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Abstract

Species’ interactions are shaped by their traits. Thus, we expect traits – in particular, trait

(dis)similarity – to play a central role in determining whether a particular set of species coexists.

Traits are, in turn, the outcome of an eco-evolutionary process summarized by a phylogenetic

tree. Therefore, the phylogenetic tree associated with a set of species should carry information

about the dynamics and assembly properties of the community. Many studies have highlighted

the potentially complex ways in which this phylogenetic information is translated into species’

ecological properties. However, much less emphasis has been placed on developing clear, quan-

titative expectations for community properties under a particular hypothesis.

To address this gap, we couple a simple model of trait evolution on a phylogenetic tree with

Lotka-Volterra community dynamics. This allows us to derive properties of a community of

coexisting species as a function of the number of traits, tree topology and the size of the species

pool. Our analysis highlights how phylogenies, through traits, affect the coexistence of a set of

species.

Together, these results provide much-needed baseline expectations for the ways in which

evolutionary history, summarized by phylogeny, is reflected in the size and structure of ecological

communities.
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Introduction

Understanding the connections between species’ traits, interactions, and evolutionary histories

has been an important, but elusive, goal for ecologists. Classic empirical and theoretical re-

sults [Gause, 1932, MacArthur and Levins, 1964, 1967] engendered the principle of limiting sim-

ilarity, which holds that the intensities of species interactions are controlled by trait, or niche,

similarity, and that coexistence of competing species requires sufficient dissimilarity. It has also

long been noted that species’ traits, and consequently niches, are strongly influenced by phy-

logenetic history [Webb et al., 2002, Wiens et al., 2010]. Together, these two ideas motivate the

hypothesis that closely related species should share similar niches, and compete more strongly

as a result [Webb, 2000, Webb et al., 2002]. Under this hypothesis, evolutionary history should

predict the strength of species’ interactions, and ultimately the likelihood of their coexistence.

While these ideas have found mixed support [Cadotte et al., 2017], they serve as cornerstones of

the young field of community phylogenetics [Violle et al., 2011, Webb et al., 2002].

Guided by this logic, many studies have sought to link the phylogenetic structure of com-

munities with empirical patterns of species abundance and coexistence. These efforts rely on

a variety of tools developed to test whether a given mechanism of community assembly (e.g.,

competitive exclusion or environmental filtering) has acted in a community, by analyzing the

signal it is expected to leave in the community’s phylogenetic structure [Freilich and Connolly,

2015, Silvertown et al., 2001]. However, several influential critiques have been leveled at this kind

of inference, on the grounds that phylogenetic relatedness might not translate into community

patterns in straightforward ways [Cadotte et al., 2017, Mayfield and Levine, 2010]. For exam-

ple, closely related species might share traits that lead to stronger competition—decreasing the

chance they coexist—but also traits that increase their overall competitive ability relative to the

broader community, which could simultaneously increase their probability of coexistence. In

complex communities, it is also unclear how a large number of pairwise measures of evolution-

ary relatedness should be related to properties of the whole community, such as total biomass or
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coexistence.

It is now widely recognized that these and other issues complicate the project of relating

evolutionary history to community assembly and co-occurrence, although the extent to which

they limit inference has been hotly debated [Gerhold et al., 2015, Mayfield and Levine, 2010,

Mouquet et al., 2012]. However, even leaving aside the potential effects of phylogeny on species’

fitness differences, we lack a rigorous understanding of how shared evolutionary history should

map into patterns of coexistence and abundance through niche overlap. A central prediction in

community phylogenetics is that competitive exclusion should “prune” closely related species,

producing a pattern of phylogenetic overdispersion [Webb, 2000, Webb et al., 2002]. But it is

rarely clear how strongly or on which phylogenetic scales this pattern should manifest [Swenson

et al., 2006]. Additionally, phylogenetic structure might affect overall community richness (num-

ber of coexisting species), as well as patterns of biomass and abundance [Cadotte et al., 2010,

Kraft et al., 2007]. While these patterns have been extensively scrutinized in empirical systems,

we have surprisingly little quantitative theory to understand and predict them.

Here we take a step back to develop and analyze a quantitative model that helps clarify these

relationships. Given a phylogeny summarizing the evolutionary history of a community, we aim

to develop predictions for key ecological community properties. The link between phylogeny and

community properties is mediated by ecologically-relevant traits, which we treat as the outcome

of a stochastic evolutionary process. Thus, individual trait values are random variables in our

framework, but systematic relationships between phylogeny and community properties emerge

due to phylogenetic correlations between species’ traits.

More specifically, we use the framework of the well-known Lokta-Volterra model to construct

an explicit link between phylogenetic relatedness and ecological interactions. We first connect

phylogeny to species’ traits, and then connect similarity in traits to the strength of interaction

between any two species [Bastolla et al., 2005, Maynard et al., 2018]. Given a phylogenetic tree

representing the evolutionary history of a regional pool of n species, we assume that species

interactions are determined by a set of ℓ ≥ n traits, which have evolved independently on the tree
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via Gaussian processes such as Brownian motion [Harmon, 2018, Kraft et al., 2007] or Ornstein-

Uhlenbeck processes [Hansen and Martins, 1996]. The covariance between these traits controls

the strength of the competitive effect between any two species. In this way, species that are more

closely related tend to interact, on average, more strongly with each other than with distantly-

related species. As we will show, the variance of the distribution of interaction strengths is

controlled by the number of relevant traits ℓ.

As noted above, species’ overall competitive abilities, captured in our framework by intrinsic

growth rates and self-regulation, could also reflect their evolutionary history, and exert effects on

community patterns that are distinct from the effects of niche differences. While both kinds of

phylogenetic effects (on competitive ability and niche differences) are likely present in real com-

munities, we restrict our focus to niche differences, with the aim of developing clear, quantitative

expectations for communities shaped primarily by limiting similarity. To separate the effect of

phylogeny on interspecific interactions from its effect on overall competitive ability, we therefore

assume that all species have identical intrinsic growth rates, and the same self-regulation (carry-

ing capacity) in expectation [Belyea and Lancaster, 1999] (although we later relax this assumption

by considering the effect of varying intrinsic growth rates, see Supplementary Information, Sec-

tion S7).

Having established a probabilistic model for trait evolution and a link between trait values

and species interactions, we study a scenario where all species from the (regional) pool are

present at arbitrary initial conditions in a local community, and dynamics follow the (general-

ized) Lotka-Volterra model. Unlike previous simulation-based studies [Freilich and Connolly,

2015, Kraft et al., 2007], we develop an analytical framework to characterize the resulting com-

munity of coexisting species, as a function of both the number of traits, ℓ, and the tree structure.

We focus on three biologically relevant quantities: community diversity, community biomass,

and the abundance distribution. Having clear predictions for how these quantities depend on

phylogeny is a key prerequisite to properly testing for phylogenetic structure in empirical com-

munities. Our results also provide a potential way to infer important parameters, such as the
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number of traits ℓ that are relevant for species interactions in a natural community, as well as

the phylogenetic tree structure most compatible with ecological interactions. Testing whether

a community phylogeny inferred in this manner is concordant with molecular phylogeny, for

example, could illuminate the evolutionary determinants of ecological interactions. Overall, our

model clarifies how phylogenetic relatedness, modulated by the number of traits that control

species interactions, should be expected to shape multiple aspects of community assembly and

structure.

Model

We consider a regional pool R = {si} of n species indexed by 1 ≤ i ≤ n, with a phylogeny

TR describing the evolutionary history of the pool. Each species in the pool is defined by a set

of fixed traits that have evolved over time. We focus on the diversity and ecological structure

of a local community formed from the regional pool. Therefore, we assume that evolutionary

processes, which have taken place in the pool, are separate from population dynamics in the

local community, which occur on shorter time scales.

Each species is characterized by ℓ trait values, with ℓ ≥ n. For a given trait k, with 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ,

the values of k for all species in the pool (1 ≤ i ≤ n) are collected in the trait vector τk = (τk
i ). We

assume each trait vector τk is sampled independently from a multivariate normal distribution

N (µk, Σ), with mean vector µk and correlation matrix Σ. These assumptions imply that: (a) the

values of distinct traits of a given species are independent, with no trade-offs or correlations

between traits; and (b) the evolutionary processes for distinct traits are statistically equivalent.

Because many functional traits of organisms are correlated with one another, traits in our

model should be viewed as idealized trait values (uncorrelated at the species level), and ℓ as the

effective number of independent traits relevant for interactions [Laughlin, 2014, Mouillot et al.,

2021]. For instance, while we might measure concrete physical traits such as specific leaf area

or leaf nitrogen content in plants, relationships between these traits make it more appropriate to
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consider abstract trait combinations, such as leaf investment (e.g. position along a leaf economics

spectrum) [Wright et al., 2004] as the relevant traits in our model. As another example, we

discuss below (and illustrate in the Supplementary Information, Section S1) how our model

can be derived from underlying consumer-resource dynamics, where the ℓ traits are consumers’

preferences or consumption rates for ℓ substitutable resources. Again, these rates may be high-

level traits, representing a suite of physical adaptions to using different types of resources.

Each sampling of trait vectors defines a particular regional pool realization, all of them pre-

serving the correlation structure Σ among species. This correlation structure reflects the evolu-

tionary history of the community, as we will describe below. The trait vectors in turn determine

interspecific interactions in the local community.

Drawing trait vectors from a multivariate normal distribution is equivalent to modeling

stochastic evolution (with or without selection) of each trait on the phylogenetic tree TR [Hansen

and Martins, 1996]. In our model, the tree structure is treated as a parameter, and we model the

distribution of trait evolutionary trajectories compatible with the tree. Of course, the processes of

speciation (generating the phylogeny) and trait evolution (generating the trait vectors) happen in

concert, but in practice we often have access to a community phylogeny while lacking detailed

knowledge of functional traits that control interactions. Thus, we aim to connect phylogeny to

ecological properties by considering an ensemble of possible trait realizations compatible with a

known phylogeny.

The phylogenetic tree defines a variance-covariance matrix Σ [Harmon, 2018], where each

element Σij measures the shared evolutionary history (branch length) between species si and sj

(see Figures 1 and 2) [Bravo et al., 2009]. Assuming the tree TR is ultrametric, we can take Σii = 1

for all i. Off-diagonal elements of the covariance matrix are computed as follows: For any si and

sj, consider the paths “backwards” in time from each of these species to the ancestral species at

the root of the tree; the time tij at which these paths merge is the coalescence time between si

and sj [Wakely, 2016]. Then, Σij = 1 − tij. In other words, Σij is the total time over which trait

evolution for si and sj was shared (see Figure 2).
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The simplest example of an evolutionary process consistent with these assumptions is one

where each trait k has an ancestral mean value of 0 and evolves independently on the tree

via Brownian motion. Then the value of trait vector τk at the n tips follows a multivariate

normal distribution N (0, Σ) with Σ generated by the tree. More generally, however, Hansen

and Martins [1996] showed that any linear diffusion evolutionary process leads to a multivariate

normal distribution for trait vectors at the tips of the tree. These so-called Gaussian processes

include, in addition to Brownian motion, the well-known Ornstein-Uhlembeck (OU) process

widely used as a model in evolutionary phylogenetics. Unlike Brownian motion, the OU process

leads to non-zero expected values for traits, µk ̸= 0, which can be interpreted as a selective force

that pushes trait evolution toward an optimal value. Independent OU processes for each trait are

also consistent with assumptions (a) and (b) above. In general, any linear diffusion process that

evolves traits over the phylogenetic tree is compatible with our approach.

Next, we consider how a local community is formed from the regional pool. We model a sce-

nario where all species from the pool enter some local habitat at the same time and at arbitrary

initial densities [Serván et al., 2018]. Population dynamics, as determined by the species’ inter-

actions and growth rates, will lead the community to an asymptotic state in which some of the

species are locally excluded, while others coexist. To describe these local dynamics, we employ

the Generalized Lotka-Volterra (GLV) model:

dxi

dt
= xi

[
r −

n

∑
j=1

(µ + Aij)xj

]
. (1)

Here, xi is the density of species i and r is the intrinsic growth rate, assumed to be equal for all

species. This assumption reflects our focus on species niche differences mediated by phylogenetic

relationships [Mayfield and Levine, 2010]. However, in the Supplementary Information (Section

S7) we also consider variability in growth rates.

Interaction coefficients are modeled as deviations Aij from a mean value µ > 0. These devi-

ations are controlled by trait similarity between species. In particular, we assume Aij is propor-

tional to the sample covariance between the traits of si and sj. We define ζk = τk − ⟨τk⟩ = τk − µk
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Figure 1: Construction of the regional pool R and interaction matrix A. (1) Matrix Σ measures
the shared evolutionary history between any two species si and sj on the ultrametric tree TR. (2)
Each species in the pool R is assigned ℓ trait values. The vector recording each species’ value
for trait k, τk, is sampled from N (µk, Σ), independently of all other traits. This is equivalent to a
linear diffusion model of trait evolution for each trait on the phylogenetic tree TR. (3) The model
then relates these trait values, contained in the matrix G, to the interactions between the species
in the pool. Ultimately, the matrix of interactions A is a noisy reflection of Σ, with the amount of
noise determined by the number of traits, ℓ.
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s1 s2 s3 s4 . . . sn s1 s2 . . . sn

ρ

s1 s2 s3 s4 . . . sn−1 sn

Figure 2: Examples of ultrametric rooted phylogenies and induced correlation matrices. The
perfectly unbalanced tree (left) has n − 1 branching times 0 < t1 < . . . < tn−1 for a pool of
n species, where each new branching occurs in the “leftmost” lineage. We call the times be-
tween branching events, ti − ti−1, inter-branching times. The star tree (middle) exhibits a unique
branching event which generates all n species. For the perfectly balanced tree (right) we have
k = log2(n) branching times; at each branching time, all the tips present up to that point generate
two new species (in this case we assume n = 2k for some positive integer k). The correlation ma-
trix Σ associated with each tree is constructed as detailed in the main text (darker colors indicate
larger values of Σij). For the simplest case of the star tree, this procedure yields Σij = ρ for any
i ̸= j and Σii = 1.
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to be the vector of centered trait values for the k-th trait, where the mean trait value across all

species is removed. Then the matrix A is given by

Aij =
1
ℓ

ℓ

∑
k=1

ζk
i ζk

j , A =
1
ℓ

GGT. (2)

Here G = (ζk
i ) is simply the species-by-trait matrix of centered trait values. Under this definition,

the deviations Aij can be understood as the overlap between species trait deviations, calculated

as the dot product between species’ trait deviation vectors ζ i = (ζk
i ) and ζ j = (ζk

j ) (see Figure 1).

Conceptually, this model dictates that pairwise species interactions are strengthened (|Aij| larger)

if their trait deviation vectors are nearly parallel, and weakened as pairs of trait deviation vectors

become more perpendicular.

In the Supplementary Information (Section S1), we show how the model defined by Eqs. (1)–

(2) can arise, for example, by assuming a separation of time scales for a consumer-resource

model in which consumers share the same attack and death rates, but differ in their preferences

for resources, which reflect evolutionary history. In this case, the number of traits ℓ takes the

concrete meaning of the number of resources utilized by the n consumers. In addition, the rows

of the matrix G correspond to resource preferences for each consumer – these are the ℓ traits. The

trait evolution process implies that more closely related consumers typically share more similar

resource preferences and compete more strongly as a result.

Our model assumptions imply that A is a symmetric and stable matrix belonging to the

Wishart ensemble [Muirhead, 2009, Wishart, 1928]:

A ∼ Wn(ℓ
−1Σ, ℓ). (3)

The Wishart distribution describes the probability of observing a given sample covariance matrix

when sampling vectors from a zero-mean multivariate normal distribution. As described above,

the trait vectors τk are multivariate normal samples – and thus ζk are zero-mean normal samples

– for any Gaussian evolutionary process, such as Brownian motion or OU processes. As a sample
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from the Wishart ensemble, A may contain both positive and negative elements. Because interac-

tions are symmetric, the model accounts for a mixture of competitive interactions, if Aij = Aji are

positive (note the minus sign in the GLV dynamics), and facilitation, if Aij = Aji are sufficiently

negative. Given its many applications in statistics and other fields, the Wishart distribution has

been studied extensively, allowing us to draw upon a large body of results to characterize the

ecological dynamics in our model [Bodnar and Okhrin, 2008, 2011, Kotsiuba and Mazur, 2016,

Muirhead, 2009].

The stability of A has an important consequences for community assembly. As the GLV dy-

namics unfold, the community reaches a unique, globally-stable equilibrium, where some species

go extinct, and the sub-community of coexisting species is characterized by feasibility and non-

invasibility conditions [Hofbauer et al., 1998] (see also Section S3). The GLV dynamics lead to a

unique final community where all surviving species have positive abundances (feasibility) and

all of the excluded species have negative invasion growth rates (non-invasibility). Furthermore,

the final community composition reached in our scenario where all species in R are introduced

simultaneously is the same as would be reached under sequential, one-at-a-time species inva-

sions [Serván and Allesina, 2021]. Thus, although we study simultaneous species invasions for

simplicity, our results apply directly to the potentially more realistic process of bottom-up com-

munity assembly.

In this setting, one can also prove that the effect of the mean interaction strength µ on the

resulting community is very straightforward: µ does not affect the identity of the coexisting

species, and simply rescales their densities by a constant (see Section S6 for details). Similarly,

any choice of r > 0 only rescales equilibrium densities. Thus, without loss of generality, we can

assume µ = 0 and r = 1 so that the regional pool is completely characterized by the sample

covariance matrix A.

Having established a simple model linking phylogeny to trait covariances to interaction

strengths, our goal is to characterize the statistical properties of the equilibrium local community.

To derive the distributions of richness, biomass, and relative abundances in this final community,
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as a function of the regional pool phylogeny, TR, we study equilibrium solutions of Eqs. (1)–(2),

imposing the feasibility and non-invasibility conditions.

Below, we focus on results related to either arbitrary or idealized tree structures. To illustrate

how these theoretical results apply to empirical tree structures, we also parameterize our model

with phylogenies from an experimental grassland community used in the Biodiversity II exper-

iment at Cedar Creek [Tilman et al., 2001], and for 94 species in the clade Senna (Fabales; Weber

and Agrawal 2014) (see Supplementary Information, Section S8).

Results

Within this framework, a particular phylogenetic tree defines an ensemble of regional pools with

population covariance matrix Σ, from which we imagine sampling different pool realizations,

each with distinct trait values leading to a sample covariance matrix A, according to Eq. (2). For

each pool, we obtain a stable local community according to the assembly procedure described

above. Our basic aim is to answer the question: In local communities, once ecological dynamics

have reached a steady state, what values would one expect, averaging over pool realizations, for

fundamental ecological quantities? In particular, we focus on the number of species that coexist

in the local community, the total community biomass, and the relative abundance distribution.

We would like to understand how these properties depend on the tree (encoded in Σ), the num-

ber of traits, and the size of the pool. By deriving analytical predictions for how community size

and structure depend on phylogeny, we provide a clear set of expectations for how shared evo-

lutionary history shapes ecological dynamics, and lay a firm theoretical foundation for empirical

tests of phylogenetic effects in ecological communities.

We consider three scenarios of increasing complexity. First, we consider the limit in which the

number of traits, ℓ, is very large relative to the size of the pool, n. Let γ = ℓ/n be their ratio. We

call this situation the “deterministic limit”, because in the limit γ → ∞ we find that the sample

covariance matrix A converges to the population covariance matrix Σ, which is fixed. Thus, the
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properties of the community are determined solely by Σ, and there is no randomness.

Second, we let ℓ be finite and examine how varying ℓ and shared evolutionary history interact

to shape community properties. In this case, A is a random matrix, requiring a more complex

analysis. Thus, to make the problem tractable, we consider the simplest non-trivial phylogeny:

the “star” tree, where all species split from the ancestor at a single branching point. In this case,

Σ has a correspondingly simple structure, with Σij = ρ for i ̸= j (see Figure 2).

Finally, we consider more general phylogenetic structure with a finite number of traits. Here,

we present results for small pools and an example empirical phylogeny, and in the Supplemen-

tary Information we show how to calculate community properties for arbitrary phylogenetic

trees.

Deterministic Limit

As the number of traits, ℓ, becomes large relative to the size of the regional pool, n, the variance

in interaction strengths decreases. Intuitively, as trait overlap depends on more and more traits,

each evolving independently, the relationship between trait overlap and shared evolutionary

history becomes more consistent, and less dependent on the stochastic trajectory of any single

trait. In the limit γ → ∞, the variance in niche overlap (and consequently interaction strengths)

drops to zero, and each realization of the matrix A becomes identical to Σ.

Species coexistence. Remarkably, in this limit we show that all members of the pool coexist in the

local community, regardless of the tree topology or the size of the pool. This surprising behavior

can be proved inductively. First, consider a very simple evolutionary scenario where all n species

diverge at time zero. In this special case, there is no shared evolutionary history, so the matrix Σ

is the identity matrix I. Coexistence of all n species in the pool follows trivially, since Aij = 0 for

all i ̸= j and species do not interact with one another. Next, we recall that adding a constant value

to the interaction matrix does not change the set of coexisting species (their densities are simply

re-scaled). This corresponds to an evolutionary scenario where all species split at some time t,

rather than time zero – producing a “star tree” phylogeny (see Figure 2). In this scenario, too, all
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species will coexist. Finally, we take the induction step: In an arbitrary tree, if t1 is the time of

the first branching event, then “cutting” the tree at this branching point generates two (or more)

non-interacting sub-trees. Under the induction hypothesis, each of these sub-trees corresponds

to a coexisting subset of species. “Pasting” these sub-trees together at the their roots preserves

coexistence, since the sub-trees are still non-interacting (i.e., the corresponding interaction matrix

has zero values for any pair of species not in the same sub-tree). We recover the full tree by

adding branch length t1 to the root. In terms of the interaction matrix, this amounts to adding

a constant t1, which does not change the set of coexisting species. Because any tree can be

sequentially decomposed in this manner into a collection of star trees, we find that all species

coexist, regardless of the full tree topology (see Figure S1 and Section S2 for more details).

Total biomass and abundance distribution. In contrast to coexistence, which is guaranteed in

this limit for any phylogeny, phylogenetic structure strongly influences the biomass and relative

abundance distribution of a community. As illustrative examples, we consider two extreme tree

topologies given by the “perfectly unbalanced” tree and the “perfectly balanced” tree (Figure 2).

In a perfectly unbalanced (or “pectinate”) tree, only one lineage continues to speciate after each

branching event. In a perfectly balanced tree, every extant lineage splits simultaneously at each

branching event. These two topologies bookend the space of possible tree shapes [Kirkpatrick

and Slatkin, 1993]. For these two idealized cases, we are able to derive simple expressions for

the individual biomass xi of each species si, where the index corresponds to the position in the

ordered tips of the tree. In the deterministic limit, the vector of equilibrium abundances x = (xi)

satisfies the linear system

Σx = 1, (4)

for 1 a vector of ones, and where Σ is the correlation matrix of the tree as defined above. We

consider the total community biomass W(n) = ∑n
i=1 xi, which depends on n because the local

community contains all members of the pool. The relative abundance distribution is then given

by the vector x/W(n).
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Assuming equal time between even branching event (inter-branching times), the total biomass

associated with a perfectly unbalanced tree is given by W(n) ≈
√

n − 1/4. In the perfectly

balanced case, W(n) = log2(n)+1
2−1/n (see Section S2 for derivations). For the perfectly balanced case,

each species necessarily has the same abundance, xi = W(n)/n, by symmetry. On the other hand,

the hierarchical nature of the perfectly unbalanced tree is reflected in the individual biomasses,

with species that split from the rest early on having much higher abundances (Figure 3). In

Section S2, we show that these results are qualitatively unchanged if inter-branching times are

exponentially or uniformly distributed, instead of constant.

Interestingly, these results immediately indicate that asymmetric evolutionary histories pro-

mote higher community productivity: as a function of pool size n, total biomass in the perfectly

unbalanced case (which grows as
√

n) is always greater than for the perfectly balanced case

(which grows logarithmically). The uneven distribution of abundances for the perfectly unbal-

anced tree helps explain why total biomass is greater in this case: as n grows, the early-diverging

species interact less and less strongly with the rest of the community, so their abundance ap-

proaches carrying capacity (i.e., xi = 1). In contrast, in the perfectly balanced case the abundance

of all species is the same, equal to W(n)/n ≈ log2(n)/(2n), far less than 1.

We also calculated the biomass scaling relationship and relative abundance distribution for an

empirical tree topology in the deterministic limit by solving the linear system (4) using the Senna

clade (and sub-clade) topology with equal inter-branching times. The Senna phylogenetic topol-

ogy falls between the two extremes of the perfectly unbalanced and balanced trees, but the same

qualitative patterns emerge using this tree to parameterize the model (Figure 13). Averaging over

the different topologies for sub-clades of a given size (always maintaining equal inter-branching

times), we obtained an average relationship between biomass and pool size, n, which interpolates

between the two extreme cases analyzed above for the perfectly balanced and unbalanced trees

(Figure 3, right panel).
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Figure 3: Individual abundance and total biomass for the deterministic limit. Log individ-
ual abundance (left) and total abundance (right) for communities with extreme tree topologies
(depicted, for small pool sizes, next to each curve). Yellow dots mark the average values over
simulations for a perfectly unbalanced tree with equal branch lengths. Black solid lines are the
corresponding analytic predictions. In the right panel, the gray line represents the analytic for-
mula for a perfectly balanced tree, W(n) = (log2(n) + 1)/(2 − 1/n), which shows logarithmic
growth. The purple line shows the scaling with size of total biomass averaged over 2000 sub-
communities sampled from the full Senna phylogenetic tree (using equal inter-branching times
for every sub-tree).
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Star phylogenies

As another informative case, we consider the simplest non-trivial phylogenetic structure – the

star tree – and allow the ratio of traits to pool size, γ = ℓ/n, to vary. Specifically, in this scenario,

all n species diverge at time 0 ≤ ρ < 1, so that Σij = ρ for all i ̸= j. Thus, ρ measures the amount

of shared branch length in the phylogeny (see Figure 2). Now interaction strengths – and thus all

community properties – become random variables, and we aim to characterize their distribution

as a function of the amount of shared evolutionary history, ρ (i.e., shared branch length), number

of traits, ℓ, and pool size, n.

Species coexistence. We have just seen that in the limit γ → ∞, all n species will coexist for

any ρ. At the opposite limit, as γ approaches 1, we know from classical ecological theory that

at least ℓ = n traits must underpin interactions in order for n species to coexist stably. This is

the competitive exclusion principle [Levin, 1970, Yodzis, 1989], which states that there must be at

least as many resources or regulating factors as species in any stably coexisting community (to

make this parallel more concrete, recall the equivalence of our model framework with a standard

consumer-resource model, Section S1). Now we ask: How does the fraction of coexisting species

vary as ℓ ranges from n to ∞? To answer this question, we exploit the fact that the interaction

matrix A is a sample covariance matrix following the Wishart distribution, so we can draw

on tools developed in statistics and economics to explore how the limit of full coexistence is

approached (see Section S3 for mathematical details).

For the star tree with ρ > 0, we find that when the number of traits ℓ is comparable to

the number of species n (i.e., γ = ℓ/n ≈ 1), full coexistence is almost never achieved for large

enough communities (Figure S3). Thus, while coexistence is guaranteed if interactions closely

mirror phylogeny, so that A = Σ, when A is a noisy sample from the Wishart ensemble with

ℓ ≈ n, coexistence of the entire pool becomes highly unlikely.

Nevertheless, the community does not collapse completely, and a non-vanishing fraction of

species typically coexists in these cases (Figure 4). This fraction is greater than zero but less
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than one, demonstrating that ℓ traits are generally insufficient to support ℓ coexisting species, in

contrast to a naive expectation based on the competitive exclusion principle (see also Cui et al.,

2020). The precise coexistence fraction, Ω, depends on the proportion of shared evolutionary

history, ρ. More shared history increases the correlation among species’ traits, and therefore the

strength of their interactions, reducing the fraction of species that are expected to coexist. In

the Supplementary Information, we derive a very good approximation (Eq. (S108)) for Ω as a

function of γ and ρ. This relationship is illustrated in Figure 4. Our theory shows, for example,

that to observe at least half of the species coexisting (in expectation), these parameters must

satisfy:

2γ ≥ 1 +
nρ

π(1 − ρ)
. (5)

The quantity ξ = ρ
1−ρ is the ratio of shared to unshared phylogenetic history (branch lengths) for

any two species. It is a key quantity, in the sense that any two distinct pools R and R′, of sizes

n and n′ will yield the same mean fraction of coexisting species for a given γ = ℓ/n if nξ = n′ξ ′.

Total biomass and abundance distribution. As the ratio of traits to species, γ, and the trait

correlation, ρ, vary, so does the distribution of total biomass W. Naively, one might expect that

total biomass scales in a straightforward way with the number of coexisting species, following the

relationships discussed above. However, the distribution of total biomass depends on γ and ρ in

non-trivial ways even after conditioning on local community size. To explore these relationships,

we derived an approximation for the mean of W, using the assumption that number of coexisting

species is usually close to the mode (valid for large n). This approximation is given by Eq. (S115)

in the Supplementary Information, and it closely matches results from simulations (see Section

S4 and Figure S5 for exact results and the full distribution).

We can understand the effect of γ and ρ on total community biomass by considering how

these parameters affect the distribution of interaction strengths. Increasing ρ increases the mean

inter-specific interaction strength, driving a decrease in both the fraction of species that sur-
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Figure 4: Proportion of coexisting species Ω as a function of the shared branch length ρ and
the trait-species ratio γ in star trees. In the left panel, the dashed line marks parameters for
which half of the species coexist in expectation. As indicated by Eq. (5), the ratio γ = ℓ/n
needed to obtain a fixed Ω increases sharply with correlation ρ. In the right panel, we compare
our analytical approximations (solid lines, Eq. (S108)) with simulations (dots) for a regional pool
of n = 50 species (log-log scale). The classical competitive exclusion principle predicts that
coexistence of all species becomes possible above γ = ℓ/n = 1, but we find that only a fraction
of species survive in this case, with fewer coexisting species as ρ becomes larger.

20



vive and the average total biomass (Figure 5). The effect of γ is more subtle. As we have

discussed, γ effectively controls the variance of the distribution of interaction strengths. When

γ is large the variance is small, and all interactions are competitive. For sufficiently small γ,

interaction strengths are more variable, allowing for positive interactions, which greatly enhance

total biomass. This shift in the probability of positive interactions drives a decrease in W with

increasing γ, even as the fraction of surviving species grows (Figure 5).

We can similarly derive approximations (Eq. (S120) in Section S5) for the cumulative distri-

bution function of relative abundance under distinct values of ρ and γ. The complement of this

function, giving the proportion of species with abundance greater than a given value, is shown

in Figure 5, compared with simulations. This distribution becomes very peaked as γ increases,

consistent with the convergence to the deterministic limit, where all species are identical (Fig-

ure 5). Increasing ρ, however, tends to make the distribution flatter, even while decreasing overall

biomass (compare panels in Figure 5). Thus, with more shared evolutionary history, ρ, species

abundances become smaller but much more variable, as a consequence of stronger interactions.

As ρ decreases, on the other hand, species interact more weakly and all species approach the

same abundance.

More general tree structures

Considering more general tree structures, equivalent to imposing a more general covariance

structure Σ, is challenging from a mathematical standpoint, due to the breaking of the statistical

equivalence among species – species in distinct parts of the tree have now different statistical

properties. It is no longer straightforward to derive simple relationships between community

properties and summary statistics for the tree. However, for a given tree structure we can numer-

ically evaluate the probability of observing any particular sub-community using formulae de-

rived in the Supplementary Information. In particular, the probability that a particular subset of

species forms the equilibrium local community can be found as the product of the probability of

feasibility of the sub-community, Eq. (S33), and the probability of non-invasibility by species not
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Figure 5: Mean total biomass and relative abundance distribution for star phylogenies. The
panel on the left shows the total biomass, averaged over interaction matrix realizations, for the
community of coexisting species (note the log-scale for the y-axis). Points represent simulations,
and solid lines the corresponding analytical approximations for a pool of 50 species (see Section
S6 for the effect of changing µ). The total biomass decreases as γ grows, because interactions
become more consistently competitive. The survival function (complement of the cumulative
distribution function) for relative abundance is plotted on the right panel (note the log x-axis),
where again points stand for simulations and lines for analytical predictions, both based on a
pool of 100 species. For clarity, we only show simulations for the parameters ρ ∈ {0, 0.3} and
γ ∈ {1, 3}. In particular, we find that as γ increases the distribution becomes more and more
peaked (deterministic), while increasing ρ flattens the distribution.
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in the sub-community, Eq. (S63). Moreover, we can also numerically evaluate Eq. (S113) to obtain

the average biomass for each species, as a function of the covariance matrix Σ and the number of

traits ℓ, in a coexisting sub-community. Similarly, Eqs. (S116)–(S117) yield the relative abundance

cumulative distribution function for each individual species in a specific sub-community.

Evaluating these formulae amounts to computing multidimensional Gaussian integrals, which

can be done efficiently [Genz, 1992]. Therefore, key quantitative features can be calculated nu-

merically for arbitrary tree structures, beyond the constant correlation case. These formulae

could be used to investigate a variety of questions about how evolutionary history translates into

ecological structure, removing the need to numerically integrate the model dynamics, which is

computationally prohibitive for large communities. These formulae could also underpin statis-

tical inference: from abundance or diversity data one could use our results to infer an effective

number of traits (relevant to species interactions) or even the structure of the pool phylogeny by

fitting these parameters to data.

To illustrate these ideas, in the the Supplementary Information section S8, we present an ex-

ploratory analysis of empirical diversity data and tree structures using our theoretical framework.

We used data from the Biodiversity II biodiversity-ecosystem function experiments [Tilman et al.,

2001], which measured realized diversity (species richness) across different realizations of a pool

of plant species. Following Lemos-Costa et al. [2023], we considered a subset of plots with mini-

mal contamination by species outside of the species pool. Furthermore, we considered only plots

seeded with the full pool of species, to match our theoretical scenario. The V.PhyloMaker package

in R [Jin and Qian, 2019] was used to obtain a phylogenetic tree for the species pool (which var-

ied slightly across different years of the experiment). By averaging realized diversity across plots

(experimental realizations of the local community), we estimated the proportion of coexisting

species Ω and used it to estimate the number of traits ℓ characterizing each community. We find

that the number of inferred traits varies from year to year, but the trait-species ratio γ is typically

between 1 and 5.

We then used the phylogenetic trees for the Biodiversity II species pools to test how well an
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“averaged” tree structure such as the star tree, captures the behavior of a more complex empirical

phylogeny. We find that the dependence of both total biomass and realized diversity on the

number of traits is similar using either the star tree or the true tree structure to parameterize

the model (Figures S8 and S10). Additionally, we tested how realistic tree structures affect the

convergence of species abundances to the deterministic limit (obtained, accoding to Eq. (4), as

x = Σ−11) as the number of traits increases. In Figure S12, we show simulated GLV dynamics for

different values of γ; these simulations illustrate that the full coexistence regime is approached

for large γ, but the convergence to the deterministic-limit abundances is slow.

Next, we explored how species’ positions in the phylogeny shape their probability of survival.

We first used Eqs. (S33) and (S63) to compute the probability of observing each sub-community

in a simple three-species community (Figure 6). For n = 3, there is only one possible tree

topology, and we consider the case where all branch lengths are equal. Mirroring our results

for relative abundances in the deterministic limit, we find that sub-communities containing the

outlier species, s3, are always more likely to be observed than sub-communities of the same

size in which s3 is absent. This holds true for different values of γ, although the distribution

of sub-communities shifts toward larger communities as γ increases. These results provide a

tractable example of phylogenetic overdispersion, and allow us to quantify the degree of overdis-

persion expected in a given scenario. Our formulae can be used to similarly compute an expected

distribution of sub-communities for particular larger phylogenies of interest.

As an example, Figure 7 shows patterns of phylogenetic overdispersion predicted using the

empirical tree for the 2001 Biodiversity II experiment species pool to parameterize our model

(Section S8). We calculate the predicted probability of survival of each species in the tree by

averaging over many realizations of the interaction matrix with different values of γ. In these

simulations, we observe consistent over-dispersion across multiple cladistic scales: within each

clade (defined by an internal node of the tree) the probability of survival is highest for the earliest

diverging species. Figure 7B shows that early diverging species are the most likely to be observed

in the coexisting local community. Similarly, Figure S13 reproduces the same pattern for the
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logeny is the unique three-species (bifurcating) with equal branch lengths. The inset shows the
tree sub-structures corresponding to different sub-communities. As the number of traits relative
to the number of species (γ) increases, it becomes more likely to observe larger sub-communities,
and for any fixed level of species richness the outgroup species (s3) is more likely than the other
two to be present in the coexisting sub-community. Bars represent frequencies over 50000 simu-
lations, and diamonds indicate the analytical predictions.
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for γ = 1.

much larger tree of the Senna clade. These results mirror our analytical findings for the perfectly

unbalanced tree (in the determinisitic limit) and the three-species community, illustrating that

our theoretical results for these simple cases carry over to more realistic tree structures.

Variability in growth rates

To test the robustness of our results, we relaxed the assumption of equal growth rates, assuming

that ri are drawn from a normal distribution with a variance σ2 (see Supplementary Information,

Section S7 for details). We considered two scenarios, both for a star tree topology characterized

by an average correlation (equivalently, relatedness) ρ: (i) small variance and an arbitrary num-

ber of traits, and (ii) arbitrary variance in the deterministic limit. In the first case, our results

remain valid by continuity with the σ = 0 case. In the second case, we could apply previous

results [Serván et al., 2018] because the interaction matrix is deterministic in the limit γ → ∞.
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Importantly, we find that full coexistence is no longer guaranteed if variability is large, unveiling

a threshold in ρ above which not all species coexist.

In addition, by allowing σ to depend on ρ, we can also begin to explore fitness differences

that are related to phylogeny in our framework. In the Supplementary Information S7, we con-

sider different scenarios that modulate how relatedness affects coexistence as a balance between

species differences caused by variability in interactions (niche differences) or in growth rates (fit-

ness differences). Figure S7 shows that if σ increases with phylogenetic relatedness (ρ), average

diversity decreases with ρ and overdispersion patterns emerge. On the other hand, if σ is a de-

creasing function of ρ, as is typically expected in nature [Mayfield and Levine, 2010], our model

can exhibit both species clustering patterns (species with similar growth rates are favored) when

ρ is close to one and overdispersion patterns for small ρ.

Discussion

By considering community dynamics in a trait-based interaction model, we develop a theoretical

link between the phylogeny of a regional species pool and key aspects of species coexistence in

a local community. Importantly, in this framework the number of traits modulates how phy-

logenetic tree structure is reflected in community patterns. Although this quantity cannot be

directly measured in most natural communities, it can be estimated indirectly [Eklöf et al., 2013,

Laughlin, 2014, Mouillot et al., 2021], and in fact, our model framework provides another means

to infer this quantity. Additionally, we establish a direct connection between our model and

consumer-resource models (Section S1), showing how the number of traits ℓ can be interpreted

as a number of resources or regulating factors, which can even be experimentally manipulated

in some systems [van der Plas, 2019].

Our approach clarifies and quantifies long-standing expectations for how evolutionary history

shapes community patterns [Freilich and Connolly, 2015, Silvertown et al., 2001, Violle et al., 2011,

Webb et al., 2002], and also makes new predictions about communities where interactions are
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structured by phylogeny. Fundamentally, our model provides a simple way to map phylogenies

into community properties such as diversity, total community biomass, or species abundance

distributions. It yields simple analytical predictions for these quantities in two cases – for ℓ ≫ n

and for star phylogenies – and provides insights and formulae that extend to more general

scenarios. Most notably, we show that when the number of traits is large relative to the number

of species, full coexistence of any pool of species is guaranteed by the tree-induced interaction

structure. This result suggests that phylogeny organizes interactions in a way that promotes

coexistence. However, when interactions reflect phylogeny imperfectly, because they depend on

a finite number of stochastic traits, not all species coexist, and we quantify how the number of

coexisting species depends on the traits-species ratio, γ, for the case of the star tree.

At the other extreme, while ℓ ≥ n is a well-known necessary condition for coexistence [Levin,

1970, Yodzis, 1989], we find that full coexistence is almost never achieved when the number of

traits and species are equal (see also Capitán et al. [2015] and Cui et al. [2020]). Yet, even when

coexistence of all n species is very unlikely, one typically observes coexisting communities of

moderate size, as expected if interactions were purely random [Bunin, 2017, Serván et al., 2018].

In this case, however, all species are not equally likely to persist in the final community, and

we find that the probability a particular species remains extant is determined by its position in

the phylogenetic tree, with species that diverged earlier in evolutionary time the most likely to

persist in realized communities. Thus, our model provides an analytical framework for studying

patterns of phylogenetic overdispersion in terms of both species’ presence/absence and relative

abundances. Beyond these two limiting cases, the general formulae derived in the Supplementary

Information pave the way to infer tree properties (encoded in matrix Σ), as well as the number

of traits ℓ relevant to community assembly, from coexistence and abundance data.

We model trait evolution with great generality by assuming trait values follow Gaussian

drift processes on a phylogenetic tree, comprising both neutral evolution (Brownian motion) or

selection scenarios (as in Ornstein-Uhlembeck processes). However, this approach is ultimately

limited to trait distributions that are multivariate normal. Additionally, our approach assumes
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an explicit separation between evolutionary processes at the regional level (which give rise to

the phylogenetic structure) and ecological interactions (at the local level). By disallowing any

feedback between species interactions and evolution, we remove the possibility for character

displacement or other forms of coevolution.

To remove this separation, future studies could leverage our theoretical foundation and model

the tree generation process and ecological dynamics concurrently. For example, as in Maynard

et al. [2018], one could “run” the dynamics after each speciation event, thereby pruning the

community to obtain a new phylogeny for the next round of speciation and dynamics. In such a

setting, similar to studies of community assembly [Serván and Allesina, 2021] and the framework

of adaptive dynamics [Hui et al., 2018], we would retain a separation of time-scales between

the speciation events and the local community dynamics, but allow a feedback between the

evolution of the tree structure and the ecological community. Our present results provide baseline

expectations for this more complex evolutionary process: assuming that the number of traits is

a constant ℓ, in the early steps of the process the ratio of traits to species would be very high,

and we expect that most speciation events occurring early on would not cause extinctions. In

this case, the bulk of the phylogenetic structure would be built at the beginning of the process. It

would be interesting to compare the structure of a tree evolved in this manner with the structure

induced by dynamics in our model, starting with a large tree and letting species interactions

prune the phylogeny all at once at the end of the branching process.

Our treatment of phylogenetically-structured interactions can also be viewed as an extension

of recent results on large communities with random interactions [Barbier et al., 2018, Biroli et al.,

2018, Bunin, 2017, Serván et al., 2018] to a case where interaction strengths reflect shared evolu-

tionary history. Such models offer a way to relate community properties to “summary statistics”

of species interactions, providing insights that are robust to the specific values of individual pa-

rameters. In this context, phylogeny is an informative summary of evolutionary history, capable

of explaining aspects of community dynamics and structure that ultimately depend on the evo-

lution of specific traits, modeled here as random processes. Thus, our analysis both leverages the
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power of random interaction models to link phylogeny and community properties, and advances

the growing body of literature by incorporating an important type of biological structure.

Unlike many other models considered so far, tree-induced correlations provide a biologically-

meaningful way to break statistical equivalence between species. Interestingly, despite the stronger

correlation structure imposed in our model, our results closely resemble other random interac-

tion models: full coexistence of large species pools is usually unlikely, but a moderate fraction

of species coexist. We quantify both this probability of coexistence, as well as the mean num-

ber of coexisting species. Calculating distributions of community properties, such as richness

or biomass, for arbitrary tree structures is possible by evaluating our integral formulas for all

sub-sets of species, although this approach becomes burdensome for large species pools.

Owing to this random interaction perspective, our analytical predictions for diversity, biomass

and relative abundance must be understood as averages over many realizations of the evolution-

ary processes assigning trait values to species. We treat these processes as random while fixing

the correlation structure Σ induced by a specific phylogenetic tree in order to ask how phylo-

genetic relationships are “filtered” through many possible trait realizations to impact dynamics.

We expect, however, that averages across this ensemble will usually coincide with the evaluation

of these quantities for a single, large realization of the species pool trait matrix. This equivalence,

called the self-averaging property, is typical in random matrix theory [Livan et al., 2018].

Our approach could be extended in several additional ways. For example, our model only

considers facilitative or competitive interactions. Using perturbation series expansions, it might

be possible to incorporate trophic interactions [Firkowski et al., 2022] or even higher-order inter-

action effects [Letten and Stouffer, 2019], which may also be structured by phylogeny. Trophic

interactions could be included by expressing the interaction matrix as a block-diagonal matrix,

representing interactions within trophic levels, plus an off-diagonal block-structured matrix,

standing for between-levels trophic interactions. The series expansion would be based on the

interaction matrix between levels. Additionally, instead of assuming that the same tree structure

controls the evolution of all ℓ traits, we could partition traits into m classes and assume that the
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evolution of each class is determined by a distinct phylogenetic tree. These types of processes

could arise when either admixture or incomplete lineage sorting lead to traits that cannot be

explained by a single tree [Nichols, 2001]. In such cases, A would no longer follow the Wishart

distribution but would rather be a sum of (possibly degenerate) Wishart matrices.

Our framework assumes evolutionary processes that result in uncorrelated “effective” traits.

Trait correlations could be incorporated by drawing trait vectors from a multivariate matrix nor-

mal distribution [Jhwueng, 2023]. However, by introducing trait correlations, the sample covari-

ance matrix A will no longer be a realization of the Wishart ensemble, so further theoretical

developments would be needed to rigorously include trait correlations. Lastly, our assumption

of equal growth rates among species allowed us to examine how phylogenetic relatedness in-

fluences coexistence in a purely interaction-driven model. When variation in growth rates is

included, we expect our results to hold for sufficiently small variance (Section S7). We also con-

sidered, in the deterministic limit, variability in growth rates under the influence of phylogeny

(see also Section S7), finding that full species coexistence is no longer likely for large variability

in growth rates. With further exploration of growth rate variation, potentially extending beyond

the deterministic limit for interactions, our model offers a promising framework in which to in-

vestigate the the duality between “competition” and “filtering”, related to the balance of niche

and fitness differences, at the heart of community phylogenetics.

While there has been extensive discussion of the potential and possibly conflicting ways in

which phylogeny could affect ecological differences, and thus interactions, among species [Cadotte

et al., 2017, Mayfield and Levine, 2010], much less has been said about the patterns one would

observe under a particular hypothesis. In this work, we considered an idealized scenario where

phylogenetic effects are realized exclusively through species niche differences, and where trait

evolution is modeled by Gaussian processes. By linking phylogenies to this simple model of trait

evolution and local community dynamics, we were able to fully characterize many global aspects

of the community. We showed that the phylogenetic structure of the species pool and the number

of traits determining competition affect these properties in concert. Our results provide a useful
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baseline prediction for the effect of phylogeny on community dynamics and coexistence.
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Supplementary Information

S1 Motivation

From consumer-resource dynamics to covariances

We illustrate one particular setting where our model (Eq. (1), main text) arises from neutral

evolution of consumer preferences in consumer-resource model. Suppose we have a set of con-

sumers, related by a particular evolutionary history, which differ only in the relative preference

for each resource and assume that all resources have homogenous growth rates. Let x ∈ Rn,

y ∈ Rℓ be vectors denoting the density of consumers and resources. We model the dynamics as

the MacArthur’s consumer-resource model [Mac Arthur, 1969]:

dx
dt

= x ◦ (−d1n + αG̃y),

dy
dt

= y ◦ (r1ℓ − y − βG̃Tx),
(S1)

where ◦ stands for the Hadamard (component-wise) matrix product, and 1k = (1, . . . , 1)T ∈ Rk

is a notation for a column vector whose entries are exactly k ones.

By our assumptions, matrix G̃ ∈ Rn×ℓ
+ encodes the preference distribution (alternatively, the

time allocation distribution) of the consumers over the resources, so that G̃1ℓ = 1n. Then by a

separation of time scales, which implies that resource densities remain at equilibrium at all times,

we can model the competition between the consumers as following competitive Lotka-Volterra

dynamics [Mac Arthur, 1969]:

dx
dt

= x ◦ (αrG̃1ℓ − d1n − αβG̃G̃Tx) = x ◦ ((αr − d)1n − αβG̃G̃Tx). (S2)

As long as n ≤ ℓ (besides measure zero sets) we have that matrix Ã := G̃G̃T is positive

definite. This property of Ã allows one to further transform the system (S2) without affecting the
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set of coexisting species. In particular we can perform the following operations (see section S6

for a more detailed discussion):

(a) Rescale the growth rate, v = (αr − d)1n, by any positive constant.

(b) Multiply Ã by a positive, constant diagonal matrix.

(c) Multiply both Ã and v by a positive diagonal matrix.

Using these operations we reduce the system to

dx
dt

= x ◦ (1n − G̃G̃Tx). (S3)

To distinguish the effect of the mean of G̃, write G̃ = G + 1
n 1n1T

ℓ . Notice that this decomposi-

tion, together with the restriction G̃1ℓ = 1n, implies that G1ℓ = 0n, which means that the entries

of G have zero mean —here 0k = (0, . . . , 0)T stands for a column vector formed by k zeros. Then

matrix Ã can be decomposed as Ã = GGT + 1n1T
n . Because the system in (S3) has constant

growth rates, one can show (section S6) that, as long as ℓ > n (the strict inequality arising due to

G having rank ℓ− 1), the set of coexisting species for (S3) is invariant to the shift 1n1T
n . Therefore

the system reduces to:
dx
dt

= x ◦ (1n − GGTx) = x ◦ (1n − Ax), (S4)

where we have defined A := GGT. This is the competitive, deterministic dynamics that we

have assumed for consumers throughout this study. Observe that the set of coexisting species

remains unchanged if we define interaction matrix A = 1
ℓGGT, as in the main text, because of the

aforementioned invariant operations. Thus, the consumer-resource model implies a covariance

matrix to represent inter-species interactions.

Modelling the covariance matrix

From (S4) we see that the interactions between species Aij are fully determined by the row

vectors Gi. Because each row G̃i of matrix G̃ is a preference vector, then it lies on the standard
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ℓ− 1 dimensional simplex ∆ℓ−1 = {G̃i ∈ Rℓ|∑ℓ
j=1 G̃ij = 1, for i = 1, . . . , n}, which implies that

Gi lies on a bounded subset of a linear subspace of Rℓ defined by the restrictions ∑ℓ
j=1 Gij = 0 for

i = 1, . . . , n. By choosing a suitable (linear) coordinate system {wj}ℓj=1 we can express

Gi =
ℓ

∑
j=1

cj
iwj,

Aij = GiGT
j =

ℓ

∑
k=1

ck
i ck

j .

(S5)

Therefore, the entries of A are fully determined by the coordinates of row vectors Gi on the basis

{wj}ℓj=1.

To model coordinates cj
i we assume that each (rescaled) preference vector Gi is the result of a

diffusion process starting at the origin of this space (this maps back to our G̃ matrix as saying that

every consumer has an homogeneous preference for any resource). Assuming that each coordinate

is independent and letting the diffusion time be small enough, then coefficients cj
i are normally

distributed with zero mean, cj
i ∼ N (0, σ). The invariant properties of the model allow us to

forget about the deviation σ and simply model cj
i ∼ N (0, 1). This shows that A satisfies the

assumptions of model (S4) explained in the main text for the Brownian motion case up to a

change of number of traits from ℓ to ℓ− 1.

S2 Deterministic limit

Full coexistence

We provide more details for the proof that, in the deterministic limit, every subcommunity of

the pool is feasible. Since every subcommunity has an interaction matrix induced by a tree, it is

enough to show that feasibility is guaranteed whenever this is the case.

We proceed by induction on n, the number of species. For n = 1 the claim holds trivially.

Let T be a phylogenetic tree (not necessarily ultrametric) for n > 1 species, and Σ its respective
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covariance matrix. Let t1 be the time at which the first split happens, so that at t1 the ancestral

branch splits into m ≥ 2 lineages (Li, with i = 1, . . . , m) where each Li contains at most n − 1

species. Lineages are defined by the condition that species j, k ∈ Li if and only if the shared

branch length between both species tj,k satisfies tj,k > t1. That is, each lineage contains the subset

of species whose shared evolutionary time is strictly greater than t1. For each lineage Li, take

Ti to be the subtree induced by Li up to this first branching point (see Figure S1). To apply

the inductive step we must reduce to the case of trees with strictly smaller number of species.

One way to achieve this is as follows: Recall that for star-trees we can “forget” about the shared

history by shrinking the ancestral branch to 0 length, in terms of the covariance matrix this

transforms a constant covariance-matrix with non-zero offdiagonal to the identity matrix. Here

we can carry over the same process: By shrinking the ancestral branch segment between the root

and the first split, we transform T → T̃ where T̃ is a degenerate tree in the sense that it splits

into non-interacting subtrees. What are these subtrees? well if a pair of species (i, j) share a

non-trivial evolutionary history over T̃ we must have that ti,j > t1, thus our subtrees are precisely

given by each of the lineages Li described above, i.e. they are given by Ti.

As we have non-interacting lineages, the induced covariance matrix Σ̃ is block-diagonal,

where the blocks are given by Σ̃i. Each Σ̃i comes from the relationships encoded in the re-

spective Ti. As each lineage contains at most n − 1 species we can apply our induction step on

each of them. To conclude that coexistence holds in our original community just observe the

following: T is obtained from T̃ by adding a root segment of length t1 (go from left to right in

Figure S1). In particular this says that the shared evolutionary times of all species increases by

t1, i.e. Σ = Σ̃ + t11n1T
n , so that Σ is a constant rank-one update of Σ̃. Then by section S6, the

equilibrium associated to Σ is feasible.

Perfectly hierarchical trees

Consider a perfectly hierarchical tree Tn with n tips and branching times t0 = 0 < t1 < . . . <

tn < 1 (see Figures 1 and 2 of the main text), and let Σn be its covariance matrix. Then it follows
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Lm

L1

...
t10 →

Lm

L1

...

Σ =


Σ̃1

. . .
Σ̃m

+ t11n1T
n

Figure S1: Schematic representation of the inductive step on the proof of full coexistence.
Starting with the tree T (left), we shrink the ancestral branch up to the first splitting time t1 to
have a degenerate tree T̃ (on the right). T̃ splits at time 0 into m distinct subtrees induced by
the lineages Li for i = 1, . . . , m. The covariance matrix for T, Σ, is obtained from the covariance
matrix Σ̃ of T̃ by “adding back” the ancestral branch. This amounts to a constant rank-one update
of Σ̃ which preserves feasibility.

trivially that

Σn =

Σ̃n−1 0n−1

0T
n−1 s1

+ t11n1T
n , (S6)

where si := ∑n
j=i+1 ∆tj, for ∆tj = tj − tj−1 the time between two branching events— the inter-

branching time. In this subsections we find accurate bounds for the total biomass and analyze the

expected abundance distribution.

Define the vector of abundances xn = (xi
n) for a hierarchical tree Tn with n tips. In the

deterministic limit, this vector satisfies the linear system

Σnxn = 1n. (S7)

As in the proof of feasibility, xn is given recursively by the updated equilibrium abundances
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x̃n−1 and s−1
1 of the non-interacting subtrees T̃n−1 and the one formed by the first species, re-

spectively. Indeed, if we look for solutions of the form xn =

ax̃n−1

xn
n

, where the vector of

abundances x̃n−1 satisfies Σ̃n−1 x̃n−1 = 1n−1, Σ̃n−1 being the covariance matrix of the subtree T̃n−1,

the equilibrium condition (S7) for xn reduces to a linear system for a and xn
n:


a + at11T

n−1 x̃n−1 + t1xn
n = 1,

at11T
n−1 x̃n−1 + (s1 + t1)xn

n = 1.
(S8)

The solution is a = s1xn
n, with xn

n = (s1 + t1 + s1t11T
n−1 x̃n−1)

−1. Let W̃n−1 := ∑n−1
i=1 x̃i

n−1 =

1T
n−1 x̃n−1. Then xn can be written in terms of W̃n−1, x̃n−1, s0 = s1 + t1, and s1 as

xn
n =

1
s0 + t1W̃n−1s1

,

xi
n =

s1 x̃i
n−1

s0 + t1W̃n−1s1
, 1 ≤ i < n.

(S9)

In particular, this implies the following recurrence for the total biomass, Wn:

Wn =
1 + W̃n−1s1

s0 + t1W̃n−1s1
. (S10)

In the case of equal inter-branching times, ∆ti =
1
n for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n, observe that s0 = 1,

s1 = n−1
n and Σ̃n−1 = n−1

n Σn−1. Hence xn−1 = s1 x̃n−1 and Wn−1 = s1W̃n−1, so Eqs. (S9) and (S10)

above reduce to:

xn
n =

n
n + Wn−1

,

xi
n =

nxi
n−1

n + Wn−1
, 1 ≤ i < n,

Wn =
n(1 + Wn−1)

n + Wn−1
.

(S11)

The following proposition provides accurate upper and lower bounds for total biomass in the

limit of large number of species.
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Proposition 1. Let

φ(n) :=
4n − 1 −

√
16n2 + 1 − 8n

√
n − 1

4
√

n − 1
. (S12)

Then, for equal branching times, it holds that
√

n− φ(n) > Wn >
√

n− 1/4 for n ≥ 2 and φ(n) → 1/4

in the limit n → ∞.

Proof. Direct computation shows that the inequality holds at n = 2 so we proceed by induction

on n.

Consider first the lower bound. Suppose it holds at n − 1, then:

Wn =
n(1 + Wn−1)

n + Wn−1
= n

(
1 − n − 1

n + Wn−1

)
>

n(
√

n − 1 + 3/4)
n +

√
n − 1 − 1/4

.

If the claim were not satisfied at n we would have

√
n − 1/4 ≥ n(

√
n − 1 + 3/4)

n +
√

n − 1 − 1/4
.

Rearranging terms, this gives the following chain of equivalent inequalities:

n
√

n +
√

n − 1
√

n +
1

16
≥ n

√
n − 1 + n +

1
4
(
√

n − 1 +
√

n),

n(
√

n − 1) +
√

n − 1
√

n(1 −
√

n) +
1

16
≥ 1

4
(
√

n − 1 +
√

n),

√
n(
√

n − 1)(
√

n −
√

n − 1) +
1

16
≥ 1

4
(
√

n − 1 +
√

n).

(S13)

Multiplying both sides by
√

n − 1 +
√

n we get

√
n(
√

n − 1) +
1
16

(
√

n − 1 +
√

n) ≥ 1
4
(
√

n − 1 +
√

n)2 =
1
4
(2n − 1 + 2

√
n − 1

√
n). (S14)

The last inequality implies
3
4
≥ 7

8
√

n,

which says n ≤ 1. This is a contradiction and we are done.
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We proceed in the similar way for the upper bound. By induction hypothesis at n− 1 we have

Wn <
n(
√

n − 1 + 1 − φ(n))
n +

√
n − 1 − φ(n)

.

If the inequality is not satisfied at n then, a similar chain of inequalities yields

n −
√

n + φ(n)2(
√

n +
√

n − 1) ≤ φ(n)(2n − 1 + 2
√

n − 1
√

n). (S15)

Note that the above restriction is exactly the same as (S14) with the inequality reversed and

changing φ(n) instead of 1/4. Using that
√

n >
√

n − 1, the last inequality implies

n −
√

n + 2
√

n − 1φ(n)2 − (4n − 1)φ(n) ≤ 0.

In particular, this means that φ(n) ≤ u for u the smaller root of the above quadratic equation,

u :=
4n − 1 −

√
16n2 − 8n + 1 − 8n

√
n − 1 + 8

√
n − 1

√
n

4
√

n − 1
,

but with this definition and (S12) it is easy to see that

u >
4n − 1 −

√
16n2 + 1 − 8n

√
n − 1

4
√

n − 1
= φ(n),

which is again a contradiction and this completes the proof for the upper bound.

We have just proved that
√

n − φ(n) > Wn >
√

n − 1/4. In particular, this implies that

φ(n) < 1/4. Taking the limit in the numerator of expression (S12) it is easy to see that the

leading order is

lim
n→∞

4n − 1 −
√

16n2 + 1 − 8n
√

n − 1 = lim
n→∞

(4n − 1)2 − (16n2 + 1 − 8n
√

n − 1)

4n − 1 +
√

16n2 + 1 − 8n
√

n − 1
= lim

n→∞

√
n − 1,
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which shows that

lim
n→∞

φ(n) =
1
4

(S16)

and the proof is complete.

Note that, for large communities, a very good approximation for the total biomass in a per-

fectly hierarchical tree is given by the formula Wn =
√

n − 1
4 .

The recursions in (S11) for individual abundances can be easily solved in terms of total

biomass Wn as

xi
n =

n

∏
j=i

j
j + Wj−1

. (S17)

This formula gives the abundance of the i-th species (in increasing order of the tips) for i ≥ 2

(observe that the first two species have the same abundance). Alternatively,

log(xi
n) =

n

∑
j=i

log
(

j
j + Wj−1

)
= −

n

∑
j=i

log
(

1 +
Wj−1

j

)
.

Approximating Wj−1 by its lower bound, Wj−1 ≈
√

j − 1 − 1/4, we find

log(xi
n) ≈ −

n

∑
j=i

log

(
1 +

√
j − 1 − 1/4

j

)
. (S18)

Cutting the series for log(1 + x) at second order and considering only the leading term, with

respect to j for the quadratic term, we get:

log(xk
n) ≈ −

n

∑
j=k

√
j − 1
j

− 1
4j

− 1
2

j − 1
j2

≈ −
n

∑
j=k

1√
j
− 3

4j
. (S19)

By the Euler-Maclaurin formula we obtain:

log(xk
n) ≈ 2(

√
n −

√
j − 1) +

3
4
(log(n)− log(j − 1)). (S20)

and we can further refine the first terms xk
n for k small by replacing the actual value Wj.
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Perfectly balanced tree

The total biomass for perfectly balanced trees is easier to derive because the covariance matrix

has constant row sums in that case. To show this statement, order tree splits by the time they

happen (t1 < . . . < tq). At each time ti, the number of lineages doubles, so we get a total of

n = 2q species. As species interact by their shared evolutionary time, in this case each species

shares the time with 2q−k other species. Now let sk = ∑k
i=1 ∆ti, ∆ti being the inter-branching time

—compare the different notation for sk here and in the previous subsection. Summing over all

possible split times we get the sum over any row of A (observe that Aii = 1),

rq =
n

∑
j=1

Aij = 1 +
q

∑
k=1

2q−ksk, (S21)

which is independent of i. Because row sums are constant, the vector or equilibrium abundances

can be written as xn = x1n, and substitution into Σnxn = 1n yields rqx = 1. Therefore, individual

abundances at equilibrium are constant and given by x = r−1
q . Consequently, the total biomass

at equilibrium, Wq, is simply given by

Wq =
2q

1 + ∑
q
k=1 2q−ksk

. (S22)

By our assumption of ultrametric trees, we have sk < 1 (we need to add the tip lengths to

sum up to one). In the particular case of equal inter-branching times, ∆ti =
1

q+1 , then sk = k
q+1

and

rq = 1 +
2q−1

q + 1

q

∑
k=1

k
2k−1 . (S23)

Observe that
q

∑
k=1

k
2k−1 =

∂

∂x

(
1 − xq+1

1 − x

)∣∣∣∣
x= 1

2

= 4
(

1 − 1
2q

(
q + 1 − q

2

))
. (S24)

Thus,

rq = 1 +
2q+1 − q − 2

q + 1
=

2q+1 − 1
q + 1

, (S25)
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Figure S2: Total biomass for the perfectly balanced tree. Dots mark the average values over sim-
ulations when sampling branch lengths from an exponential distribution with rate 1, a uniform
[0, 1] distribution, and the case of equal branch lengths, for which the analytical prediction (S27)
is shown with a solid line.

and the total biomass reads

Wq =
q + 1

2 − 2−q . (S26)

Let n = 2q be the number of species, then the number of tree splits is q = log2(n). In terms of

the number of species, the formula is given by

Wn =
log2(n) + 1

2 − 1/n
, (S27)

which grows logarithmically with n. Figure S2 compares the case of perfectly balanced trees for

equal branching times with two cases, in which sampling times are drawn from exponential and

uniform distributions.
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S3 Number of coexisting species

We have shown above that, in the ℓ → ∞ limit, full coexistence is guaranteed. To study species

coexistence for finite ℓ ≥ n we use the fact that A follows the Wishart distribution. As in Serván

et al. [2018], first we will compute the probability of the equilibrium point being feasible, i.e.,

where all species survive. Second, since the attractor is unique (it is the only saturated equilib-

rium point that appears), we can calculate the probability that the equilibrium point cannot be

invaded by the remaining species in the pool. Then we will show that the probability of feasibil-

ity and non-invasibility factors into the corresponding product, which yields the distribution of

the number of species that coexist, as well as the expected number of species that survive.

Because matrix A = GGT is symmetric and positive definite, it is diagonally-stable [Hofbauer

and Sigmund, 1998], which implies that generalized Lotka-Volterra dynamics exhibits a single,

globally stable fixed point [Hofbauer and Sigmund, 1998], so there is a unique endpoint for the

dynamics. Let us write the equilibrium abundances of the attractor, formed by m survivors, as

xn =

 xm

0n−m

 , (S28)

where, without loss of generality, we have located the survivors as the first m species. Let {S}m

denote the set of species that survive (i.e., the support of the endpoint). Therefore, the attractor

can be fully characterized by two conditions [Serván et al., 2018]:

• Define the vector zn = 1n − Axn = (xi
n) with components zi

n. Then it holds: first, zi
n = 0 for

all species i ∈ {S}m, which simply states that equilibrium abundances of survivors satisfy

the linear system Amxm = 1m, for Am the submatrix of A restricted to the support {S}m.

Second, it also holds that zi
n < 0 for all species i /∈ {S}m, i.e., the fixed point cannot be

invaded by the remaining species outside the endpoint. We have, therefore, a fixed point

that cannot be invaded.
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• The equilibrium point hast to be feasible, i.e., xm > 0m —here we use the notation that

vectors a > b if all inequalities are satisfied component-wise.

Since matrix A belongs to the Wishart ensemble, these two conditions are to be understood

in statistical terms. In the following subsections we are going to compute exact formulae for

the probability that all the species in the pool form a feasible attractor, and the probability that

an endpoint formed by m species remains non-invasible. Using the properties of the Wishart

ensemble [Muirhead, 2009], we will calculate separately the probabilities of feasibility and non-

invasibility, and with them we will obtain the distribution of the number of species that survive.

Probability of feasibility

Let n be the number of species in the community and ℓ the number of traits, and define γ := ℓ/n

as the ratio between the number of traits and the size of the pool. An equilibrium point for the

system such that all species coexist satisfies:

Axn = 1n, with xi
n > 0 for all i = 1, . . . , n. (S29)

The probability of feasibility is then the probability that A−11n has all entries greater than 0.

Observe that interaction matrix is defined as A = 1
ℓGGT in the main text. Since rescaling by

a positive constant in A does not affect the condition for feasibility, we can forget about the

rescaling by the number of traits ℓ.

Let A ∼ Wn(Σ, ℓ) and Ln−1 = (In−1, 0n−1) be a rectangular (n − 1)× n matrix with 0 in its

last column, Ik being the k × k identity matrix. Then equation (2) of Kotsiuba and Mazur [2016]

(similarly stated in the proof of Theorem 1 in Bodnar and Okhrin [2011]) implies that

x̃ :=
Ln−1A−11n

1T
n A−11n

∼ tn−1

(
ℓ− n + 2,

Ln−1Σ−11n

1T
n Σ−11n

,
Ln−1R1LT

n−1

(ℓ− n + 2)1T
n Σ−11n

)
, (S30)

where tp(ν, µ, Λ) is a multivariate, p-dimensional t distribution with ν degrees of freedom, local-

51



ization vector µ and dispersion matrix Λ [Tong, 2012]. Matrix R1 is given by

R1 = Σ−1 − Σ−11n1T
n Σ−1

1T
n Σ−11n

. (S31)

Up to a normalization by a positive constant (which is precisely the total biomass, 1T
n A−11n,

given that A is positive definite), vector x̃ = (x̃i) precisely gives the abundances of the first n − 1

species. Moreover, the last (normalized) abundance is expressed as 1 − 1T
n−1 x̃, so the probability

of feasibility turns out to be

Pf(n) =
∫

dn−1 x̃ f (x̃)Θ(1 − 1T
n−1 x̃)

n−1

∏
i=1

Θ(x̃i), (S32)

for f (x̃) the probability density function of the multivariate t distribution defined in (S30).

Because a multivariate t distribution is the ratio between a multivariate Gaussian and the

square root of a chi-square distribution, it holds that if x̃ ∼ tp(ν, µ, Λ), then we have that x̃ =

y/
√

u/ν + µ, where y ∼ N (0, Λ) is a multivariate Gaussian and u ∼ χ2
ν, which is independent

of y. Therefore, conditioning on u, we find that yu := x̃|u ∼ N (µ, νΛ/u) and we can transform

the integral above to get

Pf(n) =
∫ ∞

0
du g(ν, u)Pr(yu > 0n−1, 1T

n−1yu < 1), (S33)

where u ∼ χ2
ν, g(ν, u) is the corresponding pdf with ν = ℓ− n + 2, and the random variable yu

is distributed as a multivariate normal,

yu ∼ N
(

Ln−1Σ−11n

1T
n Σ−11n

,
Ln−1R1LT

n−1

u1T
n Σ−11n

)
. (S34)

In this way, all the dependence in the number of traits ℓ remains included in the chi-square

distribution. Eqs. (S33) and (S34) yield the probability of feasibility for an arbitrary covariance

matrix Σ. An explicit calculation of the probability of feasibility amounts to evaluating the
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probability Pr(yu > 0n−1, 1T
n−1yu < 1). This can be done explicitly for the case of constant,

non-negative correlation.

Constant, non-negative correlation

Consider the covariance matrix Σ = (1 − ρ)In + ρ1n1T
n with ρ ≥ 0. Then (S34) simplifies to:

yu ∼ N
(

1
n

1n−1,
1 − ρ + nρ

un(1 − ρ)

(
In−1 −

1
n

1n−11T
n−1

))
. (S35)

Let us define

αu :=
1 − ρ + nρ

un(1 − ρ)
and βu :=

αu

n
. (S36)

In this way, the covariance matrix Σu in (S35) can be expressed as Σu = αu In−1 − βu1n−11T
n−1. Σu

has two eigenvalues, αu and αu + (n − 1)βu. The first has multiplicity n − 1, and the second 1.

Hence the determinant follows immediately,

|Σu| = αn−2
u (αu − (n − 1)βu). (S37)

The inverse can be easily calculated:

Σ−1
u =

1
αu

(
I +

βu

αu − (n − 1)βu
1n−11T

n−1

)
. (S38)

Therefore we can write the pdf for the random variable yu as

fu(y) = Ke−
1
2 (y− 1

n 1n−1)
T

Σ−1
u (y− 1

n 1n−1) = Ke−
1

2αu

(
∥y− 1

n 1n−1∥2
+ βu

αu−(n−1)βu
(1T

n−1(y−
1
n 1n−1))

2
)

(S39)

for K = (2π)−(n−1)/2|Σu|−1/2. First we have to compute the probability

p(u) := Pr(yu > 0n−1, 1T
n−1yu < 1) =

∫
Rn−1

dn−1y fu(y)Θ(1 − 1T
n−1y)

n−1

∏
i=1

Θ(yi), (S40)
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with Θ(x) the Heaviside step function, defined as Θ(x) = 1 if x ≥ 0 and Θ(x) = 0 if x < 0. Thus

after a change of variables y′ = y − 1
n 1n−1, we have

p(u) = K
∫

Rn−1
dn−1ye−

1
2αu (∥y∥2+(1T

n−1y)2)Θ
(

1
n
− 1T

n−1y
) n−1

∏
i=1

Θ
(

yi +
1
n

)
, (S41)

where we have omitted primes to ease notation and we have used (S36) to see that

βu

αu − (n − 1)βu
= 1. (S42)

To simplify the term (1T
n−1y)2 in the exponential, we introduce a Dirac’s delta function,

p(u) = K
∫

Rn−1
dn−1y

∫
R

dωe−
1

2αu (∥y∥2+ω2)δ(ω − 1T
n−1y)Θ

(
1
n
− ω

) n−1

∏
i=1

Θ
(

yi +
1
n

)
, (S43)

and use its integral representation,

δ(ω − 1T
n−1y) =

1
2π

∫
R

dξe−iξ(ω−1T
n−1y). (S44)

This transformation, together with an interchange in the order of integration, yields the following

expression for p(u):

p(u) =
K

2π

∫
R

dω
∫

R
dξ
∫

Rn−1
dn−1ye−

1
2αu (∥y∥2+ω2)+i(1T

n−1y−ω)ξΘ
(

1
n
− ω

) n−1

∏
i=1

Θ
(

yi +
1
n

)
. (S45)

Apparently we are increasing the complexity of the integral, but rearranging terms we observe

that

p(u) =
K

2π

∫
R

dξ
∫

R
dωe−

ω2
2αu −iωξΘ

(
1
n
− ω

) ∫
Rn−1

dn−1ye−
∥y∥2
2αu +iξ1T

n−1y
n−1

∏
i=1

Θ
(

yi +
1
n

)
, (S46)
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and the integral over y factorizes,

p(u) =
K

2π

∫
R

dξ
∫ 1/n

−∞
dωe−

ω2
2αu −iωξ

(∫ ∞

−1/n
dye−

y2
2αu +iyξ

)n−1

. (S47)

Now, in the integral over ω, change to the variable ω′ = −ω to get

p(u) =
K

2π

∫
R

dξ
∫ ∞

−1/n
dωe−

ω2
2αu +iωξ

(∫ ∞

−1/n
dye−

y2
2αu +iyξ

)n−1

=
K

2π

∫
R

dξ

(∫ ∞

−1/n
dye−

y2
2αu +iyξ

)n

.

(S48)

Let

Φ(x) :=
1
2

(
1 + erf(x/

√
2)
)

(S49)

be the cdf of the standard Gaussian distribution, which can be extended to the complex plane.

Then it holds that ∫ ∞

−1/n
dye−

y2
2αu +iyξ =

√
2παu e−

αuξ2
2 Φ

(
1/n + iαuξ√

αu

)
. (S50)

Therefore, the sought probability can be written as

p(u) =
K(2παu)n/2

2π

∫
R

dξe−
nαuξ2

2 Φ
(

1/n + iαuξ√
αu

)n

. (S51)

An alternative way to express the integral over ξ it is to consider a path Γ in the complex plane

such that Γ = {z ∈ C|z = x0 + iξ} and then reducing the result to the limit x0 → 0, so that

the integral over the imaginary axis is well defined. In practice, this amounts to change to the

variable ζ = iξ. Consequently, an equivalent form of writing this equation is

p(u) = −i
√

nαu

2π

∫
Γ

dζe
nαuζ2

2 Φ
(

1/n + αuζ√
αu

)n

, (S52)

where we have used that K =
√

n(2παu)−(n−1)/2 in this case. Finally, according to (S33), in the

case of constant, positive correlation the probability of feasibility is given by a two dimensional
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Figure S3: Probability of feasibility as a function of the ratio γ of number of traits to number
of species for different constant correlation matrices. The simulations were done with n = 10
species. Dots are simulations, solid lines are numerical evaluations of the exact formula (S53).
The larger the correlation, the slower curves approach to one in the deterministic limit γ → ∞.

integral,

Pf(n) = −i
√

n
2π

∫ ∞

0
du g(ν, u)

√
αu

∫
Γ

dζe
nαuζ2

2 Φ
(

1/n + αuζ√
αu

)n

, (S53)

where g(ν, u) is the pdf of the chi-square distribution with ν = ℓ − n + 2 degrees of freedom.

Figure S3 compares this exact formula with numerical simulation for different values of the

correlation.
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Probability of non-invasibility

In this subsection we compute the probability that an attractor formed by m ≤ n species cannot

be invaded by the remaining n − m species. Let A ∼ Wn(Σ, ℓ). Observe that for invasibility the

rescaling of interaction matrix as A = 1
ℓGGT does not matter. Partition matrices A and Σ in four

blocks as follows:

A =

A11 A12

A21 A22

 , Σ =

Σ11 Σ12

Σ21 Σ22

 , (S54)

where Σ11 refers to the species that belong to the support {S}m of the attractor, Σ22 is related to

those species outside the attractor, and off-diagonal matrices are formed by the corresponding

rows and columns in {S}m and {S}n \ {S}m, and vice versa. The exact same notation applies to

blocks in A.

Then by theorem 3.2.10 of Muirhead [2009] we have that

A21|A11 ∼ N (Σ21Σ−1
11 A11, Σ22.1 ⊗ A11), (S55)

where Σ22.1 = Σ22 − Σ21Σ−1
11 Σ12 is the Schur complement of Σ22, ⊗ is the tensor product of

matrices, and the normal distribution appearing is meant to be understood as the distribution of

the flatten matrix A21. By the properties of the normal distribution it follows that

A21A−1
11 |A11 ∼ N (Σ21Σ−1

11 , Σ22.1 ⊗ A−1
11 ),

A21A−1
11 1m|A11 ∼ N (Σ21Σ−1

11 1m, 1T
m A−1

11 1mΣ22.1).
(S56)

In order to get the last line, we first transpose the matrix, then notice that the 1T
m operator acts

on the vector of elements of the matrix as Im ⊗ 1T. Hence by the property (A ⊗ B)(C ⊗ D) =

AC ⊗ BD of the tensor product the second statement above follows.

As mentioned at the begining of Sec. S3, the probability that the attractor cannot be invaded

by any species in {S}n \ {S}m coincides with the probability that z = 1n−m − A21A−1
11 1m < 0n−m.
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Define W := 1T
m A−1

11 1m and fW(w) as the pdf of the random variable W, which is non-negative.

Then

Pni(m, n) =
∫ ∞

0
dw fW(w)Pr(z < 0|W = w)

=
∫ ∞

0
dw fW(w)

∫
V+

w

dA11Pr(A11|W = w)Pr(z < 0|A11, W = w), (S57)

where V+ is the set of positive definite symmetric matrices and V+
w the set conditional to W =

1T
m A−1

11 1m = w. Using that z = 1n−m − A21A−1
11 1m and (S56), the conditional variable z|A11, W = w

is distributed as

z|A11, W = w ∼ N
(

1n−m − Σ21Σ−1
11 1m, wΣ22.1

)
, (S58)

which does not depend explicitly on A11. Neither does Pr(z < 0|A11, W = w), so we can factor

this probability out of the integration over A11. In this way, we can write

Pni(m, n) =
∫ ∞

0
dw fW(w)Q−

n−m
(
1n−m − Σ21Σ−1

11 1m, wΣ22.1
)
, (S59)

because
∫
V+

w
dA11Pr(A11|W = w) = 1. In (S59) we have defined Q−

p as the probability that a

multivariate Gaussian variable with the specified parameters is contained in the fully negative

orthant,

Q−
p
(
µ, Λ

)
:= (2π)−p/2|Λ|−1/2

∫
Rn

−

dye−
1
2 (y−µ)TΛ−1(y−µ). (S60)

Corollary 3.2.6 in Muirhead [2009] implies that A11 ∼ Wm(Σ, ℓ). Therefore, theorem 3.2.12 in

the same reference holds, which ensures that

W−11T
mΣ−1

11 1m =
1T

mΣ−1
11 1m

1T
m A−1

11 1m
∼ χ2

ℓ−m+1. (S61)

This means that

g(ν′, w) = −w−21T
mΣ−1

11 1m fW
(
w−11T

mΣ−1
11 1m

)
, (S62)
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for g(ν, w) the pdf of a χ2
ν′ distribution with ν′ = ℓ− m + 1 degrees of freedom. Now, making

the change of variable w′ = w−11T
mΣ−1

11 1m in (S59) we finally get

Pni(m, n) =
∫ ∞

0
dwg(ν′, w)Q−

n−m
(
1n−m − Σ21Σ−1

11 1m, w−11T
mΣ−1

11 1mΣ22.1
)
. (S63)

As for the case of feasibility, (S63) is an exact formula for the probability that an endpoint

composed by m species cannot be invaded by the remaining n−m species. Similarly, the multidi-

mensional integral associated to Q−
n−m can be reduced to a single integral in the case of constant,

non-negative correlation, as we show in the following subsection. Thus, in that particular case,

the probability of non-invasibility is expressed as a double integral.

Constant, non-negative correlation

In the case of constant, non-negative correlation, (S63) simplifies to:

Pni(m) =
∫ ∞

0
dwg(ν′, w)Q−

n−m(µ, Σw) (S64)

with

µ =
1 − ρ

1 − ρ + mρ
1n−m,

Σw =
m(1 − ρ)

w(1 − ρ + mρ)

(
In−m +

ρ

1 − ρ + mρ
1n−m1T

n−m

)
.

(S65)

Now focus on the probability Q−
n−m. Making the substitution y′ = ky in (S60) it is easy to show

that

Q−
p (µ, Λ) = Q−

p (µ/k, Λ/k2). (S66)

Therefore, for k = m(1−ρ)
1−ρ+mρ we recover Eq. (S64) with µ and Λ given by

µ =
1
m

1n−m, Σw =
1 − ρ + mρ

mw(1 − ρ)

(
In−m +

ρ

1 − ρ + mρ
1n−m1T

n−m

)
. (S67)
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Now let us write Σw := αw In−m + βw1n−m1T
n−m, with αw := 1−ρ+mρ

mw(1−ρ)
, βw := ραw

1−ρ+mρ . As we did for

the probability of feasibility, the probability Q−
n−m can be written as a one-dimensional integral.

For that is crucial that, contrary to what happened in the case of feasibility, correlations given

by Σw are positive —notice the plus sign in (S67). This is due to the special structure of Σw,

which implies that the correlation between any two distinct yi, yj in (S60) is constant and given

by λ = ρ
1+mρ ≥ 0. Hence, the following result of Tong [2012] (section 8.2.5) applies:

Proposition 2. Let x be distributed according to N (µ, Σ) such that covariance matrix entries satisfy

Σii = σ2
i and Σij = σiσjλ. Then, the joint probability that x ∈ C := {x ∈ Rn|bi ≤ xi ≤ ai, i = 1, . . . , n},

where −∞ ≤ bi < ai ≤ ∞ for i=1,. . . , n, is expressed as

Pr(x ∈ C) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dyϕ(y)

n

∏
i=1

[
Φ

(
(ai − µi)/σi +

√
λy√

1 − λ

)
− Φ

(
(bi − µi)/σi +

√
λy√

1 − λ

)]
(S68)

for ϕ(z) and Φ(z) the pdf and cdf, respectively, of a univariate standard normal distribution.

In our particular case σ2
i = 1+mρ

wm(1−ρ)
, λ = ρ

1+mρ , bi = −∞, ai = 0 and, according to (S67),

µi =
1
m for i = 1, . . . , n − m. Therefore, putting all the pieces together, we can write

Pni(m, n) =
∫ ∞

0
dwg(ν′, w)

∫ ∞

−∞
dyϕ(y)Φ

(
−1/m + y

√
βw√

αw

)n−m

. (S69)

As for the probability of feasibility, in the case of constant, non-negative correlation we can reduce

it to a two-dimensional integral.

Notice the resemblance between the expressions for feasibility and non-invasibility —Eqs. (S53)

and (S69). In the case of ρ > 0, by changing y → y′ αw√
βw

, we can make the resemblance stronger:

Pni(m, n) =

√
1 − ρ + mρ

2πρ

∫ ∞

0
dwg(ν′, w)

√
αw

∫ ∞

−∞
dye−

(1−ρ+mρ)αwy2
2ρ Φ

(
−1/m + yαw√

αw

)n−m

. (S70)

Observe that the number of degrees of freedom of the χ2
ν′ distribution here is ν′ = ℓ − m + 1.

Notice also that the change of variables leading to (S70) does not apply for ρ = 0. This case is
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trivial, however, and will not be discussed explicitly.

Independence of feasibility and invasibility

In this section we show that the joint probability of feasibility and non-invasibility factors into

the product of the two probabilities calculated above. For that purpose, it suffices to show that

Pr
(
z < 0n−m|A−1

11 1m > 0m
)
= Pr(z < 0n−m). (S71)

For that purpose we can calculate

Pr
(
z < 0n−m|A−1

11 1m > 0m
)
=
∫ ∞

0
dw gW(w)Pr

(
z < 0n−m|A−1

11 1m > 0m, W = w
)

=
∫ ∞

0
dw gW(w)

∫
G+

w

dA11Pr
(
z < 0n−m|A11, W = w

)
Pr
(

A11|A−1
11 1m > 0m, W = w

)
, (S72)

where W = 1T
m A−1

11 1m as for the calculation of Pni, and gW is the pdf of the random variable

W|A−1
11 1m > 0m. In the second line we have introduced an integral over the set G+

w of symmetric

matrices and positive definite that verify the conditions A−1
11 1m > 0m and W = 1T

m A−1
11 1m = w. As

before, by (S58) we can factor the probability Pr
(
z < 0n−m|A11, W = w

)
out, so we get

Pr
(
z < 0n−m|A−1

11 1m > 0m
)
=
∫ ∞

0
dwgW(w)Q−

n−m
(
1n−m − Σ21Σ−1

11 1m, wΣ22.1
)
, (S73)

which coincides with (S63) except for the probability density gW . In the last step we have used

the normalization condition
∫
G+

w
dA11Pr(A11|A−1

11 1m > 0m, W = w) = 1.

Observe that the condition A−1
11 1m > 0m is equivalent to the conditions 1T

m−1 x̃ < 1 and x̃ >

0m−1, for x̃ the vector of the first m − 1 relative abundances defined in (S30). Let R := {v ∈

Rm−1|1T
m−1v < 1, v > 0m−1} the set of vectors satisfying the two last conditions. Then it is easy
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to see that

gW(w) =
d

dw
Pr
(
W < w|A−1

11 1m > 0m
)
=

d
dw

Pr
(
W < w|x̃ ∈ R

)
=

d
dw

Pr(W < z) = fW(w). (S74)

The last equality in the chain above follows because W and x̃ are independent random variables

—see the proof of theorem 1 in Bodnar and Okhrin [2011].

This shows that the probability of observing and endpoint with m survivors can be factored as

the probability of feasibility (S33) times the probability (S63) that the attractor cannot be invaded

by the remaining n − m species in the pool.

Distribution of the number of coexisting species

Due to the independence shown in the previous section, the probability that the system settles

in a subset {S}m ⊂ {1, . . . , n} formed by m species is simply

Pr({S}m|n, ℓ, Σ) =
(

n
m

)
Pa(m, n) =

(
n
m

)
Pf(m)Pni(m, n), (S75)

because all subsets with cardinality m are statistically equivalent.

Assuming constant and non-negative correlation, in Figure S5 we compare numerical inte-

gration of Eqs. (S53) and (S69) appearing in (S75) with simulations.

Average number of species

In this section we will focus on the case of constant correlation. Our aim is to approximate the

integrals for feasibility and invasibility in the large number of species limit by a saddle point

technique. With these approximations, we provide an analytical way to compute the probability

of coexistence Pr({S}m|n, ℓ, ρ) —cf. Eq. (S75)— as well as an approximation for the average
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Figure S4: Distribution of the set of coexisting species as a function of the ratio γ of number
of traits to number of species for different constant correlation matrices. The simulations were
done with n = 10 and 20 species. Bar are simulations, crosses are numerical evaluations of
formula (S75).

fraction of species

Ω(n, ℓ, ρ) :=
1
n

n

∑
m=0

(
n
m

)
mPa(m, n). (S76)

We distinguish the cases ρ > 0 and ρ = 0 for invasibility. For ρ > 0 we use expression (S70).

Let us define q := m/n as the fraction of survivors, and recall that ℓ = nγ. Also let

λq := mwαw = 1 +
mρ

1 − ρ
= 1 +

nqρ

1 − ρ
. (S77)
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In terms of λq, the probability of non-invasibility reads

Pni(m, n) =
λq√

2π(λq − 1)

∫ ∞

0
dwg(ν, w)w−1/2

∫ ∞

−∞
dye

−
y2λ2

q
2w(λq−1) Φ

(
−
√

w
mλq

+ y

√
λq

mw

)n−m

.

(S78)

Now we make a change of variables,

w′ =

√
w
m

,

y′

w′ =
y√
wm

.
(S79)

Then the integral becomes

Pni(m, n) =
2λq√

2π(λq − 1)

∫ ∞

0
dwm3/2g(ν′, mw2)

∫ ∞

−∞
dye

−
my2λ2

q
2w2(λq−1) Φ

(
− w√

λq
+

y
w

√
λq

)n−m

.

(S80)

Recall that the probability density function g(ν′, x), for ν′ = ℓ− m + 1, is:

g(ν, x) =
x(ℓ−m−1)/2e−x/2

2(ℓ−m+1)/2Γ((ℓ− m + 1)/2)
(S81)

Hence the integral (S80) is

Pni(m, n) =
λqm√

π(λq − 1)

(m/2)(ℓ−m)/2

Γ((ℓ− m + 1)/2)

∫ ∞

0
dwwℓ−m−1e−mw2/2

×
∫ ∞

−∞
dye

−
my2λ2

q
2w2(λq−1) Φ

(
− w√

λq
+

y
w

√
λq

)n−m

=
λqm√

π(λq − 1)

(m/2)(ℓ−m)/2

Γ((ℓ− m + 1)/2)

∫ ∞

0
dww−1

∫ ∞

−∞
dyenFni(w,y),

(S82)

where the exponent Fni(w, y) has been defined as

Fni(w, y) := (γ − q) log(w)− qw2

2
−

qy2λ2
q

2w2(λq − 1)
+ (1 − q) log Φ

(
− w√

λq
+

y
w

√
λq

)
. (S83)

Now we evaluate the double integral in the limit n → ∞ via a saddle-point technique. For
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that purpose, since the exponential becomes peaked around the maximum of the exponent, we

calculate the equations to be satisfied by the critical point. Taking derivatives of the exponent we

get

∂Fni

∂y
= −

qyλ2
q

w2(λq − 1)
+

(1 − q)
√

λq

w

ϕ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

)
Φ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

) ,

∂Fni

∂w
=

γ − q
w

− qw +
qy2λ2

q

w3(λq − 1)
− (1 − q)

(
1√
λq

+
y
√

λq

w2

) ϕ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

)
Φ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

) .

(S84)

Therefore at a critical point (w⋆, y⋆) we have the following conditions:

−
qyλ3/2

q

w(λq − 1)
+ (1 − q)

ϕ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

)
Φ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

) = 0,

γ − q − qw2 −
qyλq

λq − 1
= 0.

(S85)

Similarly we can rewrite the integral for the probability that an endpoint formed by m species

is feasible, see Eq. (S53), as

Pf(m) = −i

√
λq

2π

∫ ∞

0
dug(ν, u)u−1/2

∫
Γ

dζe
λqζ2

2u Φ
(√

u
mλq

+ ζ

√
λq

mu

)m

, (S86)

where now the number of degrees of freedom is ν = ℓ− m + 2.

Following essentially the same procedure as before, i.e. making a change of variables and

replacing the density function for the χ2
ν distribution we get

Pf(m) = −im3/2

√
λq

2π

(m/2)(ℓ−m)/2

Γ((ℓ− m)/2 + 1)

∫ ∞

−∞
du
∫

Γ
dζenFf(u,ζ), (S87)
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with the exponent

Ff(u, ζ) := (γ − q) log(u)− qu2

2
+

qλqζ2

2u2 + q log Φ
(

u√
λq

+
ζ

u

√
λq

)
. (S88)

Similarly, the conditions satisfied by the critical point (u⋆, ζ⋆) are

ζ
√

λq

u
+

ϕ
(

u√
λq

+ ζ
u
√

λq

)
Φ
(

u√
λq

+ ζ
u
√

λq

) = 0,

γ − q − qu2 − qζ = 0.

(S89)

Notice that the product of the densities of the χ2 distributions in each integral —Eqs. (S82)

and (S87)— introduce an extra term which scales exponentially with m = nq, namely

mℓ−m

2ℓ−mΓ((ℓ− m)/2 + 1)Γ((ℓ− m)/2 + 1/2)
=

mℓ−m

Γ(ℓ− m + 1)
. (S90)

Using the Stirling’s asymptotic form of the gamma function we get

mℓ−m

Γ(ℓ− m + 1)
∼ en(γ−q)(1+log q−log(γ−q))√

2πn(γ − q)
. (S91)

Let

Fe(q) := (γ − q)(1 + log q − log(γ − q)) (S92)

and

Fc(q) := −q log q − (1 − q) log(1 − q), (S93)

Fc(q) being the exponent appearing in Stirling’s asymptotic formula for the binomial coefficient

( n
nq). Consequentely the probability that the system settles in an endpoint with m = nq species is

given, up to a normalization factor, by:

Pr({S}m|n, ℓ, ρ) =

(
n
m

)
Pa(m, n) ∼ exp{n(Ff(u⋆, ζ⋆, q) + Fni(w⋆, y⋆, q) + Fe(q) + Fc(q))}. (S94)
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Observe that critical point coordinates u⋆, ζ⋆, w⋆ and y⋆ depend implicitly on q through (S85)

and (S89). Observe that one can use the asymptotic expansion (S94) to obtain numerically the

distribution of the number of survivors, Pr({S}m|n, ℓ, ρ), up to a normalization factor. The calcu-

lation amounts to solve numerically the non-linear systems (S85) and (S89).

We are now ready to provide an analytical approximation for the mean fraction of survivors

Ω, cf. Eq. (S76). In the limit of large pool size n, we can approximate the mean of the distribution

Pr({S}m|m, ℓ, ρ) by its mode, which is easier to compute. In fact, to calculate the mode of the

distribution q in the large n limit we need to find the q⋆ value that maximizes the exponent

in (S94). Due to the critical point conditions for (u⋆, ζ⋆) and (w⋆, y⋆), q⋆ satisfies

∂Ff

∂q
+

∂Fni

∂q
+

∂Fe

∂q
+

∂Fc

∂q
= 0. (S95)

Evaluated at the critical points (u⋆, ζ⋆) and (w⋆, y⋆), the derivatives read

∂Fni

∂q
= − log(w)− w2

2
−

y2λq

2w2 +
y
2
− log Φ

(
− w√

λq
+

y
w

√
λq

)
,

∂Ff

∂q
= − log(u)− u2

2
+ λq

ζ2

2u2 +
ζ(λq − 1)

2λq
+ log Φ

(
u√
λq

+
ζ

u

√
λq

)
,

∂Fe

∂q
= log

(
γ − q

q

)
+

γ − q
q

= log
(

γ − q
q

)
+

u2

2
+

w2

2
+

qζ

2
+

qyλq

2(λq − 1)
,

∂Fc

∂q
= log(1 − q)− log q.

(S96)

Therefore the condition for q⋆ reduces to

− log
(

qwu
γ − q

)
+

λq

2

(
ζ2

u2 − y2

w2

)
+

2λq − 1
2

(
y

λq − 1
+

ζ

λq

)
+ log

(1 − q)Φ
(

u√
λq

+ ζ
u
√

λq

)
qΦ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

) = 0.

(S97)

A direct calculation shows that, at wu = γ−q
q , the terms up to the last logarithm vanish. We now

show that the last one can be written as
(
wu − γ−q

q

)
h for some function h.
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Indeed, using conditions (S89) and (S85) we have

(1 − q)ϕ(−w,−y, q)
qΦ(−w,−y, q)

− ϕ(u, ζ, q)
Φ(u, ζ, q)

=
(u + w)

√
λq

uw

(
γ − q

q
− uw

)
, (S98)

where we have used the abbreviations Φ(u, ζ, q) := Φ
(

u√
λq

+ ζ
u
√

λq

)
and ϕ(u, ζ, q) := ϕ

(
u√
λq

+

ζ
u
√

λq

)
to simplify notation. Therefore,

(1 − q)Φ(u, ζ, q)
qΦ(−w,−y, q)

=
ϕ(u, ζ, q)

ϕ(−w,−y, q)
+

(u + w)Φ(u, ζ, q)
√

λq

uwϕ(−w,−y, q)

(
γ − q

q
− uw

)
. (S99)

Letting µq := (γ − q)/q, it holds that

ϕ(u, ζ, q)
ϕ(−w,−y, q)

= e(µ
2
q−(uw)2)((λq−1)2u2−λ2

qw2)/(2λqu2w2). (S100)

Now, due to the series representation of the exponential function we have

ϕ(u, ζ, q)
ϕ(−w,−y, q)

= 1 + (µq − uw)h(u, w), (S101)

where

h(u, w) :=
q(u + w)Φ(u, ζ, q)

√
λq

uwϕ(−w,−y, q)

+
∞

∑
j=1

1
j!
(µq − uw)j−1

(
(µq + uw)

(λq − 1)2u2 − λ2
qw2

2λqu2w2

)j

. (S102)

Thus, the claim follows by using the series expansion of log(1 + x). Therefore, all the terms

in (S97) vanish at uw = µq.

We have just shown that the last logarithm in (S97) is equal to zero. Consequently q⋆ satisfies

(1 − q)Φ
(

u√
λq

+ ζ
u
√

λq

)
qΦ
(
− w√

λq
+ y

w
√

λq

) = 1. (S103)
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At the point uw = µq we can write

u√
λq

+
ζ

u

√
λq =

λqw − (λq − 1)u√
λq

=
w√
λq

− y
w

√
λq, (S104)

which in turn implies that

Φ

(
λqw − (λq − 1)u√

λq

)
= q⋆. (S105)

Let q̂ := Φ−1(q⋆) =
√

2erf−1(2q⋆ − 1), for erf−1 the inverse error function. Then it holds that

(λqw − (λq − 1)u)/
√

λq = q̂ and using eq. (S89) we can solve for u⋆, w⋆ in terms of q̂, yielding

u⋆ =
√

λq

(
ϕ(q̂)

q⋆
+ q̂
)

,

w⋆ =
1√
λq

(
(λq − 1)

ϕ(q̂)
q⋆

+ λqq̂
)

.
(S106)

The final condition for q⋆ at the saddle point reduces to substitute the expressions above into the

condition uw = µq, which finally reads

γ

q⋆
= 1 +

(
ϕ(Φ−1(q⋆))

q⋆
+ Φ−1(q⋆)

)(
ϕ(Φ−1(q⋆))

q⋆
(λq⋆ − 1) + Φ−1(q⋆)λq⋆

)
. (S107)

The case ρ = 0 for invasibility is similar, and simpler.

Level Curves

Eq. (S107) gives a very good approximation to the level curves on the (ρ, γ) plane mapping to

constant mean fraction of survivors q = m/n. This implicit condition can be rewritten equiva-

lently as

γ = q + Φ−1(q)H(q) +
nρH(q)2

1 − ρ
, (S108)

where H(q) := ϕ(Φ−1(q)) + qΦ−1(q). This condition is compared with simulation results in

Figure 4 of the main text (right panel).
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S4 Total biomass distribution at endpoints

The proof of independence of invasibility and feasibility (section S3) also shows that, for any

fixed size m of a subset of species and total biomass w, we have that Pr(zn−m < 0n−m|xm >

0m, W = w) = Pr(zn−m < 0n−m|W = w). This remark, together with the independence of W

and xm > 0m (feasibility), helps us derive the distribution of total biomass. To simplify notation

we do not rescale the interaction matrix by ℓ (as shown in section S6 this would amount to a

rescaling of total biomass w → ℓw). The cdf for the random variable W is precisely

Pr(W < w) =
n

∑
m=0

(
n
m

)
Pa(m, n)Pr(W < w|m), (S109)

where Pr(W < w|m) is the probability that W < w conditional on the m-species endpoint is

feasible and non-invasible. Thus,

Pr(W < w|m) =
Pr(W < w, xm > 0m, zn−m < 0n−m)

Pa(m, n)

=
Pr(W < w, zn−m < 0n−m|xm > 0m)Pf(m)

Pa(m, n)

=
Pr(W < w, zn−m < 0n−m)Pf(m)

Pa(m, n)
,

(S110)

the last equality following from the statement in the paragraph above. Now, using the notations

introduced in the last section, it holds that

Pr(W < w, zn−m < 0n−m) =
∫ ∞

0
dug(ν′, u)Θ(u − w−11T

mΣ−1
11 1m)

× Q−
n−m(1n−m − Σ21Σ−1

11 1m, u−11T
mΣ−1

11 1mΣ22.1). (S111)
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Figure S5: Distribution of the total biomass w of the survival community as a function of the
ratio γ of number of traits k to number of species n for different constant correlation matrices.
The simulations were done with n = 10, 20 species. Histograms are simulations and black lines
are the numerical integration of (S112).

Hence, using (S110) and Pa(m, n) = Pf(m)Pni(m, n), and taking derivatives with respect to w

in (S110), the probability density function of the biomass distribution can be expressed as

ga(w) =
n

∑
m=0

(
n
m

)
Pf(m)

∂Pr(W < w, zn−m < 0n−m)

∂w

=
n

∑
m=0

(
n
m

)
w̃
w

Pf(m)g(ν′, w̃)Q−
n−m(1n−m − Σ21Σ−1

11 1m, w̃−11T
mΣ−1

11 1mΣ22.1), (S112)

where w̃ := w−11T
mΣ−1

11 1m. Figure S5 shows the comparison of (S112) with simulations for the

constant correlation case in the case in which the interaction matrix is rescaled by the number of

traits.
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Going back to re-scaling the interaction matrix by ℓ, total biomass transforms as w → ℓw

(recall that in Section S3 we considered interaction matrices A as samples of the Wn(Σ, ℓ) because

scaling A = GGT by multiplying GGT by ℓ−1 does not affect the number of species in the

endpoint). By the above calculation,

ga(w|m) =
1

Pni(m, n)
∂Pr(W < w, zn−m < 0n−m)

∂w

=
w̃g(ν′, w̃)

wPni(m, n)
Q−

n−m(1n−m − Σ21Σ−1
11 1m, w̃−11T

mΣ−1
11 1mΣ22.1), (S113)

with w̃ := w−11T
mΣ−1

11 1m. Now, the moments of the distribution of ℓW conditional to m coexisting

species, defined as

E[(ℓW)k|m] =
∫ ∞

0
dw(ℓw)kga(w|m), (S114)

can be calculated by making, in the last integral, the change of variables w → w̃ defined by

w = 1T
mΣ−1

11 1m/w̃, giving

E[(ℓW)k|m] =
1

Pni(m, n)

∫ ∞

0
dwg(ν′, w)

× (ℓw−11T
mΣ−1

11 1m)
kQ−

n−m(1n−m − Σ21Σ−1
11 1m, w−11T

mΣ−1
11 1mΣ22.1), (S115)

where we have written the integration variable as w to ease notation.

Now, particularize to the star phylogeny case, and focus on the average biomass (k = 1

moment). Observe that the last integral coincides with that of Eq. (S63) except for the factor

ℓw−11T
mΣ−1

11 1m. Then the saddle point calculation done while computing the expected number

of survivors can be reproduced here to approximate the mean of ℓW|m for ρ ≥ 0, m = nq

and ℓ = γn. Following the same steps leading to Eq. (S82), the integral we have to evaluate

reduces to (S82) up to a multiplication by γ
qw2 1T

mΣ−1
11 1m. Indeed, observe that the reescaling

w′ =
√

w/m, given in Eq. (S79) and used to obtain (S82), introduces an extra factor (mw2)−1

when substituted into the w−1 factor appearing in (S115), so the combination ℓw−1 transforms
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into ℓ/(mw2) = γ/(qw2).

Hence the exponent in the integral (S82) does not change so, when the integral is evaluated

at the saddle point (at the solution (y⋆, w⋆) of (S85)), the term γ
(w⋆)2q 1T

mΣ−1
11 1m can be factored out

of the integral, yielding

E[ℓW|m] ≈
γ1T

mΣ−1
11 1m

(w⋆)2qPni(m, n)

∫ ∞

0
dw g(ν′, w)Q−

n−m(1n−m − Σ21Σ−1
11 1m, w−11T

mΣ−1
11 1mΣ22.1)

∣∣∣
s.p.

,

(S116)

where by s.p. we mean that the integral has to be evaluated at the saddle point. However, the

integral trivially reduces to Pni(m, n) at the saddle point, which implies that

E[ℓW|m] ≈ γ

(w⋆)2q
1T

mΣ−1
11 1m. (S117)

Therefore, neglecting all but the leading order terms in the asymptotic expansion and using that

1T
mΣ−1

11 1m = m/(1 − ρ + ρm), we can approximate

E[ℓW|m] ≈ ℓ

(1 − ρ + ρm)(w⋆)2 . (S118)

Assuming that the distribution of survivors is highly peaked at the mode, we can approximate

the mean of W by the mean conditional at the mode q⋆, which we get from Eq. (S107):

E[ℓW] ≈ ℓ

(1 − ρ + ρq⋆n)w⋆(q⋆)2 . (S119)

This is the expression we compared to simulations in Figure 5 of the main text (left panel).

Observe that w⋆(q⋆) can be calculated as function of q⋆ using Eq. (S106).

S5 Relative abundances

For an equilibrium attractor xm with m species, let v := xm/ ∑m
i=1 xi

m be the relative abundance

vector. In particular, vm = 1 − ∑m−1
i=1 vi = 1 − 1T

m−1ṽ, for ṽ the vector of the first m − 1 relative
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abundances. By section S3, Eq. (S30), we know that the vector ṽ follows a multivariate t distribu-

tion, so we can write, following the same steps that led to the probability of feasibility (S33), the

distribution function for vm conditional on xm being feasible as

Pr(vm < c|xm > 0m) = 1 − Pr(vm > c|xm > 0m)

= 1 − 1
Pf(m)

∫ ∞

0
dug(ν, u)Pr(yu > 0m−1, 1T

m−1yu < 1 − c) (S120)

with ν = ℓ− m + 2. Then

Pr(vm < c|m) =
Pr(vm < c, xm > 0m, zn−m < 0n−m)

Pa(m, n)

=
Pr(zn−m < 0n−m|xm > 0m, vm < c)Pr(vm < c|x > 0m)

Pni(m, n)
= Pr(vm < c|x > 0m), (S121)

where we have used the independence of feasibility and invasibility, Pa(m, n) = Pf(m)Pni(m, n),

and the fact that Pr(zn−m < 0n−m|xm > 0m, vm < c) = Pr(zn−m < 0n−m) = Pni(m, n). The last

expression follows from Eq. (S71), which states that the event zn−m < 0n−m is independent of the

event xm > 0m, from which follows that it is also independent on conditioning on a subset of

values of the m-th relative abundance, vm < c. Therefore, we can calculate the distribution func-

tion Pr(vm < c|m) of observing the m-th relative abundance, vm, conditional on the community

having m extant species, using Eq. (S120).

In case of a constant correlation ρ ≥ 0, all species are equivalent so any surviving species i

has the same distribution as xm. Applying the same derivation as for the feasibility case, and

using the notation of the saddle point calculation with m = qn (see Eq. (S86)), we get

Pr(vm < c|m) = 1 −
i
√

λq√
2πPf(m)

∫ ∞

0
dug(ν, u)u−1/2

∫
Γ

dζe
λqζ2

2u

× Φ

(√
u

nλq
+ ζ

√
λq

nu

)m−1

Φ

(√
u

nλq
− c
√

nu
λq

+ ζ

√
λq

nu

)
. (S122)

Letting c̃ = cn, the integral above can be approximated by the same saddle point calculation we
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did for feasibility (section S3) up to a multiplication factor given by

Φ
(

u√
λq
(1 − c̃q) + ζ

u
√

λq

)
Φ
(

u√
λq

+ ζ
u
√

λq

) . (S123)

Thus, for (u, ζ) satisfying the system of equations (S89) with ζ real, we get an asymptotic approx-

imation of the integral by neglecting all but the leading terms, which reduces to the following

expression for the distribution function:

Pr(vm < c|m) = 1 −
Φ
(

u√
λq
(1 − c̃q⋆) + ζ

u
√

λq

)
Φ
(

u√
λq

+ ζ
u
√

λq

) . (S124)

This distribution was compared to simulations in the main text (Figure 5, right panel). In this

expression, the variables u, ζ, and λq are evaluated as functions of the mode q⋆ via the analytical

expressions appearing in the saddle-point calculation subsection.

S6 Invariant Lotka-Volterra operations

In this section we detail the operations that can be performed in a symmetric stable GLV system

without changing the subset of coexisting species.

Let r ∈ Rn be the vector of growth rates, and A ∈ Rn a symmetric and positive definite

interaction matrix. Let {S}m ⊂ {1, . . . , n} be the unique subset of m species that form the attractor,

with vector of densities x = (xi). Then x satisfies:

xi > 0, i ∈ {S}m,

xi(r − Ax)i = 0, for all i,

(r − Ax)i < 0, i /∈ {S}m.

(S125)

Then we can easily see the effect of the following operations on A and r on the attractor x. Let

κ > 0 and D a positive diagonal matrix. The operations that maintain the identity of the species
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in the endpoint are:

(a) A → κA: then x → κ−1x.

(b) r → κr: Then x → κx .

(c) A → DAD, r → Dr: Then x → D−1x.

After any of these operations, the set of coexisting species remains unchanged.

Additionally, in the case of r = κ1n, for κ > 0, we can perform an additional operation:

A → B = A + µ1n1T
n . (S126)

Then shifting

x → y =
κx

κ + µ1T
n x

, (S127)

by direct computation of conditions (S125) we see that y is a non-invasible equilibrium. If we

additionally restrict µ > 0, y satisfies the feasibility property and B is positive definite so again

the support {S}m of the attractor is unchanged.

S7 Varying growth rates

In this section we analyze the effect of growth rates that are not equal for all species. By conti-

nuity, we expect our results to hold when r = 1n + ϵn and ∥ϵn∥ ≪ 1 if ℓ ≥ n. In case ℓ < n, the

matrix A is singular and the solutions of the system can be unbounded. To avoid this unrealistic

behavior, we replace the interaction matrix A by B = A + µ1n1T
n , where µ is a sufficiently large

perturbation so that Aij + µ > 0 for every matrix element. In this case −B = −(A + µ1n1T
n ) is

negative semidefinite and dissipative [Hofbauer and Sigmund, 1998], so the solutions are always

bounded. Still, the solutions can be degenerate in the sense that there is a hyperplane of non-

invasible equilibria towards which the system converges. By perturbing the growth rates we can

also correct for this.
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Assume now that r = 1n +N (0, σ2), where σ ≪ 1 and that x̂ is a saturated rest point of the

system (which exists because Aij + µ > 0). Without lost of generality, we can assume that the

first m species survive. Then, we have

r − Bx̂ =

0m

z

 . (S128)

For z ∈ Rn−m
− , if any zi = 0, then for the system considering only the species {1, . . . , m} ∪ {i}

we have that the restriction of r to this subset of species (which is a vector of m + 1 components)

must be contained on a plane of dimension m: otherwise the linear system above yields the

trivial solution x̂ = 0. Since the distribution of r is continuous, the probability of this event is

zero almost surely. Hence zi < 0 for any i so that invasibility is strict: no species outside the set

of survivors can invade. Furthermore, the same argument shows that the rank of B restricted

to the survivor subset must be m, i.e., the restriction of matrix B to the set of coexisting species

is full rank. Otherwise, in order to satisfy the linear system, the restriction of vector r to the

subset of survivors should be contained on a plane of dimension strictly less than m, which is a

zero-probability event almost surely.

Apply the usual Lyapunov function for the system [Hofbauer and Sigmund, 1998],

V(x) =
n

∑
i=1

(xi − x̂i log xi). (S129)

Defined for any x ∈ Rn
+, with a global minimum at x = x̂ and radially unbounded, then we have

V̇(x) =
n

∑
i=1

(
1 − x̂i

xi

)
ẋi =

n

∑
i=1

(xi − x̂i)
(

ri −
n

∑
j=1

Bijxj

)
= −

n

∑
ij=1

Bij(xi − x̂i)(xj − x̂j) +
n

∑
i=1

(xi − x̂i)
(

ri −
n

∑
j=1

Bij x̂j

)
= −

n

∑
ij=1

Bij(xi − x̂i)(xj − x̂j) +
n

∑
i=m+1

xizi.

(S130)

In the last equality we have used Eq. (S128), which implies that ri −∑n
j=1 Bij x̂j = 0 for i = 1, . . . , m,

together with the definition zi := ri − ∑n
j=1 Bij x̂j and the equality x̂i = 0, both of which hold
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for j = m + 1, . . . , n. The first term above is non-positive since the matrix is −B is negative

semidefinite, and the second is non-positive because zi < 0 and every trajectory satisfies xi(t) ≥ 0

because the Lotka-Volterra system leaves invariant the space Rn
+. This proves that V̇(x) ≤ 0 for

an arbitrary trajectory x(t).

Moreover, the last sum in (S130) is negative unless xi = 0 for any i > m. Given that the

restriction of B to the survivors subset is full rank, then V̇ = 0 only at x̂, which implies that the

equilibrium point x̂ is globally stable and, in particular, is unique [Hofbauer and Sigmund, 1998].

Therefore, in the singular case ℓ < n, and making the perturbation of the interaction matrix

as A → B = A + µ1n1T
n , the dynamics will unfolds to a unique equilibrium point satisfying

Eq. (S128).

In these cases, while our previous analyses are not exact because of the perturbations intro-

duced in the vector of rates r and in interaction coefficients (A → B = A + µ1n1T
n ), we can apply

the same machinery that we have developed to provide approximations. This works because we

know that the shift of A → A + µ1n1T
n does not change properties like feasibility or invasibility

(see section S6). What changes is that the rank of A goes up by one (see the observation at the end

of the section). Forgetting about this, we can use the same machinery as in the non-degenerate

case: for feasibility this follows because only full rank subsets are considered, and the restriction

of a singular Wishart to a m × m block (m ≤ ℓ) is a Wishart matrix. Further, the conditional

distribution of blocks used for the derivation of the probability of non-invasibility holds in the

degenerate case too [Bodnar and Okhrin, 2008].

Observe that, in the degenerate case, matrix B has rank equal to ℓ + 1, because B = A +

µ1n1T
n and A = 1

ℓGGT has rank ℓ since there are ℓ trait vectors linearly independent (see also

the observation below). Therefore, at most m = ℓ+ 1 species can have non-negative densities,

according to the linear system (S128). Thus, the fraction of survivors q = m/n can take, at most,

the value (ℓ+ 1)/n = γ + 1/n, which sets γ + 1/n as an upper bound for the mode q∗ of the

fraction of survivors. In the singular case it may happen that q∗ satisfying Eq. (S107) is bigger

than γ + 1/n. Given that we expect the distribution of the number of survivors to be unimodal
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and increasing with γ, then our approximation for the mode in those cases is simply γ + 1/n.

Therefore, our analytical upper bound to the expected fraction of survivors Ω will be

Ω =


γ + 1

n , if γ < γt,

q⋆(γ, 0), if γ ≥ γt,
(S131)

where q⋆(γ, 0) is given implicitly by Eq. (S107) for ρ = 0 (the non-interacting case is the most

favorable for coexistence), and γt is obtained by solving the non-linear equation γ + 1
n = q⋆(γ, 0)

to ensure continuity. These bounds are compared to averages over replicas of the set of coexisting

species in Figure S6.

Observation. The rank of B = A + µ1n1T
n is equal to the rank of A plus one. Indeed,

let w ∈ ker B, then wTBw = wT Aw + µ(1T
n w)2 = 0, hence w ∈ ker A ∩ 1⊥n , and similarly

any w ∈ ker A ∩ 1⊥n is in the kernel of B, hence ker B = ker(A ∩ 1⊥). Unless ker A ⊂ 1⊥n ,

dim(ker B) = dim(ker A)− 1, so the rank increases by one. It remains to show that ker A ̸⊂ 1⊥n .

Consider then A = CCT for C ∈ Rn×ℓ, and let {Ci} be the set of columns of matrix C. Then

ker A is simply U⊥ = {Ci}⊥. As each column Ci is sampled independently from a continuous

distribution then W = {C1, . . . , Cℓ, 1n} is a linearly independent set almost surely, then dim W⊥ =

n − ℓ− 1. Since W⊥ = U⊥ ∩ 1⊥n , and dim U⊥ = n − ℓ then U⊥ cannot be contained in 1⊥n .

Deterministic limit

We can also investigate the effect of varying growth rates in the deterministic limit, without

limiting ourselves to the case of small deviations from equal rates. In the deterministic limit, the

sample covariance matrix A tends to the tree correlation matrix Σ, which is no longer random.

Assume that the number of traits is large enough to approximate the interaction matrix by Σ (see

below for a numerical exploration of the rate of convergence as γ → ∞). Let us assume also

that growth rates ri are not equal, but drawn independently from a normal distribution N (β, σ2)
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Figure S6: Fraction of survivors under distinct levels of growth rate variability. Dots mark
the average values over simulations with r ∼ N (1, σ2) and A ∼ Wn(ℓ−1 In, ℓ). In the singular
case, the matrix A was perturbed by A → A + (b + 0.01)1n1T

n for b = −min(A). Dotted lines
represent our analytical predictions assuming σ = 0. By Section S6 the shift in A does not affect
Ω when σ = 0. The initial decrease of Ω in the singular case is due to this property not holding
when σ ̸= 0. The solid line is our analytical prediction for σ = 0, when A ∼ Wn(ℓ−1Σ, ℓ). Σ is a
constant correlation matrix with ρ = 2σℓ+0.01

1+2σℓ+0.01 and σ2
ℓ = Var(Aij) for i ̸= j which in this case is

simply σ2
ℓ = 1/ℓ.

with mean β and variance σ2. Then the density function for the vector of rates r is

f (r) = (2πσ2)−
n
2 e−

1
2σ2 ∥r−β1∥2

. (S132)

The case of a deterministic matrix and random (normally distributed) growth rates was consid-

ered in a previous paper by some of the authors [Serván et al., 2018]. In that contribution we

considered Gaussian rates with a given mean value and variance equal to one. The interaction
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matrix was deterministic, of the form A = (α − µ)I + µ11T, with 1 a vector formed by n ones.

Therefore, we can extend the results provided in that paper for the case of star-tree phylogenies

in the deterministic limit (with Σ = (1 − ρ)I + ρ11T), with normally distributed growth rates

with arbitrary variance.

We can directly use the formulae derived by Serván et al. [2018] because the case of arbitrary

variance can be trivially reduced to the case of unitary variance through the change of variables

r′ = r/σ. In that case, the distribution (S132) reduces to

f (r′) = (2π)−
n
2 e−

1
2σ2 ∥r′−β′1∥2

(S133)

with β′ = β/σ. Therefore, the formulae derived for the probability of coexistence in that reference

can be used for the case we are interested here, replacing the average value of growth rates by

β/σ (together with the replacements α → 1 and µ → ρ to match the form of the interaction

matrix Σ).

Following Serván et al. [2018], the probability of observing an attractor of size m from a pool

of size n can be computed as (cf. Eq. (S26) in the Supplementary Information of that reference)

Pa(m, n) =
m + s

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dy
∫ ∞

−∞
dw e−

1
2 (m+2s)y2+isyw− 1

2 mw2
[1 − Φ(iw − v)]m [Φ(y − v)]n−m , (S134)

where Φ(z) = 1
2

[
1 + erf

(
x√
2

)]
is the cdf of the standard normal distribution (which can be

extended to the complex plane). In terms of model parameters, constants s and v are defined as

s =
1
ρ
− 1, v =

β(1 − ρ)

σ(1 − ρ + mρ)
. (S135)

The average fracion of coexisting species, Ω, can be calculated by averaging the distribution

Pr({S}m|n, ρ, β, σ) =

(
n
m

)
Pa(m, n), (S136)
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i.e., by calculating

Ω =
1
n

n

∑
m=0

mPr({S}m|n, ρ, β, σ). (S137)

The evaluation of the double integral and the calculation of the average fraction of survivors can

be done numerically. We can also check that the limit σ → 0, in which growth rates are all equal,

leads to a distribution with probability one for m = n, and zero otherwise. To verify this, we note

that if σ → 0, then v → ∞, and consequently Φ(y − v) → 0, so the only case for which (S134)

is nonzero occurs when m = n. Moreover, the term [1 − Φ(iw − v)]n → 1 as v → ∞. Thus, the

probability of the attractor reduces to

Pa(n, n) =
n + s
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dy
∫ ∞

−∞
dw e−

1
2 (n+2s)y2+isyw− 1

2 nw2
= 1, (S138)

which follows by evaluating the Fourier transform in w. As mentioned, the limit v → ∞ implies

that Pa(m, n) = 0 for m < n. Therefore, in this limit Ω = 1 and the model predicts full coexistence

in the deterministic limit with equal growth rates (as we already proved in Section S2). However,

this is no longer true when variability is considered in growth rates.

Figure S7 shows the variation of Ω with ρ for a mean value of rates β = 1, to match with

our previous assumption for σ → 0 in the deterministic limit. If we make a correspondence

between model parameters and niche/fitness differences (according to modern coexistence the-

ory, see Chesson [2000]), we can make predictions, under the assumptions considered in this

subsection, about the role of species’ niche and fitness differences, and their relation with species

phylogenetic proximity. In particular, the tree correlation matrix, written as Σ = (1 − ρ)I + ρ11T,

implies that the larger the correlation ρ, the more phylogenetically related species are, and the

larger the competitive interaction between them because of higher niche overlap. Therefore, in-

creasing species relatedness by augmenting ρ lowers niche differences and increases competition

(as in the Darwinian paradigm). Then, we expect higher diversity for small ρ because of larger

niche differences.

Once variability has been introduced in growth rates, fitness differences are present as well.
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Figure S7: Expected fraction of survivors for variable growth rates. Here the average fraction
of survivors, as calculated from Eq. (S137), is depicted as function of the inter-specific correlation
level ρ for a star-tree topology and different assumptions on how the variability of species growth
rates, σ, depends on ρ.

One can begin to study an effect of phylogeny on fitness differences by assuming some depen-

dence of the deviation σ as function of ρ. In Figure S7 we made several choices for this depen-

dence: first, we chose a function σ(ρ) = ρ, so phylogenetic relatedness increases variability and,

therefore, augments species fitness differences. In this case we observe that full coexistence is ob-

served for small ρ, where niche differences dominate. Above a threshold of species relatedness,

the fraction of survivors decreases monotonically. Therefore, this scenario would be compati-

ble with phylogenetic overdispersion in realized communities. The second choice we made is

σ(ρ) = (1 − ρ)w for w = 1, 2, 3. In those cases, as species relatedness (ρ) increases, variability

decreases (and so fitness differences decrease as well). This behavior might be expected if clades

of closely related species share similar growth rates. In the particular case σ(ρ) = 1 − ρ, we

never observe full coexistence. This is because v in Eq. (S135) is not divergent for all 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1,

and the probability of an attractor saturated with n species satisfies Pa(n, n) < 1. However, for

exponents w > 1 we get full coexistence close to ρ = 1. Therefore, as relatedness becomes closer
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to ρ = 1, coexistence is favored because of equalizing fitness mechanisms (leading to clustering

phenomena, as species selected in communities are similar in their growth rates). Interestingly,

the behavior of the expected fraction of survivors at the attractor for w > 1 is not monotonic

anymore: for small ρ, niche differences dominate and decrease diversity, whereas at some point

a minimum is reached and diversity starts growing with relatedness ρ to achieve full coexistence

once a threshold (close to ρ = 1) is crossed over.

This subsection illustrates how our framework can help explain potential outcomes of the re-

lation between phylogenetic proximity and species differences, and help elucidate which mech-

anisms (niche/fitness species differences) may promote diversity in the limit of large number of

traits.

S8 Testing model predictions with empirical data

Estimation of the number of traits

Several large experiments have analyzed the interplay bteween biodivesity and ecosystem func-

tioning. In particular, the Biodiversity II experiments [Tilman et al., 2001] report species identi-

ties and abundances from controlled plots, in which plants chosen from a pool of n species were

grown together in a wide variety of different combinations. These experiments have already been

used to statistically test for phylogenetic structure in community properties [Lemos-Costa et al.,

2023], and therefore are well suited to test our model predictions. Biodiversity II experiments

were carried out annually from 2001 to 2018, and we used them to examine our predictions

based on the diversity reported in each realization of the experiment. We used the nine datasets

pre-processed in [Lemos-Costa et al., 2023], in order to exclude low-quality plots containing sig-

nificant biomass of species not in the experimental pool. Those datasets were filtered to contain

only plots for which the complete set of plants were seeded, to comply with our model assump-

tions (i.e., the entire pool is put together to coexist at arbitrary abundances and the GLV dynamics

determines the set of species realized at equilibrium). These nine datasets contain between 13
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Experiment year 2001 2006 2007 2008 2011 2012 2014 2015 2017
Target diversity, Ω† 0.654 0.421 0.356 0.500 0.482 0.634 0.621 0.497 0.555
Pool size, n 13 20 20 17 20 16 16 18 19
Estimated ℓ⋆ 64 25 20 36 35 87 78 28 52
Estimated γ = ℓ⋆/n 4.92 1.25 1.00 2.12 1.75 5.44 4.88 1.56 2.74

Table S1: Results of the parameter estimation procedure to fit Biodiversity II experimental data.
The estimated number of traits γ relative to pool size is larger than one, with one exception
(2007) for which ℓ⋆ = n.

and 20 species and a substantial number of species assemblages.

For each year the experiment was carried out, the experiment was replicated a number of

times. We can consider each replica as a realization of a pool of n species, as in our framework.

For each replica, some species go extinct, and the realized diversity after the experiment is re-

ported for each replica. Then we can compute the expected number of survivors as the average

realized community size across replicas, ⟨m⟩, leading to a target fraction of survivors Ω† = ⟨m⟩
n .

We used the molecular phylogenetic tree that can be inferred for each pool of species (which

varies depending of the year) using the V.PhyloMaker package in R [Jin and Qian, 2019]. These

“true” trees are also reported in Lemos-Costa et al. [2023].

Using the empirical tree structure, we simulated model communities for a given number of

traits ℓ, and averaged diversity across 106 model realizations, for each of which we recorded the

number of survivors at the endpoint of the dynamics. We varied the number of traits to match

the observed diversity of each year’s set of experiments —the average diversity was calculated

as the average number of species present across experiment’s realizations. Then, to estimate an

empirical number of traits, we chose ℓ⋆ as the number of traits that best reproduced the target

diversity. This procedure is illustrated in Figure S8. We allowed for singular Wishart matrices

(γ < 1) so that the number of traits can be smaller than the size of the pool. The estimate ℓ⋆ never

was smaller than the size of the pool and sometimes led to a relative number of traits γ > 5 (see

Table S1). A star tree with correlation ρ adjusted to match the empirical diversity at the fitted

value ℓ⋆ can reproduce the dependence of the average community size with the number of traits.

As Table S1 shows, the estimated number of traits is close to the size of the pool n in most
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Figure S8: Estimation of the number of traits associated to biodiversity data. Model average
community size (calculated using empirical trees) as function of the number of traits for three
years of the Biodiversity II experiment (black line). The gray ribbon stands for one standard
deviation added to simulated average. The red dot marks the empirical average community size,
so the number of traits ℓ is chosen as the value that best matches model prediction to the target
value. The dashed line shows the prediction for a star tree for which parameter ρ is estimated to
adjust the empirical average. The vertical, dotted lines mark the line ℓ = n (γ = 1). The empirical
diversity in the 2007 experiment is best fit for ℓ = n (note the discontinuity in diversity once the
threshold γ = 1 is crossed over, which is also observed in Figure S6).

of the cases, with one exception for the year 2012, in which the average fraction of survivors is

significantly large in communities and leads to a larger estimate for ℓ⋆.

Left panel of Figure S9 shows predicted vs. observed average diversity, according to this

fitting procedure. Except for one case, average diversity in communities is well predicted by

this simple estimation procedure. The exact empirical average diversity for the 2007 experiment

cannot be reproduced due to the discontinuity in diversity averages at γ = 1, see Figures S6

and S8. The diversity predicted by our model in this case can be improved, though. As empirical

trees were obtained as unrooted trees (see Figure 7, main text), and the molecular procedure

cannot estimate the root length before the first speciation, we can take it as a free parameter to
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Figure S9: Predicted vs. observed average diversity across experiments. Left panel: the number
of traits ℓ⋆ is estimated so that model average diversity best matches the empirical average (see
also Table S1). Right panel: for the 2007 experiment, the tree covariance matrix Σ is corrected for
the tree to be rooted, and the root length is estimated to improve the fitting of observed average
community size.

better estimate observed diversity. For that purpose, we modify the correlation matrix of the

tree by adding a constant z to all the matrix elements, as Σ1 = Σ + z11T, and then normalize

Σ1 to make it ultrametric again, as Σ2 = D− 1
2

1 Σ1D− 1
2

1 , where D1 = diag(Σ1) and hence D− 1
2

1

is a diagonal matrix with the inverses of square roots of the diagonal elements of Σ1. This

modification amounts to adding a branch on length z at the root of the tree. For the 2007

experiment we find a fitted z⋆ = 16.73. The right panel of Figure S9 shows that introducing this

additional (unknown) root length in the 2007 empirical tree allows to predict almost perfectly

observed diversity.

From now on, since it involves the estimation of one additional parameter, we will use the

first fitting procedure based on unrooted trees.
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Experiment year 2007 2012 2015
ρ, diversity estimation 0.2742 0.3867 0.4497
ρ, biomass estimation 0.1854 0.1972 0.2482

Table S2: Fitted values of star-tree correlation parameter ρ, for the estimation of expected diver-
sity and for the estimation of total biomass.

Diversity and biomass

To test the influence of realistic tree structures on the quantities we have analyzed in this contribu-

tion, we fixed phylogenetic trees as those derived from species identities using the V.PhyloMaker

R package, and simulated the model to compute diversity and biomass. Predicted average com-

munity size and total biomass were calculated as function of the number of traits, setting matrix

Σ as the correlation matrix for the ultrametric empirical phylogenetic tree estimated by molecular

methods. Model simulations were carried out by imposing the empirical phylogenetic structure,

so that we can compare with the predictions from a star tree approximating the true tree topology.

Figure S8 shows this comparison for three years in Biodiversity II experiments, and highlights

that a star tree with an average correlation ρ matching the empirical diversity can capture the

trend obtained by using the true phylogenetic structure.

Total biomass was computed by model simulation based on empirical correlation matrices for

the tree structure derived using molecular methods. The results are summarized in Figure S10.

Again, a star tree topology, with an average correlation ρ fitted to match model expected biomass

at the predicted number of traits, captures qualitatively the decreasing pattern of total biomass

as the number of traits increase. In fact, the prediction from a star-tree topology provides a lower

bound to total biomass computed using the actual tree structure. The analytical approximation

given by Eq. (S119) provides a lower bound to total biomass, for the true phylogenetic structure

as well as for the approximated star-tree topology. This approximation, originally constructed

for star trees, captures well (up to a translation) the variation of total biomass with γ for realistic

trees.

Table S2 lists the fitted ρ values, either to capture average diversity or total biomass. Matching
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Figure S10: Total biomass for fixed, empirical tree structures. Black lines and dashed areas
show the average (plus and minus one standard deviation) across model realizations when the
tree structure is fixed to match the molecular tree of each species pool. The blue, dashed line
stands for the expectation for a star tree topology with correlation ρ fitted to match model total
biomass for the estimated number of traits ℓ⋆ (marked with red dots). The red line shows the
analytical approximation given by Eq. (S119).

the total biomass expected for empirical trees requires correlation values smaller than those

required for adjusting expected average diversity.

Deterministic limit

To illustrate how abundances converge to deterministic-limit abundances as the number of traits

increase, we have simulated GLV dynamics using realistic tree structures from Biodiversity II

experiments. Figure S11a shows the temporal variation of abundances for the 2001 experiment,

starting from a random initial condition, and for γ = 5 × 104 to ensure proximity to the limit

ℓ → ∞ (in this experiment, the species pool comprises n = 13 species). As the temporal dynamics

shows, full coexistence is ensured at equilibrium.
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Figure S11: Convergence to the deterministic limit abundances. (a) For the 2001 Biodiversity
II experiment, we show a temporal dynamics for the pool of n = 13 species and γ = 5 × 104,
showing that full coexistence is ensured in the long term. (b) Deterministic-limit abundances,
obtained by solving Σx⋆ = 1 for x⋆, are compared to 5 simulated abundances for increasing val-
ues of γ. As γ → ∞, abundances converge to their expectation, although the rate of convergence
is slow.

Predicted abundances in the limit γ → ∞ can be obtained simply by solving the linear system

Σx⋆ = 1 for vector x⋆, being Σ the correlation matrix associated to the 2001 species pool estimated

by molecular methods. Figure S11b shows how the abundances simulated for 5 interaction

matrices realizations (for fixed values of γ) converge to deterministic-limit abundances x⋆ as γ

increases. The convergence to the vector of abundances takes place for very large values of the

scaled number of traits γ. Do we expect to reach full coexistence for such large values of the

number of traits?

Figure S12 shows three temporal dynamics for increasing values of γ, using the 2001 ex-

periment phylogeny. We observe how extinctions tend to be less frequent as γ increase. Full

coexistence is guaranteed well below the values of γ at which simulated abundances almost

coincide with deterministic-limit abundances (Fig. S11). As Figure S12 illustrates, for γ = 200

almost any realization of the Wishart interaction matrix A leads to full coexistence. However,

abundances at the endpoint of the dynamics do not necessarily match the ones predicted by the

deterministic limit.
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Figure S12: Full coexistence in the deterministic limit. Temporal dynamics the 2001 Biodiversity
II phylogeny (n = 13), as the relative number of traits γ increases. Each panel shows the time
dynamics for a single realization of the Wishart matrix, given the number of traits ℓ = γn, setting
Σ equal to the correlation matrix obtained from the empirical phylogeny. For small number of
traits, we observe species extinctions (panels γ = 1 and γ = 10). For larger number of traits
(γ = 200), full coexistence is achieved.

Survival probability for the Senna tree

In the main text we have analyzed how species in realistic trees are more ore less frequent

to be observed in model communities, and this basically depends on tree structure: species that

diverged first in the evolutionary history are more prone to be observed in realized communities.

We have shown this phenomenon using the empirical phylogenies used to represent Biodiversity

II experiments’ species pools (see Figure 7 of the main text). In this subsection, we confirm the

pattern using a larger tree.

We consider here the Senna phylogenetic tree (Figure S13), being the regional pool formed

by n = 90 species. The covariance matrix of the pool is denoted as ΣS. For different values of

the number of traits relative to pool’s size, γ = ℓ/n, we obtain different interaction matrices A

as samples of the Wishart distribution given by Eq. (3) of the main text, A ∼ Wn(ℓ−1ΣS, ℓ).
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Phylogeny: Senna Probability of survival
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Figure S13: Probability of individual species survival for an empirical tree. The probability
that a species is observed in the community of coexisting species, ps, out of 5000 simulations, is
shown alongside the phylogenetic tree (Senna clade) where the outermost group is used to set the
root. The values ps reflect the tree structure and the abundance distribution showed in Figure 3
of the main text: The peaks in ps correspond to outliers within groups of closely related species,
and ps has a decreasing trend towards the most nested parts of the tree (upward direction).
In particular, the model produces phylogenetic overdispersion at multiple cladistic levels in the
phylogeny (i.e., for subtrees the overdispersion effect is observed, as well as for the whole tree).
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We can measure the probability of an individual species survives in the saturated equilibrium

point, which we name as ps, and estimate it as the frequency of that species appearing with

non-zero abundance in every realized community within a sample of replicas of the interaction

matrix A, see Figure S13. We observe that outliers within groups of closely related species,

i.e., those species that diverged first compared with their close relatives in the tree, are the

most frequently appearing species in communities among 5000 replicas of the interaction matrix.

Survival probabilities tend to decrease for species that diverged later in the tree, and this pattern

is consistent for different values of the number of traits relative to the size of the pool, γ = ℓ/n.

This can be interpreted of a signal of phylogenetic overdispersion, because our model implies

that closely-related species will compete strongly among each other and, therefore, will be less

frequent in realized communities. We have quantified this effect by measuring the (Spearman)

correlation ρS between ps and the average phylogenetic distance for each species, defined as the

average distance between that species and the remaining ones across the tree. This yields the

following results: ρS = 0.816 (γ = 1), ρS = 0.817 (γ = 5), and ρS = 0.809 (γ = 25), all of them

statistically significant (p < 10−16). This means that closely related species are not frequent in

realized communities, yielding phylogenetic overdispersion in the set of survivors.
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