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Understanding the behaviors of ecological systems is challenging given their multi-faceted com-
plexity. To proceed, theoretical models such as Lotka-Volterra dynamics with random interactions
have been investigated by the dynamical mean-field theory to provide insights into underlying prin-
ciples such as how biodiversity and stability depend on the randomness in interaction strength. Yet
the fully-connected structure assumed in these previous studies is not realistic as revealed by a vast
amount of empirical data. We derive a generic formula for the abundance distribution under an ar-
bitrary distribution of degree, the number of interacting neighbors, which leads to degree-dependent
abundance patterns of species. Notably, in contrast to the well-mixed system, the number of sur-
viving species can be reduced as the community becomes cooperative in heterogeneous interaction
structures. Our study, therefore, demonstrates that properly taking into account heterogeneity
in the interspecific interaction structure is indispensable to understanding the diversity in large
ecosystems, and our general theoretical framework can apply to a much wider range of interacting
many-body systems.

Introduction.— The introduction of the field-theoretic
approach [1–4] for stochastic processes has led to its
application across various dynamical systems, includ-
ing neural networks [5–7], statistical learning [8–10],
and game theory [11–13]. Dynamical mean-field the-
ory (DMFT), initially devised for investigating spin-glass
dynamics [14, 15], has found success in ecological mod-
eling, particularly in solving generalized random Lotka-
Volterra (GRLV) equations of species abundance [16–19].
This breakthrough sheds light on how complexity im-
pedes the stability and diversity of large ecological com-
munities [18–21], aligning with earlier findings from the
random matrix theory [22–24].

While the current DMFT method is predominantly
constrained to fully-interacting or well-mixed communi-
ties, real-world data reveal complicated and heteroge-
neous structures in ecological networks [25–29], making
them archetypical examples of complex networks in net-
work science. From the perspective of network science,
understanding the impact of structural heterogeneity on
dynamics stands as a central issue, given its universality
across disciplines [30–32]. In response, theoretical tools
such as the heterogeneous mean-field theory (HMFT)
have been developed [33, 34]. The HMFT, based on
the expectation that agents with the same number of
interacting partners exhibit identical dynamic behaviors,
has successfully explained the critical phenomena in spin
systems of a general network structure, offering insights
distinct from the conventional mean-field results [35–39].
Moreover, the HMFT yielded fruitful insights into epi-
demics [40, 41] and synchronization [42, 43] across vari-
ous networks.

In Ref. [44], the DMFT has been tested for its perfor-
mance in explaining ecological systems on complex net-
works by extracting the interaction mean and variance at

the system level. Although this approach effectively de-
scribes ecological systems with relatively homogeneous
interaction structures, it fails to provide accurate ap-
proximations for heterogeneous cases. As an endeavor
to incorporate structural heterogeneity into the theoret-
ical framework for the dynamics of ecological systems,
solvable models beyond the well-mixed structures have
been investigated [45–47]. However, developing a general
framework that can account for both structural hetero-
geneity and randomness in interaction strength remains
a fundamental challenge. Such a framework is essential
for comprehensively understanding the diversity and sta-
bility of ecological systems, but it has yet to be done.
In this Letter, we propose a generic theoretical

framework, heterogeneous dynamical mean-field theory
(HDMFT), combining the two theoretical methods,
the DMFT from the field-theoretic approach and the
HMFT from network science, and apply it to the GRLV
dynamics on general ecological networks and obtain the
species abundance distribution and survival probability
at the system and individual level. The most remarkable
finding is that the number of surviving species diminishes
as the community becomes cooperative in heterogeneous
interaction structures, which is counterintuitive and
never seen in well-mixed systems. The origin lies in
the differentiated abundance and survival of individual
species with their numbers of interacting partners,
and our detailed analysis reveals the interplay between
the heterogeneous structure and random strength of
interaction. This combined framework deepens the
understanding of heterogeneous ecological systems and
can be utilized in various interacting systems beyond
the scope of natural ecosystems.

Model.— We first construct a GRLV system with S
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FIG. 1. Heterogeneous structure and random strength of in-
teraction. (a) An ecological network of 6 nodes (species) with
a directed link from node j to i representing the positive (red)
or negative (blue) influence Jij of species j on the growth
of i with strength represented by the line width. Assuming
mutual influences, we assign either none or two opposite di-
rectional links to each pair of nodes. (b) The strength Jij

follows a Gaussian distribution. (c) Species may have differ-
ent degrees k, numbers of interacting neighbors, following a
broad distribution P (k).

species as follows:

ẋi(t) = xi(t) ⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣λ − xi(t) −∑j/i JijAijxj(t)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ , (1)

where xi is the abundance of i−th species with a self-
growth rate λ, and ∑j/i denotes the summation over all
species except i. The last term represents the interspe-
cific interaction with two factors: (i) the strength of inter-
action Jij depicting how much a species j affects another
species i positively or negatively and (ii) the structure of
interaction (the adjacency matrix in the context of net-
works) Aij = 1 or 0 indicating the existence or absence
of interaction (see Fig. 1 for a graphical illustration). A
positive (negative) value of Jij indicates the suppression
(promotion) of the growth of i by j. We set the adjacency
matrix to be symmetric, i.e., Aij = Aji while we consider
Jij and Jji as independent or correlated to some extent
controlled by a parameter.

These interspecific interactions, Jij and Aij , do not
need to be uniform in nature, and thus we assume the
randomness in both Jij and Aij . As in previous stud-
ies [18–20], for analytic treatment, we set the interaction
strength Jij as a Gaussian random variable with the first
few moments given by

⟨Jij⟩J = µ

K
, ⟪J2

ij⟫J = σ2

K
, and ⟪JijJji⟫J = rσ2

K
, (2)

where K = S−1∑i,j Aij . Notations ⟨⋯⟩J and ⟪⋯⟫J
represent moment and cumulant, respectively, averaged
over an ensemble of interaction strength realizations

{J1,J2,⋯}. The sign of µ represents whether the con-
sidered community is overall competitive (µ > 0) or co-
operative (µ < 0). The σ characterizes the randomness
of interaction strength. The reciprocity −1 ≤ r ≤ 1 is
related to the type of pairwise interactions, e.g., r = −1
with predator-prey interactions (Jij = −Jji).
To represent a heterogeneous interaction structure, we

consider an ensemble of adjacency matrices {A1,A2,⋯}
with each element Aij taking 0 and 1 with probability
1 − pij and pij respectively, and thus satisfying

⟨Aij⟩A = ⟨A2
ij⟩A = ⋯ = pij . (3)

The number of interacting partners of species i is given
by ki = ∑j Aij called degree and its ensemble average⟨ki⟩ = ∑j/i pij can be heterogeneous if the connection
probabilities pij are not identical. We use pij proposed
in the static model [48] to generate networks with the
power-law degree distributions P (k) ∼ k−γ , where γ
is the degree exponent, or the Poisson distribution
P (k) = Pois(k;K) =Kke−K/k! [49, 50]. We here approx-
imate the connection probability by pij ≈ kikj/(SK),
which is often called the annealed approximation and
valid in uncorrelated networks without a significant
degree-degree correlation [33, 51, 52]. Under this
approximation, the statistical property of Aij is solely
determined by the degree sequence {ki}, leading to the
dynamical equations for the HMFT.

HDMFT.— Using the DMFT technique with the
HMFT for Eq. (1) and setting r = 0 for simplicity, one
can obtain the abundance dynamics for a species with
degree k as follows:

ẋ(t;k) = x(t;k) ⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣λ − x(t;k) − µ
k

K
m(t) − σ

√
k

K
η(t)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ .

(4)
The outcome can be roughly understood by approximat-
ing ∑j/i JijAijxj(t) in Eq. (1) as the sum of ki inde-
pendent and identically distributed random variables, re-
sulting in µ k

K
m(t) along with the Gaussian noise η(t),

where ⟨η(t)⟩ = 0 and ⟨η(t)η(t′)⟩ = q(t, t′). Here, m(t)
and q(t, t′) are

m(t) = ⟨ k
K
x(t;k)⟩ ,

q(t, t′) = ⟨ k
K
x(t;k)x(t′;k)⟩ . (5)

Equations (4) and (5) are the main results from the
HDMFT and their rigorous derivation with moment-
generating functional for general r is given in Supple-
mental Material (SM) Sec. I.A. [53]. Note that ⟨⋯⟩ is
the average over both species and ensembles of (J,A).
The equilibrium abundance x(k) ≡ limt→∞ x(t;k) fol-

lows a truncated Gaussian distribution ρ(x∣k),
x(k) =max (0, λ − µmk/K − σ√qk/Kz) ∼ ρ(x∣k) , (6)
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FIG. 2. Species abundance distribution ρ(x) for different de-
gree distributions P (k)—the Poisson and power-law distribu-
tions with exponents 3.5 and 2.5—in (a) a competitive com-
munity (µ = 0.5) and (b) a cooperative community (µ = −0.1).
The thick black lines are obtained from the DMFT approx-
imation without considering structural heterogeneity. The
dashed curves are obtained from the HDMFT prediction,
Eq. (6), and the symbols represent the simulation results av-
eraged over 100 configurations of {Jα,Aα}. We use the fol-
lowing parameter values: S = 4000, K = 30, λ = 0.5, σ = 0.3,
and r = 0. Unless otherwise noted, we used the same param-
eters throughout the Letter.

where z is a random variable sampled from the stan-
dard Gaussian distribution N (0,1). Compared with the
well-mixed system [18, 19], differences are found in the
terms proportional to k and

√
k in Eq. (6), which bring

the degree dependence and fundamental changes to the
abundance distribution and survival probability.

If the degrees of individual species follow a degree dis-
tribution P (k), the stationary abundance distribution of
the whole community is given by ρ(x) = ∑k P (k)ρ(x∣k).
When all the species have the same degreeK, i.e., P (k) =
δk,K , the truncated Gaussian distribution is recovered,
ρ(x) = ρ(x∣K) as in fully-interacting systems [18, 19].
However, when species exhibit varying degrees, the coali-
tion no longer guarantees a truncated Gaussian distribu-
tion for ρ(x). In Fig. 2, we present ρ(x) obtained with
the Poisson distribution Pois(k;K) and power-law dis-
tributions P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ = 3.5 and 2.5, ordered by
distribution width (the second cumulant). The DMFT
approach extracts only the mean and variance of the over-
all interactions, including zero components, and approx-
imates JijAij as a Gaussian random variable with those
mean and variance [44]. While this method performs
well in predicting abundance distributions when degree
heterogeneity is relatively small, it fails in cases of large
degree heterogeneity. In contrast, our HMDFT method
agrees well with simulation results, even with significant
degree heterogeneity. Furthermore, our approach accu-
rately describes ρ(x∣k), distinguishing between species
with varying numbers of interacting species, a capability
inaccessible to the DMFT method alone (See Sec. II.C.
in SM [53]).

Average abundance and survival probability.—The

−1.0−0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

µ

10−1

100

101

〈x
〉

(a)
P (k) = Pois(k;K)

P (k) ∼ k−3.5

P (k) ∼ k−2.5

−1.0−0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

µ

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

φ

(b)

FIG. 3. Plots of (a) the average abundance ⟨x⟩ and (b) the
survival probability ϕ = ⟨Θ(x)⟩ against the mean interaction
strength µ. The dashed curves are theoretical predictions and
the symbols represent the simulation results. As µ increases,
from negative to positive, the average abundance decreases
monotonically for all degree distributions. The survival prob-
ability ϕ shows non-monotonic behaviors depending on the
degree distribution. Particularly, for cooperative communi-
ties (µ < 0), ϕ decreases even though the system becomes
more cooperative on average, notably so for the power-law
degree distributions.

system-level influence of structural heterogeneity is best
manifested in the average abundance ⟨x⟩ and the survival
probability ϕ = ⟨Θ(x)⟩ with the Heaviside step function
Θ(x). As shown in Fig. 3, for a competitive community(µ > 0), both ⟨x⟩ and ϕ decrease monotonically with µ,
i.e., competition curbs the community from growing. On
the other hand, in the cooperative community (µ < 0), as∣µ∣ gets larger, ⟨x⟩ increases but ϕ decreases. It is coun-
terintuitive, as this result indicates that the more species
benefit from each other, the more they eventually vanish,
whereas the community itself proliferates. This dramatic
drop in diversity reflected by ϕ is absent in well-mixed
systems such as fully-connected (K = S − 1) case or rel-
atively homogeneous interactions [P (k) = Pois(k;K)],
indicating the important role of interaction structures.
Without the explicit consideration of degree heterogene-
ity, the DMFT alone can never predict this phenomenon.

To excavate the reason behind this seemingly coun-
terintuitive behavior appearing in the cooperative com-
munity, let us consider the case with no randomness in
strength, σ = 0. Then all species survive with nonzero
abundance x(k) = λ+ ∣µ∣mk/K, trivially leading to ϕ = 1.
Thus, cooperative communities are feasible with homoge-
neous interaction strength by prohibiting survival prob-
ability from ϕ falling off. Next, let us consider the case
without structural heterogeneity, i.e., ki = K for all i.
Then one can find that both m and q increase with in-
creasing ∣µ∣ but their ratio q/m2 remains constant and
so does the survival probability ϕ, independent of µ (See
Sec. I.C. in SM [53]). For small σ, we found that γ < 4 is
necessary to observe such a diversity drop (See Sec. I.G.
in SM [53]). Therefore, without either heterogeneity in
strength or structure is there no diversity drop in ϕ for



4

FIG. 4. Survival probability ϕ(k) of individual species with
degree k. (a) In competitive communities (µ = 1), the sur-
vival probability does not significantly change with the degree
distribution, decreasing with degree. (b) In cooperative com-
munities (µ < 0), species with the degree k∗ = λK/(∣µ∣m) are
most likely to go extinct. As µ decreases (∣µ∣ increases), k∗
becomes smaller until k∗ → 0 at the threshold µ = µc where
m diverges indicating the UG phase. We used µ = −0.9,−0.6,
and −0.1 selected near the threshold µc ≈ −0.968,−0.652, and−0.191 for the Poisson and the two power-law degree distri-
butions, respectively.

µ < 0.
The counterintuitive drop of diversity with coop-

eration can be intuitively understood in a star-like
network, where numerous “peripheral” species interact
with a small number of “hub” species. The influences
of the peripheral species on the hub, when summed up,
are likely to be cooperative on average with a small
fluctuation due to the central limit theorem. In contrast,
from the viewpoint of peripherical species, the effect
from the hub fluctuates under Jij ∼ N (µ/K,σ2/K).
Therefore, the hub is very likely to benefit from the
peripheral species while hubs could help or suppress the
growth of peripheral species by fluctuations. Moreover,
the expectedly large abundance of the hub can threaten
a peripheral species even if only a weak competitive
interaction is present between them. This is highly
contrasted to the case of no significant heterogeneity
in degrees, in which all species, topologically similar,
essentially impose an averaged effect on one another
with similar abundances.

Abundance and survival of individual species.— Given
such difference between hub and peripheral species, we
investigate how the fate of individual species is differ-
entiated by their degrees. Using the HDMFT solu-
tion in Eq. (6), we calculate the survival probability
of a species with degree k, represented by a cumula-
tive Gaussian distribution ϕ(k) = ∫ ∞−∞ dx Θ(x)ρ(x∣k) =(2π)−1/2 ∫ ∆(k)−∞ dz exp(−z2/2) with

∆(k) = 1

σ
√
q

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣λ
√

K

k
− µm

√
k

K

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ . (7)

The two terms in Eq. (7) represent the self-growth
and the expected influences of k neighboring species,
respectively, as seen in rewriting Eq. (6) as x(k) =
σ
√
qk/Kmax(0,∆(k) − z). Each term dominates for

k ≪ k∗ and k ≫ k∗, respectively, with the characteris-
tic degree k∗ ≡ λK/(∣µ∣m).
For the competitive case with µ > 0, species with

large k may have negative ∆(k) and thereby have small
ϕ(k). Specifically, the survival probability ϕ(k) sharply
decreases in the vicinity of k∗ [see Fig. 4(a)]. Further-
more, a strong competition drags k∗ down, manifested
as decreasing ϕ with respect to µ in Fig. 3(a). On the
other hand, for the cooperative case with µ < 0, ∆(k)
becomes positive for all k, resulting in ϕ(k) > 1/2. For
the species with as small degree as k ≪ k∗ or as large
as k ≫ k∗, the self-growth or the expected sum of the
partners’ influences is likely to dominate the fluctuation
of the latter, resulting in large ∆(k) and ϕ(k). If a
species’ degree k is comparable to k∗, the fluctuation
can be so significant as to make x(k) small or zero,
reducing ∆(k) and ϕ(k). We also find that due to k∗
decreasing with µ, low-degree species are more likely to
be eliminated under stronger cooperation [see Fig. 4(b)].

Phase diagram.— For a comprehensive comparison
with previous studies [18, 19], we investigate how
the degree heterogeneity affects the phase diagram
consisting of the unique fixed point (UFP), unbounded
growth (UG), and multiple attractors (MA) phases in
the (µ,σ)−plane by using both numerical solutions to
Eq. (1) and the HDMFT prediction. The results in Fig. 5
first reveal that the UFP phase shrinks as the degree
heterogeneity increases. The triple point is given by(µt, σt) = (0,√2K2/⟨k2⟩) from the HDMFT approach,
which converges to (0,0) for P (k) ∼ k−γ with 2 < γ < 3
due to the divergence of the second moment ⟨k2⟩ (See
Sec. I.F. in SM [53]). Consequently, the system cannot
transit directly from the UFP to the UG phase under
such strong heterogeneity. Note that the triple point
in Fig. 5(c) does not precisely converge to (0,0) due to
finite-size effects.

Summary and discussion.— We have proposed a novel
MF framework capable of addressing two types of het-
erogeneity in the random Lotka-Volterra systems: the
interaction strength with J and the interaction structure
with A. The obtained MF dynamics reveals the differ-
entiation of the individual species’ behaviors depending
on their degrees, helping us to understand the presence
of the characteristic degree at which the randomness of
strength is the most dominant and the origin of nontriv-
ial emergent features of the whole community when both
types of heterogeneity are present.
As a final cautionary remark, our approach is based on

the moment-generating functional expanded up to the
leading order of K−1. The higher-order terms such as
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FIG. 5. Phase diagrams of the unique fixed point (UFP, black), unbounded growth (UG, blue), and multiple attractors (MA,
yellow) phases in the (µ,σ) plane for different degree distributions, (a) P (k) = Pois(k;K), (b) P (k) ∼ k−3.5, and (c) P (k) ∼ k−2.5.
The background color represents the theoretical prediction and the colors of dots depend on two indices I1 and I2 measured
in simulations as given in (d). One can see a good agreement between theory and simulations. The indices I1 and I2 detect
the UG and MA phase, respectively (see Sec. II.D. in SM [53] for the details). Altogether, I1 ≃ 1 with I2 ≃ 0 indicates the UG
phase, and I1 ≃ 0 with I2 ≃ 1 indicates the MA phase. If both indices are nearly zero, we identify the phase as the UFP phase.

∼K−2 and quartic interactions ∼ x4 should be considered
to study the case of K not large enough, the investiga-
tion of which will clarify the effects of interaction spar-
sity. Furthermore, it will allow us to investigate whether
our results that degree heterogeneity is a prerequisite for
causing diversity drops in cooperative communities still
hold for even smaller K.

Our framework can be extended in diverse directions,
including the incorporation of general distributions of
interaction strength, beyond the Gaussian distribution.
Another challenging work can be understanding the topo-
logical properties of the community of surviving species,
including the size and number distributions of the possi-
bly fragmented subcommunities. Finally, we would like
to emphasize the broad applicability of our method be-
yond natural ecosystems, as long as a system is connected
by networks and describable through simple equations
like GRLV. This includes diverse domains such as eco-
nomic or political ecosystems, demonstrating the rele-
vance of our theoretical framework across various fields.
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I. HETEROGENEOUS DYNAMICAL MEAN-FIELD THEORY (HDMFT)

A. Derivation with moment-generating functional

For a dynamical system with disorders, the Martin-Siggia-Rose-De Dominicis-Janssen (MSRDJ) formalism
or generating functional method is useful to analyze a given system. By applying this method, we derive the
abundance dynamics in S−species random Lotka-Volterra system, described as

ẋi = xi ⎛⎝λ − xi −∑j/i JijAijxj
⎞⎠ ≡ fi(x;λ,J,A), (1)

where J and A represent the interaction strength and adjacency matrices, respectively, and ∑j/i denotes the
summation over j except for j = i.

We consider the two types of quenched disorders in Jij and Aij . The interaction strength Jij is a Gaussian
random variable that follows

⟨Jij⟩J = µ/K, ⟪J2
ij⟫J = σ2/K, and ⟪JijJji⟫J = rσ2/K, (2)

where ⟨⋯⟩J and ⟪⋯⟫J denote the moment and cumulant for an interaction ensemble {J1,J2,⋯}, respectively.
We scale the interaction parameters by the mean degree K = S−1∑i,j Aij . Dividing Eq. (1) by xi and
discretizing time into a sequence of intervals with ∆t lead to the following path-integral formulation of
moment-generating functional:

Z[ψ, ψ̂](J,A) = lim
∆t→0

∏
t
∫ dx(t) ex(t)⋅ψ(t)∆tδ [∆x − (f(x(t);λ,J,A) + ψ̂(t))∆t]

= ∫ D[x, ix̂] exp⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i ∫ dt

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣x̂i
⎛⎝ ẋixi − λ + xi +∑j/i JijAijxj

⎞⎠ + x̂iψ̂i + xiψi

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭ ,

(3)

where ∫ D[x, ix̂] = ∫ ∞−∞ ∫ i∞−i∞∏t dx(t) dx̂(t)/(2πi) is a functional integral, and −ψ̂(t) is an external pertur-
bation that evaluates the response function of the system, which will be taken as zero later. To derive the
mean-field (MF) dynamics, we average the moment-generating functional over the interaction strength en-
semble {J1,J2,⋯} and the network structure ensemble {A1,A2,⋯}. Note that the disorders Jij and Aij are
independent, so the order of the averaging process does not matter.

We first perform the averaging over the network ensemble {A1,A2,⋯}. The adjacency matrix has binary
values as Aij = 1 if two nodes i and j are connected, and Aij = 0 otherwise. Let pij be the probability that
two nodes i and j are connected. Then the average of the disorder-dependent term in Eq. (3) is given by

exp

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i≠j∫ dt x̂i(t)JijAijxj(t)⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭ =∏i<j [(1 − pij) + pij⟨exp{∫ dt x̂i(t)Jijxj(t) + ∫ dt x̂j(t)Jjixi(t)}⟩
J
]

= exp⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i<j log [1 + pij⟨expQij − 1⟩J]
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭

≈ exp⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i<j pij⟨expQij − 1⟩J
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭ ,

(4)

where we introduce ⋯ for the average over entire disorders, and Qij is the symmetrized Gaussian random
variable

Qji = Qij ≡ ∫ dt x̂i(t)Jijxj(t) + ∫ dt x̂j(t)Jjixi(t) . (5)

The network ensemble {A1,A2,⋯} we consider is a collection of random networks where each degree sequence{ki} is drawn from a given degree distribution P (k). In this case, the connection probability is given by
pij = kikj/SK +O(S−2). Plugging this expression into Eq. (4) and taking the average over the interaction
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ensemble {J1,J2,⋯} gives

exp

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i≠j∫ dt x̂i(t)JijAijxj(t)⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭ ≈ exp
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i<j

kikj

SK
[exp(⟨Qij⟩J + 1

2
⟪Q2

ij⟫J) − 1]
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭

= exp⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i<j
∞∑
n=1

kikj

SK
(⟨Qij⟩J + 1

2
⟪Q2

ij⟫J)n
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭ .

(6)

The statistical properties ⟨Qij⟩J and ⟪Q2
ij⟫J scale as O(K−1) within the range of overall parameters’ scales:

µ, σ, r ∼ O(1). Taking the leading order of K−1 gives

exp

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i≠j∫ dt x̂i(t)JijAijxj(t)⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
= exp⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i≠j

kikj

SK
[ µ
K
∫ dt x̂i(t)xj(t) + σ2

2K
∫ dt dt′ x̂i(t)x̂i(t′)xj(t)xj(t′)
+rσ2

2K
∫ dt dt′ x̂i(t)xi(t′)xj(t)x̂j(t′) +O(K−2)]} .

(7)

By introducing the following macroscopic quantities:

m(t) = S−1∑
i

ki
K
xi(t),

w(t) = S−1∑
i

ki
K
x̂i(t),

q(t, t′) = S−1∑
i

ki
K
xi(t)xi(t′),

g(t, t′) = S−1∑
i

ki
K
xi(t)x̂i(t′),

b(t, t′) = S−1∑
i

ki
K
x̂i(t)x̂i(t′) .

(8)

we rewrite the disorder-averaged term as

exp

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩∑i≠j∫ dt x̂i(t)JijAijxj(t)⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
= exp{S [µ∫ dt w(t)m(t) + 1

2
σ2 ∫ dt dt′ [b(t, t′)q(t, t′) + rg(t, t′)g(t′, t)]] +R} ,

(9)

where the diagonal contribution R ∼ S−1∑i k
2
i < O(S) for finite K so that it can be neglected. The macro-

scopic quantities can formally be introduced into the moment-generating functional using the Dirac delta
functions in their integral representation, for example,

1 = ∫ D[q]∏
t,t′
δ [Sq(t, t′) −∑

i

ki
K
xi(t)xi(t′)]

= ∫ D[q, iq̂] exp{∫ dt dt′ q̂(t, t′) [Sq(t, t′) −∑
i

ki
K
xi(t)xi(t′)]} .

(10)

The disorder-averaged functional can be rewritten in macroscopic quantities and their conjugates,

Z[ψ, ψ̂] ≡ ∫ D[θ, iθ̂] expΓ[θ, θ̂]
= ∫ D[θ, iθ̂] exp (Φ[θ, θ̂] +Ψ[θ] + logZ0[θ̂]) , (11)
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where θ ≡ (m,w, q, g, b), θ̂ ≡ (m̂, ŵ, q̂, ĝ, b̂), and the corresponding potentials

Φ = S {∫ dt [m̂(t)m(t) + ŵ(t)w(t)]
+ ∫ dt dt′ [q̂(t, t′)q(t, t′) + ĝ(t, t′)g(t, t′) + b̂(t, t′)b(t, t′)]} , (12)

Ψ = S {µ∫ dt w(t)m(t) + 1

2
σ2 ∫ dt dt′ [b(t, t′)q(t, t′) + rg(t, t′)g(t′, t)]} , (13)

and

Z0[θ̂] = ∫ D[x, ix̂] exp{∑
i
∫ dt [x̂i(t)( ẋi(t)

xi(t) − λ + xi(t))] +∑i ∫ dt [xi(t)ψi(t) + x̂i(t)ψ̂i(t)]}
× exp{−∑

i

ki
K
∫ dt [m̂(t)xi(t) + ŵ(t)x̂i(t)]}

× exp{−∑
i

ki
K
∫ dt dt′ [q̂(t, t′)xi(t)xi(t′) + ĝ(t, t′)xi(t)x̂i(t′) + b̂(t, t′)x̂i(t)x̂i(t′)]}

≡ ∫ D[x, ix̂] exp{Γ0[x, x̂] + x ⋅ψ + x̂ ⋅ ψ̂} .

(14)

In the thermodynamic limit S →∞, the functional integral in Eq. (11) is dominated by the saddle-point

value, i.e., Z[ψ, ψ̂] ≈ expΓ[θ∗, θ̂∗], where ∇∣
θ∗,θ̂∗ Γ[θ, θ̂] = 0. The saddle-point condition with respect to θ

gives

δΓ

δm
= 0⇐⇒ m̂(t) + µw(t) = 0,

δΓ

δw
= 0⇐⇒ ŵ(t) + µm(t) = 0,

δΓ

δq
= 0⇐⇒ q̂(t, t′) + 1

2
σ2b(t, t′) = 0,

δΓ

δg
= 0⇐⇒ ĝ(t, t′) + rσ2g(t′, t) = 0,

δΓ

δb
= 0⇐⇒ b̂(t, t′) + 1

2
σ2q(t, t′) = 0 .

(15)

Next, the saddle-point condition with respect to θ̂ gives

δΓ

δm̂
= 0⇐⇒m(t) − S−1∑

i

ki
K
⟨xi(t)⟩0 = 0,

δΓ

δŵ
= 0⇐⇒ w(t) − S−1∑

i

ki
K
⟨x̂i(t)⟩0 = 0,

δΓ

δq̂
= 0⇐⇒ q(t, t′) − S−1∑

i

ki
K
⟨xi(t)xi(t′)⟩0 = 0,

δΓ

δĝ
= 0⇐⇒ g(t, t′) − S−1∑

i

ki
K
⟨xi(t)x̂i(t′)⟩0 = 0,

δΓ

δb̂
= 0⇐⇒ b(t, t′) − S−1∑

i

ki
K
⟨x̂i(t)x̂i(t′)⟩0 = 0 ,

(16)

where ⟨⋯⟩0 ≡ ∫ D[x, ix̂] (⋯) expΓ0[x, x̂]/ ∫ D[x, ix̂] expΓ0[x, x̂]. Due to the normalization condition, the

moment-generating functional for a particular path Z[ψ = 0, ψ̂] = 1. This makes some of the macroscopic
quantities vanish:

w(t) = S−1∑
i

ki
K
⟨x̂i(t)⟩0 = S−1∑

i

ki
K

δZ[0, ψ̂]
δψ̂i(t)

RRRRRRRRRRRRψ̂=0 = 0,
b(t, t′) = S−1∑

i

ki
K
⟨x̂i(t)x̂i(t′)⟩0 = S−1∑

i

ki
K

δ2Z[0, ψ̂]
δψ̂i(t) δψ̂i(t′)

RRRRRRRRRRRRψ̂=0 = 0 .
(17)
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Moreover, the response function g(t, t′) = ∂x(t)/∂ψ̂(t′) is zero for t < t′ due to causality. Taking the normal-

ization and causality conditions into account, Φ = 0 = Ψ at (θ∗, θ̂∗), which leads to the effective moment-
generating functional

Z[ψ, ψ̂] ≈ Z0[θ̂∗]
= ∫ D[x, ix̂] exp{∑

i
∫ dt [x̂i(t)( ẋi(t)

xi(t) − λ + xi(t) + µkiKm(t)) + x̂iψ̂i + xiψi]}
× exp{∑

i
∫ dt dt′ [1

2
σ2q(t, t′)ki

K
x̂i(t)x̂i(t′) + rσ2g(t′, t)ki

K
xi(t)x̂i(t′)]} ,

(18)

and the corresponding MF dynamics is

ẋi(t) = xi(t) ⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣λ − xi(t) − µ
ki
K
m(t) − σ

√
ki
K
ηi(t) − rσ2 ki

K
∫ dt′ g(t, t′)xi(t′)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ , (19)

or equivalently,

ẋ(t;k) = x(t;k) ⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣λ − x(t;k) − µ
k

K
m(t) − σ

√
k

K
η(t) − rσ2 k

K
∫ dt′ g(t, t′)x(t′;k)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ , (20)

where η(t) is the zero-mean Gaussian noise, and the macroscopic quantities are

m(t) =∑
k

P (k) k
K
⟨x(t;k)⟩0,

⟨η(t)η(t′)⟩0 = q(t, t′) =∑
k

P (k) k
K
⟨x(t;k)x(t′;k)⟩0,

g(t, t′) =∑
k

P (k) k
K
⟨ ∂x(t;k)
∂ψ̂(t′;k)⟩0 .

(21)

B. Stationary solution

Now we consider the stationary solution of the MF dynamics. At the fixed point, ẋi = 0, and ηi becomes
a static Gaussian random variable. Thus, the abundance at the fixed point is

x(k) = 0 or x(k) = λ − µmk/K − σ
√
qk/Kz

1 − rσχk/K , (22)

where the static variables m, q, and χ are measured at the stationary state: m = limt→∞m(t), q =
limt→∞ q(t, t) and the integrated response χ = − ∫ ∞0 dτ g(τ). When 1 − rσ2χk/K > 0, the fixed point
with the greater value than the other becomes stable (linear stability will be checked in Sec. I E.), which
leads to

x(k) =max
⎛⎝0, λ − µmk/K − σ

√
qk/Kz

1 − rσ2χk/K ⎞⎠ . (23)

The result indicates that for each species with a given degree k, its abundance follows the truncated Gaussian
distribution, x(k) ∼ ρ(x∣k). The MF solution is valid for the unique fixed point (UFP) phase, where the system
always converges to a single equilibrium. Note that the fixed point in Eq. (23) does not depend on the initial
state.

In the thermodynamic limit, the overall average is equivalent to

⟨⋯⟩ ≡ S−1∑
i

⟨⋯⟩0 z→∑
k

P (k)∫ dx (⋯) ρ(x∣k) . (24)
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The three macroscopic quantities can be obtained by solving the following self-consistent (SC) equations:

m = ⟨kx⟩/K = σ√q [∑
k

P (k) ( k
K
)3/2 ∫ ∞

−∆(k)Dz
z +∆(k)

1 − rσ2χk/K ] , (25)

q = ⟨kx2⟩/K = σ2q

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣∑k P (k) ( k
K
)2 ∫ ∞

−∆(k)Dz ( z +∆(k)
1 − rσ2χk/K )

2⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ , (26)

χ = − ⟨kxx̂⟩ /K =∑
k

P (k) k
K
∫ ∞
−∆(k)Dz

1

1 − rσ2χk/K , (27)

where Dz = dz e−z2/2/√2π is a Gaussian measure and ∆(k) = (λ − µmk/K)/[σ√qk/K]. Another major
quantity is the average survival probability

ϕ = ⟨Θ(x)⟩ =∑
k

P (k)∫ ∞
−∆(k)Dz . (28)

From now on, calculations and simulations are taken for the r = 0 case unless we explicitly mention the
reciprocity r, where χ no longer contributes to the SC solutions of m and q.

C. Survival probability on regular random networks

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

σ

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

φ

µ = −0.5

µ = 0.0

µ = 0.5

FIG. 1. The MF solution and simulation results of ϕ with the regular random structure P (k) = δk,K . The curve
represents the MF solution at the unique fixed point phase (solid) and the multiple attractors phase (dashed). The
simulation results with various values of µ = −0.5, 0, and 0.5 collapse onto a single MF curve, supporting the fact
that the survival probability on regular random network structure does not depend on µ.

From Eq. (26) with the regular random network structure P (k) = δk,K , we obtain a simple equation for
∆ = (λ − µm)/[σ√q] as

W (∆) ≡ ∫ ∞
−∆ Dz (z +∆)2 = σ−2 , (29)

which leads to

dW (∆)
d∆

= 2∫ ∞
−∆ Dz (z +∆) = 2⟨x⟩ > 0 . (30)

Here, W is a positive-definite monotonically increasing function, which always guarantees a unique solution
∆ =W −1(σ−2). Therefore, the average survival probability ϕ = ∫ ∞−W−1(σ−2)Dz is determined by the value of

σ regardless of µ values. The numerical simulations of ϕ in Fig. 1 with different values of µ follow the MF
prediction. The MF equations on the regular random networks are identical to those on the fully-connected
structures, and thus this argument is consistent with the result reported in the previous study [1].
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D. Transition to the unbounded growth (UG) phase

The average abundance ⟨x⟩ or its weighted version m = ⟨kx⟩/K starts to diverge when the average co-
operation level in the community exceeds a threshold value. We first consider the case when the interac-
tion strength is completely uniform, i.e., σ = 0. Then the abundance at the stationary state is given by
x(k) =max(0, λ − µmk/K). For µ < 0, the nonzero fixed point is always positive, and thus the feasible fixed
point is always stable, allowing x(k) = λ − µmk/K. Multiplying k/K and taking the overall average at both
sides gives m = ⟨kx⟩/K = λ − µm⟨k2⟩/K2. Therefore,

m = λ

1 + µ⟨k2⟩/K2
= λ(µc − µ

µc
)−1 for µ < 0 . (31)

Notice that m has a singularity at µc = −K2/⟨k2⟩. Consequently, the average abundance also diverges at the
singularity of m because ⟨x⟩ = λ + ∣µ∣m for µ < 0.

For the case of heterogeneous interaction strength with σ ≠ 0, it becomes complicated to find the exact
singularity. In this case, let us rewrite Eq. (20) with the reduced abundance x̃i = xi/m, which makes the
weighted average be unity, as S−1∑i(ki/K)x̃i = 1. Thus, at the stationary state ẋi = 0,

x̃(k) =max
⎛⎝0, λ̃ − µ kK − σ

√
q̃
k

K
z
⎞⎠ , (32)

where the reduced parameters are λ̃ = λ/m and q̃ = q/m2 = ⟨kx̃2⟩/K. At the unbounded growth (UG) phase,

the weighted-average abundance m diverges, equivalent to λ̃ = 0. Therefore, the UG phase boundary satisfies
the following two identities:

1 = ⟨kx̃⟩
K
= σ√q̃ [∑

k

P (k) ( k
K
)3/2 ∫ ∞

−∆(k)Dz (z +∆(k))] , (33)

1 = ⟨kx̃2⟩
Kq̃

= σ2 [∑
k

P (k) ( k
K
)2 ∫ ∞

−∆(k)Dz (z +∆(k))2] . (34)

These SC equations with reduced abundance are not divergent, so the UG phase boundary can be obtained
from the numerical solution of Eqs. (33) and (34).

E. Transition to the multiple attractors (MA) phase

Now we check the linear stability of the fixed point to detect the MA phase boundary. Near the fixed
point in Eq. (23), let us apply the infinitesimal perturbations as xi(t) = x∗i + ϵ δxi(t), ηi(t) = η∗i + ϵ δηi(t),
and ψ̂i(t) = ϵhi(t), where η∗i =√qz. The linear perturbations satisfy ⟨δxi(t)⟩0 = 0, ⟨δηi(t)⟩0 = 0, ⟨hi(t)⟩0 = 0,
and ⟨hi(t)hi(t′)⟩0 = δ(t− t′). Near x⋆i = 0, collecting the terms of order ϵ gives the following dynamics of the
perturbation:

˙δxi(t) = δxi(t) ⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣λ − µm
ki
K
− σ
√
q
ki
K
z

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ . (35)

The linear perturbation δxi exponentially decreases when λ − µmki/K − σ√qki/Kz < 0, which means that
the solution xi = 0 becomes stable. This condition coincides with one we presumed in calculating the static
SC variables.

Near x⋆i ≠ 0, the linear perturbation evolves as

˙δxi(t) = x∗i
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣−δxi(t) − σ

√
ki
K
δηi(t) − rσ2 ki

K
∫ dt′ g(t, t′) δxi(t′) − hi(t)⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ . (36)

Dividing both sides by x∗i and writing Eq. (36) in Fourier space gives

[1 + rσ2 ki
K
g(ω) + iω

x∗i ] δxi(ω) = −σ
√

ki
K
δηi(ω) − hi(ω) . (37)
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Note that g(ω = 0) = ∫ ∞0 dτ g(τ) = −χ and

q(t, t′) = ⟨ηi(t)ηi(t′)⟩0 ≡ q + ϵ2 δq(t, t′)= ⟨(η∗i + ϵ δηi(t))(η∗i + ϵ δηi(t′))⟩0 = q + ϵ2⟨δηi(t) δηi(t′)⟩0
= S−1∑

i

ki
K
⟨(x∗i + ϵ δxi(t))(x∗i + ϵ δxi(t′))⟩0 = q + ϵ2⟨k δx(t) δx(t′)⟩/K ,

(38)

which leads to ⟨∣δηi(ω)∣2⟩0 = ⟨k ∣δx(ω)∣2⟩/K. With these identities, at ω = 0, multiplying the complex conju-
gates in Eq. (37) and taking the average over quenched disorders leads to

[1 − rσ2 ki
K
χ]2 ⟨∣δxi(ω = 0)∣2⟩0 = σ2 ki

K
⟨∣δηi(ω = 0)∣2⟩0 + ⟨∣hi(ω = 0)∣2⟩0

= σ2 ki
K2
⟨k ∣δx(ω = 0)∣2⟩ + 1 . (39)

Let us assume that a stationary state where the autocorrelation of linear perturbation is time-translational
invariant, i.e., ⟨δxi(t) δxi(t′)⟩0 only depends on time difference τ = t′ − t. The integrated autocorrelation,
proportional to the relaxation time, is given by

⟨∣δxi(ω = 0)∣2⟩0 =
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0 for x∗i = 0
[1 − rσ2 ki

K
χ]−2 [σ2 ki

K2
⟨k ∣δx(ω = 0)∣2⟩ + 1] for x∗i > 0

. (40)

Expanding Eq. (27) at r = 0, we obtain

χ = ⟨kΘ(x)⟩
K

[1 + rσ2 ⟨k2Θ(x)⟩
K2

+O(r2)] . (41)

Finally, we get the weighted average relaxation time for small r:

∫ ∞
−∞ dτ δq(τ) = ⟨k ∣δx(ω = 0)∣2⟩

K

= [1 − σ2 ⟨k2Θ(x)⟩
K2

− 2rσ4 ⟨kΘ(x)⟩⟨k3Θ(x)⟩
K4

+O(r2)]−1 [1 + 2rσ2 ⟨k2Θ(x)⟩
K2

+O(r2)] ⟨kΘ(x)⟩
K

.

(42)

Notice that it has a singularity at

σ2
g = K2

⟨k2Θ(x)⟩ [1 − 2r ⟨kΘ(x)⟩⟨k
3Θ(x)⟩

⟨k2Θ(x)⟩2 +O(r2)] , (43)

which means that the fluctuations never decay, so the system does not converge back to the initial stationary
state. This indicates that the system could have multiple fixed points or show chaotic behavior. The critical
value σ2

g = 2[1 − 2r +O(r2)] on fully-connected (or regular random) networks [1, 2] is restored by inserting⟨knΘ(x)⟩ = Knϕ with ϕ = 1/2 for n ∈ {1,2,3}. With degree heterogeneity, the phase boundary of the
multiple attractors (MA) phase depends on the second moment of degrees of survived species for r = 0. With
nonvanishing reciprocity, the boundary also depends on the higher-order moments.

F. Triple point

We can also deduce the location of the triple point. We assume that the triple point exists at µ = 0.

Due to the UG phase boundary condition, the reduced abundance becomes x̃∗(k) = max(0, σ√q̃k/Kz).
Consequently, only half of the species survive regardless of their degrees, i.e., ϕ(k) = 1/2. The triple point

should also obey the criterion for the MA phase boundary, which leads to σ =√K2/⟨k2Θ(x)⟩ =√2K2/⟨k2⟩.
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The validation of this triple point is completed by checking the obtained point (µt, σt) = (0,√2K2/⟨k2⟩)
satisfies Eq. (34):

⟨kx̃2⟩
Kq̃

= 2K2

⟨k2⟩ [∑k P (k) ( k
K
)2 ∫ ∞

0
Dz z2] = 2K2

⟨k2⟩ ⟨k
2⟩

2K2
= 1 . (44)

Note that (µt, σt) = (0,0) for power-law degree distribution P (k) ∼ k−γ with exponent 2 < γ < 3 due to
diverging the second moment of degree ⟨k2⟩. The strong degree heterogeneity endows the instability of the
MF fixed point, manifested as a decreasing area of the UFP phase in the (µ,σ)−plane shown in Fig. 5 (the
main text).

G. Surpvival probability drop in µ depending on degree exponents

As µ decreases from zero, the survival probability ϕ may change, exhibiting different behaviors depending
on the degree exponents. Here, under the small σ assumption, we show that the survival probability sharply
declines when the exponent falls below a threshold value. To see this, we calculate the survival probability
at mu = 0 and µc, the UFP-UG transition point.

We first focus on σ = 0 case where µc(σ = 0) = −K2/⟨k2⟩. Using the results from Sec. ID, the reduced
abundance x̃(k) = −µc(0)k/K, and thus its weighted second moment is given by

q̃c(σ = 0) = [µc(0)]2 ⟨k3⟩
K3
= K⟨k3⟩⟨k2⟩2 . (45)

For power-law degree distribution P (k) ∼ k−γ , q̃c(0) diverges when 2 < γ < 4. Nevertheless the singularity in
q̃c, the survival probability ϕ at µc is unity when σ = 0. However, with non-zero σ, the singularity affects the
survival probability at µc. In the following paragraphs, we calculate the survival probability at µ = 0 and
µ = µc for small σ to see how the diversity changes in µ for different degree exponents.

We expand reduced parameters for small σ, µc(σ) = µc(0)+µ(1)c (0)σ +⋯ and q̃c(σ) = q̃c(0)+ q̃(1)c (0)σ +⋯,
yielding

∆c(k;σ) = − µc(σ)
σ
√
q̃c(σ)

√
k

K
= ⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣−

µc(0)
σ
√
q̃c(0) −

1√
q̃c(0)

⎛⎝µ(1)c (0) − µc(0)q̃(1)c (0)
q̃c(0)

⎞⎠ +O(σ)
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
√

k

K
≈ σξ
σ

√
k

K

(46)

with the characteristic standard deviation σξ =√K3/⟨k3⟩. The subscripts 0 and c denote µ = 0 and µ = µc,
respectively. Then, the survival probability at µc is written as

ϕc =∑
k

P (k)∫ ∞
−∆c(k)Dz ≈ 1 − 1

2
∑
k

P (k)
¿ÁÁÀ 2

π
( σ
σξ
)2K

k
exp

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣−
1

2
( σ
σξ
)−2 k

K

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ . (47)

Carrying the same procedure out at µ = 0, one can obtain the survival probability for small σ

ϕ0 =∑
k

P (k)∫ ∞
−∆0(k)Dz ≈ 1 − 1

2
∑
k

P (k)
√

2

π
σ2

k

K
exp [−1

2
σ−2K

k
] , (48)

where we used λ̃ = λ̃0(0) = 1, q̃ = q̃0(0) = 1, and thus ∆0(k;σ) ≈ (√K/k)λ̃0(0)/[σq̃0(0)] = σ−1√K/k.
Note that the two expressions in Eq. (47) and Eq. (48) show similar forms except that their degree

dependency is inversed. The direct comparison between ϕc and ϕ0 is difficult due to degree heterogeneity
in P (k), yet the survival probability of species having degree K shows that ϕc always decreases faster than
ϕ0 as σξ is always smaller than 1. At σ = 0, ϕc and ϕ0 for all degree distributions have the same values,

ϕc = ϕ0 = 1, and as σ increases, they cross over at the triple point σt = √2K2/⟨k2⟩ with ϕc = ϕ0 = 1/2. To
sum up, the difference between two survival probabilities ϕc − ϕ0 = 0 at σ = 0 and σ = σt, the endpoints of
the UFP-UG phase boundary.
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FIG. 2. MF solutions of (a) ϕc and (b) ϕ0 with S = 106 as a function of scaled standard deviation σ/σt. The dotted
lines denote ϕ = 1/2 at the triple point σ = σt. The survival probability at µc ϕc rapidly decays to 1/2 for power-law
degree distribution P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ = 2.5 and 3.5 as expected in our approximation. A large plateau of ϕ0 ≈ 1
appears for γ = 2.5 in (b). The average slope of survival probability over [µc,0] is drawn in (c). We evaluate the MF
solution at σ = 0.001 in the limit of S →∞ using an analytic continuation of P (k). There exists a discontinuous jump
from 0 to ⟨k2⟩/(2K2) = 2/3 at γ = 4, marked as a horizontal dotted line.

If we set the value of σ to be sufficiently small (0 < σ ≪ σt), the slope of diversity drop in µ from 0 to µc

can be classified according to γ exponent (see Fig. 2):

ϕ0 − ϕc
µc

≈
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

+∞ for P (k) ∼ k−γ with 2 < γ < 3 due to diverging ⟨k2⟩
⟨k2⟩
2K2

> 2

3
for P (k) ∼ k−γ with 3 < γ < 4 due to diverging ⟨k3⟩

0 for P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ > 4 for σ ≪ σξ ≤ 1
. (49)

II. NUMERICAL SIMULATION

A. Simulation details

The random networks composed of S nodes with a power-law degree distribution for our simulations are
generated by assigning the prescribed value i−α to the i-th node (the integer node index i ∈ [1, S]). For
connections, we select a pair of nodes with probabilities proportional to the product of their assigned values
and connect them if they were not already connected. We repeat this select-and-connect process until the
mean degree becomes K. It gives a power-law degree distribution for α ∈ (0,1), P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ = 1+ 1/α.
This method is called the static model [3], and the exact form of P (k) is also well-established [4, 5]. Note that
for α = 0, the model is reduced to the celebrated Erdős-Rényi random network [6, 7] with the Poisson degree
distribution. To investigate the role of the degree heterogeneity, we select three values of α = 0, 2/5, 2/3,
where the corresponding degree distributions are Pois(k;K), ∼ k−3.5, and ∼ k−2.5, respectively.

Starting from the sampled matrices (J,A) with an initial condition x(0) uniformly drawn from the interval[0,1] for each element, we numerically integrate Eq. (1) using the Runge-Kutta-Fehlberg method. During
numerical integration, the species whose abundance goes below the threshold value 10−10 are considered
extinct, so we set their abundance as zero. Each simulation is terminated when the magnitude of the next
updating value ∣∆xi∣ < 5×10−13 for every i or after the time t = 106. We additionally terminate the simulations
when m > 105 due to diverging dynamics. If a simulation runs over two days, we kill the process and
restart with a new initial state. This case often occurs in the systems belonging to the MA phase, such as
quasiperiodic orbits that never converge in a finite time. The SC equations in MF solutions are numerically
solved using the least-squares method.
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B. Choice of the mean degree K

Selecting the appropriate mean degree K is essential for validating the annealed approximation. Let us
consider a general power-law distribution, P (k) ∼ k−γ . The expected maximal degree of generated random

networks follows kmax ∼ KS1/ω [5, 8], where it takes the natural cutoff ω = γ − 1, and the annealed network
approximation assumes the connection probability satisfies pij ≈ kikj/(SK)≪ 1. In order not to violate this
criterion, a strict condition for validity is given by

max
i,j

pij ≈ k2max

SK
∼KS−1+2/ω ≪ 1. (50)

This condition cannot be attained for the case where the mean degree is scaled as K ∼ O(S) because it

results in S2/(γ−1) ≪ 1, implying the mean degree should be K ≪ S. In addition, for 2 < γ < 3, K ≪ S is not
enough as K ≪ S(γ−3)/(γ−1). Thus the annealed network approximation no longer impeccably holds for both
cases.

Nevertheless, the condition in Eq. (50) is too tight to select a mean degree in practice. Considering links
between hubs are more sporadic than links between hub-periphery in network realizations, we establish a
generous but plausible condition for annealed network approximation as

max
i
p̄i =max

i
∑

j∈nn(i)
1∣nn(i)∣ kikjSK

≪ 1, (51)

where nn(i) is a set of the nearest neighbors of i-th node. Instead of considering a connection probability pij
of every possible pair, p̄i considers representative pairs to be connected on random networks. We compute
the average nearest neighbor degree via the result from Ref. [5] and choose K = 30 for our simulations with
S = 4000, which satisfies a criterion for every degree distributions discussed in the main text: maxi p̄i ≈ 0.59,
0.15, and 0.01 for degree distributions Pois(k;K), ∼ k−3.5, and ∼ k−2.5, respectively.

101 102 103

k

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

P
(k

)

P (k) = Pois(k;K)

P (k) ∼ k−3.5

P (k) ∼ k−2.5

FIG. 3. Degree distributions of random networks generated by the static model including the random network with
α = 0. The curves represent the analytical solution of P (k) in a thermodynamic limit S → ∞, and S = 4000 is used
for simulations (symbols).

C. Additional simulation results

To support the validity of our MF method, we compare the MF prediction and simulation results of the
conditional abundance distribution ρ(x∣k) for various k in Fig. 4.

Figure 5 shows ϕ, m, and q̃ on networks with different degree distributions. With identical interactions,
σ = 0, all species survive in a cooperative community. At the UG critical point (µc, σc) = (−K2/⟨k2⟩,0),
m ∼ (µ − µc)−1 always diverges by definition, whereas q̃ = K⟨k3⟩/⟨k2⟩2 diverges depending on the exponent
γ of the power-law degree distributions P (k) ∼ k−γ . When 2 < γ < 4, q̃ diverges. Since the width of reduced
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FIG. 4. The conditional abundance distribution ρ(x∣k) at (µ,σ) = (0.1,0.3) with different degrees. We coarse-grain the
simulation data with cumulative degree distribution C(k) = ∑k

k′=1 P (k′), and the degrees satisfying (a) C(k) ≤ 0.05
for the low degree, (b) 0.475 ≤ C(k) ≤ 0.525 for the median degree, and (c) C(k) ≥ 0.95 for the high degree are used.
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FIG. 5. Three order parameters ϕ, m, and q̃. The case for homogeneous interaction strength (σ = 0) is drawn in the
panels (a), (b), and (c). As the MF solution (dashed line) predicted, a stable fixed point is feasible for µ < 0, i.e.
ϕ = 1. The panels (d), (e), and (f) show the results with heterogeneous interaction strength σ = 0.3. In cooperative
communities, the survival probability ϕ drops steeper on networks with stronger heterogeneity. Not having enough
link numbers (small K) causes a discrepancy between the MF solution and simulation results.

abundance distribution is proportional to σ
√
q̃ as shown in Eq. (32), the structural heterogeneity drags the

survival probability ϕ = ⟨Θ(x)⟩ = ⟨Θ(x̃)⟩ down when it combined with heterogeneous interaction strength.

Another noteworthy feature in Fig. 5 is that the gap between the theoretical prediction and numerical
simulations widens as ∣µ∣ increases. The mismatch between them is also detected under higher heterogeneity
in interaction strength. For instance, for the regular random networks with σ = 0.6 in Fig. 6, the survival
probability ϕ should be constant in µ with our analysis but lesser species survived in our simulation results
for K = 30. This violates our hypothesis: the complex of structural and strength heterogeneities triggers the
decreasing diversity under stronger cooperation. It stems from insufficiently large values of K. Back to the
derivation in Eq. (7), the MF solution is exact in the “dense” limit K →∞ (more precisely, 1≪ K ≪ S, or
K ∼ Sθ with 0 < θ < 1, and this link-species power-law relationship is previously reported in ecology [9, 10]).
When K is not large enough, it is not allowed to dismiss the higher-order terms such follow O(K−2) in
Eq. (7), making the significant deviation. We validated this finite K effect by investigating the survival
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FIG. 6. The survival probability ϕ on regular random networks with σ = 0.6. A large gap exists between MF prediction
and simulation results for K = 30 and shows a drop in ϕ as ∣µ∣ increases, which is not expected in the MF solution.
The simulation results approach the MF solution as K increases, guaranteeing the MF argument is valid for the large
K limit.
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FIG. 7. The characteristic degree k∗ = λK/(∣µ∣m) at σ = 0.3 as a function of µ. The k∗ acts as a threshold degree
that the species with a degree larger than k∗ almost vanished in competitive communities, while the species with
degree k∗ is the least survivable in cooperative communities. The mismatch between MF prediction and simulations
for the Poisson distribution is caused by the finite size of S (or the finite number of samples, equivalently), where its
expected maximal degree is kmax ≈ 58.12 for S = 4000 and K = 30.

probability in denser networks, specifically with K = 90 and K = 270, demonstrating convergence to our MF
solution.

The characteristic degree k∗ = λK/(∣µ∣m) is plotted as a function of µ in Fig. 7, showing a monotonic
decrease with respect to ∣µ∣. This deduction may not be immediately apparent due to the trend of m.
The species with degree k∗ have minimal survival probability in cooperative communities, according to
∂k∆(k)∣k=k∗ = 0 for µ < 0. Due to diverging m at µ = µc, k∗ in cooperative communities sharply decreases
to zero as µ → µc, indicating that peripheral species are more likely to extinct under strong cooperation.
On the other hand, ∆(k∗) = 0 in competitive communities, informing that at best half of species survive
if their degrees exceed k∗. This informs that the peripheral species are more likely to survive under strong
competition. In Fig. 7, the characteristic degrees extracted from the simulation results via k∗ = argmink ϕ(k)
for µ < 0 and k∗ = argmink ∣ϕ(k) − 0.5∣ for µ > 0 show good agreements with MF solutions k∗ = λK/(∣µ∣m)
for two power-law degree distributions. The reason why the case for the Poisson distribution does not follow
the MF prediction is a finite-size effect, where a degree larger than kmax ≈ 58 hardly formed in a single
realization of A with S = 4000 and K = 30 [11].
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D. The measurements for phase discrimination

We introduce the indices I1 and I2 to distinguish which phase the system belongs to from the numerical
simulations. Presuming the system has diverging abundance when m exceeds 105, the index I1 measures
how many realizations of (Jα,Aα) are at the UG phase:

I1 ≡ 1

Nsample

Nsample∑
α=1 Θ (mα − 105) , (52)

where Nsample is the number of sampled random matrices (Jα,Aα) and mα = m(Jα,Aα) is m from α-th
sample.

For the MA phase, we consider the correlation function between two systems x1(t) and x2(t) with identical
sampled matrices (J,A) but different initial conditions,

d2(t, t′) ≡ S−1∑
i

ki
K
⟨[x1,i(t) − x2,i(t)][x1,i(t′) − x2,i(t′)]⟩0

= q11(t, t′) + q22(t, t′) − q12(t, t′) − q21(t, t′), (53)

where qβγ(t, t′) = ⟨kxβ(t)xγ(t′)⟩/K with β, γ ∈ {1,2}. The equitemporal correlation in the long time limit
d2 ≡ limt→∞ d2(t, t) gives a mean-squared weighted Euclidean distance between two stationary states with
symmetric order parameter qβγ = limt→∞ qβγ(t, t). Starting from different initial configurations x1(0) and
x2(0), both will converge to an identical stationary state x1 = x2 = x∗ at the UFP phase, resulting d2 = 0.
Once there are multiple equilibria, their final configurations would be different even if their macroscopic
quantities are equal q11 = q22 > q12, leading to d2 > 0. When their distance d2 is larger than 5 × 10−3, we
regard that two states are distinct. The index I2 measures how many realizations of (Jα,Aα) are at the MA
phase:

I2 ≡ 1

Nsample

Nsample∑
α=1 Θ(max

β,γ
d2α(xβ ,xγ) − 5 × 10−3) , (54)

where d2α(xβ ,xγ) is d2 between two copies xβ and xγ from α-th sample.
In addition, we can relate the correlation function in Eq. (53) to chaotic behavior. Let us choose x1(t) = x∗

as the MF stationary solution in Eq. (23) and consider a small perturbation as x2(t) = x∗ + ϵ δx(t) with⟨δxi(t)⟩0 = 0. In this case, we obtain the correlation function as d2(t) = δq(t) = ϵ2 ⟨k δx(t)2⟩/K, where its
integrated version dealt with the transition to the MA phase in Sec. I E. Therefore, one could use the maximal
Lyapunov exponent with weighted Euclidean distance as another candidate for I2,

ℓmax = lim
t→∞
ϵ→0

1

2t
log

d2(t)
d2(0) = lim

t→∞
ϵ→0

1

2t
log [ ⟨k δx(t)2⟩/K⟨k δx(0)2⟩/K ] . (55)

The maximal Lyapunov exponent makes the phase discrimination more systematic, requiring only the as-
sessment of its sign, given that the transition occurs precisely at ℓmax = 0 (see Ref. [12] for a decent solving
technique for the Lyapunov exponent).
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