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Abstract – We study the role of the adaptive movement strategy in promoting biodiversity in
cyclic models described by the rock-paper-scissors game rules. We assume that individuals of one
out of the species may adjust their movement to escape hostile regions and stay longer in their
comfort zones. Running a series of stochastic simulations, we calculate the alterations in the spatial
patterns and population densities in scenarios where not all organisms are physically or cognitively
conditioned to perform the behavioural strategy. Although the adaptive movement strategy is not
profitable in terms of territorial dominance for the species, it may promote biodiversity. Our
findings show that if all individuals are apt to move adaptively, coexistence probability increases
for intermediate mobility. The outcomes also show that even if not all individuals can react
to the signals received from the neighbourhood, biodiversity is still benefited, but for a shorter
mobility range. We find that the improvement in the coexistence conditions is more accentuated
if organisms adjust their movement intensely and can receive sensory information from longer
distances. We also discover that biodiversity is slightly promoted for high mobility if the proportion
of individuals participating in the strategy is low. Our results may be helpful for biologists and
data scientists to understand adaptive process learning in system biology.

Introduction. – Adaptive movement strategies have
been observed in many animals that scan and interpret en-
vironmental cues, adjusting the speed (kinesis behaviour)
or direction (taxis movement) [1–8]. The ability to deci-
pher environmental signals is a result of an innate or condi-
tioned behaviour that allows organisms to avoid enemies’
attacks, staying longer in their comfort zone where nat-
ural resources are not scarce [9, 10]. Individuals of many
species can distinguish areas with an abundance of repel-
lent or attractant species, spending more time in more
attractive areas where they are more likely to dominate
[11–13]. Motivated by the knowledge of adaptive move-
ment behaviour, researchers have improved mechanisms
of artificial intelligence in animats [14]. Engineers have
developed sophisticated engineering tools driving robots
to be aware of the area surrounding them, detecting the
presence of potential threats and smartly reacting either
accelerating (decelerating in cases of detecting a tranquil
vicinity) or moving in a different direction (or keep moving

forward if the way is not obstructed).
In this letter, we focus on the adaptive movement strat-

egy performed by organisms in systems with cyclic dom-
inance. This a common aspect of species in competition
for space in nature, as observed in relationships among
strains of bacteria Escherichia coli,lizards and coral reefs
[15,16,18,19]. It has been shown that the organisms’ adap-
tive behaviour may promote biodiversity maintenance in
cyclic models. For example, local fitness adaptive mobil-
ity and mutation may increase the chances of the species
persisting increases [20,21].

We address whether the adaptive movement strategy
performed by one of the species is advantageous in terms
of population growth and may promote biodiversity in the
rock-paper-scissors model. In general, the standard May-
Leonard implementation of the rock-paper-scissors game
considers that organisms of every species move accord-
ing to the random walk theory with constant mobility
[22–24, 26–28]. However, some recent works have shown

p-1

ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

12
10

1v
2 

 [
q-

bi
o.

PE
] 

 2
3 

D
ec

 2
02

2



J. Menezes 1,2 M. Tenorio 1 E. Rangel1

1

3 2

Figure 1: Illustration of the rules in the rock-paper-scissors
model. Dark blue, light blue and black arrows show that
species i beats species i+1. Grey bars represent the mobil-
ity interactions; the open circles indicate that individuals
of species 1 can adjust their mobility.

that taxis-type movement strategy may lead species to
predominate in the cyclic spatial game [24,28]. It has also
been shown that whether organisms of one out the species
learn to move strategically, biodiversity is affected, mainly
being jeopardised [24]. We focus on a kinesis-type move-
ment, where individuals interpret sensory information to
adjust their mobility, either decelerating if in an attrac-
tive neighbourhood, or accelerating if in a hostile area, or
keeping constant mobility if the vicinity dangers counter-
vail the advantages of staying there.

We follow a recent model where the neighbourhood at-
tractiveness guides organisms of one species to control
their mobility in the spatial rock-paper-scissors game [29].
In this model, the physical ability to scan the signals sur-
rounding the organism is modelled by a perception radius,
meaning the maximum distance an organism can perceive
the neighbourhood. Furthermore, the intensity of the re-
action to the environment cues is given by a responsiveness
strength. However, it has been reported that not all organ-
isms can execute the species’ behavioural strategy [30,31].
Some of them are not physiologically prepared to feel the
presence of repellent and attractant species; others are not
capable of associating the environment signals to the cor-
rect response of adjusting the movement. Because of this,
we sophisticate the model introduced in Ref. [29] by intro-
ducing a conditioning factor that indicates the proportion
of organisms that is physically, psychologically, and cog-
nitively ready to move adaptively.

The model. – We investigate a cyclic nonhierarchi-
cal system composed of three species, whose dominance
is described by the rock-paper-scissors game rules. We
model the behavioural strategy that leads individuals of
one out of the species to adjust their mobility to adapt
to escape dangerous regions and stay longer in attractive
areas. We implement stochastic simulations following a
standard algorithm widely used to investigate spatial bio-
logical systems [23,32], where organisms interact in square
lattices with periodic boundary conditions without any
conservation law for the total number of individuals (May-
Leonard numerical implementation [33]) We assume that

each grid point contains at most one individual; thus, the
maximum number of individuals is N , the total number
of grid points. The selection interactions are illustrated
in Fig. 1, where organisms of species i beat individuals of
species i+ 1, with i = 1, 2, 3, with the cyclic identification
i = i ± 3 k, where k is an integer. The dark blue, light
blue, and black arrows represent the cyclic selection dom-
inance of species 1, 2, and 3, respectively. The grey bars
represent the position exchange during mobility interac-
tions, with the open circle indicating that only organisms
of species 1 can adjust their mobility to local cues.
All simulations begin from random initial conditions:

we distribute each individual at a random grid point. Ini-
tially, the number of individuals is the same for all species,
i.e., Ii = N/3, with i = 1, 2, 3. At each timestep, the spa-
tial configuration changes by the implementation of one
of the spatial interactions: a) Selection: i j → i ⊗ , with
j = i + 1, where ⊗ means an empty space; b) Repro-
duction: i ⊗ → i i ; c) Mobility: i � → � i , where
� means either an individual of any species or an empty
site. Whenever one selection interaction occurs, the grid
point occupied by the the eliminated organism becomes
an empty space that an offspring of any species may sub-
sequently fill. The interactions are implemented following
the Moore neighbourhood, where individuals may interact
with one of their eight nearest neighbours, following the
steps: i) randomly choosing an active individual; ii) draw-
ing one interaction to be implemented; iii) raffling one of
the eight nearest neighbours to be the passive of the sorted
interaction. If the interaction is executed, one timestep is
counted. Otherwise, the three steps are repeated. We de-
fine the time unit as the time necessary to N timesteps to
occur: one generation.

For every species, selection and reproduction interac-
tions are implemented following the probabilities s and r.
In addition, m is the maximum mobility probability an
organism of species 1 can move, so that s + r + m = 1.
However, individuals of species 2 and 3 move with con-
stant mobility probability given by m2 = m3 = m/2.
For individuals of species 1, the mobility probability, m1
is adjusted according to the local species densities so that,
m1 < m/2 in attractive zones and m1 > m/2 in hostile
regions.

The adaptive movement behaviour of organisms of
species 1 follows the algorithm introduced in Ref. [29] with
a conditioning factor α, a real parameter, with 0.0 ≤ α ≤
1.0. This parameter indicates the probability of the indi-
vidual being able to adjust its movement in response to lo-
cal stimuli. We also assume that the maximum Euclidian
distance an organism can perceive the environmental sig-
nals is R, the perception radius (R is an integer measured
in lattice spacing). We compute the local densities of dom-
inant (species 3) and dominated (species 2) individuals, d3
and d2, respectively, within a disk of radius R around the
active individual. Based on the neighbourhood scan, an
organism of species 1 calculates local attractiveness, A as
the difference between the local densities of individuals of
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 2: Spatial patterns captured from simulations of the rock-paper-scissors game illustrated in Fig. 1 running in
grids with 5002 sites. Figure 2a shows the initial conditions used to run the simulations whose spatial configuration
at t = 5000 generations are shown in Fig. 2b (α = 0.0), 2c (α = 0.3), and 2d (α = 1.0).
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Figure 3: The main figure shows Ci for α = 0.6; the er-
ror bars indicate the standard deviation. The inset figure
depicts li as a function of α; the horizontal dashed black
line shows the threshold Ci = 0.15.

species 2 and 3; thus, adjusting the mobility within the
range 0 < m1 < m, employing the function

m1 = m

2

[
1 + tanh (−εA)

]
, (1)

where ε is a real parameter representing the organism’s
responsiveness to the local stimuli. The local density of
conspecifics does not influence the organism’s decision-
making for changing its mobility.

Spatial Patterns. – To study the spatial patterns,
we performed a single realisation for the α = 0.0 (the stan-
dard model), α = 0.3, and α = 1.0; the simulations started
from the random initial conditions presented in Fig. 2a.
The realisations were performed in square lattices with
5002 grid points for a timespan of 5000 generations. The
perception radius was set R = 2, while ε = 2, s = r = 0.1
and m = 0.8. We captured 500 snapshots of the lattice
(in intervals of 10 generations); then, we used the snap-
shots to produce the videos in https://youtu.be/iousy7q-
m3s (α = 0.0), https://youtu.be/bJvZTdidED8 (α = 0.3),
and https://youtu.be/dxivAmeVrBY (α = 1.0). Figures
2b, 2c, and 2d depict the snapshots at the end of the
simulations, where organisms of species 1, 2, and 3, are
showed by dark blue, light blue, and black dots, respec-
tively; empty spaces are represented by white dots.
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Figure 4: Dynamics of the species densities. Figures 4a,
4b, and 4c show ρi as a function of the time for the simu-
lations in Figs. 2b, 2c, and 2d.

Since the realisations started from random initial condi-
tions, selection interactions are frequent in the initial stage
of the simulations. As time passes, single-species spatial
domains arise in the form of spirals. Because organisms of
every species have constant mobility in the standard model
(α = 0.0), the formation and dynamics of the spiral pat-
terns are symmetric (Fig. 2b). However, the spatial con-
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figuration is altered if individuals of species 1 can scan the
environment to produce the appropriate motor response.
The irregular spiral formation (Fig. 2c and Fig. 2d) re-
flects the turbulence on the spatial segregation of species
when individuals of species 1 no longer move with constant
mobility probability. The fact that the organisms in the
spiral arm of species 1 move with different velocities un-
balances the spiral arms dislocations. Namely, individuals
in the front have lower mobility probabilities than organ-
isms in the back. Consequently, the spiral arm of species
1 (dark blue) is narrower than both other arms.

Autocorrelation function. – Let us now quantify
how the scale of the single-species spatial domains change
if the fraction of organisms conditioned to move adaptively
grows. For this purpose, we calculate how individuals of
the same species are spatially correlated by computing the
spatial autocorrelation function Ci(r), with i = 1, 2, 3, in
terms of radial coordinate r, where r = |~r| = x+ y is the
Manhattan distance between (x, y) and (0, 0).
In this sense, we introduce the function φi(~r) to repre-

sent the presence of an organism of species i in the position
~r in the lattice. We compute the Fourier transform

ϕi(~κ) = F {φi(~r)− 〈φi〉}, (2)

where 〈φi〉 is the mean value of φi. After that, we calculate
the spectral densities Si(~k) =

∑
kx,ky

ϕi(~κ). The autocor-
relation function is described by the normalised inverse
Fourier transform

Ci(~r′) = F
−1{Si(~k)}
C(0) , (3)

that can be written as a function of r as

Ci(r′) =
∑

|~r′|=x+y

Ci(~r′)
min [2N − (x+ y + 1), (x+ y + 1)] .

(4)
Figure 3 depict Ci as a function of the radial coordinate

r for various values of the conditioning factor. The colours
follow the scheme in Fig. 1, where dark blue, light blue,
and black dots indicate the mean values for the species 1,
2, and 3, respectively. The mean autocorrelation function
was averaged from outcomes obtained from a set of 100
simulations in lattices with 3002 grid points, starting from
different initial conditions. The parameters are the same
as in the simulations in Fig. 2, with α = 0.6.
To calculate the typical size of the single-species regions,

we consider the threshold Ci(li) = 0.15, where li is the
characteristic length scale for spatial domains of species i
(the horizontal black line in Fig. 3); the inset figure de-
picts li. As α grows, the discrepancy in the typical size of
regions controlled by each species becomes more relevant.
The characteristic length for areas inhabited by species
organisms 1 decreases as α grows. On the other hand, l2
elongates, independent of the proportion of individuals of
species 1 conditioned to follow the behavioural strategy.
Athough l3 shortens for α = 0.2, there is an growth of the
spatial domains of species 3 for α > 0.2, with l3 < l2.
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Figure 5: Mean species densities as functions of the con-
ditioning factor. Error bars show the standard deviation.

Species Densities. – We explore the effects of the
adaptive movement strategy on the population dynamics
by investigating the role of the conditioning factor in the
species densities, ρi, with i = 1, 2, 3, defined as the fraction
of the grid occupied by individuals of species i at time t:
ρi = Ii/N . The proportion of empty space is denoted by
ρ0. Figure 4a, 4b, and 4c depicts the fraction of the grid
occupied by each species in the simulations presented in
Fig. 2b, 2c, and 2d. The grey colour depicts the density
of empty space (ρ0) while dark blue, light blue, and black
show the results for species 1, 2, and 3, respectively.
The outcomes reveal that the more individuals of species

1 learn to perform the adaptive movement strategy, the
more disadvantageous for species 1 in terms of territorial
dominance is. The outcomes also indicate that the dif-
ference in the species densities increases if α grows, with
species 2 being predominant [29]. Moreover, Fig. 4b shows
that the amplitude of the cyclic function ρi grows in com-
parison to the standard model (Fig. 4a), even if few or-
ganisms are ready to move adaptively. This is a result of
the irregular spiral pattern formation in Figs. 2b and 2c.

Mean species densities. We study the impact of the
adaptive movement strategy in the species densities. Per-
forming a series of 100 simulations starting from different
initial conditions and running until 5000 generations, we
computed the mean value of the species densities, ρi using
the parameters s = r = 0.1, m = 0.8, R = 2, and ε = 2.
Aiming to avoid the density fluctuations in the pattern
formation process, we averaged the results considering the
numerical data of the second half of the simulations.

Figure 5 shows how species densities vary as more or-
ganisms learn to move adaptively. Overall, we found ev-
idence that the larger the number of organisms moving
according to local stimulus, the more species populations
are affected. Namely, as α grows, the territorial domi-
nance of species 2 is enhanced, with negative variation for
the population of species 1, whose organisms move intel-
ligently. In the case of species 3, the slight population
growth for α ≤ 0.2 is substituted for a population decline
as more than 20% of individuals of species 1 apt to adapt
their movement.

Species densities’ oscillations. The outcomes pre-
sented in Fig. 4 revealed that the species densities’ fluctu-
ations in the initial simulation stage are accentuated as α
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Figure 6: Ternary diagrams of the dynamics of species densities for various mobility probabilities. The outcomes were
obtained for m = 0.2 (Figs. 6a, 6d, and 6g) m = 0.5 (Figs. 6b, 6e, and 6h), and m = 0.8 (Figs. 6c, 6f, and 6i), in
lattices with 5002 grid points.

grows. For this reason, we aim to discover how the oscilla-
tions in the species densities are impacted by the adaptive
movement of individuals of species 1 for different values of
organism’s responsiveness, perception radius, and condi-
tioning factor. For this, we considered single simulations
for a low (m = 0.2), intermediate (m = 0.5), and high
(m = 0.8) mobility; the interaction probabilities are con-
strainted by s = r = (1−m)/2.

The outcomes are shown in Fig. 6: i) Dark grey ternary
diagrams in Figs. 6a, 6d, and 6g depict the orbits for
m = 0.2 for α = 0.3 and α = 1.0, ε = 2 and ε = 4, R = 2
and R = 4, respectively; ii) Light grey ternary diagrams
in Figs. 6b, 6e, and 6h show the orbits for m = 0.5 for
α = 0.3 and α = 1.0, ε = 2 and ε = 4, R = 2 and R = 4,
respectively; iii) White ternary diagrams in Figs. 6c, 6f,
and 6i show the orbits for m = 0.8 for α = 0.3 and
α = 1.0, ε = 2 and ε = 4, R = 2 and R = 4, respectively.
Generally speaking, the species densities’ oscillations in-

creases with m: if mobility increase, the role of the adap-
tive movement becomes more significant, thus provok-
ing a more accentuated unevenness in the spatial pattern
formation stage. Furthermore, our discoveries counter-

intuitively show that, for intermediate mobility, the oscil-
lations are more accentuated in the case of fewer organisms
participating in the adaptive movement tactic (Fig. 6b),
or if the responsiveness to the local stimuli is less intense
(Fig. 6e). This is no longer valid for high mobility, where
the more relevant fluctuations in the species’ densities are
provoked for higher α (Fig. 6c) and ε (Fig. 6f). However,
for a fixed α and ε, the outcomes indicate that the species
densities’ fluctuations increase if the adaptive movement is
performed for individuals with longer range environment
perception R, irrespective of m.

Coexistence probability. – Finally, we aim to quan-
tify the interference of adaptive movement strategy in
biodiversity maintenance. This investigation was imple-
mented running 1000 simulations in lattices with 1002 grid
points for 0.04 < m < 0.96 in intervals of ∆m = 0.04,
for several values of α, ε, and R. The simulations started
from different random initial conditions and ran for a
timespan of 1002 generations. Coexistence occurs only
if at least one individual of all species is present at the
end of the simulation, Ii(t = 10000) 6= 0 with i = 1, 2, 3.
If at least one species is absent, the simulation results
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Figure 7: Coexistence probability as a function of the mo-
bility m. Figure 7a, 7b, and 7c show the outcomes for
various α, ε, and R, respectively. The grey line shows
the coexistence probability for the standard model. Low,
intermediate, and high mobility regimes are identified by
dark grey, light grey, and white backgrounds.

in extinction. The coexistence probability is defined as
the fraction of implementations resulting in coexistence.
The selection and reproduction probabilities were set to
be s = r = (1−m)/2.
The outcomes depicted in Fig. 7a were taken for various

conditioning factors: α = 0.3 (blue line), α = 0.6 (yellow
line), and α = 1.0 (red line) - the results were obtained for
ε = 2 and R = 2. In Fig. 7b appear the results for several
responsiveness factors: ε = 1 (blue line), ε = 2 (red line),
and ε = 4 (yellow line) - the results were obtained for α =
1.0 and R = 2. Finally, Fig. 7c depicts the coexistence
probability for organisms with different perception radius:
R = 1 (blue line), R = 2 (red line), R = 3 (yellow line),
and R = 4 (green line) - the simulations ran for α = 1.0
and ε = 2. In Figs. 7a, 7b, and 7c, the grey line shows the
coexistence probability for the standard model, where no
organism intelligently adjusts the mobility.

For better analysing our results, we separated the mo-
bility probabilities into three intervals: i) low mobility:
m ≤ 0.28 (dark grey background); ii) intermediate mo-
bility: 0.28 < m ≤ 0.60 (light grey background); iii) high
mobility: m ≥ 0.60 (white background).

Low mobility. The adaptive movement behaviour does
not jeopardise biodiversity for m ≤ 0.28. This happens
because the oscillations on the species densities are not
sufficient to break the system stability, as observed in the
examples of Figs. 6a, 6d, and 6g for m = 0.2.

Intermediate mobility, α = 1.0. For 0.28 < m ≤ 0.60,
the behavioural strategy promotes biodiversity if all or-
ganisms are conditioned to move adaptively (α = 1.0), in-
dependent of ε and R. In this scenario, if ε > 1 or R > 1,
coexistence is more probable, according to Figs. 7b and 7c
- coloured lines compared with the grey one. This happens
because, for intermediate mobility probabilities, the oscil-
lations in species densities are more prominent for small ε
and R, as presented in Figs. 6e and 6h. We discover that
biodiversity is more benefited if the fraction of organisms
following the environment cues grows; besides, the coex-
istence probability is higher in the case where organisms
can scan a larger area and adjust their mobility abruptly.

Intermediate mobility, α < 1.0. In the case of not all
individuals being prepared to move strategically, the adap-
tive movement promotes coexistence for a shorter range of
intermediate mobility. According to Fig. 7a, the coexis-
tence probability increases for 0.28 < m ≤ 0.52, when
compared with the standard model, with the results being
improved for larger α.

High mobility. The outcomes for m ≥ 0.6 prove that
biodiversity is jeopardised if at least 60% of individuals
learn to adjust their mobility in response to local stimuli.
In this scenario, even if the organism’s responsiveness is
minimal or its ability to scan the environment is limited,
species coexistence will be harmed. This is indicated by
the coloured lines in Figs. 7b and 7c, which also reveals
that coexistence probability is more endangered for large
ε and small R. This happens because species densities’
oscillations increase with ε and decrease with R, as in the
case of m = 0.8 in Figs. 6f and 6i. Moreover, the out-
comes for the particular case of α = 0.3 indicate a slight
improvement in the coexistence probability; thus, we con-
clude that if the fraction of conditioned organisms is small,
biodiversity may be promoted even if organisms move with
high mobility probability.

Discussion and Conclusions. – We studied the spa-
tial rock-paper-scissors game, where interactions among
individuals are selection, reproduction, and mobility. In
our stochastic simulations, organisms of one species can
calculate the level of attractiveness of their neighbour-
hood, thus deciding to accelerate in case of being in danger
or decelerating when in their comfort zone. We calculate
the changes in the species segregation and species densi-
ties considering that not all organisms are physically or
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cognitively prepared to adjust their movement to environ-
mental cues, for organisms with different responsiveness
strength and perception radius.

Our outcomes reveal that the larger the proportion of
individuals ready to react to environmental cues, the more
significant are the consequences on the spatial patterns
and population dynamics. In agreement with recent re-
sults of the effects of the adaptive movement strategy
in rock-paper-scissors models [29], the more significant
the proportion of individuals conditioned to move adap-
tively, the shorter the characteristic length of typical spa-
tial domain occupied by the species is; consequently, the
species population declines. This happens because species
1 proliferates as organisms of species 2 are rapidly elim-
inated. Although the increase in the short-term fitness,
this process is disadvantageous in the long-term popula-
tion size: the population decline of species 2 diminishes the
chances of organisms of species 1 conquering more terri-
tory. This is similar to the spreading of a high virulent
disease whose severity causes the host death, weakening
the disease transmission; the same happens when an ag-
gressive predator overexploits the local prey population
causing a long-term difficulty to reproduce [34].

However, the unevenness in the territorial control
caused by the adaptive motor response is not bad for
biodiversity, as reported in studies of other behavioural
movement strategies ( [24, 25]). Our discoveries unveiled
that, for low mobility range m ≤ 0.28, it does make any
difference if individuals of every species move randomly
or one out of them evolve to move adaptively. However,
more interesting results were reached for intermediate mo-
bility range (0.28 < m ≤ 0.60): the chances of species
coexist does increase if all organisms can control their
mobility rate in response to the environment attractive-
ness. More, we found that the coexistence probability
increases if organisms can perceive longer distances and
respond powerfully to local stimuli. Conversely, adaptive
movement strategy endangers biodiversity for high mo-
bility (m > 0.60), irrespective of the organisms’ skill to
perform the behavioural strategy.

In summary, in cyclic models, the adaptive movement
behaviour is not advantageous for the species at the pop-
ulation level since it leads to a spatial density decrease.
Nevertheless, this may promote biodiversity in case of in-
dividuals do not move at high mobility rates.
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