, however, an isolated neg-
ative eigenvalue λ (green in Fig. 3 B and C) emerges from the
circle and detaches from it linearly in time. Numerical simu-
lations indicate that it is a general feature of the model, as it
occurs for all parameter sets we explored, including different
values of γ – with the notable exception of γ = −1, that we
discuss later. Apart from this isolated component, the matrix
remains fully random. In fact, the circle of eigenvalues doesn’t
change much during evolution. This phenomenon is strongly
reminiscent of the so-called BBP transition [41, 42] studied in

Figure 4. Purely random interactions cannot explain the
evolution of total community abundance. Variation of
the interaction moments µ(τ), σ(τ), and of the total abundance
log(NT (τ)) (red line) along an evolutionary trajectory. The abun-
dance of a random interaction matrix (2) with moments µ, σ (sur-
face) is plotted for comparison. The white line is the predicted
total abundance if the matrix of moments µ(τ), σ(τ) was com-
pletely random, indicating that along the trajectory the matrix
becomes progressively structured.

the context of signal processing and random matrix theory.
In that case, by increasing the signal-to-noise ratio the signal
leads to an isolated eigenvalue in the noisy correlation matrix.
In our case, selection adds to the random part a new rank-one
term which can be written as λqT r, where q and r are the
left and right eigenvectors relative to the isolated eigenvalue
λ.

The structure that evolution imprints on the interaction
matrix can be visualized by displaying the entries of α along
the evolutionary trajectory presented in Figs. 2 and 3. Fig.
5 represents the interaction matrix for early and late stages
of community evolution. Species are ordered in terms of their
carrying capacity from larger to smaller. At the beginning
of evolution, there is no visible structure in the interaction
matrix, except the diagonal that has zero entries. After 2000
generations, it is clear that species who have become more
mutualistic, thus have more negative interaction coefficients,
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Figure 5. Evolution of the interaction matrix. Coefficients of
the interaction matrix α with rows and columns sorted by decreas-
ing carrying capacities at generations 1 (left) and 2000 (right) for
the same simulation as Fig. 2. Only the species that have positive
abundance at generation 2000 are shown.

are mostly those that initially had higher carrying capacity.
This is a direct manifestation of the emergence of the isolated
eigenvalue, as we find that its eigenvectors are correlated to
both K and to the equilibrium abundance. Aside from this
structure, the matrix remains random. Indeed, subtracting
λqT r from α, we retrieve a purely random matrix, indicating
that selection has little effect on the random component of
the spectrum.

In summary, selecting ecosystems with larger total abun-
dance leads the initial purely random interaction matrix αij
to be summed up with an emergent term that makes inter-
actions globally more mutualistic. An increase in total abun-
dance is thus achieved by species developing collective positive
interactions, rather than increasing the abundance of one sin-
gle member of the community. Simulations for a number of
different parameter values and for other target functions (Sec-
tion ?? of SI) suggest that the mechanism illustrated above,
by which the interaction matrix evolves into a random part
plus a rank one perturbation is generic.

Analytical description of the evolutionary trajectory

The generality of the evolutionary dynamics observed in
numerical simulations can be addressed by developing an ap-
propriate analytical description. In this section we provide
equations for the evolution of the interaction matrix. The
emergence of structure can then be understood in a simple
case where these equation are solvable exactly. We sketch
here the derivation of difference equations for the total abun-
dance and the interaction matrix in the case γ = 0, and point
the reader to the Material and Methods and the SI for details
on the general derivation.

Given a community with interaction matrix α(τ) and equi-
librium N(τ) at a given generation τ , we aim to identify what
will be the interaction matrix α(τ+1) of the selected offspring
community. Such matrix is the one giving the largest possible
total abundance at equilibrium. The vector of abundances at
equilibrium depends both on the interspecific and intraspecific
interactions and is the solution of N?(τ) = (I?+α?(τ))−1K?,
where α?(τ) and N? are the interaction matrix and the vector
of abundances reduced to extant species (the same notation
is used for other matrices and vectors below). In order to
obtain the dynamical equation for the evolution of the in-
teraction matrix we proceed as follows: mutations are, for

ε � 1, equivalent to small random perturbations of the car-
rying capacities, so we use linear response theory to obtain
the change they induce in the equilibrium abundances. The
total abundance of each of the n communities is therefore
modified by a random contribution that we can fully char-
acterize. The selection process, then, singles out the largest
contribution, i.e. the largest among several independent ran-
dom variables, a problem that we solve using extreme value
statistics [43]. The outcome of the computation is the equa-
tion for the evolution of the total abundance NT (τ) across
one collective generation:

NT (τ + 1) = NT (τ) +Mn(τ)
εσ(τ)√
S
‖v(τ)‖‖N(τ)‖, (6)

where v(τ) is a nonlinear function of the interaction ma-
trix α(τ): v?(τ) = (I? + α?(τ)>)−11? and is zero for ex-
tinct species. This vector is the gradient of the total abun-
dance at equilibrium with respect to the carrying capacities:
v(τ) = ∂NT

∂K (τ) and represents the response of the selected
community function to a perturbation of individual species’
carrying capacity Ki. The random variable Mn(τ) (drawn
independently at each generation) follows the statistic of the
maximum value of n Gaussian variables [43], with expected
value Mn (see the distribution of Mn in Fig. ?? of SI). Eq. 6
explains why evolution tends to improve the value of the tar-
get community function. Indeed, the product of the norms is
always positive, and so is Mn for sufficiently large n. How-
ever, the capacity of a community to change in response to a
given selective pressure can vary, as quantified by the vector
v.

The change in the interaction matrix across one collective
generation can be in turn decomposed in a directional term
– contributing to the evolution of NT – and its complement
Bij , that acts as a random fluctuation2. The interactions thus
evolve according to:

αij(τ + 1) = αij(τ)− εσ(τ)√
S

(
Mn(τ)

vi(τ)

‖v(τ)‖
Nj(τ)

‖N(τ)‖ +Bij

)
.

(7)
This expression has a simple interpretation: among the Gaus-
sian random mutations of the interaction matrix, only those
in the special direction associated to the function NT matter.
The selected community is hence the one having the largest
random Gaussian contribution associated to the first term
(thus explaining the statistics of Mn(τ)). For γ 6= 0, Eq. 7
generalizes to Eq. ?? of SI. The two equations only differ for
the matrix component viNj being replaced by a correspond-
ing symmetric term, which preserves the correlation structure
of the interaction matrix. Similarly, the noise term B has a
symmetric correlation of value γ. From Eq. 7, we can under-
stand that change in pair-wise interaction coefficients has no
prescribed sign, and species are not all equivalent in the face of
selection. Species whose potential variation contributes more
to the function (those with larger vi) and with larger equilib-
rium abundance will face a larger decrease in the interaction
strength, as pointed out in Fig. 5.

2 Formally, this amounts to decomposing ηij in two parts: one along

the direction (in the space of the S2 indices)
vi(τ)
‖v(τ)‖

Nj(τ)

‖N(τ)‖ , and a

remainder Bij = ηij − vi(τ)
‖v(τ)‖

Nj(τ)

‖N(τ)‖
∑
k,l

vk(τ)
‖v(τ)‖ηkl

Nl(τ)
‖N(τ)‖ .
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Eq. 6 and Eq. 7 allow us to draw general conclusions on
the effect of the system’s parameters on the evolutionary dy-
namics. First, since the expected value Mn is an increasing
function of n, evolution occurs faster when selection screens
a larger number of communities. The growth of Mn with the
number of communities, however, scales as

√
log(n), which in-

creases slowly for large n. Expanding the number of commu-
nities under selection, thus, brings diminishing returns, and
for large n may be of little avail to speed up evolution. An
interesting extreme case is when there is only one community
and thus no selection. M1 is then just a Gaussian random
variable with zero mean. In such a ’neutral’ scenario, the
total abundance and the interaction matrix undergo, in the
long run, unbiased changes akin to a community-level drift
(see section ?? of SI). Second, the variation of the interaction
matrix and the total abundance across one community gener-
ation is characterized by a time scale dt = ε/

√
S that depends

on the number of species S and the mutation strength ε. Evo-
lution occurs faster in communities with a smaller number of
species and for larger mutational steps.

Eq. (7), and its generalization Eq. (??) of SI, are non-
linear recursive equations that can’t be exactly solved. The
key dynamical features illustrated above by numerical simu-
lation, notably the emergence of an isolated eigenvalue, are
however reproduced by an analytical continuous approxima-
tion. Indeed, when ε is small and S is large, the time scale dt is
small, so that the evolution of α and NT is quasi-continuous3.
Let us first consider that all the carrying capacities are equal
(Ki = 1) and σ(τ) remains small throughout evolution (which
in the large S limit occurs whenever σ(0) is small4). Then,
the evolution of the interaction matrix (derived in section ??
of SI) simply reads:

αij(τ) = αij(0) +
µ(τ)− µ(0)

S
, (8)

which is exclusively determined by its mean value:

µ(τ) = µ(0)− τ · εσ√
S
Mn

√
1 + γ (9)

As shown in Fig. 3 A, the average interaction strength thus
decreases linearly across collective generations. Interestingly,
the speed of evolution has a simple dependence on the sym-
metry of the interaction matrix, slowing down as the matrix
becomes more asymmetric. In the limit γ = −1 of perfectly
asymmetric interactions, selection on total abundance is un-
able to modify the interaction matrix. Ecological interactions
in this limit are indeed zero-sum: the increase of the abun-
dance of one species implies the same decrease for another
species, and thus has no net effect on total abundance. The
variation of such abundance along the evolutionary trajec-
tory depends, like the interaction matrix, only on the mean
interaction strength:

NT (τ)

S
= 〈Ni(τ)〉 =

1

1 + µ(τ)
+O(σ). (10)

3 In the limit dt → 0, one can write Eq. 7 as a differential equation
with all random variables replaced by their mean value (because their

variances go as dt and not
√
dt as in stochastic differential equations).

4 When S � 1, σ(τ) changes slowly with respect to µ(τ), consistently
with the scaling evidenced in the neutral regime discussed in section
?? of SI.

It increases as interactions become progressively less compet-
itive, and diverges when µ → −1. Fig. ?? of SI shows that
Eq. 8 and Eq. 9 reproduce accurately the simulated evolu-
tionary dynamics of the interaction matrix for small values
of σ(0). In this simple case, where species are almost equiva-
lent, the diversity φ remains largely unchanged (and α ∼ α?).
Concerning the eigenvalues, Eq. 8 shows that along an evolu-
tionary trajectory the interaction matrix maintains its initial
random component of order σ(0), and is modified by the rank-
one term µ(τ)/S. For large τ this contribution, associated to
mutualism, leads to a left eigenvalue popping out by a BBP
transition [41] as we found numerically.

When σ(τ) is not small and K 6= 1, the effect of evolu-
tion on the structure of the interaction matrix is qualitatively
similar. Eq. (7) tells us that selection for increased total
abundance indeed results in the repeated addition of rank-one
matrices. Now, however, the right and left eigenvectors asso-
ciated to the smallest eigenvalue depend on v(τ) and N(τ),
and thus change along the evolutionary trajectory. There-
fore, the direction of evolution is only predictable across one
generation. In order to have an insight into the evolution-
ary dynamics, we can exploit the inference method recently
introduced in [44] to find the probability distribution of the
interactions coefficients between extant species given that the
mean µ and equilibrium abundances N are known. For large
S, one finds (see [44] and SI):

α∗ij(τ) = α̃∗ij +
li(τ)Nj(τ)∑

kN
2
k (τ)

(11)

where li(τ) = Ki − Ni(τ) − µ(τ)NT (τ)/S, and α̃ij can be
taken as5 a Gaussian random matrix like Eq. (2). This syn-
thetic matrix thus inferred from the observation of the com-
munity at a given generation τ and the true one obtained
by selection turn out to have very similar spectral proper-
ties (Fig. ?? of SI). In particular, the isolated eigenvalue and
the associated eigenvector are remarkably matching. This re-
sult indicates that the evolved structure is indeed the most
likely one, given the observations, and that such structure
is generically the superposition of a random and a rank-one
component. The latter component varies along the evolu-
tionary trajectory, underpinning the BBP-like transition and
the emergence of the isolated smallest eigenvalue observed in
numerical experiments.

Eq. (11), moreover, allows us to infer the structure im-
printed on the interaction matrix by selection from measures
which are much more accessible than individual interaction
rates. Such structure is characterized by a correlation be-
tween the right and left eigenvectors associated to the isolated
eigenvalue and N, as we found in Fig. ??. The correlation
of the equilibrium abundances to the carrying capacities K
results, as evolution proceeds, in an additional irreversible ef-
fect on the community: species with smaller carrying capacity
will be more likely to go extinct, thus affecting diversity to a
larger extent.

5 Here we are only interested in the spectrum and the isolated eigen-
value.
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DISCUSSION

This study is devoted to identifying key and general fea-
tures of the evolutionary dynamics in species-rich communi-
ties, when selection is applied to a collective function: the
total abundance. Following previous work that brought fun-
damental insight in community ecology [18], we considered
an initial population of communities where interspecific in-
teractions were chosen at random. These communities can
evolve across successive community generations due to selec-
tion (death of a fraction of communities) and community re-
production with mutation. Mutations are here modelled by
non-biased changes of the interaction matrix, whereby multi-
ple interaction coefficients are simultaneously modified in one
community generation, affecting the community composition
at equilibrium. Such composition in turns determines the
function upon which selection is applied. Starting from pre-
dominantly competitive communities, predicting the outcome
of the selection process is challenging, as total abundance can
be improved both by an increase in the abundance of a single
species, or by a coordinated increase in multiple species.

We showed that the interaction matrix evolves in response
to selection, and that it results generically in interspecific in-
teractions becoming progressively less competitive. We inter-
pret this as the evolution of facilitation, similar to what was
observed in a two-species model when the sign of interactions
was allowed to change [16]. If we consider the Lotka-Volterra
model as a limit case of the MAcArthur equations, which
describe not only species abundance, but also the resources
they consume, the emergent facilitation term can be viewed
as an effective, global cross-feeding. At the same time as the
average strength of interspecific interactions decreases, they
become more variable. Notably, the evolutionary process im-
prints a structure on the interaction matrix. The key to this
structure is an isolated eigenvalue, which emerges as a ’col-
lective mode’ that positively impacts the abundances of all
species. In the analytical description, this corresponds to an
order-one perturbation of the interaction matrix, that other-
wise retains its original, disordered nature. Our finding ties
with similar phenomena found in other situations where inter-
actions between degrees of freedom are adjusted dynamically
to lead to a specific collective property, such as a lower ground
state energy in spin-glasses and learning in neural networks
[45–49].

The nonlinear Eqs. 7 for the change of the interaction ma-
trix across one collective generation account for the interplay
between the selection target (in our case, the total abundance)
and the intraspecific interactions (the carrying capacities),
and explain the emergence of the imprinted structure. This
formulation reveals when and how selection is able to drive
the ecological dynamics of the community towards achieving
the target function. Moreover, it quantifies how the speed
of evolution scales with the number of communities, the in-
tensity of selection, number of species, the symmetry of in-
teractions and the magnitude of the mutational steps. No-
tably, we found that the nature of ecological interactions in
the community (which imposes a constrain on the random
interaction matrix) affects the efficiency of selection for to-
tal abundance: evolution occurs faster when interactions are
symmetric, which is the case for competitive and mutualistic
interactions, whereas it is slower when interactions are more
exploitative (predator-prey, host-parasite). Analyses of mi-

crobial communities in conditions where selection can be ex-
pected to occur at the community-level, such as the gut mi-
crobiota, revealed a prevalence of cross-feeding interactions
[50, 51]. Whether selection for some collective function as
described in our model can account for these and other facil-
itation patterns observed in microbial communities [52] is an
interesting open question.

Dedicated laboratory experiments may allow to test this
hypothesis and at the same time explore the possibility of
retrieving the salient features of evolving communities with-
out measuring every single interaction coefficient. The ap-
plication of the maximum entropy method [44] to infer the
emergence of the isolated eigenvalue, similar to what we have
done on our simulations, seems to be a particularly promising
avenue.

We chose to analyze a very idealized model in order to
achieve analytical tractability. This model has two basic in-
gredients: there are populations at two levels of organization
(species and communities), and the ecological dynamics of
a community composed of a large number of species is de-
scribed as a Lotka-Volterra system with random interactions.
Although it can be argued that disordered models are an over-
simplification of real communities, they provide null expec-
tations for both community-level, collective properties such
as total diversity or total biomass, and for the demography
of individual species from which such properties arise. More-
over, the actual strength of ecological interactions is unknown
in most microbial communities, though important efforts are
underway towards quantification [50]. Given this state of the
affairs, and that not all detailed properties of the interactions
are expected to matter in shaping the general behaviors of
ecosystem, the statistical approach based on random interac-
tions appears a valuable method to formulate null, predictive
models [53].

This model could nonetheless be made more realistic in
several meaningful ways. Instead of modelling species inter-
actions through direct effects, the equations for the commu-
nity ecology could include explicitly the resources that are
consumed or exchanged [9, 11, 54]. Given the equivalence
of the Lotka-Volterra and MacArthur models when resource
dynamics is much faster than the ecological one, we do not
expect this extension to qualitatively affect the main results
of our work as long as time scales remain sufficiently sep-
arated. However, a formulation in terms of resource con-
sumption would connect more directly theoretical results to
experiments exploring the metabolic foundations of ecological
interactions in microbial communities [51, 52, 55–57]. Espe-
cially, this may guide the choice of more realistic interaction
matrices, such as for instance sparse networks [58, 59], or net-
works with empirical biases [51].

Even maintaining the convenient simplicity of random di-
rect interactions, the model we considered could be further
explored in regimes where the perturbative approach we in-
troduced is expected to break down. First of all, it might
be that the ecological dynamics of the community is not at
equilibrium. This could be due to transients pushing selection
to act in a direction that does not maximize the asymptotic
function [11], to stochastic demographic fluctuations [32] or
to chaotic population dynamics [22, 24]. All these processes
may reduce the heritability of the community function and
thus alter the evolutionary trajectory.

Finally, consistent with the idea of studying evolution of
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communities [37], we chose mutations that would provide
community-level variation in the function that is under se-
lection. These mutations can be thought of as the result of
multiple changes in species interactions that occurred during
the lifetime of a community. More detailed descriptions of
how sequential species-level mutations give rise to variation of
the interaction matrix at the time of community reproduction
would provide additional constraints, such as trade-offs dif-
ferent from symmetry or bounds to the achievable parameter
values. Alternative to mutations, variation between commu-
nities could be enhanced by ecological means, like migration.
It has been suggested that migration, despite producing only
a limited range of community variants, contributes to speed-
ing up evolution [11]. At the same time, however, it risks
of opposing the evolution of more mutualistic variants [60].
Modifications of our model [28] may address what would be
the dominant process when both ecological and evolutionary
variation are present.

Communities are increasingly conceived as coherent units
that provide collective-level functions, to the point to be at-
tributed the status of ’organisms’ [61–64]. If this view can
reflect the way ecological interactions produce a given pop-
ulation structure [65], it can also extend as far as identify-
ing communities as full-fledged evolutionary units, despite the
conflicts generated by their inherent heterogeneity. In the lat-
ter case, how they are ’scaffolded’ by physical compartmental-
ization and the establishment of community-level lineages, is
all-important in determining the action of natural selection at
the level of communities [66, 67]. We have modelled here the
protocol commonly used in experiments of artificial selection
[4, 5]. Considering that the collective level is the true center
of interest for this process, moreover, we described mutations
only for their effect on the community-level function under
selection. Nested levels of reproducing units are widespread
in the hierarchy of living beings. Our results might thus be
relevant whenever selection on high-level functions bestows a
structure on the interaction among heterogeneous constituent
units, and contribute to understanding how integration across
levels of organization is achieved.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Description of the code

Numerical simulations were performed in python using
the code accessible at https://github.com/jules-fbl/LV_

community_selection. All the figures of the paper were ob-
tained with a number of species S = 100, m = 1 selected
community out of n = 10, a mutation strength ε = 0.02, an
initial interaction matrix drawn from a Gaussian distribution
of parameters µ = 3, σ = 0.3 and γ = 0 and random car-
rying capacities drawn uniformly between 0.5 and 1.5. The
collective generation time was chosen to be T = 500 (with
the exception of the first generation where a time T = 5000
was used in order to avoid the propagation of transient ef-
fects). This time is long enough for the mutated communities
to approach their equilibrium abundances. To integrate the

Lotka-Volterra equations, we used an integration scheme de-
scribed in section ?? of the SI. We also imposed an abundance
cut-off Nmin = 10−20 below which species are deemed extinct.

Derivation of recursive equation for the interaction
matrix

We here explain the derivation of Eq. 7 in the case γ = 0.
The complete derivation can be found in the SI.

Let αij be the interaction matrix of a community at genera-

tion τ , of empirical mean and variance µ/S and σ/
√
S and let

N be the associated abundances at equilibrium. After a mu-
tational step, the interaction matrix becomes, at first order
in ε :

α̂ij = αij +
εσ√
S
ηij (12)

with η a Gaussian matrix of expected value zero and variance
1. The mutation of α is equivalent to altering the carrying
capacities by δK = −ε σ√

S
ηN.

We define the perturbation matrix as χij = ∂Ni

∂Kj
. This

matrix measures the effect of a small change in the carrying
capacities on the abundances at equilibrium and is related to
the interaction matrix through the identity χ = (I? + α?)−1

(see SI section 3). Then if N̂ are the equilibrium abundances

associated to the mutated matrix, the variation δN = N̂−N
can be seen as a first order perturbation:

δN = χδK = −ε σ√
S
χηN. (13)

The induced variation δf of the total abundance is:

δf = 1 · δN = −ε σ√
S

∑

ij

(χ>1)iNjηij (14)

For n realizations of matrices (η1, . . . , ηn) (one for each new-
born community), we can find the distribution of the matrix
that maximizes δf by using extreme value statistics (see SI
section 4):

ηmax
ij = −Mn

(χ>1)i
‖χ>1‖

Nj
‖N‖ +Bij (15)

with Mn a random variable following the statistic of the max-
imum value of n Gaussian variables and B a Gaussian matrix.

Then, the selected interaction matrix at generation τ +
1 is obtained by putting the expression of ηmax in Eq. 12.
Defining v = χ>1, we get Eq. 7.
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1 Phase diagram

The phase diagram of the random Lotka-Volterra model (equations 12 of the main text) in the space
of the mean µ and standard deviation σ of the interaction matrix, for the case γ = 0, was derived in
[?] and is reproduced in Figure 1. In the unbounded growth phase, some population sizes diverge in
finite time: this is a pathological feature of the Lotka-Volterra equations, that can only be corrected by
complexifying the equations. The chaotic phase is characterized by a chaotic dynamics with multiple
unstable equilibria. In the unique-equilibrium phase, the community converges, independently of the
initial conditions, toward a unique ecological equilibrium where numerous species coexist. In light of this
result, we decided to draw our initial interaction matrix in the unique-equilibrium phase as the ecological
equilibrium is well defined. In the last two phases, a long-term value of the mean abundance can be
computed, depending only on µ, σ and γ: the contour plot of the log of this mean value is represented in
Figure 1. Being the total abundance proportional to the mean abundance, this surface is used in Figure

Figure 1: Phase diagram of the dynamics of the Lotka-Volterra equations, superposed with the contour
plot of the log of the mean population in the limit S →∞, in the space (µ, σ) with γ = 0 and all carrying
capacities equal to one.

4 of the main text for comparison between a purely random and the evolved interaction matrix.

2 First order perturbation theory of Lotka-Volterra equations

The equilibrium condition for the Lotka-Volterra equations is:

0 = Ni


Ki −Ni −

∑

j

αijNj


 = Ni [Ki − [(I + α)N]i] (1)

We define χij = ∂Ni

∂Kj
the perturbation matrix that measure the effect of a perturbation of the carrying

capacities on the equilibrium abundances. We will denote with a ? the vectors or matrices reduced to
the set of extant species {i = 1, . . . , S |Ni > 0}.

The solution of equation 1 is:

(I? + α?)N? = K?

N? = (I? + α?)−1K?
(2)

We now differentiate equation 1 with respect to Kj :

0 = χij

[
Ki −Ni −

∑

k

αikNk

]
+Ni

[
δij − χij −

∑

k

αikχkj

]
(3)

For the set of extant species the first term is equal to zero and Ni 6= 0 so we must have :

χij +
∑

k

αi,kχk,j = δij (4)
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That is to say, in matrix notation :
χ? + α?χ? = I? (5)

This gives us an expression for χ?:
χ? = (I? + α?)−1 (6)

and from equations 2 and 6 we get that:
N? = χ?K? (7)

3 Maximum over Gaussian samples

Let x1, . . . ,xn be independent Gaussian random vectors of dimension d and of law N (0, Id). For u ∈ Rd,
we define fi = xi · u. We want to find the distribution of f? = max({fi}) and of the associated x?.

We denote û = u
‖u‖ . Let Pu and Pu⊥ be the projection matrices on û and on its orthogonal space

û⊥ such that we have fi = ‖u‖Puxi. By Cochran theorem Puxi and Pu⊥xi are independent Gaussian
variables of law N (0, Pu) and N (0, Pu⊥).

As Puxi is aligned with û and because û is normalized, we have Puxi = yiû with yi ∼ N (0, 1). We
thus have fi = ‖u‖yi. In this notation fi > fj ⇔ yi > yj .

We define Mn = max(y1, . . . , yn) such that y? = Mn if ∀i 6= ? , yi < y? . By Bayes formula, Mn has
the probability density :

p(Mn = y) = p(y? = y | ∀i 6= ? , yi < y?)

=
1

Z
P(∀i 6= ? , yi < y)p(y? = y)

=
1

Z
(P(yi < y))

n−1
p(y? = y)

=
1

Z
Φ(y)n−1φ(y)

(8)

with Φ and φ the CDF and PDF of Gaussian law and Z a normalization constant :

Z =

∫ +∞

−∞
Φ(y)n−1φ(y) dy =

1

n
[Φ(y)n]

+∞
−∞ =

1

n
(9)

Finally, p(Mn = y) = nΦ(y)n−1φ(y). This distribution is represented in Figure 2. It is asymptotic to a
shifted Gumbel distribution [?].

We now use the decomposition x? = Pux? + Pu⊥x? = Mnû + Pu⊥x?.
We thus have :

x? = Mnû + b with b ∼ N (0, Pu⊥) (10)

or, in another notation :

x? = Mnû + Pu⊥z = (Mn − z · û)û + z with z ∼ N (0, Id) (11)

4 Mutation-Selection Process for any γ

Let N be the equilibrium for the community described by the Lotka-Volterra equations. Each species’
abundance obeys the equation:

0 = Ni


Ki −Ni −

∑

j

αijNj


 . (12)

After a mutational step, the interaction matrix becomes, at first order in ε :

α̂ij = αij +
εσ√
S
ηij (13)

with η a Gaussian matrix of expected value zero, variance 1 and symmetric correlation γ.

3



Figure 2: At the top is the distribution of Mn for different values of n. At the bottom is the evolution
of the expected value of this distribution with n (in blue), with an approximation by 0.5−

√
2 log(n) in

dotted green.
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Let N̂ be the equilibrium abundances associated to the interaction matrix α̂. For small ε, the difference
δN between N and N̂ is of order ε. Then, to first order in ε, the equation for N̂ is:

0 = N̂i



Ki − N̂i −

∑

j

αijN̂j −ε
σ√
S

∑

j

ηijNj

︸ ︷︷ ︸
δKi




(14)

The variable N̂ thus obeys, at equilibrium, equation 12, plus a perturbation field δK = −ε σ√
S
ηN of

order ε. Defining χij = ∂Ni

∂Kj
as in section 2, for small ε we can compute the first order perturbation δN

as:
δN = χδK

= −ε σ√
S
χηN

(15)

We now want to compute the induced variation δf on the total abundance f = 1 ·N

δf = 1 · δN

= −ε σ
t

√
S

1>χηN

= −ε σ
t

√
S

∑

i,j,k

wiχijηj,kNk

= −ε σ
t

√
S

[(χ>1)⊗N] : η

(16)

With ⊗ the tensor product ((u⊗ v)ij = uivj) and : the tensor contraction (A : B =
∑
ij AijBij) which is

a scalar product in the space of matrices, thus allowing a generalization of the result from section 3 with
matrices taken as vector of dimension d = S2. However, in the case γ 6= 0, the ηij are not all independent.
For that we use the decomposition of η (see SI of [?]) :

η =
M + κM>√

1 + κ2
(17)

with κ =
1−
√

1−γ2

γ and M a Gaussian matrix of mean 0, variance 1 with no correlations between Mij

and Mji.
Using A : M> = A> : M , we have

δf = −ε σ√
S
√

1 + κ2

[
(χ>1)⊗N + κN⊗ (χ>1)

]
: M (18)

Now we can use the results from section 3. By substituting x withM and u with−
[
(χ>1)⊗N + κN⊗ (χ>1)

]
,

equation 11 yields:

M =
−Mn

N
[
(χ>1)⊗N + κN⊗ (χ>1)

]
+B

δf = ε
σN√

S
√

1 + κ2
Mn

(19)

with N = ‖(χ>1)⊗N+κN⊗(χ>1)‖ and B a Gaussian matrix orthogonal (in terms of the scalar product
: ) to the selected ”direction”. We already get that the change in total abundance is :

NT (τ + 1)−NT (τ) = δf =
εσ(τ)Mn√
S
√

1 + κ2

√∑

ij

(viNj + κvjNi)2 (20)

that reduces to equation 6 of the main text when γ = 0. Putting the expression of M in the formula for
η and using 2κ

1+κ2 = γ we get

η =
−Mn

N
√

1 + κ2

[
(1 + κ2)(χ>1)⊗N + 2κN⊗ (χ>1)

]
+ B̃

=
−Mn

√
1 + κ2

N
[
(χ>1)⊗N + γN⊗ (χ>1)

]
+ B̃

(21)

with B̃ = B+κB>√
1+κ2

being a Gaussian matrix of mean 0 and variance 1 with symmetric correlation γ (it is

the same construction as equation 17).
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Putting this expression for η in equation 13, we get :

α̂ij = αij −
εσ√
S

(
Mn

√
1 + κ2

N
[
(χ>1)⊗N + γN⊗ (χ>1)

]
− B̃

)
(22)

For γ = 0, this yields equation (6) of the main text.

5 Correlation of the eigenvector with the abundances at equi-
librium

Fig. 3 shows that at a late generation (τ = 2000), the vector of abundances at equilibrium is strongly
correlated with the eigenvector associated to the left-most isolated eigenvalue of α and to the vector
v = δNT

δK . Theses correlations explain the structure of α: Fig. 4 shows that the species that are the most
abundant are also the most mutualist.

Figure 3: Coefficients of N?, v? (as defined in the main text) and of the left eigenvector q? associated
to the isolated eigenvalue of α? at generation τ = 2000 reduced to extant species, all normalized, with
indices sorted by decreasing carrying capacity. It is evident that N?, v? and q? are strongly correlated.
Their dependence on K is weaker, but still sufficient for the structure to emerge in Fig. 5 of the main
text.

Figure 4: Coefficients of the interaction matrix α at generations 1 (left) and 2000 (right) with rows
and columns sorted by decreasing equilibrium abundances at τ = 2000 for the same simulation as
described in Materials and Methods. Only the species that have positive abundance at generation 2000
are shown.

This correlation is caused by two effects that feed back onto one another. First, species with mutual-
istic interactions are more likely to be abundant than those with competitive interactions. Secondly, as
shown in Eq. 7 (Main text), the most abundant species will see their interactions evolve faster toward
mutualism.
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6 Limit of small σ and large S

For simplicity, we consider here that all the carrying capacities are equal (we set Ki = 1, without loss of
generality). When S � 1, σ(τ) is constant, and we assume here that it is initially small.

For small σ, the interaction matrix α(τ) can be characterized only by its mean value :

αij(τ) =
µ(τ)

S
+O(σ) (23)

that we write in matrix notation :

α(τ) =
µ(τ)

S
11> +O(σ) (24)

Then, following eq 6, the perturbation matrix can be expressed as :

χ(τ) = (I + α(τ))−1

=

(
I +

µ(τ)

S
11> +O(σ)

)−1

= I− µ(τ)/S

1 + µ(τ)
11> +O(σ)

(25)

using Sherman–Morrison formula. With this, we can compute the abundances at equilibrium:

N(τ) = χ(τ)1

=
1

1 + µ(τ)
1 +O(σ)

(26)

The total abundance along the evolutionary trajectory depends, as well as the interaction matrix,
only on the mean interaction strength:

NT (τ)

S
= 〈Ni(τ)〉 =

1

1 + µ(τ)
+O(σ). (27)

In the same fashion, we get that :

v(τ) =
1

1 + µ(τ)
1 +O(σ) (28)

Equation 22 for γ = 0 or equation (6) of the main text then gives the recursive equation for µ(τ):

µ(τ + 1) = µ(τ)−
√

1 + γ
εMnσ√

S
(29)

that has for solution:
µ(τ) = µ(0)− τ · εσ√

S
Mn

√
1 + γ (30)

Fig. 5 shows that equations 27 and 30 match the numerical simulations remarkably well in the case
of an initial σ = 0.1 and S = 100.

Figure 5: Comparison of the evolution of the mean abundance < N > and of the rescaled mean interaction
µ from the Eqs. 30 and 27 (green lines) and from numerical simulations (blue lines) with S = 100 and
σ(0) = 0.1.
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7 Community changes in the absence of selection

We now look at the evolutionary dynamics of the interaction matrix in the neutral regime, when any
community leaves an offspring with equal probability.

In this subsection only, we denote for simplicity d = S(S − 1) the number of interaction terms and
every sum

∑
are index on i 6= j. The notations bij is not the same as before.

The process is the following:

• We have α
(t)
ij = mt+stdta

(t)
ij with mt = 1

d

∑
α
(t)
ij the empirical mean and stdt =

√
1
d

∑
(α

(t)
ij −mt)2

the empirical standard deviation.

• We then define α
(t+1)
ij = mt + stdtb

(t+1)
ij with b

(t+1)
ij =

a
(t)
ij +εη

(t+1)
ij√

1+ε2
.

• We repeat the operation.

Note that by definition, aij have the following properties:
∑
a
(t)
ij = 0 and 1

d

∑
(a

(t)
ij )2 = 1.

We now wish to get a an expression of µt+1 as a function of µt and η. We start with the empirical
mean:

mt+1 =
1

d

∑
α
(t+1)
ij

= mt +
stdt
d

∑
b
(t+1)
ij

= mt +
stdt ε√
1 + ε2

1

d

∑
η
(t+1)
ij

(31)

Using the Central Limit Theorem and writing with µ, S and σ we get:

µt+1 ∼ N (µt, σt
ε√

S(1 + ε2)
) (32)

To have a similar expression for σ the computation is a bit longer. We start with the empirical
variance:

Vart+1 =
1

d

∑
(α

(t+1)
ij −mt+1)2

=
1

d

∑
(mt −mt+1 + stdtb

(t+1)
ij )2

=
Vart
d

∑

a

(t)
ij + εη

(t+1)
ij√

1 + ε2
− stdt ε√

1 + ε2
1

N

∑

k 6=l
η
(t+1)
k,l




We denote 〈η〉 = 1
d

∑
k 6=l η

(t+1)
k,l the empirical mean of η so that:

Vart+1 =
Vart

(1 + ε)2d

∑(
αtij + ε(ηij − 〈η〉)

)

=
Vart

(1 + ε)2d

[∑
(atij)

2 + ε
∑

(ηij − 〈η〉)2 + 2ε
∑

a
(t)
ij (ηij − 〈η〉)

]

We now use the fact that
∑
a
(t)
ij = 0 and 1

d

∑
(a

(t)
ij )2 = 1. Furthermore, as η is a Gaussian random

variable,
∑

(ηij − 〈η〉)2 ∼ χ2
n−1 (chi-square distribution).

As aij and ηij are uncorrelated we have by the Central Limit Theorem:

1

d

∑
aijηij ∼ N (0,

1√
N

) (33)

We then use the asymptotic expression: χ2
d−1 −→ d − 1 +

√
2(d− 1)N (0, 1) so that in the large S

(and thus d) limit:

Vart+1 =
Vart

(1 + ε)2

[
1 + ε2 + ε2

√
2

d
N (0, 1) +

2ε√
d
N (0, 1)

]

But as ε� 1 we can neglect the first normal distribution:

Vart+1 = Vart

(
1 +

2ε

1 + ε2
1√
d
N (0, 1)

)
(34)
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Using the Taylor expansion of the square root we get the expression for σ:

σt+1 ∼ N (σt, σt
ε

S(1 + ε2)
) (35)

We thus observe that this process is a isotropic random walk in the space (µ, σ) and that the variation
in σ are small compared to the one in µ: it scales like 1

S for σ and 1√
S

for µ. Thus, for large S, σ evolves

with a longer time-scale than µ and so can be approximated as constant. These results are consistent
with the numerical observation in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Evolution of the empirical µ (top-left), σ (top-right) and mean population 〈N〉 (bottom-right)
in absence of selection, with the parameters S = 100, ε = 0.1, τmax = 100, n = 50 and γ = 0. For the
panels in the top and in the bottom-right, the red lines are the mean of the quantity of interest and the
blue area is bounded by the maximum and minimum values. The green line in the bottom-right panel
represent the predicted value from the cavity method. The panel in the bottom-left is the evolution of
the communities in the (µ, σ) space.

8 Evolution of species diversity

Fig. 7 represents the evolution of the diversity (or species richness) φ = S?

S along the same evolutionary
trajectory as the figures of the main text. This shows that diversity decreases along the evolutionary
trajectory but the number of extant species does not collapse, and the community maintains a substantial
amount of diversity.

9 Comparison with synthetic interaction matrix

Following [?], we can compute the inferred interaction matrix β that gives rise to the observed equilibrium
abundances and has a given mean interaction β̄. Neglecting the correlations between different matrix
elements (which are sub-leading in the large S limit), such matrix is of the form:

β?ij = β̄ +
(Ki −Ni − β̄)Nj∑

kN
2
k

+ σBij (36)

with B a Gaussian matrix of mean 0 and variance 1. Fig. 8 shows the eigenvalue distribution of such
matrix, compared to the one obtained from the evolutionary process. The agreement is remarkable.
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Figure 7: Changes of species richness along an evolutionary trajectory. Selection for increased
total abundance leads to a decrease in the species richness. The parameters of the simulation are described
in the Methods section.

Figure 8: Evolved and synthetic matrix have similar structure of eigenstates. Comparison
between the eigenvalues of the evolved interaction matrix α? (blue) and of the maximum entropy matrix
β? (green) at generation τ = 1500 (Top) and the coefficient of the eigenvector of the minimal eigenvalue
(middle). Evolution of the minimum eigenvalue of both matrices for every generations (Bottom).
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10 Generalizations

We checked that the features presented in the main text hold for a broad range of parameters in the
numerical simulations, in particular for most initial values of (µ, σ) as long as we are in the unique
equilibrium phase (see section 1), for any values of m and n (when selecting m communities out of n) as
long as n > 1 and m < n (theses two extreme cases lead to no selection) and for any value of γ with the
exception of γ = −1, as expected from the equations discussed in the main text. The addition of a small
immigration term to the ecological dynamics, moreover, doesn’t qualitatively alter the results.

We considered different selection functions, such as B =
∑
i wiNi with all weights wi being posi-

tives. Similar results keep holding. This can be understood by interpreting the selection process as a
modification of selection for the total abundance, obtained by rescaling species abundances as wiNi, so
that species i has carrying capacities wiKi and an interaction matrix αijwi/wj . The same computations
explained in the main text and in Section 4 then allow us to obtain the exact same recursive equations
for B and α but with v = δB

δK and v?(τ) = (I? + α?(τ)>)−1w?.

11 Numerical integration method

We here present an integration method for the Lotka-Volterra equations :

dNi
dt

= ri
Ni
Ki


Ki −Ni −

∑

j 6=i
αijNj


 , (37)

with Ki the carrying capacities, ri the growth rates (all equals to one in the paper) and α the interaction
matrix.

In contrast to the Euler method where one assumes that the derivative is constant during a short
interval of time dt, potentially leading to negative populations for strong derivatives, we assume that
only the abundances of the other species (Nj(t))j 6=i are constant. During this time interval [t, t + dt],

the equations are reduced to uncoupled logistic equations of effective carrying capacities
∼
Ki = Ki −∑

j 6=i αijNj(t) and effective growth rates
∼
ri(t) = ri

∼
Ki(t)/Ki. These logistic equations can be analytically

solved in the interval [t, t+ dt], giving the recursive formula:

Ni(t+ dt) =
Ni(t)

∼
Ki(t)

Ni(t) + (
∼
Ki(t)−Ni(t)) exp

(
−∼ri(t)dt

) (38)

with 



∼
Ki(t) = Ki −

∑
j 6=i αijNj(t)

∼
ri(t) = ri

∼
Ki(t)
Ki

(39)

We then have a logistic-by-part curve that avoids abundances to become negative. We can show by
Taylor expansion that we get back the Euler method at first order in dt.

As we can see in Figure 9, this logistic integration scheme is more stable when we increase the time
step.
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Figure 9: Comparison of different integration schemes with different time steps dt. On the left
is the Logistic scheme presented here, in the middle the classic Euler method and on the right the Euler
method for the logarithm of Ni. The three on top are for a time-step dt = 0.05 and the three below are
for dt = 0.5. We consider here a trajectory in the chaotic regime (parameters S = 500, µ = 2, σ = 1.5),
where simulations are most problematic, as the trajectory approaches the boundary of the phase space.
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