
A conceptual predator-prey model with super-long
transients
Misha Chai1,* and Holger Kantz1

1Max Planck Institute for the Physics of Complex Systems, Nöthnitzer Str. 38, D 01189, Germany
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ABSTRACT

Drawing on the understanding of the logistic map, we propose a simple predator-prey model where predators and prey adapt
to each other, leading to the co-evolution of the system. The special dynamics observed in periodic windows contribute to
the coexistence of multiple time scales, adding to the complexity of the system . Typical dynamics in ecosystems , such as
the persistence and coexistence of population cycles and chaotic behaviors, the emergence of super-long transients, regime
shifts, and the quantifying of resilience, are encapsulated within this single model. The simplicity of our model allows for
detailed analysis, including linear analysis, reinforcing its potential as a conceptual tool for understanding ecosystems deeply.
Additionally, our results suggest that longer lifetimes in ecosystems might come at the expense of reduced populations due to
limited resources.

There is a growing recognition that long-term or asymp-
totic behavior is rare, and that focusing on transients might
be a more effective approach to understanding the complexity
in ecosystems1–6. Moreover, many models and observations
suggest that transients may persist over a super-long period of
time1, 2, 7, 8, during which cyclic and chaotic behaviors appear
repeatedly. These cyclic dynamics are one of the most notable
phenomena in population biology, particularly in predator-
prey systems where the predator and prey coexist in recurring
cyclic patterns over indefinitely long periods of time. The
Lotka-Volterra model, a cornerstone in mathematical biology
and ecology, provides a fundamental framework for under-
standing cyclic dynamics in predator-prey interaction. Fur-
ther simplification can be achieved by the discretization of
time. Logistic map9, for example, a well-known discrete-
time model, has been used to describe the population of a
single species influenced by carrying capacity, showcasing
a spectrum of behaviors from stable equilibrium to periodic
oscillations and chaos determined by its growth rate. A much
more complex behavior can be achieved by introducing com-
petition models7, 10, 11. It has been extensively used to analyze
population dynamics and to understand the biodiversity12–14

in ecosystems. One of the most classic topics is the study of
the complexity and biodiversity of plankton species10, 11, 15, 16,
aimed at understanding the famous “paradox of the plank-
ton”17. In the other ecosystems, such as Forage fish18, in-
sects19, grass community20, and Dungeness crabs21, various
methods have also been used to understand different types of
systems. However, due to the complexity and high dimension-
ality of these models, unraveling the complicated dynamics in
ecosystems is challenging, let alone conducting linear analy-
sis. Therefore, a simple conceptual model that contains most
of typical features of real-world population, while still be-
ing amenable to theoretical or linear analysis, is extremely
important!

Fig. 1. The cattle-grass system. There are three generations
of cattle and grass. The grass consumed by the cattle in each
generation is represent by (x,y)- equations. New cattle
(yellow) and the leave of cattle (red) happen at the end of the
year.

Predator-prey model Here based on the logistic map
xn+1 = rxn(1− xn), where xn ≥ 0 is a dimensionless measure
of the population in the nth generation and r ≥ 0 is the intrin-
sic growth rate—reflecting population changes under ideal
conditions without external factors—we propose a simple
predator-prey model in which the prey responds to predation.
Thus, the evolution of the prey can influence predator dynam-
ics, which in turn affects prey evolution. These dynamics can
lead to the continuous co-evolution of predators and prey in
response to each other’s adaptations. It displays rich dynam-
ical complexity, such as the persistence and coexistence of
population cycles and chaotic behaviors1, 7, 8, the emergence
of super-long transient2, 4, 6, and regime shift (a sudden change
that usually results in the extinction of species and the loss
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Fig. 2. The (x,y)-plane of Eq. (1). A, rn = const(i.e., a = 0). B, rn ̸= const(in this case, a = 0.005). The orange curve
indicates points move upward; the purple curve indicates points move downward. The zoom-in region near y = 0 also has been
shown.

of biodiversity)5. It can help us understand the complexity of
realistic ecosystems.

The constancy of growth rate in the logistic map does de-
scribe the properties of some simple systems or toy models
well, for example, a single-species algae population with one
limiting resource22, 23. However, in realistic systems, the intro-
duction of new species (e.g., through invasion from other parts
of the globe or by mutation) and the extinction of species both
change the dimension of the phase space and affect the quality
of the dynamics. Thus, the growth rate cannot be constant
anymore but changes along with the system’s evolution. This
motivates us to introduce r+ yn as the new growth rate. Here,
r represents the intrinsic and fixed birth and death rate of the
predator under limiting resources and we fixed r = 3 at the
point where the bifurcation occurs in the paper. The term
yn reflects the changes of limiting resources, which directly
affects and adapts to changes in the predator population, as
seen in plant-consumer and host-parasite systems. Here we
use plant-consumer systems as an example, but the dynamics
can be applied to most systems where resources are the prey,
and predators and prey in response to each other’s adaptation
directly.

Assume that there are xn−1 cattle and yn−1 grass in genera-
tion n−1, and xn and yn in generation n, as shown in Fig. 1.
The new cattle (yellow) and the leave of cattle (red) occur at
the end of the year, and every individual is identical. As we
can see, xn−1 of cattle consumed yn − yn−1 grass in genera-
tion n−1. Since the same amount of cattle consume the same
amount of grass, xn can be rewritten as xn = xn−1+(xn−xn−1).
The xn is divided into two parts: xn−1, where the correspond-
ing grass consumption is yn − yn−1; and xn − xn−1, which
reflects the population changes with the corresponding grass
consumption being a(xn − xn−1). The control parameter a
scales the relationship between predator and prey. In the
cattle-grass system, this can be understood as the weight of
grass each cattle consumes. Thus in generation n+1, the grass
is yn− (yn−yn−1)−a(xn−xn−1) = yn−1−a(xn−xn−1). The

generalized logistic map hence reads:

xn+1 = (3+ yn)xn(1− xn)

yn+1 = yn−1 −a(xn − xn−1). (1)

When xn − xn−1 > 0, indicating an increase in the predator
population, this can lead to a decrease in the prey population,
i.e., yn+1, which in turn results in a subsequent decline trend
in the predator population in next generation, denoted as xn+2.
Correspondingly, if xn−xn−1 < 0, indicating a decrease in the
predator population, this can lead to an increase in the prey
population yn+1, resulting in a subsequent rise trend of xn+2.
If the predator population remains constant, i.e., xn − xn−1 =
0, the prey population also remains constant, i.e., yn+1 =
yn−1. Since this map involves xn−1 and yn−1, suggesting it
resembles a delay map. Consequently, its phase space would
appear to be 4-dimensional. Nonetheless, Eq. (1) can actually
be derived from a 2-dimensional system, which includes an
additional variable sgn : sgnn = (−1)n and an instantaneous
update yn+1 = yn+ sgnn ·a(xn−0.5). The x-dynamics remain
consistent with Eq. (1). Therefore, given x1 and y1 as initial
conditions, the whole trajectory is uniquely determined. This
representation of our map reveals that its phase space is the
direct product of the (x,y)-plane and the set {−1,1}. In the
graphical representations of the attractor, we will focus solely
on projections onto the (x,y)-plane.

When yn = const (achieved in the limit a → 0), Eq. (1)
becomes a one-dimensional logistic map. The bifurcation di-
agram then reveals the transitions from stable equilibrium
through period-doubling bifurcations and eventually into
chaotic dynamics as y increases, shown in Fig. 2A. In the
whole paper, initial conditions are chosen randomly. One
of the most intriguing features of the bifurcation diagram is
the occurrence of period-p windows that contain the critical
point xc, the maximum of the function f (x) = rx(1− x). The
periodic-p orbit contains xc satisfies

( f p
r )

′(xc) = 0
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Fig. 3. The survival probability with varying a. Background colors green, pink, and blue indicate three different Regime I, II
and III correspondingly. Their survival probabilities respectively follow the exponential decay with a high escape rate (the
zoom-in graph in A), the power law decay with an exponent of α =−0.5011 (the zoom-in graph and red dash line in B), and
the exponential decay with a smaller escape rate (the zoom-in graph in C). Especially Regime III, the survival probability has
different escape rates with varying a. The bigger a with bigger escape rates are in A; the smaller a with smaller escape rates are
in B. In C, the changes between them have been shown. In D, lifetime gets bigger with the decrease of a. Especially, when a is
even smaller, lifetime grows exponentially with an exponent η =−7073.

, making the orbit super-attracting (super stable), as exempli-
fied by the well-known period-3 window, where occurs near
3.8284 . . .≤ r ≤ 3.8415 . . .24.

When yn ̸= const., i.e., a ̸= 0, the system maintains similar
dynamics at each value of the growth rate. Hence, for small
a (slow change of growth rate), the resulting phase space
diagram strongly resembles the bifurcation diagram of the
logistic map, shown in Fig. 2B. But the essential difference
is that Eq. (1) is an intermittent system, exhibiting various
intermittency behaviors on different time scales at different
values of the growth rates, and that all trajectories become
transient. The latter is a consequence of the fact that 3+ yn
is not bound to be smaller or equal to 4, and if 3+ yn > 4,
then the x-dynamics map points outside of the interval [0,1],
causing them to escape towards infinity (∞), which, as noted
by May9, implies that the population becomes extinct. When
this happens, we stop the iteration, considering the trajectory
as having escaped.

Since all trajectories will eventually escape from the finite
phase space, we now focus on the survival probability, which
is related to the distribution of lifetimes. Initiating our tra-
jectories with random values for x1 and setting y1 = 1, they

exhibit quite different behaviors as a function of the lifetime.

Regime I. A certain fraction of them moves near y = 1.
These escape after a relatively short time in an exponential
way. It is highlighted by the green background, and the zoom-
in graph is shown in Fig. 3A.

Regime II. From those which stay longer but do not drop
into the period-p window, their lifetimes are characterized by
a power-law distribution. This distribution has an exponent
close to −1/2, P(τ > T ) ∝ T−1/2, where τ represents the
time until the escape of an individual trajectory. The exponent
1/2 can be easily explained: In the equation for yn as shown
in Eq.(1), the increments xn − xn−1 behave similarly to white
noise, as long as the x-dynamics for the given y value is
chaotic. Actually, if we disregard the nonlinear dependence
of xn on xn−1 and assume that they are independent, then
the probability distribution for the difference xn − xn−1 will
be symmetric around 0, even if the distribution of xn is not.
Consequently, the mean value of these increments is 0, so
that for strongly chaotic x, they do not impose a systematic
drift on y. But if the increments behave like white noise, then
yn behaves like a Brownian path. For a Brownian path, it is
well known that the probability of crossing a specific value

3/7



(in this case, y = 1) in the next step drops like t−3/2, where t
is the time since the last crossing of this value. Since we start
from y1 = 1, the time till reaching yn > 1 asymptotically then
follows the law t−1/2. In our numerical experiments, where
the empirical value of the exponent is α =−0.5011 (the red
dash line shown in Fig. 3B), we well reproduce the power
close to 1/2. The slight deviation of this numerical value from
1/2 is attributed to some trajectories being stuck in period-p
windows for a super-long period of time. It is highlighted by
the pink background, and the zoom-in graph of the survival
probability is shown in Fig. 3B.

Regime III. The most significant behavior occurs near those
y-values where the stable period-3 window happens in the lo-
gistic map. Specifically, once trajectories come to the period-3
window, they first move along it until reaching its boundary,
where there is a possibility for the trajectories to escape out-
side of the window for an extremely short time of chaos. But
there is also a high possibility that it will be quickly attracted
back to the period-3 window again, repeating similar dynam-
ics for a super-long period of time, resulting in the occurrence
of super-long transients. The smaller the a is, the slower the
motion in the y-direction. Consequently, many suitable yn
have been generated near the period-3 window. Even with a
small probability, yn could move upward or downward, leav-
ing the window. However, due to the slow movement, yn
remains extremely close to the period-3 window. Then, be-
cause of the stability of the period-3 window, yn is attracted
back to the period-3 window again. As a result, trajectories
spend an exceptionally long period of time near the period-3
window, which results in a significant impact on the global
properties of the system.

The ability of the system bounce back to the period-3
window after chaotic behavior is known as "resilience"25–27,
which has been defined as the capacity to tolerate pertur-
bations without collapsing. Particularly under environmen-
tal changes, measuring, quantifying, and maintaining the re-
silience becomes critically important. In our model, a as a
control parameter, decides the resilience of the system.

In Fig. 4, the transient x-dynamics have been shown in
the time domain. And for different values of a we show ex-
emplarily typical trajectories xn. As we can see from the
first 3 panels, when a is bigger, cyclic and chaotic behavior
(similar to perturbations in realistic systems) appear repeat-
edly until regime shift suddenly changes the dynamics and
lead trajectories go to infinity, which indicates the extinction
of species. In this process, even though trajectories can be
quickly attracted to the period-3 window after perturbation,
the frequent occurrence of perturbation significantly increases
the probability of the escaping of trajectories, resulting in their
faster leaving the phase space, which also means the loss of
resilience. When a gets smaller, as shown in the last 2 panels,
cyclic behavior becomes more pronounced and perturbations
become increasingly rare, which indicates the period-3 win-
dow becomes more attractive. As a result, it is difficult for
trajectories to escape from the period-3 window, even under

Fig. 4. The (t,x)-plane of Eq. (1) with varying a. When a
is big (i.e., a = 0.010 and a = 0.008), cyclic and chaotic
behaviors frequently recur until the escape of trajectories.
With the decrease of a, chaotic behavior becomes rarer, and
the persistence of cyclic behavior becomes more significant.
Consequently. trajectories cannot escape in a short period
anymore (for instance, a = 0.004 and a = 0.002), indicating
the occurrence of the super-long transient.

perturbation, which indicates stronger resilience of the system.
Consequently, trajectories are stuck in a period-3 window
for a super-long period of time, indicating the occurrence of
super-long transients.

Another quite interesting dynamic in our model is the coex-
istence of multiple time scales. As we know, the stability of
the period-3 window causes trajectories to spend a super-long
period of time on it, which is one of the significant time scales.
However, there are other periodic windows as well. For ex-
ample, as a gets smaller, trajectories may also pass through
the period-5 window. Although it is less attractive than the
period-3 window, it can still capture points for a long time of
period. As a continues to decrease, more periodic windows
become significant, contributing to systems’ complexity.

The survival probabilities of Regime III with variable con-
trol parameter a are shown in Fig. 3. It is highlighted by the
blue background, and the zoom-in graph of the survival proba-
bility is shown in Fig. 3C. In Fig. 3A and Fig. 3B, we observed
that the escape rate gets smaller with the decrease of a. Start-
ing from a critical point ac ∈ (0.0050,0.0060), as a becomes
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even smaller, the escape rate becomes super sensitive to the a,
as seen in Fig. 3D. The lifetime (li f etime = 1/escape rate)
follows an exponential law with the variation of a. And the ex-
ponent is η =−7073. This is a kind of super-transient behav-
ior, previously observed in other systems9: The transition oc-
curs near stable dynamics without escape, and lifetimes have
been observed to depend exponentially on a control parameter.
Here, we are unable to obtain the escape rate or lifetime nu-
merically in the limit of a → 0, but we can see from Fig. 3D
that the lifetime grows to extremely huge as a → 0, which
indicates the existence of super-long transient. In Fig. 3C,
by choosing parameters in the interval a ∈ (0.0050,0.0060),
the emergence of the super-long transient tail has been shown
with the decrease of a.

In Fig. 3B, additional fascinating dynamics are observed
that align well with trade-offs28 in ecosystems. As seen, with
the decrease in a, the escape rate decreases, indicating a longer
lifetime. However, at the same time, the population size also
diminishes. This suggests that it is might not possible to
maximize both lifetime and population size simultaneously.
A longer lifetime of ecosystems might have to come at the
expense of a reduced population. This reminds us of the evo-
lutionary trade-offs: a trait increases in fitness at the expense
of decreased fitness in another trait due to limited resources.
The balance between different traits contributes to the success
of natural systems.

Moreover, the survival probability here closely aligns with
the numerical result on plankton species richness that Michael
J. Behrenfeld illustrates in Fig. 1 of his paper16. In the paper,
neutral theory29 as a method aimed to explain the diversity
and abundance of species in ecosystems, has been used to
explore the role of stochastic processes. In Fig. 116, the
survival probability initially exhibits an exponential decay,
then undergoes a stochastic process, resulting in different
tails (population size) based on the strength of immigration
(external factors). This closely resembles our results. The
only difference is that our data show different transient tails
based on variations in parameter a. This can be explained as
follows: in our model, prey (resources) respond to predation,
while changes in resources are caused by external factors.
The control parameter a, as a scale between resource changes
and predation, also indirectly reflects the strength of external
factors. This confirms that our results align closely with
Behrenfeld’s findings, further reinforcing our confidence that
our model can serve as a conceptual tool to help ecologists
and physicists understand the complexities in ecosystems.

After trajectories leave the period-3 window and are not
attracted back quickly, they either move upward towards y = 1
which have the possibility to escape in a short time, or move
downward towards smaller y-values. Once they move down-
ward within the periodic regime, the values of y systematically
decrease, causing the trajectory to follow an inverse period-
doubling process along the purple curve in Fig. 2B until it
reaches 3+ y = 3 which acts as a reflecting boundary. Subse-
quently, the trajectory will be bounced back to the period-3

window or chaotic region again, following the orange curve.
All those processes have the chance to repeat again and again
until the trajectory eventually leaves the phase space through
3+ y > 4. The upper endpoint of the orange curve is depen-
dent on the control parameter a. The larger the value of a is,
the further the curve extends. By initializing 2 < 3+ yn < 3,
in Fig. 2B, all trajectories following the orange curve move
upwards into the region from which they have the chance to
escape through 3+ y > 4. For trajectories with 3+ yn < 2,
they move to minus infinity. Our paper mainly focuses on
trajectories that leave the phase space through 3+ y > 4.

Conclusion The evolution of predators is influenced by
their prey, meanwhile, prey adapts to predators. This con-
tinuous co-evolution of predators and prey contributes to the
complicated dynamics in our system. Among these, the most
intriguing dynamics occur during periodic windows: i) The
existence of super-long transients. For example, trajectories
spend a long period of time on the period-3 window, which
contributes to the occurrence of super-long transient, but at the
same time, also indicates that the time scale on the period-3
window differs from others. ii) The coexistence of multiple
time scales. There are many periodic windows, such as the
period-3 and the period-5 window. Since trajectories spend
different amounts of time on each, this indicates the multi-
ple time scales in our system when a gets even smaller. The
cyclic behaviors on periodic windows are similar to cyclic
population dynamics in ecosystems. As we know, with the
fading out of population cycles in ecosystems becoming in-
creasingly common, the collapse of these cycles has become
a very interesting topic and attracts a lot of attention3. In our
model, a as the control parameter, scaling the relationship
between predators and prey, determines the persistence of
population cycles. This promotes us to ask whether the scale
between predators and prey in real-world systems might influ-
ence the persistence of population cycles. Moreover, due to
the simplicity of our model, this gives us the chance to further
explore what contributes to the persistence of population cy-
cles? Until a sudden regime shift broke the population cycles
and led the system to extinction, the question arises: Does the
cumulative behavior of the system lead to the occurrence of
a regime shift26, 30? And are there any early warning signals
for a regime shift31, 32? Additionally, the coexistence with
chaotic behaviors makes us think about the role chaos plays
in transient behaviors33. Our model gives us the chance to
analyze all those topics or even conduct linear analysis.

Furthermore, the existence of the evolutionary trade-off in
our model further supports its credibility. More importantly,
the survival probability shown in our model aligns with the
findings of Michael J. Behrenfeld16.

All of those indicate that our model, as a conceptual frame-
work, combines most of the dynamic features of ecosystems.
This integration might provide us with the opportunity to
deeply understand, analyze, and unify these topics within a
single model.
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