
Enhancing biodiversity through intraspecific suppression in large ecosystems
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The competitive exclusion principle (CEP) is a fundamental concept in the niche theory, which
posits that the number of available resources constrains the coexistence of species. While the CEP
offers an intuitive explanation on coexistence, it has been challenged by counterexamples observed in
nature. One prominent counterexample is the phytoplankton community, known as the paradox of
the plankton. Diverse phytoplankton species coexist in the ocean even though they demand a limited
number of resources. To shed light on this remarkable biodiversity in large ecosystems quantitatively,
we consider intraspecific suppression into the generalized MacArthur’s consumer-resource model and
study the relative diversity, the number ratio between coexisting consumers and resource kinds.
By employing the cavity method and generating functional analysis, we demonstrate that, under
intraspecific suppression, the number of consumer species can surpass the available resources. This
phenomenon stems from the fact that intraspecific suppression prevents the emergence of dominant
species, thereby fostering high biodiversity. Furthermore, our study highlights that the impact of
this competition on biodiversity is contingent upon environmental conditions. Our work presents
a comprehensive framework that encompasses the CEP and its counterexamples by introducing
intraspecific suppression.

AUTHOR SUMMARY

The niche theory addresses the challenge of understanding how ecological communities are formed and sustained
by explaining species’ coexistence based on their ecological niches. When species share identical niches, they cannot
coexist, which is known as the competitive exclusion principle (CEP). However, observations in phytoplankton com-
munities contradict the CEP, presenting a paradox. Various mechanisms, such as temporal fluctuations and spatial
heterogeneity, have been proposed to resolve this paradox. Here, we introduce intraspecific suppression as a novel
mechanism to reconcile this paradoxical scenario and understand coexistence comprehensively. Our model incorpo-
rates intraspecific suppression and shows its potential to enhance biodiversity beyond CEP prediction. In addition,
we highlight the crucial role of environmental conditions in utilizing intraspecific suppression to significantly elevate
biodiversity, surpassing the limits set by the CEP. Through these insights, we deepen our understanding of the factors
influencing species coexistence.

INTRODUCTION

Understanding how ecological communities are assembled and maintained is a challenging problem in ecology. A
prominent theory developed to explain the coexistence of diverse species is the niche theory [1]. The ecological niche
refers to all the environmental factors required for a species’ survival, such as resources and habitat. According to
the competitive exclusion principle (CEP) [2], if two species have identical niches, they cannot coexist in the same
ecological community. Therefore, there needs to be a niche differentiation among species for coexistence. The more
species assemble in an ecological community, however, the more overlap in their niche is inevitable, which limits the
number of coexisting species in a given environment. The CEP has been supported by the experimental observations
on the coexistence of unicellular organisms [3, 4] and the observations on warblers [5]. Theoretical studies have
demonstrated the CEP by showing that the number of coexisting species cannot exceed the number of available
resource kinds [6–8].

Even though the CEP furnishes an intuitive explanation in the assemblage of ecological communities, counterex-
amples of the CEP have been found in nature. One such example is observed in the ocean with phytoplankton,
known as the paradox of the plankton [9]. Phytoplankton species consume a limited number of resources. Despite this
constraint, the phytoplankton community displays a remarkable diversity, with a greater number of species than the
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available resource kinds [10–12]. To explain the biodiversity exceeding the bound that the CEP predicts, temporal
environmental fluctuations, spatial heterogeneity, and other mechanisms have been proposed [9, 13, 14] and provided
successful explanations. To address the paradox within the niche theory and explain the coexistence of diverse species,
we introduce intraspecific suppression as a novel mechanism, which is known for its capacity to enhance the stability of
large ecological systems [15, 16]. Intraspecific suppression represents not only a direct competition among individuals
of the same species such as fights for potential mates but also the growth suppression by pathogen spreading within
the same species through contact [14, 17] such as in the Kill the Winner hypothesis [18–21].

We develop our model based on MacArthur’s consumer-resource model (MCRM) [22–24] where the CEP holds. The
MCRM describes a system in which resource species experience logistic growth while consumer species compete for
these shared resources. Consequently, the resources act as ecological niches, and the number of coexisting consumer
species cannot exceed the number of available resources. In a recent study, W. Cui and colleagues extended the
MCRM by considering externally supplied resources [25]. Even though resources are externally supplied such that
resource species never go extinct, the calculated bound of coexisting consumer species cannot explain the paradox of
the plankton in the generalized MCRM (GCRM).

By incorporating intraspecific suppression into GCRM, we investigate the role of intraspecific suppression on con-
sumer diversity and comprehend the paradox of the plankton. The interactions between consumers and resources are
considered random, which allows us to describe large ecological systems systematically, akin to R. May’s research [26].
By employing techniques from statistical physics to handle the quenched disorder interaction [25, 27, 28], we examine
the steady-state solution of the system and obtain the abundance distributions of consumers and resources. The results
show that intraspecific suppression enhances consumer diversity and can even further increase biodiversity beyond
the CEP bound for large ecological systems, embracing the paradox within a competition-based framework. Further-
more, we found that biodiversity beyond the CEP bound arises only when the resource is rich enough, addressing the
condition where intraspecific suppression acts as an additional limiting factor.

MODEL

The GCRM describes the abundance dynamics of ecological systems consisting of S different consumer species and
M different kinds of resources [25]. We focus on the externally supplied resources as illustrated in Fig 1. The case
for the self-renewing resources that exhibits the logistic growth is discussed in Sec. C. Introducing the intraspecific
suppression in the GCRM, we write the abundance dynamics of consumers and resources as follows:

Ṅi = Ni

(∑

α

CiαRα −mi − hiNi

)
,

Ṙα = Kα −
(
Dα +

∑

i

NiCiα

)
Rα,

(1)

where Ni and Rα denote the abundance of consumer i (= 1, 2, · · · , S) and resource α (= 1, 2, · · · ,M), respectively.
Consumer i grows by taking resource α with a consumption rate Ciα and dies with a mortality ratemi. The resource α
is externally supplied with an input rate Kα and degraded with a degradation rate Dα. The last term in the consumer
abundance dynamics is the intraspecific suppression term, and hi indicates an intraspecific suppression coefficient of
consumer i.

To describe large ecological systems, the number of consumer species S and resource kinds M are assumed to be
infinitely large (S,M → ∞), but with a finite ratio γ(≡M/S). At a steady state, some species could go extinct, and
only S∗ (≤ S) surviving consumer species coexist. On the contrary, resources never go extinct due to the external
supply, and thus the number of available resources M∗ =M .

Since we consider the infinitely large system, assigning all the values of Ciα is unfeasible. In this situation, using
a random matrix is a good option to systematically describe the interactions for theoretical approaches [25–35]. The
values of Ciα are randomly drawn from the Gaussian distribution N (µC/M, σ2

C/M) with the mean µC/M and variance
σ2
C/M . Other parameters such as mi, Kα, and Dα are also independently drawn from Gaussian distributions with

means m, K, and D, respectively. The standard deviation of a parameter X is denoted by σX . We fix the parameters
µC = 1, m = 1, D = 1, σm = 1/10, σD = 0, and σK = 1/10 throughout this study. For the sake of simplicity, we set
hi = h for all i, i.e., σh = 0. The general study for nonzero σh is addressed in Sec. A.

Large ecological systems with the quenched disorder in interactions have been studied using the cavity method [36–
38] and the generating functional analysis [39–43]. These approaches assume that all the consumer species follow the
same rule, and as do the resources. Consequently, all consumer species adhere to a single abundance distribution,
denoted as P (N), and all resource species follow a abundance distribution, denoted as P (R). We theoretically obtain
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic figure of an ecological system that consists of three consumer species (S = 3) and two resource kinds
(M = 2). Three bacteria species consume two different monosaccharide resources, and the resources are externally supplied.
Blue straight arrows denote the resource consumption, and red circular arrows indicate intraspecific suppression. Orange and
green straight arrows denote the degradation and the external resource supply, respectively. For all arrows, the abundance
growth of agents at the sharp end (→) is stimulated, and that at the blunt end (⊣) is suppressed. [(b)–(e)] Dynamics of
consumer abundances in ecosystems with S = 75 and M = 50. In rich environments (b) and (c), intraspecific suppression
has the potential to enhance biodiversity. However, in poor environments (d) and (e), interspecific suppression alone without
sufficient resources cannot sustain high levels of diversity.

the expressions of consumer abundance distribution P (N) and resource abundance distribution P (R) in terms of
macroscopic quantities; surviving probability of consumers ϕS (= S∗/S), average consumer abundance ⟨N⟩, average
squared consumer abundance ⟨N2⟩, consumer’s response ν (= −⟨∂N/∂m⟩), average resource abundance ⟨R⟩, average
squared resource abundance ⟨R2⟩, and resource’s response χ (= −⟨∂R/∂D⟩) (see details in Sec. A). Those macroscopic
quantities depend on themselves, giving self-consistent equations. Solving those self-consistent equations, we evaluate
the macroscopic quantities and obtain the distributions P (N) and P (R).

We investigate consumer abundances at the steady state and examine the impact of intraspecific suppression and
environmental conditions on their diversity (see Fig. 1). In the presence of intraspecific suppression, consumers are
unable to attain large abundances, thereby leading to an increase in the number of small consumer communities and
enhancing diversity, particularly in resource-rich environments. However, this effect diminishes in resource-scarce
environments, where species struggle to meet minimum energy requirements. Through theoretical derivation of the
ratio S∗/M∗ and numerical integration of Eq. 1, we rigorously investigate these scenarios and present our findings in
the following section.

RESULTS

Intraspecific suppression enhances biodiversity beyond the CEP bound

To study how many consumer species coexist, we measure the relative diversity S∗/M∗, which is the number ratio
between coexisting consumers and available resources at the steady state. By definition, S∗/M∗ is equal to γ−1ϕS ,
where ϕS is the surviving probability S∗/S and the number of resources remains still M∗ =M for externally supplied
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FIG. 2. (a) Relative diversity S∗/M∗ and (b) average consumer abundance ⟨N⟩ against intraspecific suppression coefficient h
for fixed ratio γ = M/S = 2/3. The pink lines denote the theoretical results with assumptions of large numbers of consumer
species and resource kinds (S,M → ∞). The symbols denote the numerical simulation results averaging over 50 independent
realizations for S = 75 and M = 50. The solid chartreuse line in (a) indicates the bound of S∗/M∗ suggested in the CEP. As
intraspecific suppression becomes stronger, the relative diversity increases and even exceeds the CEP bound, while the average
consumer abundance decreases. The blue and red symbols denote the results for h = 0 and h = 1/10, respectively. The error
bars are smaller than the symbol size. We used the consumption rate deviation σC = 1/10 and the average resource input rate
K = 5.

resources. We mainly vary h to investigate the effect of intraspecific suppression on the relative diversity S∗/M∗. Our
theoretical results reveal that ϕS = heffν, where heff (≡ h+ σ2

Cχ) is the effective intraspecific suppression coefficient
(detailed derivations are presented in Sec. A). Thus, we obtain S∗/M∗ = γ−1ϕS = γ−1heffν. As shown in Fig 2(a),
as intraspecific suppression h increases, the diversity S∗/M∗ raises. It is because intraspecific suppression subdues
the population growth of consumer species, as shown in Fig 2(b), and thus any dominant species are hard to emerge,
resulting in many coexisting species with small abundances. When intraspecific suppression is significantly elevated,
this effect is notably intensified, leading to the relative diversity S∗/M∗ that exceeds 1, thereby surpassing the bound
predicted by the CEP and resolving the plankton paradox. It means that the introduction of intraspecific suppression
allows us to embrace the paradox within a competition-based scheme.

As the surviving probability ϕS can be calculated from the consumer abundance distribution P (N), we can under-
stand the behavior of the relative diversity S∗/M∗ in terms of P (N). The consumers with zero abundance (N = 0)
are considered extinct, and thus only consumers with N > 0 contribute to the number of coexisting consumers S∗,
and the surviving probability ϕS is estimated by integrating the consumer abundance distribution P (N) over N > 0,
i.e., ϕS =

∫∞
+0
P (N)dN . We theoretically derive P (N) as the truncated Gaussian distribution max(0, z), where the

function max(x, y) returns the larger value between x and y, and the random variable z follows the Gaussian distri-

bution N (geff/heff, σ
2
g/h

2
eff). Here, geff(= µC⟨R⟩−m) and σg(=

√
σ2
m + σ2

C⟨R2⟩) denote the average consumer growth
rate without explicit intraspecific suppression and the deviation in consumer growth rate, respectively (see Fig. 3). If
the average growth rate geff is zero, half of the consumers survive as only half of them have positive abundance by
chance. As geff increases, more consumers have positive abundances, inducing higher consumer diversity. In the case
of positive geff, a large σg induces further extinction, reducing the diversity, while the effect of σg is the opposite for
negative geff; the larger the σg, the more consumers coexist. Altogether, geff and σg determine the relative diversity
S∗/M∗. Using the expression S∗/M∗ = γ−1

∫∞
+0
P (N)dN , we obtain

S∗/M∗ =
γ−1

2

[
1 + erf

(
geff√
2σg

)]
, (2)

where erf(x) denotes the error function. The relative diversity S∗/M∗ exhibits a monotonic increase with geff/σg.
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FIG. 3. Consumer abundance distribution P (N) for N > 0 (a) without (h = 0) and (b) with (h = 1/10) intraspecific
suppression. The distribution P (N) exhibits the truncated Gaussian distributions for both cases. The peak position and the
width of the Gaussian distributions are determined by geff/heff and σg/heff, respectively. The probability of extinct consumer
species (N = 0) is not shown here. (c) Ratio between mean and width geff/σg versus h. As h increases, geff/σg increases,
which indicates that the strong intraspecific suppression increases the relative diversity S∗/M∗ (see the main text). We used
the deviation of consumption rate σC = 1/10 and the resource input rate K = 5.

Consequently, the increase in S∗/M∗ with h is attributed to the rise in geff/σg with h, as depicted in Fig 3(c). The
underlying mechanism is as follows: Intense intraspecific suppression leads to reduced consumer abundance, thereby
yielding higher average resource abundance. From the definition of geff(= µC⟨R⟩ −m), we can see that the elevated
average resource abundance contributes to the increase in geff. This result holds for various K and h values (see
Fig A.1 in ).

Now, we discuss how much the relative diversity S∗/M∗ can increase, considering its bounds. Utilizing the inequality
of 0 ≤ γ−1σ2

Cνχ < 1/2 (see details in Sec. A.4), we determine the lower and the upper bounds of S∗/M∗ as

γ−1hν ≤ S∗/M∗ < γ−1hν + 1/2. (3)

With the precise expressions of abundance distributions, we obtain the boundaries more thoroughly than before [25].
Without intraspecific suppression, S∗/M∗ lies between 0 and 1/2, and the CEP holds. With intraspecific suppression,
however, the lower and the upper bounds increase by γ−1hν, which is positive. Thus, it is possible for S∗/M∗ to
surpass the CEP bound for strong intraspecific suppression, and indeed it occurs as shown in Fig 2(a).
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FIG. 4. (a) Relative diversity S∗/M∗ and (b) average consumer abundance ⟨N⟩ against the resource input rate K for the
fixed ratio γ = M/S = 2/3. The relative diversity exceeds the CEP bound only when the environment supplies the resource
rich enough (large resource input rate). The effect of intraspecific suppression is amplified in rich environments because the
consumers have higher pressure with larger abundances. We used the intraspecific suppression coefficient h = 1/10 and the
deviation of consumption rate σC = 1/10.

Rich environment is essential to enhance biodiversity through intraspecific suppression

Environmental conditions play a crucial role in determining whether the relative diversity S∗/M∗ surpasses the
CEP bound. In a resource-rich environment (high K), the resources are abundant, and lots of consumers can access
the resources and utilize them for their own survival. In comparison, in a resource-poor environment (low K), the
resources are scarce, and most consumers cannot get the resources and die, not satisfying their minimum energy for
survival. Therefore, the resource-rich environment is required to observe higher relative diversity, as shown in Fig 4.
The relative diversity S∗/M∗ can surpass 1 only when the resource is rich enough (see Fig 4(a), and Figs B.1–4 in ). It
means that intraspecific suppression has a high impact in a resource-rich environment (see five figures in left column
of Fig B.4 in ) while the effect is relatively negligible in a resource-poor environment (see five figures in right column
of Fig B.4. in ). It is because the consumers cannot grow well in resource-poor environments, i.e., one’s abundance
Ni is low, and thus the growth suppression by intraspecific suppression becomes weak as it is in the second order of
Ni. As the large resource input amplifies the effect of intraspecific suppression, both an increase in the intraspecific
suppression coefficient h and an increase in the resource input rate K enhance the relative diversity S∗/M∗ as shown
in Fig. 5 and Fig B.1 in . The results of S∗/M∗ in (h,K)-plane for different σC , in (h, σC)-plane for different K, and
in (σC ,K)-plane for different h are exhibited in Figs B.1–3 in , respectively.

On the other hand, S∗/M∗ exhibits nontrivial behavior with respect to σC . In the absence of intraspecific suppres-
sion, the augmentation of σC elevates S∗/M∗ in both resource-rich and resource-poor environments (see Fig B.3(a)
and Fig B.4(a)–(c) in ), as predicted in the niche theory. Similar trends are observed with intraspecific suppression
in resource poor environments where the impact of intraspecific suppression is minimal. However, in resource-rich
environments, the increase in σC leads to a reduction in S∗/M∗ under intraspecific suppression (see Fig B.3(b)–(f),
and Fig B.4(a)–(c) in ). This nontrvial behavior in resource-rich environments can be understood by examining the
effective consumer growth rate geff and the deviation in consumer growth rate σg. The pivotal factor lies in the sign of
geff. When resources are abundant, geff has a positive value with intraspecific suppression, indicating that the species
can typically meet their minimum energy demand (geff > 0), while without intraspecific suppression, geff has negative
value (see Fig B.4(d)–(f) in ). Consequently, the increased σg resulting from elevated σC elicits the opposite effect
on relative diversity (see Fig B.4(g)–(i) in ). In summary, the effect of σC on S∗/M∗ is determined by the other
parameters such as K and h, while increases in K and h consistently enhance the biodiversity as shown in Fig. 5.
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FIG. 5. Relative diversity S∗/M∗ in (h,K)-plane for (a) σC = 1/10 and (b) σC = 1. In resource-poor environments,
characterized by small values of K, the relative diversity cannot surpass the CEP bound of 1, even with intraspecific suppression.
However, as K increases, the relative diversity S∗/M∗ can surpass the CEP bound with intraspecific suppression. In the absence
of intraspecific suppression (h = 0), even in resource-rich environments, the relative diversity S∗/M∗ remains below 1/2, which
is the upper bound found in the previous study [25]. This suggests that intraspecific suppression and resource-rich environments
are necessary conditions to achieve relative diversity beyond the CEP bound.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSIONS

In this paper, we have investigated the effect of intraspecific suppression on consumer diversity in large ecological
systems. Employing the cavity method and generating functional analysis, we derived the consumer abundance
distribution P (N), the resource abundance distribution P (R), formula of the relative diversity S∗/M∗, and its lower
and upper bounds. Our theoretical findings have been validated through comparison with numerical simulation
results. Notably, our results demonstrate that intraspecific suppression serves to augment consumer diversity and has
the potential to increase the number of coexisting consumers beyond the available resources. This observation helps
to elucidate the plankton paradox within competition-based models.

Intraspecific suppression has already been considered in many ecological systems [17, 22, 44, 45], showing an
important role in the stability of the coexistence of consumer and resource species. However, such studies have
focused on two [44] or three [45] species representing each tropic level rather than how many consumer species can
survive with respect to the available resource kinds. Even though it is well known that intraspecific suppression
can stabilize the coexistence between a resource and a consumer species, the extension of intraspecific suppression’s
role in fostering diversity beyond the CEP within large ecosystems containing a large number of different species
and resources is a non-trivial endeavor. By integrating intraspecific suppression into GCRM, we have demonstrated
intraspecific suppression has the capability to augment biodiversity beyond the constraints of the CEP, particularly
in resource-rich environments. This enhancement occurs through the suppression of dominant species emergence.

In previous studies on GCRM [25, 27], the parameter σC , representing the deviation in consumption rates, has
been considered to control niche overlap. When σC is zero, all species consume resources at identical rates, leading to
complete niche overlap. Conversely, higher values of σC result in diverse consumption rates among species, thereby
reducing niche overlap. According to the niche theory, species can coexist by reducing the niche overlap, hence
increasing σC can enlarge biodiversity. This interpretation explains the increasing relative diversity S∗/M∗ in σC
in the absence of intraspecific suppression. However, with intraspecific suppression, this interpretation encounters
challenges. In resource-rich environments, biodiversity decreases as σC increases. This phenomenon arises because
the upper bound on consumer diversity within the CEP is influenced by all constraining factors, including available
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resources. Introducing intraspecific suppression implicitly introduces an additional limiting factor, necessitating the
consideration of both σC and h in defining the niche. While intraspecific suppression can act as a limiting factor,
its impact varies with environmental conditions, as observed in our findings. This underscores the notion that the
interpretation of niche dynamics should be contingent upon the specific details of the ecological system.

We have utilized consumer and resource abundance statistics, focusing solely on the interactions between two
trophic levels. Our methodology is adaptable to ecological systems featuring trophic structures comprising more
than two levels. For instance, we can extend the system to encompass ecosystems with three or more trophic levels,
incorporating predator species, intermediate species preyed upon by predators while consuming prey species, and
externally supplied prey species. In this extension, predation would conceivably play an important role in biodiversity,
serving as a limiting factor [13]. Furthermore, our approach could provide valuable insights into comprehending the
dynamics of broader ecological systems characterized by structural complexity.

METHODS

For simulations, we numerically integrate Eq. (1) for 50 independent realizations of the model parameters with
random initial conditions using the Runge-Kutta-Fehlberg (RKF) method [46]. For each realization, we use S = 75
consumers andM = 50 resources. The RKF method changes the step size ∆t adaptively by comparing the integration
results in the order of O(∆t4) and O(∆t5). In the numerical integration, we regard a species goes extinct when its
abundance has lower value than the extinction threshold 10−9.

We also obtain the solutions of self-consistent equations using the optimization method, Nelder-Mead algorithm [47].
Our optimization function is designed as the sum of differences between the given values of seven macroscopic quanti-
ties, namely ϕS , ⟨N⟩, ⟨N2⟩, ν, ⟨R⟩, ⟨R2⟩, and χ, and the corresponding values obtained by integrating the abundance
distributions P (N) and P (R), as described in Eq. (A.26) in . The algorithm aims to minimize this optimization
function by seeking appropriate values for the quantities. We set the tolerance parameter for the optimization to
10−31.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

S1 Appendix. Section A. Derivations of consumer and resource abundance distributions using cavity method
and generating functional analysis. Section B. Numerical simulation results. Section C. Results for self-renewing
resources. Section D. Extension to three-trophic level systems. (PDF)
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A. DERIVATIONS

A.1. Cavity method

In this section, we derive cavity solutions of consumer and resource abundances, following the similar process in
Ref. [1–3]. The consumption rate Ciα in

Ṅi = Ni

(∑

α

CiαRα −mi − hiNi

)
,

Ṙα = Kα −
(
Dα +

∑

i

NiCiα

)
Rα,

(A.1)

has quenched disorder as Ciα = µC/M + zCiασC/
√
M , where zCiα is an independent unit Gaussian random variable.

Other parameters including mortality rate mi = m + zmi σm, intraspecific suppression coefficient hi = h + zhi σh,
resource input rate Kα = K + zKα σK , and degradation rate Dα = D + zDα σD also have quenched disorder, where
zmi , z

h
i , z

K
α , and z

D
α are unit Gaussian random variables. Separating the parameters into mean and deviation parts,

Eq. (A.1) can be rewritten as follows:

Ṅi = Ni

(
µC⟨R⟩ −m− hNi − zmi σm − zhi σhNi +

σC√
M

∑

α

zCiαRα

)
,

Ṙα = K + zKα σK −
(
D + γ−1µC⟨R⟩+ zDα σD +

σC√
M

∑

i

zCiαNi

)
Rα,

(A.2)
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where γ ≡M/S is the number ratio between consumers and resources, and ⟨N⟩ and ⟨R⟩ denote the average consumer
abundance and average resource abundance, respectively.

We consider the immigration of a cavity consumer (i = 0), and an additional supply of a cavity resource (α = 0)
into a system, assuming that the cavity species and the cavity resource follow the same rule as others. Those cavities
act like small perturbations on the system. The cavity consumer perturbs the degradation rate as dDα = σC√

M
N0z

C
0α

and the cavity resource perturbs the consumer’s mortality rate as dmi = − σC√
M
R0z

C
i0. Under those perturbations, we

assume that the system linearly responds to those perturbations as

Ni ≈ Ni\0 +
∑

j\0

∂Ni

∂mj
dmj +

∑

β\0

∂Ni

∂Dβ
dDβ

= Ni\0 +
σC√
M
R0

∑

j\0
zCj0ν

N
ij − σC√

M
N0

∑

β\0
zC0βχ

N
iβ ,

Rα ≈ Rα\0 +
∑

k\0

∂Rα

∂mk
dmk +

∑

λ\0

∂Rα

∂Dλ
dDλ

= Rα\0 +
σC√
M
R0

∑

k\0
zCk0ν

R
αk − σC√

M
N0

∑

λ\0
zC0λχ

R
αλ,

(A.3)

where νNij ≡ −∂Ni/∂mj , ν
R
αi ≡ −∂Rα/∂mi, χ

N
iα ≡ −∂Ni/∂Dα, and χ

R
αβ ≡ −∂Rα/∂Dβ are response functions for the

perturbations. To calculate the feedback to the response, we insert Eq. (A.3) into the equations of motion of cavities.
Since we are dealing with the large ecosystem (S → ∞, M → ∞), those perturbations from cavities are assumed to
not change all macroscopic quantities. Thus, the equation for cavity consumer and cavity resource can be rewritten
as follows:

Ṅ0 = N0


µC⟨R⟩ −m− hN0 − zm0 σm − zh0σhN0 +

σC√
M
zC00R0

+
σC√
M

∑

α\0
zC0α


Rα\0 −

σC√
M
N0

∑

λ\0
zC0λχ

R
αλ +

���������:0σC√
M
R0

∑

k\0
zCk0ν

R
αk




 ,

Ṙ0 = K + zK0 σK −


D + γ−1µC⟨R⟩ + zD0 σD +

σC√
M
zC00N0

+
σC√
M

∑

i\0
zCi0


Ni\0 +

σC√
M
R0

∑

j\0
zCj0ν

N
ij −

���������:0σC√
M
N0

∑

β\0
zC0βχ

N
iβ




R0.

(A.4)

Utilizing the property of independent random variables, the last terms in Eq. (A.4) go to zero. Ignoring those terms,
we get the equations that cavity consumer and resource should follow at a steady state,

0 = N

[
µC⟨R⟩ −m− (h+ σ2

Cχ)N + zN

√
σ2
m + σ2

hN
2 + σ2

C⟨R2⟩
]
,

0 = −γ−1σ2
CνR

2 −
(
D + γ−1µC⟨R⟩

)
R+K + zR

√
σ2
K + (σ2

D + γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩)R2,

(A.5)

where ν ≡ 1
S

∑
i ν

N
ii and χ ≡ 1

M

∑
α χ

R
αα, and zN and zR are independent unit Gaussian random variables. Since all

species behave in the same way as the cavity species, we omit the subscript 0 in Eq. (A.5).

A.2. Generating functional analysis

We now obtain the same result of Eq. (A.5) using generating functional analysis, following the similar procedure
described in Ref. [4, 5]. The generating functional can be written as follows:

Z(ψ,ϕ) =

〈
exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt ψj(t)Nj(t) + i

∑

α

∫
dt ϕα(t)Rα(t)



〉
, (A.6)
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where ψ, and ϕ are auxiliary fields. Here, ⟨· · · ⟩ and · · · denote the path and the disorder averages, respectively.
Inside Eq. (A.6), Nj(t) and Rα(t) should follow Eq. (A.1). We apply the time-dependent response probing fields in
Eq. (A.1), and the path average is written as

Z(ψ,ϕ) =

∫
D [N ]D [R] exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt ψjNj


 exp

(
i
∑

α

∫
dt ϕαRα

)

×
∏

t,j

δ

[
Ṅj

Nj
−
∑

α

CjαRα +mj + ηmj +
(
hj + ηhj

)
Nj

]

×
∏

t,α

δ


 Ṙα −Kα − ηKα

Rα
+Dα + ηDα +

∑

j

CjαNj


,

(A.7)

where ηm(t), ηh(t), ηD(t), and ηK(t) are the response probing fields. Utilizing the property of the delta function
and separating it into mean and disorder parts, we rewrite Eq. (A.7) as

Z(ψ,ϕ) =

∫
D [N , N̂ ]D [R, R̂] exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt ψjNj


 exp

(
i
∑

α

∫
dt ϕαRα

)

× exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt N̂j

(
Ṅj

Nj
− µC

M

∑

α

Rα +mj + ηmj + (hj + ηhj )Nj

)


× exp


i
∑

α

∫
dt R̂α


 Ṙα −Kα − ηKα

Rα
+Dα + ηDα + γ

µC

S

∑

j

Nj






× exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt N̂j

(
− σC√

M

∑

α

RαzCiα + σmzmj + σhzhjNj

)


× exp


i
∑

α

∫
dt R̂α


 σC√

M

∑

j

NjzCjα + σDzDα − σK
Rα

zKα




,

(A.8)

where zC , zm, zh, zD, and zK are unit Gaussian random variables. Then, we do not need to take the disorder average
for all terms but only for the terms with disorders. After averaging over disorder utilizing the cumulant expansion for



4

the Gaussian random variables, we obtain the generating functional as

Z(ψ,ϕ) =

∫
D [N , N̂ ]D [R, R̂] exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt ψjNj


 exp

(
i
∑

α

∫
dt ϕαRα

)

× exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt N̂j

(
Ṅj

Nj
− µC

M

∑

α

Rα +mj + ηmj +
(
hj + ηhj

)
Nj

)


× exp


i
∑

α

∫
dt R̂α


 Ṙα −Kα − ηKα

Rα
+Dα + ηDα + γ

µC

S

∑

j

Nj






× exp


−σ

2
m

2

∑

j

∫∫
dtdt′ N̂jN̂

′
j




× exp


−σ

2
h

2

∑

j

∫∫
dtdt′NjN̂jN

′
jN̂

′
j




× exp

[
−σ

2
K

2

∑

α

∫∫
dtdt′

R̂αR̂
′
α

RαR′
α

]

× exp


− σ2

C

2M

∑

j,α

∫∫
dtdt′

(
NjN

′
jR̂αR̂

′
α + N̂jN̂

′
jRαR

′
α − 2NjN̂

′
jR

′
αR̂α

)

 ,

(A.9)
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where the variables X ≡ X(t), and X ′ ≡ X(t′). From Eq. (A.9), we obtain macroscopic quantities by derivative with
field variables

ρN (t) ≡ 1

S

∑

j

Nj(t) = −i 1
S

∑

j

lim
φ→0

∂Z(φ)

∂ψj(t)
,

ρR(t) ≡
1

M

∑

α

Rα(t) = −i 1
M

∑

α

lim
φ→0

∂Z(φ)

∂ϕα(t)
,

λN (t) ≡ 1

S

∑

j

N̂j(t) = −i 1
S

∑

j

lim
φ→0

∂Z(φ)

∂ηmj (t)
,

λR(t) ≡
1

M

∑

α

R̂α(t) = −i 1
M

∑

α

lim
φ→0

∂Z(φ)

∂ηDα (t)
,

CN (t, t′) ≡ 1

S

∑

j

Nj(t)Nj(t
′) = − 1

S

∑

j

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ψj(t)∂ψj(t′)
,

CR(t, t
′) ≡ 1

M

∑

α

Rα(t)Rα(t
′) = − 1

M

∑

α

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ϕα(t)∂ϕα(t′)
,

LN (t, t′) ≡ 1

S

∑

j

N̂j(t)N̂j(t
′) = − 1

S

∑

j

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ηmj (t)∂ηmj (t′)
,

LR(t, t
′) ≡ 1

M

∑

α

R̂α(t)R̂α(t
′) = − 1

M

∑

α

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ηDα (t)∂ηDα (t′)
,

KN (t, t′) ≡ 1

S

∑

j

Nj(t)N̂j(t
′) = − 1

S

∑

j

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ψj(t)∂ηmj (t′)
,

KR(t, t
′) ≡ 1

M

∑

α

Rα(t)R̂α(t
′) = − 1

M

∑

α

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ϕα(t)∂ηDα (t′)
,

UN (t, t′) ≡ 1

S

∑

j

Nj(t)Nj(t
′)N̂j(t)N̂j(t

′) = − 1

S

∑

j

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ηhh(t)∂η
h
j (t

′)
,

VR(t, t
′) ≡ 1

M

∑

α

R̂α(t)R̂α(t
′)

Rα(t)Rα(t′)
= − 1

M

∑

α

lim
φ→0

∂2Z(φ)

∂ηKα (t)∂ηKα (t′)
,

(A.10)

where φ ≡ (ψ,ϕ). We can easily find that λN = λR = LN = LR = UN = VR = 0, because limφ→0 Z(φ) = 1.
We define Π ≡ (ρN , ρR, λN , λR, CN , CR, LN , LR,KN ,KR, UN , VR) to write the generating functional more shortly,

and the generating functional is rewritten in terms of macroscopic quantities as follows:

Z(φ) =

∫
D [Π, Π̂] exp

[
S
(
Φ(Π) + Ψ(Π, Π̂) + ΩN (Π̂) + ΩR(Π̂)

)]
, (A.11)

where

Φ(Π) ≡ iµC

∫
dt (λRρN − λNρR)

− σ2
C

2

∫∫
dtdt′ [CN (t, t′)LR(t, t

′) + LN (t, t′)CR(t, t
′)− 2KN (t, t′)KR(t

′, t)]

− 1

2

∫∫
dtdt′

[
σ2
mLN (t, t′)− γσ2

DLR(t, t
′)− σ2

hUN (t, t′)− γσ2
KVR(t, t

′)
]
,

(A.12)

Ψ(Π, Π̂) ≡ i

∫
dt
(
ρ̂NρN + λ̂NλN + γρ̂RρR + γλ̂RλR

)

+ i

∫∫
dtdt′

[
ĈNCN + L̂NLN + K̂NKN + ÛNUN

]

+ iγ

∫∫
dtdt′

[
ĈRCR + L̂RLR + K̂RKR + V̂RVR

]
,

(A.13)
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ΩN (Π̂) ≡ 1

S
ln





∫
D [N , N̂ ] exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt ψjNj




× exp


i
∑

j

∫
dt N̂j

(
Ṅj

Nj
+mj + hjNj + ηmj + ηhjNj

)

− i

∫
dt


ρ̂N

∑

j

Nj + λ̂N
∑

j

N̂j


− i

∫∫
dtdt′ ÛN

∑

j

NjN
′
jN̂jN̂

′
j

−i
∫∫

dtdt′


ĈN

∑

j

NjN
′
j + L̂N

∑

j

N̂jN̂
′
j + K̂N

∑

j

NjN̂
′
j







 ,

(A.14)

and

ΩR(Π̂) ≡ 1

S
ln

{∫
D [R, R̂] exp

(
i
∑

α

∫
dt ϕαRα

)

× exp

[
i
∑

α

∫
dt R̂α

(
Ṙα −Kα − ηKα

Rα
+Dα + ηDα

)

− i

∫
dt

(
ρ̂R
∑

α

Rα + λ̂R
∑

α

R̂α

)
− i

∫∫
dtdt′ V̂R

∑

α

R̂αR̂
′
α

RαR′
α

−i
∫∫

dtdt′
(
ĈR

∑

α

RαR
′
α + L̂R

∑

α

R̂αR̂
′
α + K̂R

∑

α

RαR̂
′
α

)]}
.

(A.15)

Using the saddle-point approximation, we can evaluate Eq. (A.11) as Z[φ] ≈ exp[S(Φ∗ + Ψ∗ + Ω∗
N + Ω∗

R)], where
Φ∗, Ψ∗, Ω∗

N , and Ω∗
R satisfy ∂Π(Φ∗ + Ψ∗) = 0, and ∂Π̂(Ψ∗ + Ω∗

N + Ω∗
R) = 0. From the first condition, we get the

relations of

ρ̂N = ρ̂R = ĈN = ĈR = 0,

λ̂N = µCρR,

γλ̂R = −µCρN ,

iL̂N =
σ2
C

2
CR +

σ2
m

2
,

iγL̂R =
σ2
C

2
CN + γ

σ2
D

2
,

iK̂N = −σ2
CKR(t, t

′),

iγK̂R = −σ2
CKN (t′, t),

iÛN =
σ2
h

2
,

iV̂R =
σ2
K

2
.

(A.16)
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In addition, from the second condition, the macroscopic quantities are rewritten as

ρN (t) =

〈
1

S

∑

i

Ni(t)

〉

⋆

,

ρR(t) =

〈
1

M

∑

α

Rα(t)

〉

⋆

,

λN (t) =

〈
1

S

∑

i

N̂i(t)

〉

⋆

,

λR(t) =

〈
1

M

∑

α

R̂α(t)

〉

⋆

,

CN (t, t′) =

〈
1

S

∑

i

Ni(t)Ni(t
′)

〉

⋆

,

CR(t, t
′) =

〈
1

M

∑

α

Rα(t)Rα(t
′)

〉

⋆

,

LN (t, t′) =

〈
1

S

∑

i

N̂i(t)N̂i(t
′)

〉

⋆

,

LR(t, t
′) =

〈
1

M

∑

α

R̂α(t)R̂α(t
′)

〉

⋆

,

KN (t, t′) =

〈
1

S

∑

i

Ni(t)N̂i(t
′)

〉

⋆

,

KR(t, t
′) =

〈
1

M

∑

α

Rα(t)R̂α(t
′)

〉

⋆

,

UN (t, t′) =

〈
1

S

∑

i

Ni(t)Ni(t
′)N̂i(t)N̂

′
i(t

′)

〉

⋆

,

VR(t, t
′) =

〈
1

M

∑

α

R̂α(t)R̂α(t
′)

Rα(t)Rα(t′)

〉

⋆

,

(A.17)

where ⟨A⟩⋆ ≡
∫

D [N , N̂ ]D [R, R̂]A exp(· · · )
/ ∫

D [N , N̂ ]D [R, R̂] exp(· · · ). Using the relations in Eq. (A.16) and the
macroscopic quantities in Eq. (A.17), Ω∗

N and Ω∗
R are rewritten as follows:

Ω∗
N = ln

{∫
D [N , N̂ ] exp

(
i

∫
dt ψ(t)N(t)

)

× exp

[
i

∫
dt N̂(t)

(
Ṅ(t)

N(t)
− µCρR(t) +m+ hN(t)

−iσ2
C

∫
dt′KR(t, t

′)N(t′) + ηm(t) + ηh(t)N(t)

)]

× exp

[
−1

2

∫∫
dtdt′ N̂(t)N̂(t′)

(
σ2
CCR(t, t

′) + σ2
m + σ2

hN(t)N(t′)
)]}

,

(A.18)
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Ω∗
R = ln

{∫
D [R, R̂] exp

(
i

∫
dt ϕ(t)R(t)

)

× exp

[
i

∫
dt R̂(t)

(
Ṙ(t)−K − ηK(t)

R(t)
+D + γ−1µCρN (t)

−iγ−1σ2
C

∫
dt′KN (t, t′)R(t′) + ηD(t)

)]

× exp

[
−1

2

∫∫
dtdt′ R̂(t)R̂(t′)

(
γ−1σ2

CCN (t, t′) + σ2
D +

σ2
K

R(t)R(t′)

)]}
.

(A.19)

Now, we have the effective mean-field dynamics of consumer abundance from Eq. (A.18) and resource abundance
from Eq. (A.19) as

Ṅ(t) = N(t)
[
µCρR(t)−m(t)− h(t)N(t)

+ iσ2
C

∫
dt′KR(t, t

′)N(t′)− ηm(t) + ξN (t)− ηh(t)N(t) + ζN (t)N(t)
]
,

Ṙ(t) = K(t) + ηK(t) + ζR(t)−
[
D(t) + γ−1µCρN (t)

− iγ−1σ2
C

∫
dt′KN (t, t′)R(t′) + ηD(t) + ξR(t)

]
R(t),

(A.20)

where m(t) ≡ m + ηm(t), h(t) ≡ h + ηh(t), K(t) ≡ K + ηK(t), D(t) ≡ D + ηD(t). Here, ξN and ξR are noises
with ⟨ξN (t)ξN (t′)⟩ = σ2

CCR(t, t
′) + σ2

m and ⟨ξR(t)ξR(t′)⟩ = γ−1σ2
CCN (t, t′) + σ2

D, and ζN and ζR are noises with
⟨ζN (t)ζN (t′)⟩ = σ2

h and ⟨ζR(t)ζR(t′)⟩ = σ2
K . We rewrite the effective mean-field dynamics of Eq. (A.20) for zero

response probing fields with defining GR(t, t
′) = −iKR(t, t

′) = −
〈

∂R(t)
∂D(t′)

∣∣∣
D(t′)=D

〉
⋆
and GN (t, t′) = −iKN (t, t′) =

−
〈

∂N(t)
∂m(t′)

∣∣∣
m(t′)=m

〉
⋆
as

Ṅ(t) = N(t)

[
µCρR(t)−m− hN(t) + ξN (t) + ζN (t)N(t)− σ2

C

∫
dt′GR(t, t

′)N(t′)

]
,

Ṙ(t) = K + ζR(t)−
[
D + γ−1µCρN (t) + ξR(t) + γ−1σ2

C

∫
dt′GN (t, t′)R(t′)

]
R(t).

(A.21)

At the steady state (t → ∞), we assume that there are no long-term memories, then we can rewrite the response
functions as functions of time difference as GX(t, t′) = GX(τ) (X = N,R) where τ = t − t′. In this state, the
correlation functions become CN = ⟨N2⟩, and CR = ⟨R2⟩. We define the response functions as ν ≡

∫
dτ GN (τ) and

χ ≡
∫
dτ GR(τ), and rewrite Eq. (A.21) as follows:

0 = N

[
µCρR −m−

(
h+ σ2

Cχ
)
N + zN

√
σ2
m + σ2

hN
2 + σ2

C⟨R2⟩
]
,

0 = −γ−1σ2
CνR

2 −
(
D + γ−1µCρN

)
R+K + zR

√
σ2
K + (σ2

D + γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩)R2,

(A.22)

where zN
√
σ2
m + σ2

hN
2 + σ2

C⟨R2⟩ = ξN + ζNN and zR
√
σ2
K + (σ2

D + γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩)R2 = ζR− ξRR, and zN and zR are

independent unit Gaussian random variables. The results are the same as the cavity solution of Eq. (A.5).

A.3. Abundance distributions

At the steady state, some consumers go extinct (N = 0) and the others survive with positive abundance N =

(geff + zN

√
σ2
g + σ2

hN
2)/heff, where geff (≡ µC⟨R⟩ −m) is the effective growth rate, heff (≡ h+ σ2

Cχ) is the effective

intraspecific suppression coefficient, and σ2
g (≡ σ2

m + σ2
C⟨R2⟩) is the variance in the effective growth rate. The



9

resources have positive values for their abundance because the resources are supplied from outside with a constant
input rate. To simplify the effective dynamics in Eq. (A.5) and Eq. (A.22), we define the effective degradation rate
Deff (≡ D + γ−1µC⟨N⟩) and variance σ2

R (≡ σ2
D + γ−1σ2

C⟨N2⟩) in effective degradation rate. Then, the abundances
at the steady state in Eq. (A.5) and Eq. (A.22) are

zN = (heffN − geff)/
√
σ2
g + σ2

hN
2 for N > 0,

zR = (γ−1σ2
CνR

2 +DeffR−K)/
√
σ2
RR

2 + σ2
K .

(A.23)

From Eq. (A.23), we obtain abundance distributions of consumer species P (N) and resources P (R) using the change

of variables, i.e., P (N) = P (zN )|dzN/dN | and P (R) = P (zR)|dzR/dR|, where P (z) = 1√
2π
e−z2/2. Here are the

abundance distributions of consumer species and resources:

P (N) =
1√
2π

∣∣∣∣∣
σ2
hgeffN + σ2

gheff

(σ2
hN

2 + σ2
g)

3/2

∣∣∣∣∣ exp
[
− (heffN − geff)

2

2(σ2
hN

2 + σ2
g)

]
for N > 0,

P (R) =
1√
2π

γ−1σ2
Rσ

2
CνR

3 + (σ2
RK + 2γ−1σ2

Kσ
2
Cν)R+ σ2

KDeff

(σ2
RR

2 + σ2
K)3/2

× exp

[
− (γ−1σ2

CνR
2 +DeffR−K)2

2(σ2
RR

2 + σ2
K)

]
.

(A.24)

Taking derivative on Eq. (A.22) and using the relation in Eq. (A.23), we obtain the response functions,

ν(N) = −∂N
∂m

=
σ2
hN

2 + σ2
g

heffσ2
g + σ2

hgeffN
,

χ(R) = − ∂R

∂D
=

(σ2
RR

2 + σ2
K)R

γ−1σ2
Rσ

2
CνR

3 + (σ2
RK + 2γ−1σ2

Kσ
2
Cν)R+ σ2

KDeff
.

(A.25)

Note that to know the statistics of N , we should know the statistics of R before, but information for N is requisites
to know the statistics of R. It means that they depend on themselves and make self-consistent relations.

Now, we obtain the self-consistent equations for seven macroscopic quantities as follows:

ϕS =

∫ ∞

+0

dN P (N),

⟨N⟩ =
∫ ∞

+0

dN NP (N),

⟨N2⟩ =
∫ ∞

+0

dN N2P (N),

ν = ⟨ν(N)⟩ =
∫ ∞

+0

dN ν(N)P (N),

⟨R⟩ =
∫ ∞

+0

dRRP (R),

⟨R2⟩ =
∫ ∞

+0

dRR2P (R),

χ = ⟨χ(R)⟩ =
∫ ∞

+0

dRχ(R)P (R).

(A.26)

For nonzero σh, the Jacobian term of P (N) in Eq. (A.24) becomes zero when N = −σ2
gheff/σ

2
hgeff. This result

implies that the consumer species are forbidden to have abundance value N = −σ2
gheff/σ

2
hgeff because the value gives

zero probability. The meaning of this forbidden value of N remains a question. For zero σh, however, the forbidden
value of N disappears, because P (N) in Eq. (A.24) becomes a simple truncated Gaussian distribution as

P (N) =
heff√
2πσg

exp

[
− (heffN − geff)

2

2σ2
g

]
for N > 0. (A.27)
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Figure B7-B12 show P (N) and P (R) with and without intraspecific suppression in three different environments for
different σC . In this case, the response function ν becomes much simpler as ν =

∫∞
+0
dN ν(N)P (N) = ϕS/heff.

From our results, we obtain a relation between the relative diversity S∗/M∗ and other parameters as

S∗/M∗ = γ−1ϕS = γ−1heffν = γ−1(h+ σ2
Cχ)ν. (A.28)

The S∗/M∗ also can be evaluated by integrating P (N) from +0 to ∞ as

S∗/M∗ = γ−1ϕS = γ−1

∫ ∞

+0

dN P (N) =
γ−1

2

[
1 + erf

(
geff√
2σg

)]
, (A.29)

where erf(x) indicates the error function. We notice that S∗/M∗ is determined by the ratio between geff and σg, and
numerically validate Eq. (A.29) for different K and h varying σC as displayed in Fig. A1.

0

0.3

0.6

0.9

1.2

1.5

−4 −2 0 2 4

S
∗ /
M

∗

geff/σg

(K,h) = (1/2, 0)
(1, 0)
(5, 0)

(1/2, 1/10)
(1, 1/100)
(1, 1/10)
(5, 1/100)
(5, 1/50)
(5, 1/10)
(5, 1/5)

Fig A1. Relative diversity S∗/M∗ for different (K,h) sets. For each (K,h), σC varies in range [0, 1] with constant

increment dσC = 0.1. The green solid line behind the symbols indicates γ−1/2
[
1 + erf

(
geff/

√
2σg
)]
.

A.4. Bounds of the relative diversity

In Eq. (A.28), the term γ−1σ2
Cχν increases in σC starting from 0 at σC = 0, and thus S∗/M∗ has its minimum

value at σC = 0, and the maximum value as σC → ∞. We approximately evaluate γ−1σ2
Cχν taking the limit of

infinite σC to determine the maximum value as

lim
σC→∞

γ−1σ2
Cχν = lim

σC→∞

∫ ∞

+0

dR γ−1σ2
Cνχ(R)P (R)

= lim
σC→∞

∫ ∞

+0

dR
γ−1σ2

CνR√
2π(σ2

RR
2 + σ2

K)
exp

[
− (γ−1σ2

CνR
2 +DeffR−K)2

2(σ2
RR

2 + σ2
K)

]

= lim
σC→∞

∫ ∞

+0

dR
γ−1σ2

CνR√
2π[(γ−1σ2

C⟨N2⟩+ σ2
D)R2 + σ2

K ]
exp

[
− (γ−1σ2

CνR
2 +DeffR−K)2

2[(γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩+ σ2

D)R2 + σ2
K ]

]

≈ lim
σC→∞

∫ ∞

+0

dR
γ−1/2σCν√

2π⟨N2⟩

(
1− σ2

DR
2 + σ2

K

2γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩R2

)

× exp

[
−γ

−1σ2
Cν

2R2

2⟨N2⟩

(
1 +

DeffR−K

γ−1σ2
CνR

)2(
1− σ2

DR
2 + σ2

K

γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩R2

)]

≈ lim
σC→∞

∫ ∞

+0

dR
γ−1/2σCν√

2π⟨N2⟩
exp

[
−γ

−1σ2
Cν

2R2

2⟨N2⟩

]
=

1

2
.

(A.30)
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In the last approximation step, we used the fact that σ2
Cν and σ2

C⟨N2⟩ diverge as σC → ∞. Finally, we determine
the bounds of S∗/M∗ as follows:

γ−1hν ≤ S∗/M∗ < γ−1hν + 1/2. (A.31)

B. NUMERICAL SIMULATION RESULTS

Fig B1. Relative diversity S∗/M∗ in (h,K)-plane for six different consumption rate deviations of
σC = 0.004, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1.
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Fig B2. Relative diversity S∗/M∗ in (h, σC)-plane in different environments of K = 0.6, 0.8, 1, 1.2, 2, and 4.
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Fig B3. Relative diversity S∗/M∗ in (σC ,K)-plane in different environments of h = 0, 0.01, 0.02, 0.1, 0.2, and 0.5.
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Fig B4. [(a), (b), and (c)] Relative diversity S∗/M∗ of consumers , [(d), (e), and (f)] average consumer abundance
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and (o)] resource-poor (K = 1/2) environments. The solid lines are obtained from solving self-consistent equations,
and the symbols are obtained from numerical simulations averaging over 50 different realizations. The colored
shades indicate twice the standard error.



15

−3
−2
−1
0
1
2
3

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(a)
K = 5

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(b)
K = 1

−5

−4

−3

−2

−1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(c)
K = 1/2

−0.5

−0.3

−0.1

0.1

0.3

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(d)

−0.5

−0.4

−0.3

−0.2

−0.1

0

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(e)

−0.59

−0.54

−0.49

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(f)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(g)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(h)

0

0.2

0.4

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(i)

0

0.1

0.2

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(j)

0

0.07

0.14

0.21

0.28

0.35

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(k)

0

0.09

0.18

0.27

0.36

0.45

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(l)

g e
ff
/σ

g

h = 1/10
0

g e
ff
/
σ
g

g e
ff
/
σ
g

g e
ff

g e
ff

g e
ff

σ
g

σ
g

σ
g

h
ef

f

σC

h
ef

f

σC

h
ef

f

σC
Fig B5. [(a), (b), and (c)] Ratio between effective growth rate geff and deviation σg in growth rate, [(d), (e) and
(f)] geff, [(g), (h) and (i)] σg, and [(j), (k), and (l)] effective intraspecific suppression coefficient heff versus
consumption rate deviation σC for without (h = 0), and with (h = 1/10) intraspecific suppression in [(a), (d), (g),
and (j)] resource-rich (K = 5), [(b), (e), (h), and (k)] resource-moderate (K = 1), and [(c), (f), (i), and (l)]
resource-poor (K = 1/2) environments. The green and yellow solid lines indicate the analytic results with and
without intraspecific suppression, respectively. The symbols are obtained from numerical simulations averaging over
50 independent realizations.
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Fig B7. Consumer and resource abundance distributions without intraspecific suppression (h = 0) in the
resource-rich (K = 5) environment for different σC .
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Fig B8. Consumer and resource abundance distributions with intraspecific suppression (h = 1/10) in the
resource-rich (K = 5) environment for different σC .
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Fig B9. Consumer and resource abundance distributions without intraspecific suppression (h = 0) in the
resource-moderate (K = 1) environment for different σC .
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Fig B10. Consumer and resource abundance distributions with intraspecific suppression (h = 1/10) in the
resource-moderate (K = 1) environment for different σC .
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Fig B11. Consumer and resource abundance distributions without intraspecific suppression (h = 0) in the
resource-poor (K = 1/2) environment for different σC . For σC ≤ 0.3, the surviving probability of consumers is too
low to get enough data points to fit well the truncated Gaussian distribution for N .
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Fig B12. Consumer and resource abundance distributions with intraspecific suppression (h = 1/10) in the
resource-poor (K = 1/2) environment for different σC . For σC ≤ 0.4, the number of data points is not sufficient to
fit well the truncated Gaussian distribution for N .
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C. SELF-RENEWING RESOURCES
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Fig C1. Schematic figure of an ecological system that consists of three predators (S = 3) and two self-renewing prey
species (M = 2). Different from the externally supplied resources, prey species give birth and grow by themselves.

The GCRM for self-renewing resources without intraspecific suppression has been well studied [1]. In this section,
the model with intraspecific suppression is dealt with. The GCRM for self-renewing resources with intraspecific
suppression is written as follows:

Ṅi = Ni

(∑

α

CiαRα −mi − hiNi

)
, i = 1, 2, · · · , S,

Ṙα = Rα

(
rα − dαRα −

∑

i

NiCiα

)
, α = 1, 2, · · · ,M,

(C.1)

where rα and dα denote the reproduction rate and the intraspecific suppression coefficient of resource α, respectively.
Following the procedures in Sec. I, we get the result of

zR = (reff − deffR)/
√
σ2
R + σ2

dR
2 for R > 0, (C.2)

where reff (≡ r−γ−1µC⟨N⟩) is the effective growth rate of self-renewing resources, deff (≡ d+γ−1σ2
Cν) is the effective

death rate of the resources, and σ2
R (≡ σ2

r + γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩) is the variance in the effective growth rate of the resources.

The results for the consumer species are the same as described in Sec. I.
Using the change of variables in the probability distribution, we obtain the abundance distribution for self-renewing

resources as

P (R) =
1√
2π

∣∣∣∣
σ2
dreffR+ σ2

Rdeff
(σ2

dR
2 + σ2

R)
3/2

∣∣∣∣ exp
[
− (deffR− reff)

2

2(σ2
dR

2 + σ2
R)

]
for R > 0, (C.3)

and the response function as χ(R) = ∂R/∂r = (σ2
R + σ2

dR
2)/(σ2

Rdeff + σ2
dreffR).

Note that for this type of resource, the resources can go extinct, which is different from the externally supplied
resources. Thus, the surviving probability ϕM of resources should be considered, and it is calculated by ϕM =∫∞
+0
dRP (R).

When we ignore the disorder in intraspecific suppression for resources (σd = 0), we obtain the truncated Gaussian
resource abundance distribution like consumer abundance as

P (R) =
deff√
2πσR

exp

[
− (deffR− reff)

2

2σ2
R

]
for R > 0. (C.4)

In this situation, the resource response function also becomes simpler as χ(R) = 1/deff, and this result gives χ =∫∞
+0
dRχ(R)P (R) = ϕM/deff. Utilizing the relation between ϕM and χ, and ϕS and ν, we obtain

ϕM − γ−1ϕS = dχ− γ−1hν, (C.5)
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where d is the mean value of dα. As ϕM − γ−1ϕS = (M∗ − S∗)/M , when coexisting consumers S∗ is larger than the
number of available preyM∗, ϕM−γ−1ϕS is negative. Thus by plotting ϕM−γ−1ϕS in Fig. C2, we investigate whether
the intraspecific suppression enhances the relative diversity for self-renewing resources beyond the CEP bound 1. For
highly reproductive prey (r = 5), the number of coexisting consumers is larger than the number of available prey in
the system for σC < 0.45 with intraspecific suppression (h = 1/10) [Fig. C2(a)]. The effective parameters of consumer
species geff, σg, and heff are displayed in Fig. C3. We fix the parameters γ = 2/3, µC = 1, m = 1, d = 1, σm = 1/10,
σd = 0, σr = 1/10, and σh = 0 throughout this section. For numerical simulations, we fix S = 75 and M = 50.
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Fig C2. [(a) and (b)] The relative diversity S∗/M∗ for (a) highly (r = 5) and (b) moderately (r = 1) reproductive
prey without (h = 0) and with (h = 1/10) intraspecific suppression for consumers. [(c), (d), (e), and (f)] The
relation we obtain for self-renewing resources for [(c) and (e)] highly and [(d) and (f)] moderately reproductive prey
without and with intraspecific suppression for consumers. [(e) and (f)] We validate our results by dividing the
left-hand side with the right-hand side of Eq. (C.5). The symbols are obtained by averaging over 50 independent
realizations. In (c) and (d), the orange (yellow) and green (chartreuse) solid (dotted) lines denote the left-hand
(right-hand) side without and with intraspecific suppression, respectively. Red and blue symbols are obtained by
averaging over 50 independent realizations. In (e) and (f), the green solid line and orange dotted line indicate the
ratio between left- and right-hand sides with and without intraspecific suppression, respectively.



25

−4
−3
−2
−1
0
1
2
3

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(a) r = 5

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(b) r = 1

−0.4

−0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(c)

−0.4

−0.3

−0.2

−0.1

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(d)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(e)

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(f)

0

0.1

0.2

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(g)

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(h)

g e
ff
/
σ
g

h = 1/10
0

g e
ff
/
σ
g

g e
ff

g e
ff

σ
g

σ
g

h
ef

f

σC

h
ef

f

σC
Fig C3. [(a) and (b)] The ratio between the effective growth rate geff of consumers and the deviation σg in the
growth rate, [(c) and (d)] geff, [(e) and (f)] σg, and [(g) and (h)] the effective intraspecific suppression coefficient heff
with (h = 1/10) and without (h = 0) intraspecific suppression for [(a), (c), (e), and (g)] highly (r = 5) and [(b), (d),
(f), and (h)] moderately (r = 1/2) reproductive prey.
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Fig C4. Relative diversity S∗/M∗ in (h, σC)-plane for two different reproduction rates of (a) r = 5, (b) r = 1, and
(c) r = 1/2. The relative diversity shows qualitatively the same behavior as that in the externally supplied resource.

Fig C5. Relative diversity S∗/M∗ in (h, r)-plane for six different consumption rate deviations of
σC = 0.004, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, and 0.5.
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Fig C6. Distributions without (h = 0) and with (h = 1/10) intraspecific suppression of consumers for highly
(r = 5) reproductive prey.
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Fig C7. Distributions without (h = 0) and with (h = 1/10) intraspecific suppression of consumers for moderately
(r = 1) reproductive prey.
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D. THREE-TROPHIC LEVEL SYSTEMS

In this Section, we extend the model to describe three-trophic level systems, which consist of consumers, producers,
and externally supplied abiotic resources, and obtain the abundance distributions for two consumers and externally
supplied abiotic resource utilizing the method described in Sec. A. The ecological systems of three-trophic level can
be described by

Ṅi = Ni

(∑

α

CiαRα −mi − hiNi

)
, i = 1, 2, · · · , S,

Ṙα = Rα

(
rα +

∑

ㄱ

GαㄱAㄱ − dαRα −
∑

i

NiCiα

)
, α = 1, 2, · · · ,M,

Ȧㄱ = Kㄱ −
(
Eㄱ +

∑

α

RαGαㄱ

)
Aㄱ, ㄱ = 1, 2, · · · , L,

(D.1)

where Ni, Rα, and Aㄱ indicate the abundance of consumer i, producer α, and resource ㄱ, with fixed initial species
ratios γ = M/S and λ = L/M . Here, we introduce an additional consumption (grazing) matrix G, which indicates
the relation between the producer α and the resource ㄱ. Eㄱ indicates the degradation rate of the resource ㄱ.

We obtain the relations that those three abundances should follow at the steady state likewise in Eq. (A.22),

0 = N
[
geff − heffN + zN

√
σ2
g + σ2

hN
2
]
,

0 = R

[
reff − deffR+ zR

√
σ2
R + σ2

dR
2

]
,

0 = K − Eeff − λ−1σ2
GχA

2 + zA

√
σ2
K + σ2

AA
2,

(D.2)

where the mean effective degradation rate is written as Eeff ≡ E+λ−1µG⟨R⟩, and variance as σ2
A ≡ σ2

G+λ−1σ2
G⟨R2⟩.

µG and σG indicate mean and deviation of G, respectively. heff, geff, and σg are defined in Sec. AA.3, but reff, deff,
and σ2

R have an additional term from abiotic resource as reff ≡ r − γ−1µC⟨N⟩ + µG⟨A⟩, deff ≡ d + γ−1σ2
Cν + σ2

Gθ,

and σ2
R ≡ σ2

r + γ−1σ2
C⟨N2⟩+ σ2

G⟨A2⟩, where θ = −
〈
∂A
∂E

〉
=
〈

(σ2
AA2+σ2

K)A

λ−1σ2
Aσ2

GχA3+(σ2
AK+2λ−1σ2

Kσ2
Gχ)A+σ2

KEeff

〉
is the response

function of externally supplied (abiotic) resource.
From Eq. (D.2), we obtain the abundance distributions for three-trophic level ecosystems in the same way described

in Sec. AA.3 as follow,

P (N) =
1√
2π
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2 + σ2
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2
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]
, for N > 0,
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(D.3)

[1] M. Advani, G. Bunin, and P. Mehta, Statistical physics of community ecology: a cavity solution to MacArthur’s consumer
resource model, J. Stat. Mech. , 033406 (2018).

[2] W. Cui, R. Marsland III, and P. Mehta, Effect of resource dynamics on species packing in diverse ecosystems, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 125, 048101 (2020).



30

[3] M. Barbier and J.-F. Arnoldi, The cavity method for community ecology, bioRxiv: 147728 (2017).
[4] T. Galla, Dynamically evolved community size and stability of random Lotka-Volterra ecosystems, Europhys. Lett. 123,

48004 (2018).
[5] A. R. Batista-Tomás, A. D. Martino, and R. Mulet, Path-integral solution of MacArthur’s resource-competition model for

large ecosystems with random species-resources couplings, Chaos 31, 103113 (2021).


