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Does an ecological community allow stable coexistence? Identifying the general principles that determine
the answer to this question is a central problem of theoretical ecology. Random matrix theory approaches have
uncovered the general trends of the effect of competitive, mutualistic, and predator-prey interactions between
species on stability of coexistence. However, an ecological community is determined not only by the counts of
these different interaction types, but also by their network arrangement. This cannot be accounted for in a direct
statistical description that would enable random matrix theory approaches. Here, we therefore develop a different
approach, of exhaustive analysis of small ecological communities, to show that this arrangement of interactions
can influence stability of coexistence more than these general trends. We analyse all interaction networks of
𝑁 ⩽ 5 species with Lotka–Volterra dynamics by combining exact results for 𝑁 ⩽ 3 species and numerical
exploration. Surprisingly, we find that a very small subset of these networks are “impossible ecologies”, in
which stable coexistence is non-trivially impossible. We prove that the possibility of stable coexistence in
general ecologies is determined by similarly rare “irreducible ecologies”. By random sampling of interaction
strengths, we then show that the probability of stable coexistence varies over many orders of magnitude even in
ecologies that differ only in the network arrangement of identical ecological interactions. Finally, we demonstrate
that our approach can reveal the effect of evolutionary or environmental perturbations of the interaction network.
Overall, this work reveals the importance of the full structure of the network of interactions for stability of
coexistence in ecological communities.

Nigh on a century ago, Lotka and Volterra analysed a min-
imal model of two-species predator-prey dynamics [1]. With
extensions to competitive or mutualistic interactions and to in-
teractions among 𝑁 ⩾ 2 species together with multitudinous
further generalisations, this became the generic description of
an ecological community now known as the Lotka–Volterra
model [2, 3]. It is within such models that theoretical ecology
can answer the paradigmatic question of stability: What are
the general principles that determine the possibility of stable
ecological coexistence?

While the analysis of two-species incarnations of the Lotka–
Volterra model is textbook material [2], not much analytical
progress is possible for larger communities. Most understand-
ing of these general principles therefore relies on the approach
pioneered by May [4], who linked the statistics of stable coex-
istence to the eigenvalue distribution of a random matrix. Over
the ensuing decades, as reviewed in Ref. [5], a large body of
work explored how actual ecological communities overcome
the stability limitations of May’s simple random model [4].
Meanwhile, on the mathematical side, further ideas from ran-
dom matrix theory were adopted into theoretical ecology [5],
although the link between random matrix theory à la May and
the Lotka–Volterra model was made explicit only recently [6].
In particular, this approach revealed generic effects of com-
petitive, mutualistic, and predator-prey interactions in an eco-
logical community on stability of coexistence [7–9]: For ex-
ample, increasing the proportion of predator-prey interactions
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stabilises coexistence, while increasing that of competitive or
mutualistic interactions is destabilising [7], with mutualism
being more destabilising than competition [7, 9].

The network of competitive, mutualistic, and predator-prey
interactions in the community depends not only, however, on
these proportions of different interaction types, but also on
the network arrangement of these interactions. Recent work
has explored the impact of community modularity [10], re-
source structures [11–13] and subpopulation structures asso-
ciated with phenotypic switching [14–16] on stability of coex-
istence, but this network structure, a more fundamental aspect
of the structure of an ecological community, has garnered less
attention. This is perhaps in part because it does not allow the
direct statistical description in large ecological communities
that allows random matrix theory approaches.

Here, we reveal the huge effect of this network structure on
stability of coexistence by taking a different approach, based
on exhaustive analysis of small ecological communities: We
analyse all interaction networks of 𝑁 ⩽ 5 species with Lotka–
Volterra dynamics. Combining exact calculations for 𝑁 ⩽ 3
species and numerical exploration, we discover that stable co-
existence is non-trivially impossible in a very small subset of
these networks which we term “impossible ecologies”. Some-
what conversely, we prove that any non-trivial network that
contains a possible subecology is itself possible. The possi-
bility of stable coexistence is therefore determined in general
by the set of “irreducible ecologies” that are possible, but do
not contain a possible subecology. Strikingly, our results sug-
gest that these constitute an exponentially small fraction of all
ecologies. Finally, we compute the probability of stable coex-
istence for all ecologies of 𝑁 ⩽ 5 species by random sampling
of interaction strengths. Remarkably, these probabilities vary,
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Fig. 1. Lotka–Volterra ecological dynamics and impossible ecologies. (a) Example of an ecological topology on 𝑁 = 5 species, defined below.
(b) Mathematical definition of the Lotka–Volterra model on 𝑁 species: the dynamics of the vector 𝒙 of the population abundances of the 𝑁

species are determined by a vector 𝑨 of growth rates and a matrix B of interactions strengths. (c) The ecological topology is defined by the
signs of 𝐴𝑖 ≷ 0 and 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 ≷ 0 for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖, defining competitive, mutualistic and directed predator-prey interactions between species. (d) List of the
six non-trivial ecological topologies on 𝑁 = 2 species: one topology (“obligate mutualism”, highlighted) is an impossible ecology in which
stable and feasible coexistence is non-trivially impossible. (e) List of the four trivial ecologies on 𝑁 = 2 species: the highlighted species are
dying on their own and have only deleterious interactions, prohibiting stable and feasible coexistence of all species.

even for these small ecologies, over many orders of magnitude.
This is true even in ecologies that have the same counts of in-
teraction types, and hence differ only in the network structure
of an identical set of ecological interactions. In this way, our
results shift the stability paradigm partly from general stability
principles to the detailed structure of the interaction networks.

RESULTS

To understand the effect of the structure of interaction net-
works on ecological stability, we consider the simplest eco-
logical interactions between 𝑁 species [Fig. 1(a)] with Lotka–
Volterra dynamics [Fig. 1(b)]: a vector 𝒙 = (𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 )
of population abundances satisfies

¤𝒙 = 𝒙 (𝑨 − B · 𝒙) , (1a)

where 𝑨 is a vector of growth rates and B is a matrix of
interaction strengths. In components, this becomes

¤𝑥𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖
©«
𝐴𝑖 −

𝑁∑︁
𝑗=1

𝐵𝑖 𝑗𝑥 𝑗
ª®¬
, for 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁, (1b)

where 𝐴𝑖 > 0 for a species 𝑖 growing on its own, 𝐴𝑖 < 0
for a species dying in the absence of inter-species interac-
tions [Fig. 1(c)], and 𝐵𝑖𝑖 > 0 defines the within-species
competition of species 𝑖. The interactions between species
are defined by 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 ≷ 0 for 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖 and may be of different
types [Fig. 1(c)]: the interaction between species 𝑖 and 𝑗 is
competitive if 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 , 𝐵 𝑗𝑖 > 0; it is mutualistic if 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 , 𝐵 𝑗𝑖 < 0, and
it is a directed predation interaction, with 𝑖 predating on 𝑗 , if
𝐵𝑖 𝑗 < 0, 𝐵 𝑗𝑖 > 0. The signs of 𝐴𝑖 and 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 for 𝑖, 𝑗 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁
and 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖 thus define the ecological topology.

Equations (1) have a single equilibrium of coexistence of all
species, 𝒙∗ = B−1 · 𝑨, which we term feasible if all population
abundances at equilibrium are non-negative, i.e. min 𝒙∗ ⩾ 0,
and stable if the dynamics return to 𝒙∗ upon an infinitesimal
perturbation away from it, which is if and only if all eigenvalues
of the Jacobian matrix −𝒙∗B have negative real parts.

We therefore asked: how is the possibility of stable and fea-
sible coexistence affected by ecological topology? To address
this question statistically, we fixed an ecological topology, sam-
pled its parameters, i.e., the magnitudes of the growth rates
and interactions strengths, independently and uniformly from
a uniform distribution, |𝐴𝑖 |, |𝐵𝑖 𝑗 | iid∼ U [0, 1], and computed the
probability P of 𝒙∗ being stable and feasible.

The choice of Lotka–Volterra dynamics may appear to re-
strict our analysis, but, importantly, any dynamics reduce to
the Lotka–Volterra dynamics (1) in the vicinity of an equilib-
rium (Materials & Methods, Sec. A). Our analysis thus covers
general ecological dynamics close to coexistence.

Two-species ecologies: impossible ecologies

We first deployed our framework on the simplest case, of
𝑁 = 2 species. There are ten different ecological topologies
on two species [Fig. 1(d),(e)]. Each of the four topologies in
Fig. 1(e) has (at least) one species, highlighted in Fig. 1(e), that
is dying on its own, and has only deleterious interactions with
other species. The abundance of this species must therefore
decrease, so there cannot be stable and feasible coexistence
of all species in these topologies. We call such ecological
topologies trivial, and call other topologies, in which each
species is growing on its own or has a favourable interaction
with another species, non-trivial. The remaining six ecologies
on 𝑁 = 2 species [Fig. 1(d)] are thus non-trivial.

Interestingly, stable and feasible coexistence is only possible
in five of them: In the final topology [“obligate mutualism”
highlighted in Fig. 1(d)], stable and feasible coexistence is
non-trivially impossible, as proved in Materials & Methods,
Sec. B. We term such a topology an impossible ecology.

Three-species ecologies: irreducible ecologies

Next, we considered the case of 𝑁 = 3 species, for which
there are 70 non-trivial ecologies (Supplementary Fig. 1).
Sampling magnitudes of growth rates and interaction strengths
as described above, we computed numerical estimates of the



3

a 3

−∞

−6

−4

−2

0
𝑁

lo
g 1

0
P

b

c

≡
⊕
⊕

d

−∞ −6 −4 −2 0
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

log10 P

CD
F

all non-trivial
irreducible

e

Fig. 2. Three-species ecologies: irreducible ecologies. (a) Swarm plot of the probability P of stable and feasible coexistence for all 70 non-trivial
three-species ecologies. Impossible ecologies have log10 P = −∞. (b) List of the four impossible ecologies on three species. (c) Example of an
irreducible ecology, decomposed into its three trivial or impossible two-species subecologies. (d) Cumulative distribution function of P for all
70 non-trivial three-species ecologies and restricted to the six irreducible ecologies. (e) List of the six irreducible ecologies on three species.

probability P of stable and feasible coexistence for each of
these topologies [Fig. 2(a)]. These calculations suggested that
P vanishes for four ecologies [Fig. 2(b)]: these ecologies are
indeed impossible ecologies, as proved in Materials & Meth-
ods, Sec. C. These are competition of a growing species with
two obligate mutualists, facultative predation of a growing
species on two obligate mutualists, obligate cyclic predation,
and obligate mutualism of three species.

Among the remaining 66 possible ecologies, one has a value
of P that is lower by orders of magnitude [Fig. 2(c)]. Interest-
ingly, the two-species subecologies of this ecology [Fig. 2(c)]
are either trivial or impossible. We therefore term this ecology
an irreducible ecology: It allows stable and feasible coexis-
tence even though stable and feasible coexistence is possible
in none of its subecologies. This definition suggests that irre-
ducible ecologies might have low probabilities of stable and
feasible coexistence. Indeed, the cumulative probability den-
sity function [Fig. 2(d)] is shifted to lower probabilities upon
restricting to the six irreducible ecologies on three species
shown in Fig. 2(e).

Extensions of ecologies

To understand the importance of these irreducible ecolo-
gies, we proved a partial converse of these observations. This
requires two definitions formalising our language: (1) We say
that an ecological topology is possible if it allows stable and
feasible coexistence for some parameter values. (2) We say
that an ecological topology is an extension of another topology
if the second can be obtained from the first by removing one
species and its interactions with the remaining species. With
these definitions, we have the following result:

Theorem. Any non-trivial extension of a possible ecological
topology is itself possible.

Its proof is given in Materials & Methods, Sec. D, broken
down into two cases: in the first case, the added extension
species grows on its own; in the second case, it does not.

This general result has the strong consequence that the pos-
sibility of stable and feasible coexistence of any ecological

topology is determined completely by the subset of irreducible
ecological topologies. In other words, to understand the pos-
sibility of stable and feasible coexistence, it suffices to classify
the irreducible ecologies.

Larger ecologies

Armed with this observation, we sought to extend our re-
sults to ecological topologies with 𝑁 > 3 species. First, we
had to determine the non-trivial ecologies on 𝑁 species. This
amounts to enumerating the graphs (more technically, the com-
plete directed acyclic graphs) on 𝑁 two-coloured nodes (corre-
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the number 𝑁 of species, showing a combinatorial explosion. Inset:
fraction of trivial ecologies plotted against 𝑁 .
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Fig. 4. Four- and five-species ecologies and the rareness of impossible and irreducible ecologies. (a) Swarm plot of the probability P of stable
and feasible coexistence for each of the 2340 non-trivial four-species ecologies. Identification of impossible ecologies (log10 P = −∞) is based
on numerical results only; we have no analytical proof of their impossibility. The question mark (?) indicates ecologies for which direct,
non-uniform sampling of feasible equilibria yielded parameter values allowing stable and feasible coexistence, but for which no such parameter
values could be found using uniform sampling and hence P could not be computed. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals (Materials &
Methods, Sec. E) larger than the plot markers. The vertical arrow emphasises that the probabilities vary over more than 12 orders of magnitude.
Insets: three examples of impossible ecologies; all impossible ecologies are listed in Supplementary Fig. 2. (b) Cumulative distribution
function of P for three-, four-, and five-species ecologies. The arrow emphasises the shift towards lower probabilities as the number 𝑁 of
species increases. (c) Plot of the fraction of impossible, irreducible, and non-extension (i.e. irreducible or impossible) ecologies against 𝑁
from semi-analytical and numerical computations. The dashed line suggests that these ratios decrease exponentially as 𝑁 increases.

sponding to positive or negative growth rates of the 𝑁 species)
and with four-coloured edges (corresponding to the competi-
tive, mutualistic, and two directed predator-prey interactions),
as illustrated in Fig. 3(a). However, there is currently no di-
rect, efficient algorithm for enumerating such node-and-edge-
coloured graphs. We therefore transformed the problem by
constructing a bijection between our ecological topologies and
the set of directed graphs with allowed self-loops [Fig. 3(b)]:
A node will have a self-loop in the image graph under this map-
ping if it is growing, and no self-loop otherwise. Moreover,
there are two edges between a pair of nodes in the image graph
if the interaction between the corresponding species is mutu-
alistic; there is no edge if it is competitive, and there is a single
edge (directed towards the prey) if it is predation. By con-
struction, an ecology is non-trivial if and only if each node in
its image under this mapping has out-degree greater than zero.
This mapping allows computationally efficient enumeration of
both all and non-trivial ecologies using the nauty library [17].
Unsurprisingly, we found an extreme combinatorial explosion
of the number of all and non-trivial ecologies alike [Fig. 3(c)].
The former is a known sequence recorded in the On-line En-
cyclopedia of Integer Sequences (OEIS A000595) [18], while
the latter, following the same trend, does not yet appear there.
Interestingly, the fraction of ecologies that are trivial quickly
decreases as the number of species increases [Fig. 3(c), inset].

Since the number of non-trivial ecologies reaches into the
hundreds of millions and hundreds of billions for six and seven

species, respectively, we cannot feasibly sample these ecolo-
gies sufficiently to calculate the associated probabilities for sta-
ble and feasible coexistence. However, four- and five-species
ecologies are within our grasp. Still, for these large-scale
computations, we must use the eigen library for small matrix
operations [19] liberally in our C++ code to make it sufficiently
efficient (Materials & Methods, Sec. E).

Four-species ecologies

We thus computed the probabilities of stable and feasible
coexistence for all 2340 non-trivial four-species ecologies. It
is remarkable that they vary over more than 12 orders of mag-
nitude. In particular, we found 11 impossible ecologies and
18 irreducible ecologies (listed in Supplementary Fig. 2). We
emphasise that the status of these 11 impossible ecologies rests
only on our numerical observations; we do not have analytical
proofs of their impossibility to match those for two- and three-
species ecologies. This number of 11 impossible ecologies
therefore represents an upper bound on the number of impos-
sible ecologies (while the number of 18 irreducible ecologies
represents a lower bound). To provide further numerical sup-
port for our asserting these ecologies to be impossible, we also
sampled feasible equilibria directly but not uniformly (Ma-
terials & Methods, Sec. E), still without finding parameter
instances allowing stable and feasible coexistence.

Three examples of ecologies that we assert to be impossible
are shown as insets in Fig. 4(a). One of these may be surprising



5

a

−∞?−12 −10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

𝑁 = 5

# growing

50

log10 P

CD
F

b

−∞?−12 −10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

𝑁 = 5

# competitions

100

log10 P

CD
F

c

−∞?−12 −10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

𝑁 = 5

# mutualisms

100

log10 P

CD
F

d

−∞?−12 −10 −8 −6 −4 −2 0
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

𝑁 = 5

# predations

100

log10 P
CD

F

e

0

2

4

6

8

10

?
∞

lo
g 1

0
𝒫

f

0 2 4 6 8 10 ? ∞ 0
0

0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8

1

𝒫=1
𝒫

finite

𝒫=?
𝒫=∞

𝑁 = 5

log10 𝒫 log10 ℘

CD
F
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function (CDF) of the probability P of stable and feasible coexistence restricted to ecologies with 𝑔 species growing on their own, for
𝑔 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑁 = 5. log10 P = −∞ corresponds to ecologies asserted to be impossible based on numerical calculations. The question mark (?)
indicates ecologies for which direct, non-uniform sampling of feasible equilibria yielded parameter values allowing stable and feasible
coexistence, but for which no such parameter values could be found using uniform sampling and hence P could not be computed. CDFs
with more growing species are shifted to higher probabilities, showing that growing species are stabilising. The pie chart inset shows the
distribution of the number of growing species in the different ecologies. (b) Analogous plot of CDFs restricted to ecologies with 𝑐 competitive
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& Methods, Sec. E) larger than the plot markers. (f) CDF of 𝒫 and ℘, defined in the text, for the ecological classes with 𝑁 = 5 species. 0

0
indicates undefined ℘. Inset: proportion of classes with unit, finite, unknown, and infinite range, respectively.

as it is quite asymmetric. The other two are more symmetri-
cal, and exhibit structures that we also found in three-species
impossible ecologies, such as obligate mutualism or a cycle of
obligate predation. We conjecture that these examples extend
to infinite families of impossible ecologies, but do not have an
analytical proof of this.

Five-species ecologies and the rareness of impossible and
irreducible ecologies

Similarly, we computed the probabilities of stable and fea-
sible coexistence for all 248 436 non-trivial ecologies on five
species. The cumulative distribution function of these proba-
bilities is shifted towards lower probabilities compared to that
for three- and four-species ecologies [Fig. 4(b)].

We call non-extension ecologies the non-trivial ecologies
that do not contain a smaller possible subecology, so are im-
possible or irreducible by our definitions and our theorem.
It follows that the non-extension ecologies on 𝑁 species are
precisely the ecologies of which all the subecologies on 𝑁 − 1
species are trivial or impossible. With this observation, our list
of impossible four-species ecologies yields an upper bound of

83 non-extension ecologies on 𝑁 = 5 species; these are listed
in Supplementary Fig. 3. On sampling feasible equilibria
directly again to identify possible and hence irreducible ecolo-
gies in this list (Materials & Methods, Sec. E), this leads to an
upper bound of 30 impossible ecologies (again listed in Sup-
plementary Fig. 3; this contains the five-species realisations
of the infinite families conjectured to be impossible above).
In turn, this list of impossible five-species ecologies species
yields an upper bound of only 220 non-extension topologies
among the 88 124 470 non-trivial ecologies of 𝑁 = 6 species.

Importantly, these numbers represent tiny fractions of the
total number of non-trivial ecologies and our numerical results
actually suggest that these fractions decay exponentially as the
number of species increases [Fig. 4(c)]. The possibility of
stable and feasible coexistence is thus completely determined
by an exponentially small fraction of all non-trivial ecologies!

Interplay of stability and ecological topology

We next focused more specifically on the interplay between
stability and feasibility of coexistence and ecological topology
by analysing our results for ecologies with 𝑁 = 5 species in
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more detail. First, we separated the cumulative distribution
function (CDF) of P [Fig. 4(b)] according to the number of
growing species in each ecological topology. The results in
Fig. 5(a) show that the resulting CDFs are shifted towards
higher probabilities the more growing species there are. In
other words, species growth tends to stabilise ecologies. We
performed a similar analysis for the number of competitive
interactions, mutualistic interactions, and predator-prey inter-
actions [Fig. 5(b)–(d)], which showed that competition and
mutualism tend to be destabilising, while predation tends to be
stabilising. These observations recover results from random
matrix theory for large ecological communities [7]. Addition-
ally, our results suggest that mutualism is only destabilising
if a large proportion of interactions are mutualistic: Indeed,
the CDFs for small numbers of mutualistic interactions almost
collapse on top of each other; only those for ecologies with
a majority of mutualistic interactions are shifted towards low
probabilities [Fig. 5(c)]. More importantly, the distributions
in Fig. 5(a)–(d) are wide, comparably so to the shift between
the different distributions. This stresses the importance of the
details of the interaction structure relative to the general stabil-
ising or destabilising trends of species growth and interaction
types.

To make this statement more quantitative, we noted that each
ecological topology 𝑒 on 𝑁 = 5 species belongs to one and
only one class of ecologiesℰ(𝑔, 𝑐, 𝑚) with precisely 𝑔 growing
species, 𝑐 competitive interactions, and 𝑚 mutualistic interac-
tions, and hence with 𝑝 = 𝑁 (𝑁 − 1)/2 − 𝑐 − 𝑚 predator-prey
interactions. Ecologies belonging to the same class therefore
have the same number of growing species and the same num-
ber of interactions of each type, so differ only in the network
arrangement of these growing species and interactions. We
define

℘(𝑔, 𝑐, 𝑚) =
{
max

{
P(𝑒)
P(𝑒′) ,

P(𝑒′)
P(𝑒)

} ���� 𝑒 ≠ 𝑒′ ∈ ℰ(𝑔, 𝑐, 𝑚)
}
,

(2a)

the set of changes of probabilities of stable and feasible co-
existence due to network rearrangements of an identical set
of species and interactions between them. [We notice that
℘(𝑔, 𝑐, 𝑚) contains undefined elements ifℰ(𝑔, 𝑐, 𝑚) has more
than one impossible ecology.] We also let

𝒫(𝑔, 𝑐, 𝑚) = max ℘(𝑔, 𝑐, 𝑚) =
max

𝑒∈ℰ (𝑔,𝑐,𝑚)
P(𝑒)

min
𝑒∈ℰ (𝑔,𝑐,𝑚)

P(𝑒) , (2b)

which thus quantifies the range of the probabilities of stable and
feasible coexistence in each of these classes. Some classes are
singleton classes, for which 𝒫 = 1 by definition, and classes
containing an impossible ecology have 𝒫 = ∞ [Fig. 5(e),(f)].
Strikingly, among the remaining classes that contain possible
ecologies only, there are classes with 𝒫 > 1010 [Fig. 5(e),(f)]
and more than half have 𝒫 > 104 [Fig. 5(f)], i.e., a range of
more than four orders of magnitude, larger than the amount
by which the medians of the distributions in Fig. 5(a)–(d)
are shifted. This shows that even for these small ecologies
with “only” 𝑁 = 5 species, the effect of structural details

on stability of coexistence is humongous and can swamp the
effect of the number of growing species or of interactions of
different types. However, comparing the distributions of 𝒫
and ℘ [Fig. 5(f)] shows that even within a class with a large
range, not all network rearrangements lead to a large change
in coexistence probability.

Minimal perturbations of ecological topologies

To extend these results, we finally considered minimal per-
turbations of ecological topologies on 𝑁 = 5 species that
might result from environmental or evolutionary pressures:
For each ecological topology, we switched any single species
from growing to dying (or vice versa) or we switched the
nature of the competitive, mutualistic, or predator-prey inter-
action between any two species to a different one. For each
such perturbation, changing an ecology 𝑒 into 𝑒′, say, we
computed the fold-change of the probability of stable and fea-
sible coexistence,

��log10 Pperturbed/Pinitial
�� = ��log10 P(𝑒′)/P(𝑒)

��.
(This ratio is infinite if exactly one of the initial and perturbed
ecologies is impossible; it is undetermined if both are trivial,
but the fraction of such perturbations is minute.) Interestingly,
the fraction of perturbations that result in a trivial ecology is
also small (Fig. 6, insets). Importantly, the results reveal a
certain robustness of coexistence to these perturbations com-
pared to network rearrangements of the initial species and
their interactions: The distribution of the changes of coexis-
tence probability due to such perturbations is narrower than
that of the changes due to such rearrangements (Fig. 6). This
average statement leaves open the question, of interest in the
context of evolutionary or environmental pressures, whether
specific perturbations are (more likely to be) stabilising or
destabilising.

0 2 4 6 8 10 ? ∞ 0
0

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
𝑁 = 5

trivial
non-trivial

trivial
non-trivial

����log10
Pperturbed

Pinitial

���� log10 ℘interactions

growth

CD
F

Fig. 6. Perturbations of ecological topologies. Cumulative distribu-
tion functions (CDFs) of the ratio of perturbed to initial probabilities
of stable and feasible coexistence for all minimal topological pertur-
bations of ecologies of 𝑁 = 5 species that change a single growing
species into a dying one or vice versa (solid line, “growth”) and all per-
turbations that change the competitive, mutualistic, or predator-prey
nature of a single interaction between two species (dashed line, “inter-
actions”). CDFs are restricted to non-trivial perturbations; the insets
show the proportion of trivial perturbations. Thick line: CDF of ℘,
reproduced from Fig. 5(f) for comparison. The question mark (?) in-
dicates unknown values for perturbations involving ecological topolo-
gies for which P ≠ 0 could not be computed; 0

0 indicates perturbations
for which the ratio of probabilities is undefined.
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DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have analysed the possibility of stable and
feasible coexistence in all non-trivial interaction networks of
𝑁 ⩽ 5 species. We found that a very small proportion of these
are impossible ecologies, in which stable and feasible coex-
istence is non-trivially impossible. Somewhat conversely, we
showed that the possibility of stable and feasible coexistence is
completely determined by irreducible ecologies that constitute
a similarly tiny proportion of all non-trivial ecologies. Finally,
we revealed that, in spite of general trends of different interac-
tions stabilising or destabilising coexistence, the details of the
interaction network have a huge influence on the probability
of stable and feasible coexistence.

In this way, our systematic, exhaustive analysis of “small”
systems (still far beyond the reach of analytical approaches)
complements random matrix theory à la May [4] by allowing
us to address a problem that does not admit a direct statistical
description in large ecological communities. Beyond theoreti-
cal ecology, in the rather different context of Turing instabilities
of reaction-diffusion systems, this kind of approach has previ-
ously yielded insights into the robustness of Turing instabilities
and the diffusive threshold inherent in the mechanism [20, 21].

Our results show that some ecological topologies, namely
those that allow stable and feasible coexistence in large regions
of parameter space, are much more robust to large environ-
mental fluctuations (i.e., large random parameter changes) than
others that allow stable and feasible coexistence only in very
small regions of parameter space. The question whether these
topologies are robust to small environmental fluctuations re-
lates to the geometry of the subset of parameter space in which
coexistence is stable and feasible and remains open.

Moreover, our results concern coexistence at steady state.
Extension to permanent coexistence beyond steady state, for
example in a limit cycle or more complex attractor, requires
going beyond Lotka–Volterra dynamics to analyse the effect
of non-linearities including higher-order interactions, which
are known to impact the stability of coexistence [22–24], and
constitutes another important challenge for the future. Future
work will also need to understand how the details of the ecolog-
ical topology affect another aspect of dynamics beyond steady
state, namely the transients that can allow unstable ecological
communities to persist over long timescales [25, 26].

Nevertheless, our results stress that the devil is in the details:
the generic stabilising or destabilising trends of different inter-
action types [7–9] can be swamped by the effect on stability
and feasibility of coexistence of permutations of an identical
set of competitive, mutualistic, and predator-prey interactions.
Previous work [27] showed that, for permutation tests of inter-
action topology and intersection strength correlations of food
webs with predator-prey relationships, the effect of these cor-
relations on stability dominates over that of the interaction
topology. However, the regions of parameter space in which
coexistence is stable and feasible may be very different for
different ecological topologies; this effect cannot be captured
by such permutation tests, so this does not contradict our find-
ings. In this context, the interaction network of competitive,
mutualistic, and predator-prey interactions sets the (signs of)
higher-order correlations between the entries of the interaction

matrix. The fact that random matrix models including such
higher-order correlations [28] display rich additional stability
behaviour is thus consistent with our results.

Meanwhile, irreducible and impossible ecologies constrain
crucial ecological processes: Irreducible ecologies restrict the
paths of steady-state (dis)assembly of an ecological commu-
nity towards stable and feasible coexistence [29–32]. Im-
possible ecologies limit continued stable and feasible coex-
istence when the type of individual ecological interactions
between species in a community changes due to environ-
mental changes [33, 34] or evolutionary pressures or when
a species starts or stops to rely for its growth on resources,
again due to environmental changes or evolutionary pressures.
The rareness of these impossible and irreducible ecological
topologies thus ascribes a certain robustness to these processes,
already hinted at by our discussion of minimal ecological per-
turbations. This says that impossible and irreducible ecologies
are more than mere mathematical curios: they have real eco-
logical meaning.

Our results thus emphasise that generic stability principles
can but paint an incomplete picture of the stability of coexis-
tence in general ecological communities, which is inextricably
linked to the detailed structure of the network of ecological
interactions in the community. However, these principles of
course still hold true in an average sense. A fascinating ques-
tion is therefore: In real ecological communities, has evolution
led to interaction networks that satisfy these principles, or has
it selected those that break them?

MATERIALS & METHODS

A. Generality of the Lotka–Volterra equations near a
coexistence equilibrium

Here, we prove that general population dynamics of 𝑁

species linearise to Lotka–Volterra dynamics near a coexis-
tence equilibrium; this result is probably folklore, but we could
not find a reference. Consider general dynamics of a vector
𝒙 = (𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 ) of population abundances,

¤𝒙 = 𝒇 (𝒙), (3)

or, in components, ¤𝑥𝑖 = 𝑓𝑖 (𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 ) for 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 .
We suppose that Eqs. (3) have a coexistence equilibrium
𝒙∗ = (𝑥∗1, 𝑥∗2, . . . , 𝑥∗𝑁 ) such that 𝑥∗𝑖 ≠ 0 for 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 . The
Jacobian of Eqs. (3) at 𝒙∗ is J = (𝐽𝑖 𝑗 ).

It now suffices to find 𝑨 and B such that 𝒙∗ is an equilibrium
of the Lotka–Volterra equations (1a), and, by definition of
linearisation, such that the Jacobians of Eqs. (1a) and Eqs. (3)
at 𝒙∗ are equal. The first condition is satisfied by imposing
𝑨 = B · 𝒙∗, while the second requires −𝒙∗B = J. This can be
satisfied by choosing 𝐵𝑖 𝑗 = 𝐽𝑖 𝑗/𝑥∗𝑖 , which is well-defined by
the above assumption on 𝒙∗. This proves our claim. □

B. Impossible ecologies of 𝑵 = 2 species

Here, we prove that obligate mutualism of two species is
an impossible ecology. The abundances of two such obligate
mutualists obey

¤𝑥 = 𝑥(−𝑎 − 𝑏𝑥 + 𝑐𝑦), ¤𝑦 = 𝑦(−𝑑 + 𝑒𝑥 − 𝑓 𝑦), (4)
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where 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑, 𝑒, 𝑓 are non-negative parameters. The coex-
istence equilibrium is

𝑥∗ =
𝑎 𝑓 + 𝑐𝑑

𝑐𝑒 − 𝑏 𝑓
, 𝑦∗ =

𝑎𝑒 + 𝑏𝑑

𝑐𝑒 − 𝑏 𝑓
. (5)

In particular, 𝑥∗, 𝑦∗ > 0 for feasibility, which yields 𝑐𝑒 > 𝑏 𝑓 .
The Jacobian at this equilibrium is(−𝑏𝑥∗ 𝑐𝑥∗

𝑒𝑦∗ − 𝑓 𝑦∗

)
. (6)

Stability requires its determinant to be positive [2], which
implies (𝑏 𝑓 − 𝑐𝑒)𝑥∗𝑦∗ > 0. Since 𝑥∗, 𝑦∗ > 0 for feasibility,
this yields 𝑏 𝑓 > 𝑐𝑒, which is a contradiction. □

C. Impossible ecologies of 𝑵 = 3 species

Here, we prove that obligate mutualism of three species,
obligate cyclic predation of three species, facultative predation
on two obligate mutualists, and competition with two obligate
mutualists are impossible ecologies.

Obligate mutualism

Consider obligate mutualism of three species, the abun-
dances of which satisfy

¤𝑥 = 𝑥(−𝑎 − 𝑏𝑥 + 𝑐𝑦 + 𝑑𝑧), (7a)
¤𝑦 = 𝑦(−𝑒 + 𝑓 𝑥 − 𝑔𝑦 + ℎ𝑧), (7b)
¤𝑧 = 𝑧(−𝑖 + 𝑗𝑥 + 𝑘𝑦 − 𝑙𝑧), (7c)

wherein 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑, 𝑒, 𝑓 , 𝑔, ℎ, 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘, 𝑙 are non-negative parame-
ters. The coexistence equilibrium (𝑥∗, 𝑦∗, 𝑧∗) has

𝑥∗ =
𝑘 (𝑎ℎ − 𝑑𝑒) − (𝑎𝑔𝑙 + 𝑐𝑒𝑙 + 𝑖𝑐ℎ + 𝑑𝑔)

𝐷
, (8a)

𝑦∗ =
𝑗 (𝑑𝑒 − 𝑎ℎ) − (𝑏𝑙𝑒 + 𝑎 𝑓 𝑙 + 𝑖𝑏ℎ + 𝑖𝑑𝑓 )

𝐷
, (8b)

where 𝐷 = 𝑏𝑔𝑙 − 𝑏ℎ𝑘 − 𝑐 𝑓 𝑙 − 𝑐ℎ 𝑗 − 𝑑𝑓 𝑘 − 𝑑𝑔 𝑗 . Now as-
sume feasibility. If 𝐷 > 0, then 𝑥∗ > 0 =⇒ 𝑘 (𝑎ℎ − 𝑑𝑒) > 0,
but 𝑦∗ > 0 =⇒ 𝑗 (𝑑𝑒 − 𝑎ℎ) > 0, so 𝑎ℎ ≷ 𝑑𝑒, a contradiction.
Hence 𝐷 < 0. Now the characteristic polynomial of the Ja-
cobian of Eqs. (7) at (𝑥∗, 𝑦∗, 𝑧∗) is 𝜆3 + 𝑎1𝜆

2 + 𝑎2𝜆 + 𝑎3, with
𝑎3 = 𝐷𝑥∗𝑦∗𝑧∗. One of the (necessary) Routh–Hurwitz con-
ditions for stability is 𝑎3 > 0 [2]. Since 𝐷 < 0, this implies
𝑥∗𝑦∗𝑧∗ < 0, contradicting feasibility. □

Obligate cyclic predation

Consider three species with obligate cyclic predation, the
abundances of which evolve according to

¤𝑥 = 𝑥(−𝑎 − 𝑏𝑥 + 𝑐𝑦 − 𝑑𝑧), (9a)
¤𝑦 = 𝑦(−𝑒 − 𝑓 𝑥 − 𝑔𝑦 + ℎ𝑧), (9b)
¤𝑧 = 𝑧(−𝑖 + 𝑗𝑥 − 𝑘𝑦 − 𝑙𝑧), (9c)

wherein 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑, 𝑒, 𝑓 , 𝑔, ℎ, 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘, 𝑙 are non-negative parame-
ters. The coexistence equilibrium (𝑥∗, 𝑦∗, 𝑧∗) has

𝑥∗ =
𝑔(𝑑𝑖 − 𝑎𝑙) − (𝑎ℎ𝑘 + 𝑐𝑒𝑙 + 𝑐ℎ𝑖 + 𝑑𝑒𝑘)

𝐷
, (10a)

𝑦∗ =
𝑓 (𝑎𝑙 − 𝑑𝑖) − (𝑎ℎ 𝑗 + 𝑏𝑒𝑙 + 𝑏ℎ𝑖 + 𝑑𝑒 𝑗)

𝐷
, (10b)

where 𝐷 = 𝑏𝑔𝑙 + 𝑏ℎ𝑘 + 𝑐 𝑓 𝑙 − 𝑐ℎ 𝑗 + 𝑑𝑓 𝑘 + 𝑑𝑔 𝑗 . As in the
case of obligate mutualism, 𝐷 < 0 because 𝐷 > 0 yields the
contradiction 𝑑𝑖 ≷ 𝑎𝑙 from 𝑥∗, 𝑦∗ > 0. The Routh–Hurwitz
conditions for stability then imply 𝑥∗𝑦∗𝑧∗ < 0 as in that case,
contradicting feasibility again. □

Facultative predation on two obligate mutualists

Consider facultative predation on two obligate mutualists,
described by

¤𝑥 = 𝑥(𝑎 − 𝑏𝑥 + 𝑐𝑦 + 𝑑𝑧), (11a)
¤𝑦 = 𝑦(−𝑒 − 𝑓 𝑥 − 𝑔𝑦 + ℎ𝑧), (11b)
¤𝑧 = 𝑧(−𝑖 − 𝑗𝑥 + 𝑘𝑦 − 𝑙𝑧), (11c)

wherein 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑, 𝑒, 𝑓 , 𝑔, ℎ, 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘, 𝑙 are non-negative parame-
ters. The coexistence equilibrium (𝑥∗, 𝑦∗, 𝑧∗) has

𝑥∗ =
𝑔(𝑎𝑙 − 𝑑𝑖) − (𝑎ℎ𝑘 + 𝑐𝑒𝑙 + 𝑐ℎ𝑖 + 𝑑𝑒𝑘)

𝐷
, (12a)

𝑦∗ =
𝑓 (𝑑𝑖 − 𝑎𝑙) − (𝑎ℎ 𝑗 + 𝑏𝑒𝑙 + 𝑏ℎ𝑖 + 𝑑𝑒 𝑗)

𝐷
, (12b)

where 𝐷 = 𝑑𝑔 𝑗 + 𝑐ℎ 𝑗 + 𝑑𝑓 𝑘 − 𝑏ℎ𝑘 + 𝑐 𝑓 𝑙 + 𝑏𝑔𝑙. As in the
previous cases, 𝐷 < 0 because 𝐷 > 0 yields the contradiction
𝑎𝑙 ≷ 𝑑𝑖 from 𝑥∗, 𝑦∗ > 0. The Routh–Hurwitz conditions for
stability then imply 𝑥∗𝑦∗𝑧∗ < 0 as in those cases, contradicting
feasibility once again. □

It is remarkable that the seemingly worse case of obligate
predation on two obligate mutualists allows stable and feasible
coexistence, so is an irreducible ecology!

Competition with two obligate mutualists

Consider competition with two obligate mutualists, de-
scribed by

¤𝑥 = 𝑥(𝑎 − 𝑏𝑥 − 𝑐𝑦 − 𝑑𝑧), (13a)
¤𝑦 = 𝑦(−𝑒 − 𝑓 𝑥 − 𝑔𝑦 + ℎ𝑧), (13b)
¤𝑧 = 𝑧(−𝑖 − 𝑗𝑥 + 𝑘𝑦 − 𝑙𝑧), (13c)

wherein 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑, 𝑒, 𝑓 , 𝑔, ℎ, 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘, 𝑙 are non-negative parame-
ters. The coexistence equilibrium (𝑥∗, 𝑦∗, 𝑧∗) has

𝑦∗ =
𝑑 (𝑒 𝑗 − 𝑓 𝑖) − (𝑎 𝑓 𝑙 + 𝑎ℎ 𝑗 + 𝑏𝑒𝑙 + 𝑏ℎ𝑖)

𝐷
, (14a)

𝑧∗ =
𝑐( 𝑓 𝑖 − 𝑒 𝑗) − (𝑎 𝑓 𝑘 + 𝑎𝑔 𝑗 + 𝑏𝑒𝑘 + 𝑏𝑔𝑖)

𝐷
, (14b)

where 𝐷 = 𝑏𝑔𝑙 − 𝑏ℎ𝑘 − 𝑐 𝑓 𝑙 − 𝑐ℎ 𝑗 − 𝑑𝑓 𝑘 − 𝑑𝑔 𝑗 . As in the
previous cases, 𝐷 < 0 because 𝐷 > 0 yields the contradiction
𝑒 𝑗 ≷ 𝑓 𝑖 from 𝑦∗, 𝑧∗ > 0. The Routh–Hurwitz conditions for
stability then imply 𝑥∗𝑦∗𝑧∗ < 0 as in those cases, contradicting
feasibility once again. □

D. Proof of the theorem on extensions of ecological topologies

Here, we prove the theorem on extensions of ecological
topologies stated in the main text:

Theorem. Any non-trivial extension of a possible ecological
topology is itself possible.
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Proof. Let 𝑁 ⩾ 2 be an integer. Consider a possible
topology of 𝑁 − 1 species, the abundances 𝒙0 of which follow

¤𝒙0 = 𝒙0 (𝑨0 − B0 · 𝒙0),

with stable and feasible coexistence equilibrium 𝒙∗0 = B−1
0 ·𝑨0,

and associated Jacobian J0 = −𝒙∗0B0 with stable eigenvalues
E (J0). Choose 𝜀 ≪ 1 such that

min |𝑨0 |,min |B0 |,min 𝒙∗0,min |Re(E (J0)) | ≫ 𝜀. (‡)

We extend this ecology non-trivially by adding species 𝑁 ,
with abundance 𝑥𝑁 . This extended ecology is described by
the block equation

¤𝒙 = 𝒙

[(
𝑨0

𝑎

)
−

(
B0 𝒃

𝒄⊤ 𝑑

)
· 𝒙

]
, with 𝒙 =

(
𝒙0

𝑥𝑁

)
,

and where 𝑎 > 0 if species 𝑁 grows on its own, 𝑎 < 0 if
species 𝑁 dies in the absence of inter-species interactions, and
where 𝑑 > 0 defines its within-species competition, and the
vectors 𝒃, 𝒄 determine its interactions with the other species.
We denote by 𝒙∗ the corresponding coexistence equilibrium,
and J the associated Jacobian. The proof now divides into two
cases:

(1) In the first case, 𝑎 > 0, and we choose 𝑎, 𝑑 = 𝑂 (1) and
𝒃, 𝒄 = 𝑂 (𝜀), so that

¤𝒙 = 𝒙

[(
𝑨0

𝑎

)
−

(
B0 𝑂 (𝜀)

𝑂 (𝜀) 𝑑

)
· 𝒙

]
.

We now use assumptions (‡) repeatedly to obtain, first,

𝒙∗ =

(
B0 0
0⊤ 𝑑

)−1

·
(
𝑨0

𝑎

)
+𝑂 (𝜀) =

(
𝒙∗0
𝑎/𝑑

)
+𝑂 (𝜀),

and thence

J = −
(

𝒙∗0
𝑎/𝑑

) (
B0 0
0⊤ 𝑑

)
+𝑂 (𝜀) =

(
J0 0
0⊤ −𝑎

)
+𝑂 (𝜀).

Thus 𝒙∗ is feasible. Moreover, E (J) = {E (J0),−𝑎}+𝑂 (𝜀),
whence 𝒙∗ is stable, too.

(2) In the second case, 𝑎 > 0. Let 𝒄 = (𝑐1, 𝑐2, . . . , 𝑐𝑁−1).
Because the extension is non-trivial by assumption, there
exists 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 − 1} such that 𝑐𝑖 < 0. Without loss
of generality, 𝑖 = 1 and we write 𝒄 = (𝑐1, 𝒄

′). We now
choose 𝑎 = 𝑂 (𝜀), 𝒃 = 𝑂 (𝜀), 𝑐1 = 𝑂 (𝜀1/2), 𝒄′ = 𝑂 (𝜀),
𝑑 = 𝑂 (1). Writing 𝑐1 = −𝜀1/2𝛾, where 𝛾 = 𝑂 (1) and
𝛾 > 0, we obtain

¤𝒙 = 𝒙

[(
𝑨0

𝑂 (𝜀)

)
−

(
B0 𝑂 (𝜀)

−𝜀1/2𝛾 𝑂 (𝜀) 𝑑

)
· 𝒙

]
,

yielding the equilibrium condition(
B0 0⊤

−𝜀1/2𝛾 0 𝑑

)
· 𝒙∗ =

(
𝑨0

0

)
+𝑂 (𝜀).

We decompose

𝒙∗ =

(
𝝌∗

𝑥∗𝑁

)
+𝑂 (𝜀).

The first components of the equilibrium condition become

B0 · 𝝌∗ = 𝑨0 =⇒ 𝝌∗ = B−1
0 · 𝑨0 = 𝒙∗0 .

Writing 𝒙∗0 = (𝜉∗, 𝝃′∗) with in particular 𝜉∗ > 0, its final
component then yields

−𝜀1/2𝛾𝜉∗ + 𝑑𝑥∗𝑁 = 0 =⇒ 𝑥∗𝑁 = 𝜀1/2 𝛾

𝑑
𝜉∗.

In particular, this shows that 𝒙∗ is feasible. Moreover,

J = −
(

𝒙∗0
𝜀1/2𝛾𝜉∗/𝑑

) (
B0 0⊤

−𝜀1/2𝛾 0 𝑑

)
+𝑂 (𝜀)

=

(
J0 0
0⊤ −𝜀1/2𝛾𝜉∗

)
+𝑂 (𝜀),

which has eigenvalues E (J) = {E (J0),−𝜀1/2𝛾𝜉∗} +𝑂 (𝜀),
which are stable.

Stable and feasible coexistence is thus possible in the extended
ecological topology in either case. This completes the proof
of the theorem. □

E. Numerical Methods
Numerical tolerances

To avoid numerical errors in the computation of decid-
ing whether coexistence is stable and feasible for randomly
sampled parameter values |𝑨|, |B |, we replace, for numerical
purposes, the exact feasibility and stability conditions with
min 𝒙∗ > 𝜏 and max Re(−𝒙∗B) < −𝜏, respectively, to which
conditions we add |det B | > 𝜏. Our tests (not shown) show
that, by choosing 𝜏 = 10−7, this avoids errors due to the entries
of 𝒙∗ varying by more than (machine precision)−1.

Somewhat conversely, we declare systems with |min 𝒙∗ | ⩽ 𝜏

or |max Re(−𝒙∗B) | ⩽ 𝜏 or |det B | ⩽ 𝜏 to be uncertain. Thus,
after 𝑛 samplings, of which 𝑐 allowed stable and feasible
coexistence and 𝑢 were uncertain, we estimate the interval
[𝑐/𝑛, (𝑐 + 𝑢)/𝑛] for the probability of stable and feasible co-
existence. We add 95% Wilson confidence intervals (see, e.g.,
Ref. [35]) to the endpoints of this interval to define the error
bars reported in Figs. 4 and 5.

Direct sampling of feasible equilibria

Feasible equilibria of a non-trivial ecology can be sampled
directly (but non-uniformly in parameter space) by the follow-
ing algorithm:

input: interaction_signs[N][N], growth_signs[N]

output: x[N], A[N], B[N,N]

for i = 1..N:

x[i] = random

for j = 1..N:

B[i,j] = interaction_signs[i,j]*random
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A = B*x # matrix product

for i such that growth_signs[i] == +:

d = A[i] - B[i][i]*x[i]

if d < 0:

B[i][i] = (-d+random)/x[i]

for i such that growth_signs[i] == -:

find j such that interaction_signs[i,j] == -

d = A[i] - B[i][j]*x[j]

if d > 0:

B[i][j] = (-d-random)/x[j]

This algorithm generates a feasible equilibrium 𝒙∗ and samples
a random matrix of interaction strengths B consistent with
the topology. It then adjusts one term in each row of B,
while keeping it consistent with the topology, to ensure that
𝑨 = B · 𝒙∗ is consistent with the topology; we stress that the
find instruction in the final loop must return a result because
the topology is non-trivial by assumption.

This choice of algorithm is not of course unique, but we
found that it allowed us to find parameter values allowing
stable and feasible coexistence for topologies for which we
were unable to find such parameter values by uniform sampling
of parameters.

Enumeration of (non-extension) ecologies

By our theorem on extensions of ecological topologies, an
ecology on 𝑁 species is a non-extension ecology if and only if
all its non-trivial subecologies on 𝑁−1 species are impossible.

To classify non-extension ecologies on 𝑁 species using
nauty [17] and the bijection discussed in the main text, we
therefore first generate all non-trivial ecologies using
geng N | directg | vcolg -m2 -o | pickg -∼d0
in which the final pipe removes graphs that have vertices
with zero out-degree, hence are trivial. We obtain all non-
trivial subecologies by piping the result to the nauty com-
mand delptg -m1, of which we modified the output format
to track which ecology each subecology in the resulting list
arises from. We then generated adjacency matrices of all im-
possible ecologies on 𝑁 − 1 species and their permutations,
and converted them to digraph6 format using the nauty tool
amtog -z, which we piped to uniq to remove repeats. Be-
cause of the small number of impossible ecologies, we could
then find the the impossible subecologies on 𝑁 − 1 species
and hence the non-extension ecologies on 𝑁 species by brute
force.

Author contributions. YM, CDM, and PAH designed the
study; YM, SzH, PAH wrote code and analysed data; SzH and
PAH derived analytical results; YM, CDM, PAH analysed and
interpreted results; YM and PAH wrote the initial draft of the
paper; all authors contributed to the final draft of the paper.
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Supplementary Fig. 1. List of all 70 non-trivial ecologies on three species. Impossible and irreducible ecologies are highlighted by dashed and
solid boxes, respectively.
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a

b

Supplementary Fig. 2. List of the 29 non-extension ecologies that are found among the 2340 non-trivial ecologies of four species . (a) List of
11 ecologies asserted to be impossible; as discussed in the main text, this is an upper bound based on numerical calculations, and we do not
have an analytical proof of impossibility for any of these ecologies. (b) List of the remaining 18 non-extension ecologies of four species, shown
to be irreducible by direct non-uniform sampling of feasible equilibria yielding parameter values allowing stable and feasible coexistence.
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a

b

Supplementary Fig. 3. List of the 83 non-extension ecologies that are found among the 248436 non-trivial ecologies of five species, assuming
that the ecologies in Supplementary Fig. 2(a) are indeed impossible. (a) List of 30 ecologies asserted to be impossible, similarly to the
four-species case. (b) List of the remaining non-extension ecologies, shown to be irreducible as in the four-species case.
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