arXiv:2211.12949v1 [g-bio.PE] 23 Nov 2022

Feasibility and stability in large Lotka Volterra systems with interaction structure

Xiaoyuan Liu', George W.A. Constable, and Jonathan W. Pitchford
Department of Mathematics, University of York

Complex system stability can be studied via linear stability analysis using Random Matrix Theory
(RMT) or via feasibility (requiring positive equilibrium abundances). Both approaches highlight
the importance of interaction structure. Here we show, analytically and numerically, how RMT
and feasibility approaches can be complementary. In generalised Lotka-Volterra (GLV) models
with random interaction matrices, feasibility increases when predator-prey interactions increase;
increasing competition/mutualism has the opposite effect. These changes have crucial impact on

the stability of the GLV model.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the 1950s, ecologists such as Odum and MacArthur
argued [1, 2] that ecosystems with a larger number of
species tend to be more stable than less biodiverse sys-
tems. This idea was famously mathematised by May
in 1972, who applied random matrix theory (RMT) to
the problem [3]. May considered perturbations in n
species abundances, ¢, linearised about a hypothetical
fixed point, with near-equlibrium dynamics described by

< -,

dt
with a;; ~ N(0,1) and ¢ ~ B(1,C). Here the diagonal
elements of the matrix n x n interaction matrix A repre-
sent self-regulation of the species, while its off-diagonal
elements represent random species interactions that are
non-zero with probability C' (referred to as connectance)
and when present have standard deviation o (referred to
as interaction strength). Since the asymptotic stability of
Eq. (1) is governed solely by its eigenvalues, system-level
stability is determined by characterising the eigenvalues
of random matrix A.

The eigenvalue distribution of A is uniform across a
circle in the complex plane, centered on (—1,0) and with
radius ov/nC as n — oo [3-5]. Thus the stability cri-
terion for Eq. (1) is ov/nC < 1 (see Fig. 1(a)). This
suggests that more diverse ecosystems with more inter-
specific interactions are less likely to be stable for a given
variance in interaction strength.

Allesina and Tang [6] added ecologically-motivated
structure to May’s approach, choosing elements of A
pairwise by imposing a correlation, p, between a;; and
ajj for j # i (e.g. (aij,aji) ~ N(O, E) with ¥ =
a2 [(1,p),(p,1)] [7]). Ecologically, p < 0 implies more
predator-prey interactions in the ecosystem, while p > 0
implies more mutualistic and competitive interactions.
Utilising another RMT result [8, 9] they generalised
May’s stability criterion to

ovVnC(1+p) < 1. (2)

Thus, increasing the proportion of predator-prey interac-
tions increases stability, whilst increasing the proportion
of competitive and mutualistic interactions reduces sta-
bility in Eq (1) (see Fig. 1(a)). Eq (2) implies that in the

Aii = —]., Aij = 0CQ45 (1)

extreme limit p — —1, ecosystems are stable as long as
there is self-regulation.

These analytic results are independent of the underly-
ing non-linear model, but this apparent generality con-
ceals an implicit assumption that the fixed point in (1)
exists and is biologically meaningful. Such fixed points,
where every species is present at a positive abundance,
are termed feasible equilibria [10].

We use the generalised Lotka-Volterra model (GLV)

dx

dt—a:@(’r—i—Aw), (3)
to explore the links between Eq. (1) and feasibility. Here
x; is the abundance of species i, r; is its intrinsic growth
rate, A the interaction matrix, and ® the Hadamard
product. Eq. (3) has a single non-zero fixed point, x*,
with a Jacobian, J, such that
xt=—A"lr, J=x"A (4)
which is defined as feasible if 7 > 0 V i. The rela-
tionships between feasibility, stability and different sys-
tem constraints such as interaction structure is a central
theme in theoretical ecology [11]. Early analytic insight
into the feasibility of * in Eq. (4) assumed that A had
interaction coefficients with fixed strengths, or with ran-
domly generated signs [10, 12, 13]. Stone [14] linked this
to May’s approach by considering the probability that
x* is feasible given an ensemble of interaction matrices
constructed following Eq. (1) with uncorrelated a;; [14].
Assuming that z7 is normally distributed for all ¢ € [1,n],
Stone showed that for a fully connected system C = 1,

the probability of feasibility is

Progs =277 (1 + erf(

1 n
vsv/1+73 +7§))> B

where vs = 04/(n —1) is known as the complexity in
Stone’s analysis. We see that P, drops sharply at a
critical value of g, and also has an additional depen-
dence on system size n (see Fig. 1(b)). By working in
the limit n — oo, [15, 16] determined a threshold in-
teraction strength above which feasibility is lost in GLV
systems with May type interaction matrices. An analyt-
ical prediction for the relationship between Pie,s and the
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FIG. 1: (a) Eigenvalue distributions of interaction matrix A in
(1) in which Corr(aij;,a;;) = p. Parameter values are o = 1,
n = 1000, C = 1, |p| = 0.6 and d = 10. (b) Feasibility
probability Preas as a function of complexity « for an ensemble
of random GLV systems (p = 0) of community sizes ranging
from n = 14 to n = 100, reproduced from [14]. Curves are
analytical predictions and markers are numerical simulations.

complexity v = o4/(n — 1)C which accounts for C' was
obtained by Dougoud et al. [17]. Akjouj et al. [18] in-
vestigated the feasibility of sparse ecosystems with inter-
action matrices that are block structured and d-regular
(where each species interacts with d other species). To-
gether these results suggest that feasibility is the more
critical measure of complex system stability; compared
to linear stability, feasibility is lost at smaller values of
complexity. Here we seek to strengthen the links be-
tween RMT [3, 7] and feasibility analyses by calculating
how the feasibility of an ecosystem changes with com-
plexity [14, 17-19] when additional species interaction
structure is added [6, 7]. It was shown by Bunin [11] that
feasible systems lose stability above a certain interaction
strength by transition to a phase with multiple attrac-
tors. The interaction strength of this phase transition
increases as predator-prey interactions increase. Numer-
ical results by Clenet et al. [15] also show that systems
biased towards predator-prey interactions lose feasibil-
ity at larger interaction strengths than random systems,
and those biased towards competition and mutualism lose
feasibility at smaller interaction strengths. They also ob-
tained an analytical result for the interaction strength
above which feasibility is lost, in the limit of large n
and without assessing the possible effect of p. To cal-
culate Pras in systems with such interaction structures,
we must also obtain an approximation for the distribu-
tion of fixed points. This approximation opens up the
possibility of leveraging recent results [20, 21] to deter-
mine the probability of stability of the GLV model with
interaction structure.

II. ANALYSIS

Following Stone [22] we obtain an analytic approxima-
tion of Ppeas(y) via the distribution of equilibrium species
abundances P(x*). By the Central limit theorem, we
know that P(x*) is normal as n — oo, and that this

normality is a good approximation when n is large but
finite. The task of calculating the feasibility probability
is then equivalent to calculating

Puw= [ P@e’~ [ N(upZar)da® ()

*=0 x*=0

where pt« and Xz« are respectively the mean and covari-
ance matrix of the species abundances at equilibrium.

We now calculate approximations for prz- and g «.
For simplicity we focus on the case r; =1V i in Eq. (1).
Recall that following [7], the elements of the interaction
matrix a;; and aj; have correlation p. Writing A = €1,
our fixed point in Eq. (4) can be expressed as a Neumann
series [23] for ||o€]| < 1:

x* = (I - 0&)~

ly = (i(aé’)j)r. (7)

Jj=0

This enables us, in principle, to calculate ] up to an
arbitrary order in o. In our work, we approximate E(x}),
Var(z;) and Cov(zy,r}) taking into account p and C’

We approximate E(x}) and Cov(x},x%) up to order o?

E(z}) = 1+ (n—1)pCo? + O(c*) (8)
Cov(z},r}) = pCa? 4+ O(a?) (9)

Note, however, that feasibility is sensitive to the vari-
ance. It is therefore necessary to approximate the vari-
ance to a higher order in o than E(x}) and Cov(x},z).
Specifically, we approximate Var(z}) to order ¢%. This
approximation is given as follows.

Var(z}) = (n — 1)Co? + cy0* + c60® + O(c®)  (10)
where ¢, and cg are the coefficients of o* and ¢® respec-
tively, which depend on n, p and C (see Supplemental
Material I.A and I1.C). Specifically, ¢4 is the coefficient of

4in Eq. (S19) and cg is obtained by subtracting Eq.
(S29) from the expectation of Eq. (S28). The formulas
for ¢4 and cg are too lengthy to produce here, however of
particular note is the fact that they are nontrivial poly-
nomials that do not preserve the simple dependence on ~.
Eq. (8) to Eq. (10) are then used to construct g« and
Yz« in Eq. (6). To allow ease of computation for large
systems, we reduced Eq. (6) to an expression involving
a single integral, given by

Pfeasz/ {H@

where ¢(u) is the density function of a standard normal
random variable u and ®(v) denotes the cumulative dis-
tribution function of a standard normal random variable
v [24]. In our analytical prediction of Ppe.s, we have that

Var(z) = “Var@y - o other words,

L et ()

Y =



=25 1,|= 0.2 n=100, | p|=0.5
(a) Treeeeog 5, |pl= 0.25 (b)1 ol
3 \
\ \
038 M 08 |
?
,06 \‘r\. 06
8 3
o \
04 \s 04
)\
0.2 \ 0.2
LW
e
0 A= S FUTo. 0
0 02 04 06 08 1 02 04 06 08 1
v
(©) (d)
0.3
__ 005
2 0.2
R
& 0 . 0.1
s 0o *Gksv%ﬂke —o—6—6—9
[ /
o®-0.05 -0.1 *
0.2 N
-0.1 .
- -0.3
02 04 06 08 1 02 04 06 08 1

FIG. 2: Panels (a) and (b) plots the feasibility probability
Preas as a function of complexity ~ for systems with eco-
logically motivated interaction structure. Numerical simu-
lations (markers) are obtained as described in the Supple-
mental Material IV. (¢) and (d) plots the difference between
Preas in systems with p # 0 and Preas in systems where p =0
(Preas (7, p) — Preas(7, 0)) as a function of 7. Hollow circles and
asterices are numerical simulations for the case |p| = 0.25 and
|p| = 0.5 respectively.

Preas is the expression obtained by substituting these ex-
pressions for y; and b; into (11). (see Supplemental Ma-
terial IIT). Interestingly, note that in the results of [3, 7],
C appears as a compound parameter with o2, but in Eq.
(10) C would appear as a complicated polynomial form.
The analytical prediction of Preas(y) is shown in Figure

2 (a)-(b).

Results

A. Predator-prey interactions increase the
feasibility of random ecosystems

The qualitative difference in how P,s changes with v
as p is varied is shown analytically in Figure 2. For a
given value of n, when p > 0 (blue) feasibility is lost at
a smaller complexity compared to the case where p =
0. However when p < 0, we observe the opposite effect
whereby feasibility is lost at a larger complexity than the
case p = 0.

It can be seen in Figure 2 that the magnitude in the
difference between Preas(y, p) and Preas(7y,0) also varies
with +. For instance when + is sufficiently small, there
is no difference between Preas(y, p) and Preas(7,0) since
Preas is 1 regardless of p. The bottom panels of Figure 2
below plots this difference, demonstrating how it varies
with . The difference between Preas(y, p) and Preas(7, 0)

is the greatest for intermediate values of v, where the
system is transitioning rapidly away from feasibility. For
a given system size m, the magnitude of this difference
(| Proas (75 £)-Preas(7,0)]) also increases with the magni-
tude of p. When |p| = 0.5, | Preas (7, p)-Preas (7, 0)| can be
as large as 0.2 while for |p| = 0.25, | Preas (7, £)-Preas (7, 0)]
is at most 0.1 (see Figure 2).

In Supplemental Material I.D, we see that for all values
of p, the loss of feasibility in the GLV model with Allesina
and Tang type interaction matrices occurs at a smaller
complexity than the loss of stability in the corresponding
linear model. As an extreme example, in linear systems
comprising all predator-prey interactions (p = —1) sta-
bility is guaranteed regardless of ecosystem complexity
(see Eq. (2)); conversely feasibility is still lost above a
critical value of v (see Figure S2 of Supplemental Mate-
rial). Figure 2 demonstrates that the analytical results in
Eq. (8) to Eq. (10) can be used to accurately predict Preas
as a function of v in the case where C' = 1. Furthermore,
Supplemental Material V shows that the same analytical
results remain highly accurate for predicting Pre,s as a
function of v in the case where C' = 0.3. By comparing
the feasibility probabilities of such a system with that of a
fully connected system, we see that a sparsely connected
system of n = 100 shows an almost identical feasibility-
complexity relation as a fully connected system.

B. Comparing RMT predictions with GLV
Jacobian matrices

We have analytically approximated the distributions of
x; for non-linear GLV systems with interaction matrices
constructed in the same manner as in the linear models
of [7] (an interaction matrix A that accounts for p and
C). Having also determined the parameter regions of
feasibility, we have the tools to allow us to determine
the eigenvalue distribution of a feasible GLV Jacobian
evaluated at equilibrium. Grilli et al. [20] studied the
eigenvalue distribution of a matrix that is assumed to be
of the same structure as the GLV Jacobian (Eq. (4)),
where J is decomposed into a product of an interaction
matrix A and fixed points x*. However, for simplicity,
they assume that the distribution from which x* is drawn
is independent of A, whereas this is clearly not the case
(Ea. (4)).

Grilli’s assumption of independence between the ran-
dom elements of A and x* means that cross correlations
between them need-not be considered, thereby simplify-
ing the analysis. We test whether this assumption holds,
in order to determine whether Grilli’s method could be
applicable to calculating the eigenvalue distribution of
the GLV model with Allesina and Tang type interaction
matrices. To do so, we calculate the eigenvalue distribu-
tion of J = x*A where the elements of x* are sampled
independently to those of A. We then compare this eigen-
value distribution to that of the GLV Jacobian where the
exact x* corresponding to each given A is used.
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FIG. 3: Top row: Orange ellipses are eigenvalue distributions of A with p specified above the panels. Yellow boundaries are
predicted by Allesina and Tang. Black markers represent 50 realisations of the eigenvalue distribution of the GLV Jacobian
J = x" A where the exact x* corresponding to each given A is used. Bottom row: 50 realisations of the eigenvalue distribution
of J = x"A where elements of x* are sampled independently of the random variables in A, from the multivariate normal

*

distribution determined by parameters n, p, o and C of A (see Eqs.(8-10)). Var(z]) is approximated up to and including o®.
Parameter values are o = 0.01, n = 500 and C = 1. For the left panel Pi.s = 0.993, middle panel Preas = 0.997 and right panel

Preas = 1.000.

The black markers on the top panels of Figure 3 show
the eigenvalue distributions of the Jacobian J = x*A
where the exact x* corresponding to each given A is used.
By comparing the black markers on the top panels with
those of the bottom panels, we see that the method of
sampling x* from our distribution of x* (independently of
A) to construct J works well in regions where feasibility
is guaranteed. From the top panels, we see that for p < 0,
the bulk eigenvalue distribution of J gets stretched in the
Im(X) plane, and for p > 0 in the Re(\) plane. This qual-
itative effect is consistent with the result of Allesina and
Tang [7]. It is shown numerically in Supplemental Mate-
rial VI that increasing p decreases the average resilience
and probability of stability of the GLV model.

The average maximum outlier eigenvalue is also cor-
rectly predicted by our theory, which relies on the as-
sumption of statistical independence between A and our
calculated distribution of x* (see Eqs.(8-10)), as illus-
trated in Figure S6 (a). However, we note that as can be
seen from Figure 3, it fails to capture the maximum out-
lier eigenvalue observed over multiple realisations. This
suggests that cross-correlations between the entries of A
and x* may be quantitatively important in calculating
the stability of a GLV system for individual realisations.
As the stability of a system is governed solely by the
eigenvalue with the largest real part, a stability analysis

of the GLV model must be preceded by means of calcu-
lating such an eigenvalue. Below, we provide an insight
into some possible techniques for calculating the stability
of the GLV system.

Stone [19] showed that provided that ||c&]| is suffi-
ciently small, the eigenvalue with the largest real part
(outlier eigenvalue of J) is approximately equal to mi-
nus the abundance of the least abundant species i.e
Amaz & —Milie (1,273 in which case we have the weak
condition whereby feasibility corresponds to the local
asymptotic stability of the GLV system. In the case
where p = 0 or |p| is small, —min;e(; 32} is an accu-
rate estimate of the outlier eigenvalue of J, however this
accuracy breaks down as we increase |p| (see Supplemen-
tal Material VI). Relying on Grilli’s assumption allows
us to accurately capture the bulk eigenvalue distribution
of J and the effect of p on the average stability over a
large number of realisations, although it fails to accu-
rately calculate the outlier eigenvalue of J corresponding
to a specific realisation of A.

Discussion

We have obtained an analytical prediction of the fea-
sibility probability as a function of complexity v =



o/ (n—1)C for random GLV systems with interaction
matrices of Allesina and Tang type [7]. By extending the
analytical result of [15] to the case of finite n, we have
shown that a positive value of p reduces the feasibility
probability for a given complexity, while a negative value
of p increases the corresponding feasibility probability,
an effect not quantifiable in the infinite n limit. We have
also accounted for the connectance C. Since natural eco-
logical systems are sparsely connected [25], both these
generalisations mentioned above add biological realism
to the result of Stone 2016 [22]. Relationships between
complexity and feasibility have also been studied by [26],
where they characterised feasibility by how freely one
could choose the intrinsic growth rate vectors to allow
the system to remain feasible. As a whole, these results
strengthen connections between feasibility and RMT sys-
tems, whilst also adding biological realism.

Along the way, we managed to analytically approxi-
mate the distribution of x* as a function of the system
parameters n, C, o0 and p. This has allowed us to check
the utility of Grilli’s assumption of independence between
x* and A in predicting the eigenvalue distribution of the
Jacobian of GLV systems with Allesina and Tang type
interaction matrices [19, 20]. Figure 3 shows that Grilli’s
assumption can be relied upon to accurately predict the
effect of interaction structure [7] on the eigenvalue distri-
bution of feasible random GLV systems. However, relying
on this assumption does not allow us to reliably calculate
the outlier eigenvalue of the GLV Jacobian of a particular
realisation.

It is of note that our method for calculating the fea-
sibility probability relies on several assumptions on the
parameter values to ensure accuracy (see Supplemental
Material I.D and II). We also assumed that z is normally
distributed. Since the Neumann series approximation for
x} is normal in the limit n — oo, and is convergent if and
only if ¢v/nC < 1, our method is accurate for large n and
small o (see Supplemental Material II). Since the Neu-
mann series expansion is precise, it is straightforward to
extend our analysis to arbitrary orders of precision by
working to higher orders in o (see Eq.(7)).

The concept of feasibility has been associated with
the extinction probability. It was summarised by Stone
1988 [14] that a higher feasibility probability is linked

to the reduction in the probability of extinction follow-
ing structural disturbances, which are changes in inter-
action strengths caused by environmental change. Our
results imply that increasing predator-prey interactions
reduces the chance of extinction following structural dis-
turbances.

We have used the assumption of May 1972 that all
species are self-regulating. This is representative of natu-
ral ecosystems since ecosystems would require 50 percent
of species to self-regulate to allow for stability [27]. How-
ever, the assumption that r; = 1 Vi € [1,n] may not be
biologically realistic, as natural ecosystems contain con-
sumer species which do not grow in isolation. This is an
interesting area for future investigation, however it was
suggested by Song et al [28] that this assumption gives
the parameter region where feasible systems are likely to
be present.

Having generalised the distribution of x* to account
for arbitrary p, we have opened up the possibility for
extending the results of Grilli et al. [20] to analytically
predict the boundary of the eigenvalue distribution of the
GLV Jacobian of such systems. This analytical predic-
tion would enable us to calculate the stability of such
GLV systems. One potential method to perform this cal-
culation is by applying the cavity method as detailed in
[20]. It may also be possible to calculate the expected
value of —min;cqy )27 by applying order statistics as
detailed in [29], and thus the expected resilience of a
GLV system with a given value of p, although this is
only applicable to systems where |p| is small. Overall,
our analyses, combined with [7, 15, 29] manifest that
increasing the proportion of predator-prey interactions
not only increases feasibility, but also the resilience of
feasible GLV systems, This provides greater support to
Allesina and Tang’s [7] conclusion that predator-prey in-
teractions are stabilising whilst competitive/mutualistic
interactions are destabilising.
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I. ANALYTICALLY APPROXIMATING Var(z;) TO ORDER o°
A. Coefficient of ¢* in Var(x])

We first approximate the coefficient of o in Var(z}). To do this we specify the Taylor expansion of x} in o in

index notation. In matrix form, the Taylor expansion of x* to order o* is
x* = (14 0& + 0%E% + 033 + 0% + O(c®))r (S1)
where
0 a2 A1n 1
: (52)
&= , Tr= S2
0
Gnl 0 1

In index notation, (S1) can be expressed as
o} =140 +0*(E)i; + 0°(E%)ij + 0* (%) + O(0”) (S3)

since r; = 1 for all ¢ € [1,n]. All terms in (S3) represent terms to be summed over. The subscript ¢ in (S3) is the free
index while all other indicies are dummy indicies. Please note that terms such as &;; denote vectors and not matrices,
since i is the free index. Var(z}) is defined by the equation

Var(z}) = E(z?) — E(z})? (S4)

(3 7

so we need to we seek the second moment of ¥, which can be found using (S3). The expression for 72 is deduced
by squaring (S3). Since the expectation of all terms of odd powers of ¢ is 0, we can safely ignore them, which gives

2f? =1+ 0% (2(E%)5; + Ei€ik) + 0 (2AEY) 15 + 2(E%)55(E)ir + ()i (E%)ir) + O (%) (S5)

which we can apply to calculate the second moment of z7. We see from (S5) that we need to determine E((£%);5),
E((€%)i;(€)ir) and E((E%);;(E%)ik). The expression for (£*);,, can be expressed as a sum of terms involving products
of interaction coeflicients

n n n
EDim =2 D, D ek, (S6)
k=1 j#i gk Ik l#m

and the expression for (£4);; is
(E%i = (€% + (ENi 120 (S7)

we first determine the expectation of (£%);;r;. We see from (S6) that the expression for (£%);; is

(54)1'1‘:2 Z Zaijajkaklali (S8)

k=1 j#i,j#k l#k

It is also possible for (S8) to have terms where ¢ = k, j = [ or both, which give rise to terms of (S8) with nonzero
expectation. To represent the case where i = k but j # [, (S8) is multiplied by d;; and to represent the case where
j =1buti#k, (S8) is multiplied by d;;. To represent the case where both ¢ = k and j = I, we multiply (S8) by
d;x0;1. The expectation of (S8) is

E((EY) = E(Z Z Z aijajragia(di, + 051 + 57:k5jl)> (89)

k=1 j#i,j#k £k
> Y Elaijajianan) + Y Y Elagajrakas) + Y E(al;al;)
il I i kg ket i
= (n—1)(1+2(n—1)p% (510)



It is also proven in Section IB below that the second summation term of (S7) (£%);;1;;} has an expectation of 0,
which implies that

E((&Y:) = E((E%u) (S11)
— o 1)(n— 27 + (n— 1)(1+ 257)
= (n—1)(1+2(n—-1)p%

The expression for (£3);;E, can be expressed as a sum of terms involving products of interaction coefficients
n n n
(E3)ijE = Z Z Z Qi Qi ARl Ol (S12)
k=1 j#i,j£k I#£k,I#m

The terms that give rise to nonzero expectation of (S12) include those where m = k and ¢ =1, [ = ¢ and m = j and
those where m = k only.

E((&%)i;&mn) = E(Z > aijainanaim (50mi + 0idm; + 5mk)) (S13)

k=1 j;éi £k £k

Z ZEa ik —|—Z Z E(af’kaki)—i—ZE(a?kaklalk)

JFLIAL 1# J#t k#j kL J#i
=3n—-1)p+2(n—1)(n—2)p (S14)

The expression for (52)ij (E%);1, can be expressed as a sum of terms involving products of interaction coefficients
n n n
(€2)i(E%ir = Z Z Z 505k 03l Am (S15)
k=1j#i,j#k l#k,l#m

The terms that give rise to nonzero expectation of (S15) include those where k =4 and | = j and m = i, k = m and
j =1 and those where k =i and m = 1.

E ( Z Z Z @551 Om (OkiO1; Omi + Skm 41 + 5ki6mi)> (S16)

k=1j#i,j#k l#k

E((£%)i(E%)ir)

n

n n n n
S Y Elafal)+> > E(ajdl) + Y Elasjajiaia)

Al I i kg ki i
= (n—=1)((n—1)+np?) (S17)

We have also ensured that no terms in all the summations above are double counted. Substituting all the results
derived here into (S5), we see that the coefficient of Var(z}) at order o is (n — 1)% + p(n — 1)(4n — 2) + p?(n — 1),

’L
and combined with the coefficient of Var(x}) at order o2 we get

Var(z}) = (n — 1)o* + o* ((n —1)2+p(n—1)(4n —2) + p*(n — 1)> + O(c%) (518)

We can generalise the expression for Var(xz}) to account for the connectance C. Since a;; and aj; are zero with
probability (1 — C) and are sampled from a bivariate normal distribution with probability C and Corr(a;;,aj;) = p,
we have that

Var(z}) = (n —1)Co? + o* <[C’(n —1)+C?*(n—1)(n—2)] + pl4C?*(n — 1)(n — 2) + 6C(n — 1)] +
P20 —1)+C%*(n—1)(n—2) — (n — 1)202]> +0(0%) (S19)

The analytics in (S19) show that for the case where C' < 1, sampling a;; and aj; from a bivariate distribution with
probability C' gives a different Var(z}) to when A is sampled randomly with connectance C, as was done by May [1].



B. Proof that Z?¢i(£4)ijrj has Zero Expectation

In the particular scenario where ¢ # m in (S6), the possible scenarios are m = j, m = k and m = [. In the case
where m = j, (S6) becomes

(54)ijzz Z Z QO AKIAL; (S20)

k=1 j#ij#k £k, 1#]

and it is possible that i = k, j =l or i =1. If j =, (S20) is 0 since &; = 0 for all i € [1,n]. We therefore consider
the cases i =1 and i = k in the case where m = j. The expression for the expectation of (54)”' is

E((&Y)) = E(Z Z Zaijajkaklalj(éik+5il+5ik5il)> (S21)

k=1j#i,j#k lF#k
Z ZE(aijajiaﬂalj) + Z Z E(aijajkakiaij) + 0
AL 1 J#i ki ki
=0 (S22)

Now we consider the case where m = k. In this case, it is possible that j = [ and ¢ = [. It is not possible for i = k
since we are considering the scenario in (S6) where i # m. The expression for the expectation of (£%) is

E((EY) = (Z Z Zamagkaklalk 1l+5]l+5gl51l)> (523)

k=1 j#i,j#k l#k

Z Z E(aijajrariax) + Z Z Elajjajpakjajr) + 0
JF6LIAL 1#i JF kFG ki
=0 (S24)

Finally, in the case where m = [, we have that E((£%);) = 0 since (£%);;, involves a product of &, which equals 0
if | = m. We have therefore proven that » 7, (& 4);;7; has an expectation of 0.

C. Coefficient of ¢°® in Var(z})

To obtain the coefficient of 0% in Var(z}), we apply the Taylor expansion of z} up to order o°, given by
x* = (I+ 0+ %%+ 0363 + 0*E* + 6°E° +05€° + O(o"))r (S25)
which in index notation is
wf =1+ 0 +02(E2)ij + 0 (E%)ij + 0 (EM)ij + 0°(E%)i + 0%(E%)i5 + O(07) (526)

Again, we need to apply (S4), which requires us to calculate the second moment of 2} as well as E(z})2. To calculate
E(x}), we need to calculate E((£9);;). To calculate E(x}?), we need to calculate the expectation of the square of
(S26) with terms of order higher than ¢ truncated. At order o®, it is convenient to adopt a different notation to that

detailed in Section I. Here, we re-express the matrix £ in the form

op s

J=2,5

||
I MT

where ®;; represents matrices such that their (¢, j)-th component is a;; (i.e. (®;5)i; = ai; and (®y;) ;i = a;; for j > i)
and all other entries are zero. The coefficients of z}* at order ¢® are given in (S28) below.

2085 + 2(E%)i3Ein + 2(EM)i (E%)ir + (€)1 (€%)in (528)
and the coefficients of Var(z}) at order 0% of E(x})? are

E[(E%)i;] + 2E[(EMu] E[(E7)4] (529)



The coefficient of 6% in Var(x}

¥) can be deduced simply by subtracting (S29) from the expectation of (S28). To
calculate the coefficient of o® in Vaar(z}), it is necessary to calculate the expectation of (£9);;, (€5)i;(E)ik, (E1)ii(E2) ik
and (£3);;(£3)1, in (528). To calculate the expectations of these terms, we consider the expression for the sixth power
of (S27) in terms of the ®;; terms. In Sections IC 1 to IC4, we describe the method of calculating the expectations

of each of the terms in (S28).

1. Calculating E((£%):;)

Only terms in (£9);; involving products of certain ®;; terms have nonzero expectation, such as ®3,®%,®3, which
is the product of the square of three ®;; terms that involve mutually uncorrelated variables. As another example,
terms of the form @?jq)fk for j # k also has nonzero expectation. Another term in (€°);; with nonzero expectation is
CID?j. To count the number of terms of each form, we consider in Table I below the set of all forms in which the terms
having nonzero expectation can take. Let A, B and C denote the ®;; matrices with variables that are all mutually
uncorrelated when p £ 0 e.g. A = ®15, B = ®13 and C' = Py3, we have that

A2B202 A4B2 AG
7,05, | PPy [ DY
7P, Dy | D7, P7,
7,87, 07, [ P55 Py
@%équ)gl
¢§jq>§k¢y
q)ijq)jkq)il

TABLE I: Set of all forms of different terms of £° which have nonzero expectations. We specifically do not allow any pair
of indicies to be equal i.e. i # j, j # k. The first column (A>B2C?) involves products of 3 different matrices that contain
mutually uncorrelated variables, while the second column (A* B?) involves products of 2 different matrices that contain mutually
uncorrelated variables. ¢ is assumed to be the free index throughout Section I C, with all other indicies dummy indicies.

Since matrix multiplication is not commutative, we now consider the set of all permutations of each entry of Table
I above. First, we seek the set of all permutations of terms of each form that gives rise to a nonzero sum of first row
(first row sum) (we take the first row i = 1 W.L.O.G). @?jéfk<1>§k contains 6 permutations that give rise to a nonzero
first row sum. The expectation of the first row sum of each matrix of this form (i.e expectation of the first row sum
of ®15P13P93) is p®. Since two indicies (j and k) are summed over, there exists (n — 1)(n — 2) terms in the sum.
There exists 6 permutations with nonzero first row sums, but three of these 6 permutations are double countings of
the other three. The expectation of @fjéfk@?k is thus 3(n — 1)(n — 2)p3.

®7,®7 @7 contains 2 distinct permutations that give rise to nonzero first row sum, and with 3 indicies summed
over, there are ((n — 1) — (n — 1)?2 — 2(n — 1)(n — 2)) terms in the sum. Subtraction of (n — 1) +2(n — 1)(n — 2)
from (n — 1)2 is to ensure no double countings in the sum over 3 indices. Since the expectation of the first row sum
of each matrix of this form is also p®, the expectation of ®F;®3 ®% is thus 2((n —1)% — (n —1)* = 2(n — 1)(n — 2))p°.
The expectation of each entry of Table I is deduced by following these steps.

1. Checking the number of permutations of each entry of Table I that has a nonzero sum of (first) row. We do this
for the first row if we set our dummy index i to 1 W.L.O.G. Check if any pair of rows are double countings of
each other.

2. Calculating the expectation of the first row sum of each permutation that has a nonzero first row sum.

3. Count the number of terms in the sum over its set of dummy indicies. We specifically do not allow any index
to equal each other, not even the free index.

4. Check if any terms in the sums over its dummy indicies are double counted by relabelling dummy indicies. If
there are double countings, subtract the number of double counted terms from the quantity deduced in 3. For
example, if summing over 2 indicies and we specifically do not allow any index to equal each other, then there
are (n — 1)2 — (n — 1) terms, since (n — 1)? terms are summed over and (n — 1) of them are double counted.



Finally we take the product of all quantities deduced in 1. to 3. above to give the expectation of each entry of Table
I. Repeating this procedure for all entries of Table I and summing, we find that

E((€%:) = (n—1)(n—2)+ (n—1)(9p+ 60*) + 6(n — 1)(n — 2)p(1 +2¢?) (830)
+3(n — 1)(n —2)p* + 5((n — 1) — (n — 1> = 2(n — 1)(n - 2)),"

If A has a connectance C' and a;; and a;; are sampled from a bivariate distribution, then they are both nonzero with
probability C', and so we have

E((&%)) = (n—=1)(n—2)C%+ (n—1)(9p + 6p°)C + 6(n — 1)(n — 2)p(1 + 2p*)C? (S31)
+3(n —1)(n —2)p*C3 +5((n —1)3 — (n — 1) = 2(n — 1)(n — 2))p3C3
2. Calculating E((E%)i;Eix)

Now we seek to find F((£°);;E). Table II shows the set of all forms in which the terms of (£°);;€;, having nonzero
expectation can take.

A2B202 A4B2 A6
(q)% ]kq>1k) ik (CI) (I)zk) ((I)?J)q)w
(7, @5 Pa) Pt | (D707 P
AN (A
(I)?J qu) ) ((I)wq);lk)

)P
)®

(I)l] (I)zk(l)kl

ij

TABLE II: Set of all forms of different terms of (£°);;£; which have nonzero expectations. Here, all the ®;; matrices inside
the brackets represent matrices that comprise the term (£°);; and the matrix outside the brackets represent the ®;; matrices
that comprise E;k.

Next, we repeat step 1. detailed in the page above, but only for the terms inside the brackets. This gives (€°);;.
After that, multiply the first row sums of all matrices with nonzero first row sum by the first row sum of the ® outside
the bracket. In other words, multiplying (55)ij with &;. We next calculate the expectation of this quantity. Then
we repeat step 3 and 4. We find that

E((£%)i€i) = 2(n—1)(n—2)(1 +2p?) +5(3p*(n — 1)(n —2)) + (n — 1)(n — 2)p (S32)
+5((n =13 = (n—1)%2=2(n—1)(n—2))p* + (n — 1)(3 + 12p?)

and if A has connectance C' with a;; and a;; sampled from a bivariate distribution, then we have
B((E%)€0) = 2(n—1)(n — 2)(1+20)C? + 4(30*(n — 1)(n — 2))C% + (3p3(n — 1)(n — 2))C? (533)
(1~ 1)(n = 2)pC% +5((n — 1)? = (n— 1) = 2(n — 1)(n - 2))p*C* + (n — 1)(3 + 12p*)C
3. Calculating E((£%)ij(E%)ix)

Now we seek to find E((E4);;(£2)x). Table III shows the set of all forms in which the terms of (£%);;(£2): having
nonzero expectation can take.



AZB%C? A*B? AS

(97,97,)(®3) (97,25)(27)) [(27)(®F)
(@J(I’zk@zz)(@ij@ik) (‘P?J@?k)(‘l’?j)
(q’qu’lkq’ )((I)ijq’ik) (‘1)3@ )(‘I)ZJ‘I)M)
(Di; @i 7)) (Piy Pir) | (DF;Px) (Pij D)
((Pm(bqu)k )(‘I)ij(bik) ((I)l]‘l)gk)(q)w‘bjk)
(i ®xP5) (Pi; Pix) | (P5)(PF)
(D4 5D7) (Pi;Pyx)
(Pi; @597 (Di; Pjx)
(Pi; P, Pict) (Pi; )

(9F,27:) ()

TABLE III: Set of all forms of different terms of (£);;(£2):. with nonzero expectations. Here, all the ®;; matrices inside the
left bracket represent those that comprise the (£);; term and all the ®;;s in the right bracket represents all those in the (£2);
term.

Now, it is necessary to seek the set of all (£%);;(£2);x, such that both (£%);;s and (£2);s have nonzero first row sums.
In other words, all the entries in Table III in which both their left and right brackets have nonzero first row sums. To
do this, we repeat step 1 for both the left and right brackets of each entry of table III, discarding any permutations
of matrices in each bracket that have zero first row sums. Next, calculate the expectation of the product of the first
row sum of the left bracket and the first row sum of the right bracket. Finally, repeat steps 3. and 4. We find that

E((EY)5(E)a) = 4(n—1)(n - 2)p(1 +20%) + 8p(n — 1) (n — 2) (534)
+3p((n— 1)° = (n = 1)* = 2(n — 1)(n — 2)) + (n— 1) (n — 2)p* + (n — 1)(n — 2)¢?
+2((n—1)° = (n— 1) = 2(n — 1)(n — 2))p* + (n — 1)(9p+ 6p°)

and if A has connectance C' with a;; and a;; sampled from a bivariate distribution, then we have

B((EMi(E%)ik) = 4(n—1)(n—2)p(1 +2p*)C? + 6p(n — 1)(n — 2)C* + 2p(n — 1)(n — 2)C° (S35)
EBp((n— 1 — (n— 12— 2(n— 1)(n— D)C* + (n— 1)(n — DFC* 4 (n— 1)(n — 22C*
+2((n -1 = (n—-1)2=2(n—1)(n —2))p*C> + (n — 1)(9p + 6p*)C

Now, we find E((E%);;(E%)ik). Since (£3);;(E3)i involves the product of two terms that contain a third power of
&, each one of which has a range of permutations that give rise to nonzero first row, (£3);;(£3);, will have more
permutations that give nonzero first row. For instance, the first (£3);; can contain a product of either two or three
different ®;;s. We therefore follow an alternative set of steps.

1. Find the set of all permutations of the tuples (1,2,3,1,2,3) and (1,1,1,1,2,2). Each number in the tuple
represents a distinct ®;; matrix e.g. 1 representing ®,;, 2 for ®;x, 3 for ®;;. Tuple (1,2,3,1,2,3) represents the
order of products of three distinct matrices (A2B2C?) while (1,1,1,1,2,2) represents the order of products of
two distinet matrices (A*B?). The permutations of each of these tuples should be expressed as a table.

2. Split the tables of permutations found in step 1. into two tables by separating columns 1 to 3 and 4 to 6. In
each of these two tables, discard any repeated rows if any. The table containing columns 1 to 3 represents the
set of all permutations of (83)@- and the table containing columns 4 to 6 represents the set of all permutations

Of (63)ik

3. Check which rows of both tables represent permutations that give nonzero first row sum in BOTH (£3);; and

(€%)ik-
4. Repeat Steps 3 and 4 in the list above (S30).
4. Calculating E((£%):;(E%)ir)

The entries of Table IV represents the set of all ®;; matrices that comprise the (54)ij (€%);1,s which have nonzero
expectations.



AZB?C? | ATB? [ A®
DD Pit | PijPir | Pijy
Dij Pi Py | Pij Pk
D PPy
D DDy
D Pk Py

TABLE TV: Each entry of the table contains the set of ®;; matrices that make up the (£*);;(£?):x with nonzero expectations.
The column A?B?C? are the set of products of three different ®;; matrices that can give nonzero first row sums depending on
the permutation. A*B? are the set of products of two different ®;; matrices that can give nonzero first row sums, and A° is
the product of a one such matrix e.g. <I>?j.

Using the method outline immediately above, we find that

E((£%)ij(E%)ir) = 4p*((n—1)° = (n = 1)* = 2(n = 1)(n — 2)) + 2(n — 1)(n — 2)p° (S36)
+n—1)n=2)p* +(n-1)(n-2)+((n—1)°> = (n —1)> = 2(n - 1)(n - 2))
+4(n —1)(n —2)3p° +2(n — 1)(n — 2)(1 +2p°) + (n — 1)(3 + 12p°)

and if A has connectance C' with a;; and a;; sampled from a bivariate distribution, then we have

B((£%)i(E%ir) = 4p*((n—1)° = (n = 1)* = 2(n — 1)(n — 2))C° + 2(n — 1)(n — 2)p*C° (S37)
+(n—=1)(n—-2)p*C*+(n—-1)(n—-2)C*+((n—1)3 = (n—-12-2(n—-1)(n—2))C>
+4(n —1)(n —2)3p2C% +2(n — 1)(n — 2)(1 4+ 2p*)C? + (n — 1)(3 + 12p%)C

We can use (S30) to (S37) to calculate the expectation of (S28).

D. Accuracy of Analytical Prediction

The analytical prediction of Pfeqs(, p) remains accurate up to |p| = 0.5 for n = 100 and |p| = 0.25 for n = 25.

n=25, |p|=0.25 n=100, |p|=0.5
Teeeeny! ol P <
: \
0.8 S Yo =1 0.8 Var =
< —
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FIG. S1: Dots are numerical simulations of Pfeqs(7y,p). Solid curves are analytical predictions of Preqs(7, p) using E(z;)
approximated up to and including order ¢° and Var(z;) up to and including order 0%, The system has C' = 1. Blue p < 0,
red p = 0 and green p > 0. yar is the complexity above which linear stability is lost in the Allesina and Tang 2015 model. For
any value of p, feasibility is lost at smaller complexities than linear stability in large systems.

We see from Figure S1 that feasibility is lost at a smaller complexity compared to linear stability. For systems with
p < 0, feasibility is lost at a much smaller complexity compared to linear stability than systems with p > 0, implying
that increasing the proportion of predator-prey interactions will have a more modest effect on stability than predicted
by Allesina and Tang. Figure S2 plots numerical simulations of Pjeqs(7, p) for the case where p = £1. For the case
where p = —1, Pjeqs still decreases to 0 above a sufficiently large complexity even though the system is linearly stable
for all complexities.
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FIG. S2: Numerical simulations of Pfcqs(7, p) for the case where |p| = 1. Analytical predictions break down for this magnitude
of p, so only numerical simulations are included. The system has C' = 1.

II. PARAMETER REGIONS WHERE APPROXIMATION OF Var(z}) BEYOND ORDER o° IS
REQUIRED

In Figure S4, we show examples of plots in parameter regions where the approximation of Pfeqs(7, p) breaks down.
It is apparent from Figure S3 that for large magnitudes of p, the analytical approximation of Var(z}) to order o°
breaks down at a smaller value of o. Since systems with a large negative p also has a higher Py.qs at a given value
of o, the analytical prediction of Pjeqs(7,p) becomes inaccurate before Preqs(7,p) transitions to 0. These points
indicate how the analytical approximation would break down given a sufficiently large negative p. We also show in
Figure S4 that for systems such as n = 25, the analytical prediction of Pfeqs(7, p) also breaks down for small C.

n=25, p=|0.25| n=25, p=[0.7|
(a) — (b) ‘
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FIG. S3: Var(z}) as a function of «y for systems with n = 25. Panel (a) is for system with |p| = 0.25 and panel (b) for |p| = 0.7.
It is evident from panel (b) that for large negative p such as p = —0.7, the analytical prediction of Var(z;) breaks down at
around v = 0.5, which is a smaller value than for the case p = —0.25 where the analytical prediction breaks down at a around

v =0.8. For p =0 and p > 0, outliers in x; begin to emerge above a sufficiently large 7, causing numerical data of Var(x;) to
become noisy.

In the right panel (n = 25, p = —0.7), the feasibility probability at value of v at which the order ¢ approximation of
Var(z}) breaks down is 0.632, whereas in the left panel (n = 25, p = —0.25), this corresponding feasibility probability
is 0.021. In Figure S4, we show that the analytical prediction of Pjeqs(7, p) can break down if either p is sufficiently
large or if C is sufficiently small for a fixed community size n.
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FIG. S4: (a) The analytical prediction of Pfeqs(7, p) breaks down when p is sufficiently large and negative given a sufficiently
small n. Here C = 1. (b) The analytical prediction of Pfcqs(7, p) breaks down when C' is sufficiently small.

It is worth noting that when p becomes sufficiently large and negative, the variance-covariance matrix ceases to be
positive semi-definite if Var(x}) is approximated up to order o°.

III. ANALYTICAL PREDICTION OF FEASIBILITY PROBABILITY AS A FUNCTION OF
COMPLEXITY

The analytical prediction of Pfeqs as a function of complexity v is determined by integrating the joint density
function of x* from x} = 0 to ) = oo for all i € [1,n|. For systems of n < 25, this is done using the mvnecdf command
in MATLAB. For systems where n > 25, muncdf is no longer applicable, therefore we obtain the analytical prediction
of Pteqs as a function of v by reducing the multivariate normal integral to a single integral using the method detailed
in [2]. The multivariate normal distribution function is given by

Fx(X) = [ /j" Fx(X, 5X)dX (38)

where Y% ig the variance-covariance matrix of X. Here X is a random variable such that X; = —z}. Define y; as a
Xi—px;
gX .

standardised normal random variable y; = - If Corr(z}, x}) can be expressed in the form Corr(z},x}) = b;b;

where b;,b; € R, then Fx(X) can be expressed as

Fx(X) / {H‘P - /2)}¢(u)du ($39)

where ¢(u) is the density function of a standard normal random variable u and ®(v) denotes the cumulative distribution
function of a standard normal random variable v [2]. The condition of feasibility x* > 0 is equivalent to the condition

that X < 0. Since y; = w, the condition that X; < 0 is equivalent to the condition that y; < —FE(X;)/ox,

ox

and thus y; < E(x})/0,:. In our analytical prediction of Pyqs, we have that y; = W and b, = ¥ ?/‘Z;((’;; In
other words, Pfeqs is the expression you get by plugging these expressions for y; and b; into (S39). The integral (S39)
is also applicable for Cov(z}, r}) < 0, however the integrand is complex [2]. As a result, we approximated Pfeqs(7, p)
for the case p < 0 by numerically integrating (S39) using the Nintegrate command in mathematica. The lower and
upper limits of this integral are set to -20 and 20 respectively. This numerical integral works well since the imaginary
part is of magnitude 1078 and the real part matches the numerical simulations of Preas(7, p) closely, as can be seen
in Figure S1.

IV. OBTAINING NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS OF FEASIBILITY PROBABILITY

In fully connected systems C' = 1, we obtained 10000 numerical solutions of x* by doing 10000 successive runs
of the GLV equation (Eq. (3) in main text). This step is repeated for each value of o, n and p I considered. The
feasibility probability is calculated by calculating the fraction of numerical solutions of x* out of the 10000 that
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contain all non-negative entries. For predator-prey, mutualistic and competitive interactions (p # 0), the off diagonal
elements a,; and a;; of A are sampled from a bivariate normal distribution where Corr(a;j;,a;;) = p, E(a;;) = 0 and
Var(a;j) = 1. For the systems with random interaction structure (p = 0), all off-diagonal elements of A are sampled
independently from an N(0,0?) distribution.

When considering sparsely connected matrices (C' < 1), we exclude such matrices A that contain disconnected
components. In particular, we obtain 10000 realisations of x* which correspond to sparse interaction matrices that
contain no disconnected components. The off diagonal elements a;; and a;; are 0 with probability 1 — C and sampled
from a bivariate normal distribution where Corr(a;j, a;;) = p, E(aij) = 0 and Var(a;;) = 1 with probability C. Even
in the case where p = 0, we sample the off diagonal elements of A from the same bivariate distribution rather than
independently from an N(0,02) distribution with probability C, as was the case of May [1]. We do this because for
systems where C' < 1, sampling a;; and aj; from a bivariate normal distribution with p = 0 would give a different Pjeqs
to sampling all off-diagonal elements of A independently as May did. However in the case where C' = 1, sampling a;;
and a;; from a bivariate normal distribution with p = 0 gives the same feasibility probability as when all off-diagonal
elements of A are sampled independently from an N(0,0?) distribution.

V. ANALYTICAL PREDICTION FOR SPARSELY CONNECTED SYSTEMS

Empirical ecological networks may be sparsely connected [3], so it would be useful to generalise our feasibility
calculations to account for connectance C. Recent work by Akjouj and Najim [4] have shown that in sparse random
GLV systems with block structure, Pe,s also exhibits a rapid transition to 0 above a critical interaction strength,
hinting that it could be viable to generalise Stone’s analytical prediction to account for C'. In this section, we
demonstrate the success of this generalisation by providing an example in Figure S5. In Figure S5, we show that for a
system with n = 100, analytical predictions for Pfeqs(7, p) remain highly accurate even in systems with connectance
as low as C'=0.3.

~ n=100, |p|=0.5, C=0.3
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FIG. S5: We show that the analytical prediction of feasibility probability as a function of complexity [5] can be generalised for
C as well as p (i.e. Pfeqs as a funtion of v where v = o4/(n — 1)C). All labels and parameters for this figure are the same as
that of Figure 3 right, except C' = 0.3. Our analysis of n species systems concerns systems comprising n species that interact
as a single unit, so interaction matrices of C' < 1 that contain disconnected components are excluded from our analysis (see
Supplemental Information IV).

By comparing the analytical and numerical data in Figure S5 with those of Figure S1, we see that the system with
C = 0.3 shows an almost identical feasibility profile with a system of C' = 1. In other words, we get the same value
of Pjeqs for a given value of vy in both systems. This implies that increasing o and decreasing C' to give the same
complexity has negligible effect on the feasibility profile.

VI. EFFECT OF p ON OUTLIER EIGENVALUE

This section shows the effect of p on the stability of GLV systems by looking at how the outlier eigenvalue of J
changes with p. It also shows that the abundance of the least abundant species is a good predictor of the outlier
eigenvalue of J, and thus its stability.
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FIG. S6: Panel (a) shows the effect of p on the outlier eigenvalue of J = x* A, averaged over 500 realisations. Black represents
the outlier eigenvalue of the actual GLV Jacobian (max(Re()\)) actual). Green represents the outlier eigenvalue approximated
by the relation max(Re()\)) = —min;eq1 327 and pink is the outlier eigenvalue of J constructed by sampling x* and A
independently. Error bars represent the standard error about the mean. Panel (b) plots —min;ecfy1 ,)2] against max(Re(\))
actual for 500 realisations of the GLV system, with v = 0.011/499. Blue p = 0.7, red p = 0 and green p = —0.7. Black line is
the line on which maz(Re()\)) = —min;eq1,,}@;. Panel (c) plots max(Re())) actual against that of J constructed by sampling
x* independently of A.

Panel (a) shows that the outlier of the Jacobian constructed by sampling z* independently of A (Grilli’s assump-
tion) correctly captures the qualitative effect of p on stability. Although it is shown in panel (c¢) that constructing
the Jacobian by adopting Grilli’s assumption fails to accurately calculate the outlier eigenvalue of each Jacobian.
Panel (b) shows that —min;c(; ,32; is a highly accurate predictor of stability of the GLV system corresponding to
a given realisation of A, since most green markers sit close to the diagonal line. Notice that for systems where
p > 0, the markers lie below the diagonal line. This implies that the stability is marginally overestimated by
the relation max(Re()\)) = —min;eqy,»)o; and for p < 0, this relation underestimates the stability slightly. Since
Corr(max(Re(\)), —min;e (1 ,327) = 0.9999, when p = 0 Corr(max(Re(\)), —min;e (1 ,327) = 0.9996 when p = —0.7
and Corr(max(Re()\)), —min;e(1 ,327) = 0.9995 when p = 0.7, —min;ey 2] is an accurate predictor of stability for
all regimes of p. It is of note that for large magnitudes of p, —min;cy 37 becomes a poor predictor of the outlier
eigenvalue of J statistically, and thus a poor estimator of stability.

For smaller n systems, the accuracy of —min;e(; 12} at predicting the outlier eigenvalue of J is reduced to such
an extent that it ceases to accurately predict the effect of p on resilience.
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