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Spatial metapopulation models are fundamental to theoretical ecology, enabling to study how
landscape structure influences global species dynamics. Traditional models, including recent gener-
alizations, often rely on the deterministic limit of stochastic processes, assuming large population
sizes. However, stochasticity - arising from dispersal events and population fluctuations - profoundly
shapes ecological dynamics. In this work, we extend the classical metapopulation framework to ac-
count for finite populations, examining the impact of stochasticity on species persistence and dynam-
ics. Specifically, we analyze how the limited capacity of local habitats influences survival, deriving
analytical expressions for the finite-size scaling of the survival probability near the critical transition
between survival and extinction. Crucially, we demonstrate that the deterministic metapopulation
capacity plays a fundamental role in the statistics of survival probability and extinction time mo-
ments. These results provide a robust foundation for integrating demographic stochasticity into
classical metapopulation models and their extensions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the dynamics of populations distributed
across fragmented habitats is a longstanding challenge
in ecology and conservation biology. Metapopulation
theory provides a foundational framework for examining
how local extinctions and landscape-mediated coloniza-
tion processes shape the collective dynamics of spatially
structured populations over time [1–10]. The concept
of metapopulation, first introduced by Levins [11], de-
scribes a “population of populations”, i.e., a set of distin-
guished subpopulations that are spatially separated, but
interconnected by the ongoing exchange of individuals.
This exchange occurs across a spatial network of habi-
tat patches, varying in quality, connectivity, and area [2].
Both field and theoretical studies have highlighted the va-
lidity of this approach, showing that landscape topology
significantly influences the flow of individuals between
habitats, ultimately determining the survival or extinc-
tion of the metapopulation [12–16].
In particular, to capture the effects of spatial structure
and habitat fragmentation on species persistence, Han-
ski and Ovaskainen introduced a fundamental measure
known as metapopulation capacity [17–19], which deter-
mines the survival of a focal species within a given land-
scape. This measure is defined as the maximum eigen-
value of an appropriate landscape matrix, and allows a
direct comparison between theoretical models and real-
world networks of habitat fragments [20]. The applica-
tion of network theory to spatial ecology [21–23] has ad-
vanced the study of complex dispersal network structures
[5, 24–28]. However, metapopulation capacity has tradi-
tionally been defined within deterministic models, which
overlook fluctuations arising from demographic and en-
vironmental stochasticity [29–31]. Early contributions
by Lande [32] and Hanski [33] pioneered the integration

of stochasticity into metapopulation dynamics, empha-
sizing the increased risk of extinction posed by random
fluctuations at low population levels. Migration through
spatially connected patches, by contrast, provides insur-
ance against simultaneous global extinction, underscor-
ing the fundamental role of dispersal network topology.
Classical approaches to studying these dynamics, such
as Stochastic Patch Occupancy Model [34, 35], the In-
cidence Function Model [33] and their extensions [36–
39], have enabled the computation of extinction times
and quasi-stationary occupancy distributions. However,
these approaches predominantly rely on purely numerical
methods due to the complexity of stochastic processes,
spatial heterogeneity, and variability in the parameter
space [40]. Consequently, in metapopulation dynamics,
qualitative results are often obtained from deterministic
approximations of stochastic processes, which lead to the-
oretically tractable models and provide broad qualitative
insights [4].

In this work, we rigorously extend the traditional
deterministic metapopulation framework by explicitly
incorporating the stochasticity of individual-level pro-
cesses to analytically investigate their potential impact
on metapopulation dynamics and persistence. To incor-
porate stochasticity from the ground up, we focus on the
role of finite carrying capacity, i.e., the maximum size
of the subpopulations that compose the metapopulation.
This approach offers a precise way to control fluctua-
tions, allowing us to disentangle the effects of local de-
mographic stochasticity and dispersal network topology.
Specifically, we examine whether critical thresholds in
carrying capacity exist beyond which stochastic fluctua-
tions become catastrophic, or conversely, whether there
are local system sizes beyond which population persis-
tence is significantly enhanced. To address this question,
we build upon our previous work, which extends the de-

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

18
44

8v
1 

 [
q-

bi
o.

PE
] 

 2
4 

D
ec

 2
02

4



2

terministic spatial metapopulation model developed by
Hanski and Ovaskainen to arbitrary landscape structures
[5]. We adopt a bottom-up approach, starting from a mi-
croscopic model describing colonization, extinction, and
dispersal of a focal species at the individual level.

To analytically study the stochastic dynamics of the
system, we perform a Van Kampen inverse system-size
expansion of the corresponding master equation [41], se-
lecting the inverse of the carrying capacity of the patches
- i.e., the maximum local population size supported by
each patch - as the expansion parameter. Since the re-
sulting Fokker-Planck equation is too complicated to pro-
vide analytical insights, we introduce a series of simpli-
fying hypotheses. Primarily, we assume translational in-
variance within a complete network and marginalize to
capture the effective behavior of representative single-site
variables. By imposing a separation of timescales [42] be-
tween dispersal and local processes, we derive an effective
one-dimensional quasi-stationary (QSS) Langevin equa-
tion that accurately captures the overall metapopulation
dynamics. In the deterministic limit, we recover the ex-
pected absorbing phase transition [43, 44] between ex-
tinction and survival regimes, as determined by the sys-
tem’s metapopulation capacity. Stochasticity, however,
renders the survival regime metastable - a key result, that
is especially relevant for systems with small carrying ca-
pacity. Moreover, the effective QSS equation enables us
to analytically study the general scaling behavior of the
survival probability in the vicinity of the extinction tran-
sition. We demonstrate that near this transition point,
the survival probability for different carrying capacities
exhibits a universal behavior consistent with finite-size
scaling [45, 46]. Furthermore, we analytically derive the
scaling of the first and second moments of extinction time
with varying carrying capacity, showing that they simi-
larly collapse to a universal form.

Through this analysis, we bridge results from the de-
terministic metapopulation framework with its stochastic
counterpart. We demonstrate that the metapopulation
capacity - a deterministic measure - still plays a crucial
role in the statistics of survival probability and extinction
time moments.

II. MODEL

We introduce a model that describes the microscopic
dynamics of a single species within a metapopulation.
Individuals undergo processes such as birth, death, re-
production, and dispersal across a network of habitat
patches. This model was proposed in [5], where the
connection between its deterministic limit and the Han-
ski and Ovaskainen model [2, 18] was demonstrated. In
this section, we first provide a detailed description of the
microscopic processes governing the dynamics and then
briefly recall the derivation of the macroscopic determin-
istic equations, as outlined in [5].This is instrumental in
the analysis of the full stochastic model, which we ana-

lyze in the following section.

A. Microscopic ecological dynamics

We consider a dispersal network of N interconnected
habitat patches, corresponding to the nodes of the dis-
persal network, inhabited by a given focal species. We
separately model the behavior of two kinds of individu-
als: settled individuals (denoted by S), which reside on
the nodes of the network, and explorers (X), which dif-
fuse through the edges of the network. We denote the
vector comprising all local abundances of individuals in
each node by n⃗ = (nX1

, ...nXN
;nS1 , ...nSN

), where nXi

and nSi are the numbers of explorers and settled indi-
viduals in patch i, respectively. By assuming that each
patch has a maximum carrying capacity of M settled in-
dividuals - i.e., nSi +n∅i = M ∀ i, where ∅i denotes an
empty site in patch i - we define the following microscopic
reactions:

Si
cij−−→ Si +Xj Si

ei−→ ∅i

Xi +∅i
λ/M−−−→ Si Xi + Si

λ/M−−−→ Si Xi
Dij−−→ Xj

(1)
where the indices i, j = 1, ...N label the network patches.
The rate ei accounts for the death of a settled individ-
ual in patch i, while cij represents the rate at which an
explorer in patch j is produced by a settled individual
in a neighboring node i. An explorer in i can move to a
connected patch j at rate Dij and may attempt to col-
onize one of the M sites at node j at a rate λ/M . The
rescaling with M guarantees that the rate of colonization
of a given patch does not depend on M . Colonization is
successful if the patch has not reached maximum capac-
ity; otherwise, the explorer dies. Diffusion rates are set
in the form Dij = DAij with Aij the adjacency matrix
of the dispersal network, denoting a possibly weighted
connection between node j and node i. Similarly, the col-
onization rate cij is given by cij = ci h(D/λ)Aij , where
h(f) is a function that encodes feasibility of exploration
and f = D/λ controls exploration efficiency. A Monod

function h(f) = ξ0
1+1/f is typically chosen to model the

saturation effect of exploration feasibility, where ξ0 rep-
resents the maximal explorability.

B. Deterministic equations

The deterministic equations resulting from the micro-
scopic model defined in Eq. (1) are given by:

ρ̇i = −ei ρi + λ (1− ρi)xi (2)

ẋi = −λxi + h(f)

N∑
j=1

Ajicjρj +D
N∑
j=1

(Ajixj −Aijxi)

where ρi, xi are the average population densities,
⟨nSi

⟩/M and ⟨nXi
⟩/M , respectively. In the limit in which
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the explorers’ dynamics is much faster than the dynamics
of the settled population, one obtains an effective model
describing the evolution of the settled population:

ρ̇i = −eiρi + (1− ρi)

N∑
j=1

cjKjiρj (3)

where the kernel matrix K encodes the dependence of
the population density on the topology of the dispersal
network. We have that

Kji =

N∑
k=1

CjkF
−1
ik (4)

where we introduced the matrix F = I + fLT that
depends on the out-degree Laplacian of the network,

Lij = δij
∑N

k=1 Aik − Aij . The kernel matrix, K, intro-
duces an effective coupling between settled populations
residing in different patches. In particular, in [5] it was
shown that

Kji = h(f)

N∑
l=1

Ajl

N∑
k=1

Vik(V
−1)kl

1 + fωk
(5)

where ωk is the k-th eigenvalue of the transpose out-

degree Laplacian of the dispersal network, and Vij = v
(j)
i

with v(k) the corresponding right eigenvector. Further-
more, from the deterministic model in Eq. (3), one can
show that if ei = e and ci = c for all patches, the survival
of the species is uniquely determined by the maximum
eigenvalue of the dispersal kernel, i.e., the metapopula-
tion capacity λM proposed by Hanski and Ovaskainen
[17]. If λM > e/c, the species survives; otherwise, it goes
extinct. A similar condition has been shown to hold when
ei explicitly depends on the patch index [27].

III. STOCHASTIC MODEL

In deriving the deterministic dynamics given by Eq. (2),
we have implicitly assumed a large carrying capacity, i.e.,
M → ∞. However, to investigate the effect of stochas-
ticity on population persistence, we need to extend the
deterministic model to account for finite carrying capac-
ities, which introduce demographic fluctuations. For a

general model defined by a set of microscopic processes,
the complete stochastic dynamics is governed by the mas-
ter equation [47]

∂tP(n⃗, t) =
∑
n⃗′ ̸=n⃗

[
W (n⃗|n⃗′)P(n⃗′, t)+

−W (n⃗′|n⃗)P(n⃗, t)

]
(6)

where P(n⃗, t) is the probability that the system is in state
n⃗ at time t, and W (n⃗′|n⃗) are the rates at which the sys-
tem transitions from state n⃗ to state n⃗′. The transition
rates for our model can be straightforwardly derived from
the reactions Eq. (1), leading to:

W (nSi
− 1;nXi

|nSi
;nXi

) = ei nSi

W (nSi
+ 1;nXi

− 1|nSi
;nXi

) = λ
M nXi

(M − nSi
)

W (nSi
;nXi

− 1|nSi
;nXi

) = λ
M nXi

nSi
(7)

W (nSi
, nSj

;nXi
+ 1, nXj

|nSi
, nSj

;nXi
, nXj

) = cjinSj

W (nSi
, nSj

;nXi
+ 1, nXj

− 1|nSi
, nSj

;nXi
, nXj

) = DjinXj

where, for the sake of brevity, we explicitly write only
the number of individuals at the nodes involved in the
transition.

A. Fokker-Planck equation

Although no closed-form solution for the master equa-
tion of our model exists, the corresponding stochastic
dynamics can be simulated exactly using the Gillespie al-
gorithm [48]. We obtain analytical insight into the effects
of stochasticity by means of a Van Kampen system size
expansion [41, 49]. In particular, we take 1/M as the nat-
ural expansion parameter, so that in the M → ∞ limit
we recover the deterministic equations. To perform this
expansion, it is convenient to rewrite the master equation
in terms of step operators, defined by their action on a
generic function f(n⃗) as:

ξ±1
Ai

f(nA1
, ...nAi

, ...nAN
) = f(nA1

, ...nAi
±1, ...nAN

) (8)

In terms of step operators, the master equation becomes:

∂

∂t
P(n⃗, t) =

N∑
i=1

{[ (
ξ+1
Si

− 1
)
W (nSi

− 1;nXi
|nSi

;nXi
) +

(
ξ−1
Si

ξ+1
Xi

− 1
)
W (nSi

+ 1;nXi
− 1|nSi

;nXi
)

+
(
ξ+1
Xi

− 1
)
W (nSi

;nXi
− 1|nSi

;nXi
)
]
P(nSi

;nXi
)
}

+

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

{[ (
ξ−1
Xi

− 1
)
W (nSi

, nSj
;nXi

+ 1, nXj
|nSi

, nSj
;nXi

, nXj
)

+
(
ξ−1
Xi

ξ+1
Xj

− 1
)
W (nSi

, nSj
;nXi

+ 1, nXj
− 1|nSi

, nSj
;nXi

, nXj
)
]
P(nSi

, nSj
;nXi

, nXj
)
}
.

(9)
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FIG. 1. Comparison between a) 5 realisations of the trajectories resulting from the mean-field quasi-stationary SDE Eq. (19)
(integrated with the Euler-Maruyama method) and the Gillespie simulation reproducing the exact dynamics of the microscopic
model Eq. (1). The parameters of the model are M = 1000, N = 20, f = 1 which imply an effective metapopulation capacity
of λM ∼ 9.5. Survival regime (e/c < λM ): e = 10, c = 1, extinction regime (e/c > λM ): e = 1, c = 1.5.

If we define the population densities with respect to the system size parameter M as ρi = nSi
/M, xi = nXi

/M , the
expansion of the master equation up to second order in powers of 1/M , for fixed densities, yields the Fokker-Planck
(FP) equation:

∂tP(ρ⃗, x⃗, t) =−
N∑
i=1

∂ρi
[Aρ

i (ρ⃗, x⃗)P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t)]−
N∑
i=1

∂xi
[Ax

i (ρ⃗, x⃗)P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t)] + 1
2

N∑
i,j=1

∂ρi
∂ρj

[
Dρρ

i,j(ρ⃗, x⃗)P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t)
]
+

+
1

2

N∑
i,j=1

∂xi
∂xj

[
Dxx

i,j(ρ⃗, x⃗)P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t)
]
+

N∑
i,j=1

∂ρi
∂xj

[
Dρx

i,j(ρ⃗, x⃗)P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t)
]
. (10)

Here the subscripts i, j, k label the network patches while
the superscripts ρ, x refer to the settled and explorer pop-
ulation, respectively. The drift vector’s components cor-
respond to the deterministic model:

Aρ
i = λxi(1− ρi)− eiρi

Ax
i =

∑
j

(Djixj −Dijxi + cjiρj)− λxi (11)

and the Fokker-Planck diffusion matrix has the following
block structure

D =

(
Dρρ Dρx

Dxρ Dxx

)
(12)

with blocks given by

Dρρ
ij = 1

M [eiρi + λxi(1− ρi)] δij

Dρx
ij =Dxρ

ij = − 1
M λxi(1− ρi)δij

Dxx
ij = 1

M

[∑
k

(ρkcki + xiDik + xkDki) + λxi

]
δij+

− 1
M (xiDij + xjDji)(1− δij) . (13)

where δij is the Kronecker delta. We highlight that all
entries in the Fokker-Planck diffusion matrix are propor-
tional to the inverse of the carrying capacity, explicitly
showing that the leading order of the Van Kampen ex-
pansion yields the deterministic dynamics.
Although Eq. (10) provides an analytical description of

our stochastic model in the limit of large system size M ,
a general analytical treatment remains cumbersome for
large networks, as it would require tracking 2N variables.
Additionally, the explorers’ noise strength, Dxx, has non
zero off-diagonal entries, coupling their dynamics across
patches. Hence, we resort to a further simplification of
Eq. (10) to enable a more direct understanding of the
system’s behavior.

B. Effective SDE

To simplify the dynamics and reduce the number of vari-
ables, we assume a fully connected dispersal network
Aij = A(1 − δij), and homogeneous habitat patches
ci = c, ei = e ∀ i, implying that the system is invariant
under translations. A is set to 1/N to ensure a well-
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FIG. 2. Survival probability of the quasi-stationary SDE as a function of time t and system size M : (a) not rescaled. (b)
rescaled according to Eq. (23), with the numerical estimates of the scaling exponents given in Eq. (26). The system is set at
criticality and the initial condition is fixed at ρ = 1

2
. The microscopic parameters of the model are N = 201, λ = 100, D = 100,

e/c = λM = 100. Averages are obtained over 107 numerical realizations of the dynamics in Eq. (19), using Euler-Maruyama
algorithm.

defined limit for N → ∞.
To gain analytical insight, we focus on the marginalized
probability distribution, by integrating out all variables
except those associated with a single site, (ρ1, x1) ≡
(ρ, x): ∫ ∏

i≥2

[dρidxi] P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t) = P (ρ, x, t) . (14)

Motivated by our assumption of a fully connected dis-
persal network, we adopt the following approximation
for each ρj , xj :∫ ∏

i≥2

[dρidxi] P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t)xj ≈ P (ρ, x, t)x∫ ∏
i≥2

[dρidxi] P(ρ⃗, x⃗, t) ρj ≈ P (ρ, x, t) ρ (15)

Finally, we take the limit N → ∞, obtaining the simpli-
fied equation:

∂

∂t
P (ρ, x, t) = − ∂ρ {[λx (1− ρ)− e ρ ]P (ρ, x, t)}

− ∂x {[ c h(f) ρ− λx ]P (ρ, x, t)}
+ 1

2M ∂2
ρ {[ e ρ+ λx (1− ρ) ]P (ρ, x, t)}

+ 1
2M ∂2

x {[ c h(f) ρ+ (λ+ 2D)x ]P (ρ, x, t)}
− 1

M ∂x∂ρ [λx (1− ρ)P (ρ, x, t)]

(16)

as shown in Appendix A. Eq. (16) is a two-dimensional
Fokker-Planck equation in the representative variables ρ

and x. Hence, the corresponding Langevin equation can
be straightforwardly derived, adopting the Itô prescrip-
tion: {

ẋ = c h(f) ρ− λx+ Bxx ηx

ρ̇ = λx (1− ρ)− e ρ+ Bρρ ηρ + Bρx ηx
(17)

where the η⃗ = (ηρ, ηx) is uncorrelated white noise and the
two-dimensional matrix B is related to the Fokker-Planck
diffusion matrix D̂ of Eq. (16) through D̂ = BBT :

D̂ =
1

M

(
c h(f) ρ+ (λ+ 2D)x −λx(1− ρ)

−λx(1− ρ) eρ+ λx(1− ρ)

)
. (18)

Since we are primarily interested in the persistence of
settled populations, we further assume a separation of
timescales in the dynamics of the explorers and the set-
tled population. This results in a one-variable effec-
tive Langevin equation for the settled population (3),
mirroring the deterministic generalization of the Han-
ski and Ovaskainen metapopulation model derived in [5].
The elimination of the variable x is, however, more in-
volved than in the deterministic case, due to the pres-
ence of noise. We report the detailed calculations in
Appendix A, resulting in the following one-dimensional
Itô SDE:

ρ̇ = [c h(f) (1− ρ)− e] ρ (19)

+

√
1
M ρ

[
c h(f)

2 (1+D/λ) (1− ρ2) + e
]
σ(t)

with ⟨σ(t)⟩ = 0, ⟨σ(t)σ(s)⟩ = δ(t − s). To verify our
derivation and assumptions, we numerically compare the
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trajectories resulting from the stochastic QSS equation
Eq. (19) with those obtained from a Gillespie simulation
of the complete Master equation, which samples the exact
microscopic dynamics of the model described in Eq. (1).
As shown in Figure 1, we achieve a very good matching
between the different trajectories in the survival regime.
In the extinction regime, the mean densities are similar,
but the Gillespie is slightly slower in extinction due to the
absorbing boundary, which causes the explorer densities
to always deviate from the quasi-stationary value. This
suggests that the simplification methods considered up to
this point are still able to reproduce the average behavior
of the stochastic model under different parameters.

We can now exploit Eq. (19) to analyze the stochas-
tic dynamics of the model. In particular, the mean-field
settled population density ρ has domain (0, 1], with an
absorbing boundary at ρ = 0, that corresponds to pop-
ulation extinction. ρ = 1 is instead a reflecting bound-
ary, corresponding to the maximum number M of in-
dividuals that each patch can sustain. Deterministi-
cally, Eq. (19) yields an effective metapopulation capac-
ity λM = h(f), which still allows us to distinguish two
regimes. When e/c > λM , the deterministic stationary
solution is ρst = 0, corresponding to widespread extinc-
tion. If e/c < λM the stationary solution is instead given
by ρst =

1
λM

(λM− e
c ), which defines the survival regime in

the deterministic mean-field model. However, due to the
presence of noise, survival and extinction are no longer
deterministic. In particular, if one solves the full stochas-
tic Eq. (19) with the specified boundary conditions, it
turns out that, even though the regime e/c < λM is still
characterized by a long-lasting metastable state in which
the population survives (see Figure 1), the only true sta-
tionary solution is ρst = 0. This reflects the well-known
fact that phase transitions appear only in the thermody-
namic limit of an infinite system size. Since the diffusion
terms in the Fokker-Planck equations are inversely pro-
portional to the local population size M , we anticipate
that stochasticity will have a more pronounced impact
on systems with a small carrying capacity. Indeed, as
the population size decreases, the likelihood of a random
fluctuation inducing extinction increases.

To investigate these effects, we need to compute the
probabilities of survival and the time taken to reach ex-
tinction. These quantities provide comprehensive infor-
mation about the impact of the absorbing boundary, and
enable us to ascertain whether the regimes defined by the
deterministic dynamics remain relevant when stochastic-
ity is considered.

IV. SCALING PROPERTIES CLOSE TO THE
TRANSITION

From the effective stochastic dynamics given by Eq. (19),
we can investigate how the system size M , which is re-
lated to the amount of noise affecting the system, influ-
ences the survival probability.

Given an initial condition ρ at time t = 0, the survival
probability is defined as the probability that the variable
is still in its domain (0, 1] at time t [47]:

S(t|ρ,M) =

∫ 1

0

p(ρ′, t|ρ, 0) dρ′ , (20)

where p(ρ′, t|ρ, 0) is the solution of the FP equa-
tion related to Eq. (19), with the initial condition
p(ρ′, t = 0|ρ, 0) = δ(ρ− ρ′). Related quantities are the
mean exit time and its higher moments:

Tn(ρ,M) =

∫ ∞

0

p(t|ρ) tn dt , (21)

where p(t|ρ) is the probability distribution of extinction
times, given the initial condition ρ. The latter probabil-
ity distribution is connected to the survival probability
through the relation p(t|ρ) = −∂tS(t|ρ) [47], which im-
plies:

Tn(ρ,M) =

∫ ∞

0

tn−1S(t|ρ,M) dt . (22)

To investigate how the survival probability changes with
the carrying capacity, we simulate the dynamics of the
mean-field QSS stochastic differential equation corre-
sponding to Eq. (19) for various values of M , using the
Euler-Maruyama algorithm, with a total of 107 realiza-
tions. Figure 2a shows the numerical survival probabil-
ity curves, with the system set at the boundary between
the two regimes identified in the deterministic limit, i.e.
e/c ≡ λM . We observe that the survival probability
curves appear to exhibit a power-law behavior.
Hence, we adopt a typical finite-size scaling ansatz for

the survival probability:

S(t|ρ,M) ∝ 1

tα
Fρ(tM

ϕ) . (23)

This corresponds to assuming that, close to the critical
point, the survival probability is a generalized homoge-
neous function of time t and system size M . The scaling
function Fρ depends on t and M only through their com-
bination tMϕ, and the exponents ϕ and α are expected
to be independent of the details of the system. Plugging
our ansatz (23) into Eq. (22) yields:

Tn(ρ,M) =

∫ ∞

0

Fρ(tM
ϕ) tn−α−1dt = M−ϕ(n−α) Cn,α(ρ) .

(24)

Notice that, by taking the ratio of two consecutive mo-
ments - as detailed in Appendix C 2 - we obtain:

⟨Tn+1⟩
⟨Tn⟩

=
Cn+1,α(ρ)

Cn,α(ρ)
M−ϕ (25)

where Cn,α(ρ) depend only on the initial condition ρ.
We can exploit the above relations to numerically verify
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whether the finite-size scaling ansatz is correct and obtain
a preliminary numerical estimate of the scaling exponents
α and ϕ. By extracting the time to extinction from each
realization of the simulation and fitting the moments’
ratios as in Eq. (25), we can directly obtain the value of
ϕ and subsequently estimate α from Eq. (24):

ϕ = −0.506± 0.002, α = −0.005± 0.003 . (26)

Further details on the numerical derivation are provided
in Appendix B. Ultimately, Figure 2b shows the collapse
of the survival probability curves rescaled according to
the numerical exponents in Eq. (26), which confirms our
scaling hypothesis given in Eq. (23).

However, obtaining the scaling behavior of our system
away from criticality presents more challenges: indeed,
choosing a suitable scaling ansatz is not straightforward
in this case. For this reason, we will adopt a more rigor-
ous approach and analytically derive the scaling form of
the moments of extinction time directly from the effective
stochastic equation (24). This method yields the exact
values of the scaling exponents even when the system is
not poised at the critical point.

A. First and second moments of exit time

We set T ≡ T1 and analytically investigate the scaling
behavior of Tn with the carrying capacity M . We rely
on the following differential equations, derived from the
backward Fokker-Planck equations for the survival prob-
ability [47]:

A(ρ) ∂ρT (ρ) +
1
2D(ρ) ∂2

ρT (ρ) = −1 (27)

A(ρ) ∂ρTn(ρ) +
1
2D(ρ) ∂2

ρTn(ρ) = −nTn−1(ρ) (28)

where A(ρ) and D(ρ) are the drift and diffusion coeffi-
cients of Eq. (19), respectively, and ρ is the initial condi-
tion of the settled population density at time t = 0.
We consider a setting in which the system is close to crit-
icality and define the deviation from the critical point
(e/c = λM ) through the parameter:

∆ :=
1

λM

(
λM − e

c

)
=

ϵ

λM
, |ϵ| ≪ 1 (29)

where λM = h(f), as resulting from the determinis-
tic part of the effective quasi-stationary Fokker-Planck
Eq. (19). As shown in Appendix C 1, by rescaling

ρ → ρ̂ = ρ
√
M , T → T̂ = λM c√

M
T and ∆ → ∆̂ = ∆

√
M ,

the equation for the first moment of exit time Eq. (27)
becomes: (

∆̂− ρ̂
)
ρ̂ ∂ρ̂T̂ + χ

4 ρ̂ ∂
2
ρ̂ T̂ = −1 (30)

in the limit of large system size M . We have defined
χ := 3 + 2D/(λλM ), which we treat as a fixed constant

in the following. Since Eq. (30) is independent of M , the

rescaled extinction time T̂ is expected to be a function
of the rescaled initial density ρ̂ and the rescaled distance
from the critical point ∆̂ alone. This implies that, in the
limit of large M , T has the scaling form:

T (ρ,∆,M) ∝
√
M T̂

(√
Mρ,

√
M∆

)
(31)

meaning it is a homogeneous function of ρ and ∆. The
solution of Eq. (30), with boundary conditions T̂ (0) =

0, ∂ρ̂T̂ (ρ̂)|ρ̂=√
M = 0, is given by the integral Eq. (C7),

which can be evaluated analytically at criticality (∆̂=0)
and numerically elsewhere.
To test our analytical predictions, we simulate the

mean-field QSS SDE over 105 realizations, varying the
distance from the critical point ∆, the initial condition in
the settled population density ρ, and the system size M .
As shown in Figure 3a, the simulated points distribute
within a volume in the three-dimensional space defined
by ∆, ρ, and T . Upon rescaling the axes with M accord-
ing to Eq. (31), the points collapse onto a single well-
defined surface that encompasses different initial condi-
tions and distances from criticality, consistently with the
numerical evaluation of the analytically derived average
extinction time (Eq. (C7)). We can now apply the same
procedure to the equation for the second moment of the
exit time, obtained by substituting n = 2 into Eq. (28).
The same analysis yields the following scaling expression:

T2(ρ,∆,M) ∝ M T̂2

(√
Mρ,

√
M∆

)
. (32)

Figure 4 shows that rescaling the surfaces obtained
from simulation data according to Eq. (32) leads to the
collapse of these surfaces. We present further details of
the derivation, along with an explicit analytical solution
of the differential equation for T2, in Appendix C 1.

B. Survival probability

Having found ⟨T ⟩ ∝
√
M (Eq. (31)) and ⟨T 2⟩ ∝ M

(Eq. (32)), we can determine the scaling of the survival
probability at criticality (∆ = 0). The ϕ exponent is
obtained from Eq. (25):

⟨T 2⟩
⟨T ⟩

∝
√
M ⇒ ϕ ≡ − 1

2 , (33)

Subsequently, we can calculate the α exponent (24) as

⟨T ⟩ ∝ M−ϕ(1−α) ⇒ α = 0 (34)

which yields the following scaling form:

S(t|M) ∝ f(tM− 1
2 ) . (35)

It is worth noting that the scaling exponents derived an-
alytically and the ones obtained numerically reported in
Eq. (26) agree remarkably well.)
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FIG. 3. First moment of exit time ⟨T ⟩ versus initial condition ρ0 and deviation from criticality ∆ for different values of the
local carrying capacity M . a) not rescaled. b) rescaled according to Eq. (31). The black dots indicate the analytical solution
Eq. (C7). Averages are obtained from 105 numerical realisations of the MF QSS dynamics in Eq. (19).

The technique we employed to analyze moments of ex-
tinction time can also be replicated for the survival prob-
ability. The starting point is once more the backward
Fokker-Planck equation for the survival probability [47]:

∂tS = A(ρ) ∂ρS + 1
2D(ρ) ∂2

ρS . (36)

Since Eq. (36) involves a time derivative, it is necessary
to rescale both the initial condition and the time,

ρ → ρ̂ = ρMγ t → t̂ = t λM cMϕ . (37)

After setting ϕ = − 1
2 and γ = 1

2 , the following size-
independent equation is attained:

∂t̂S = (∆̂− ρ̂)ρ̂ ∂ρ̂S + χ
4 ρ̂ ∂ρ̂

2S (38)

from which we derive (see Appendix C 2 for more details):

S = S

(
t√
M

,
√
Mρ,

√
M∆

)
. (39)

This scaling is consistent with our previous findings re-
garding the first and second moments of extinction time,
but it now offers a more general form that relates to
the entire distribution of extinction times rather than its
specific moments. By fixing the distance from the critical
point ∆ = 0 and the initial condition ρ, we recover our
result in Eq. (35).

The scaling relations of survival probability at critical-
ity and moments of extinction time away from criticality
can be summarized as follows:

S(t|M) = t−αŜ(tMϕ)

T1(ρ,∆,M) = MβT̂1(ρM
γ ,∆Mη)

T2(ρ,∆,M) = MδT̂2(ρM
γ ,∆Mη)

(40)

with the exponents connected through the scaling rela-
tions

β = −ϕ(1− α), δ = −ϕ(2− α) (41)

and their numerical values are reported in Table I.

α ϕ γ η β δ

0 − 1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2

1

TAB. I. Scaling exponents characterizing the survival
probability S and the first and second moments of the exit
time, T1 and T2 in the vicinity of the critical point.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we extended the traditional metapopulation
framework to incorporate stochasticity, with the aim of
investigating its impact on metapopulation persistence.
We focused on understanding the role of finite carrying
capacity in the subpopulation size, which is directly asso-
ciated with the strength of demographic fluctuations. In
doing so, we were able to quantitatively address the dy-
namics of finite metapopulations and study their stochas-
tic evolution.

Our results suggest that, for a simple colonization-
death dynamics in homogeneous landscapes governed
by mean-field dispersal networks, the introduction of
stochasticity does not lead to strong deviations from the
deterministic population dynamics. Yet, we uncovered
the unexpected appearance of an absorbing boundary
even in the regime in which the population would de-
terministically survive. Hence, the stochastic metapopu-
lation always faces eventual extinction due to the finite
carrying capacity. Additionally, we have found strong
consistency with finite-size scaling predictions, as evi-
denced by the collapse of the survival probability and
extinction time moments curves. The scaling exponents
governing this collapse have been analytically derived
from the backward Fokker-Planck equation of the model
(Table I) as well as verified through numerical simula-
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tions. These results provide a baseline expectation for
further studies into stochastic metapopulation models.
The bottom-up derivation of the Fokker-Planck equa-
tion and the effective Langevin equation present imme-
diate numerical applications beyond mean-field networks
to incorporate interesting topological factors which we
omitted for the sake of analytical simplicity. Changes
in the scaling exponents will not only provide possible
connections to universality classes but also connect net-
work topology and average time to extinction induced by
demographic stochasticity.

Natural ecosystems present numerous complexities be-
yond the simplified scenario considered here. For in-
stance, heterogeneity in local parameters can foster mul-
tispecies coexistence through localization, as demon-
strated in deterministic metacommunity models [27].
Non-trivial network topologies are also expected to play
an important role in shaping the fluctuations of the
metapopulation density. For instance, dendritic river
networks affect ecological dynamics [50], and the spatial
structure of the diffusion network can influence the prob-
ability of fixation of a mutation in stochastic metapop-
ulation models of microbial communities [51, 52]. Sim-
ilarly, environmental co-factors, such as wildfires influ-
encing forest dynamics [53], and stochastic or time-
varying dispersal [54–56], can significantly alter the im-
pact of demographic stochasticity. Our effective SDE
provides a framework to capture these effects by appro-
priately modeling boundary conditions [57, 58]. Further-
more, increased distances from criticality or comparable
timescales of explorer and settled population dynamics -
as observed in seascape ecology - are likely to shape both
survival and extinction time distributions. In the survival
regime, above the deterministic critical threshold, the ex-
istence of long metastable states also facilitates the study
of the response to environmental perturbations on both
dynamics of population and its persistence [59]. Future
studies addressing these factors will enhance our under-
standing of the processes that that support or undermine
the persistence of spatially structured populations. Over-
all, our results provide a foundation for integrating more
complex and realistic effects into stochastic metapopula-
tion models. By refining microscopic processes and dis-
persal network topology, these extensions will further elu-
cidate the critical role of stochasticity in the survival of
spatially structured populations.
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Appendix A: Mean-field model

Let us consider a complete network (whose adjacency
matrix is Aij = A (1 − δij) with A = 1/N) and assume
patch homogeneity: ci = c ∀ i, ei = e ∀ i. Under these
hypotheses, the drift Eq. (11) and diffusion Eq. (12) co-
efficients of the Fokker-Planck equation become:

Aρ
i = λxi(1− ρi)− e ρi

Ax
i = 1

N

∑
j

(
Dxj + ch(f)ρj

)
− 1

N
ch(f)ρi − (D + λ)xi

Dρρ
ij = 1

M
[eρi + λxi(1− ρi)] δij

Dρx
ij = Dxρ

ij = − 1
M
λxi(1− ρi) δij

Dxx
ij = 1

M

[
1
N

∑
k

(
Dxk + ch(f)ρk

)
+

+ (D + λ)xi − 1
N
ch(f)ρi

]
δij − 2

MN
Dxi(1− δij)

(A1)

After applying the marginalization procedure de-
scribed in Eq. (14) and (15), we obtain a two-dimensional
Fokker-Planck equation in the representative variables
(x, ρ), as reported in Eq. (16). The drift vector and dif-
fusion matrix are given by:

⃗̂
A =

(
λx (1− ρ)− e ρ
c h(f) ρ− λx

)
D̂ = 1

M

(
c h(f)ρ+ (λ+ 2D)x −λx(1− ρ)

−λx(1− ρ) eρ+ λx(1− ρ)

)
(A2)

The corresponding Langevin equation in Eq. (17) can be

derived by imposing BBT = D̂ for B in the form:

B =

(
Bxx Bxρ

0 Bxx

)
(A3)

which yields:

Bxx =
1√
M

√
c h(f)ρ+ (λ+ 2D)x

Bρx = − 1√
M

λx(1− ρ)√
c h(f)ρ+ (λ+ 2D)x

Bxx =
1√
M

√
eρ+ λx(1− ρ)− λ2x2(1− ρ)2

c h(f)ρ+ (λ+ 2D)x
(A4)

We can now derive the effective equation in the set-
tled population density, by assuming a separation of
timescales in the settled and explorer population’s dy-
namics. Consider Eq. (17) and let x̄ be the stationary
value of x such that ẋ = 0:

x̄ =
c h(f) ρ

λ
, ηx ≡ 0 (A5)
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If we condition ρ on x being fixed at x̄, we obtain:

ρ̇ = c h(f) ρ(1− ρ)− e ρ+Bρρ
∣∣
x=x̄

ηρ (A6)

which yields the quasi-stationary stochastic Eq. (19).

Appendix B: Numerical scaling exponents for the
survival probability

Given the finite size scaling assumption Eq. (23) for the
survival probability’s time dependence, we can express
the n-th moment of exit time as:

⟨Tn(ρ,M)⟩ = −
∫ ∞

0

∂tS(t|ρ,M) tn dt

=

∫ ∞

0

S(t|ρ,M) tn−1 dt (B1)

by substituting the scaling hypothesis Eq. (23) we ob-
tain:

⟨Tn(ρ,M)⟩ ∝
∫ ∞

0

Fρ(tM
ϕ)tn−α−1dt

= M−ϕ(n−α)

∫ ∞

0

Fρ(z)z
n−α−1dz

= M−ϕ(n−α) Cn,α(ρ) (B2)

and

⟨Tn+1⟩
⟨Tn⟩

=
Cn+1,α(ρ)

Cn,α(ρ)
M−ϕ (B3)

where the explicit dependence on the initial condi-
tion ρ is included in the Cn,α coefficients. The above
Eq. (B3) allows to numerically estimate the ϕ exponent.
To achieve this, we simulate 107 realizations of the MF
QSS dynamics given by Eq. (19) and we compute the
moments of extinction time. Specifically, we select the
moments of order n ranging from 1 to 8, and consider
20 values for M , spanning from 103 to 107. For any two

consecutive moments, we fit the logarithm of ⟨Tn+1⟩
⟨Tn⟩ as

a function of log(M). In principle, this yields 7 parallel
lines. The average of the obtained slopes provides there-
fore our estimate for ϕ. The error is taken to be the
standard deviation of the slopes.

Once ϕ is determined, we can exploit Eq. (B2) to esti-
mate α. In particular, we now fit the logarithm of ⟨Tn⟩
versus log(M), and α is obtained from the slope m of the
fitted lines, namely: m = −ϕ(n − α). We consider the
standard deviation of α as its error.
However, the estimates of ϕ and α are highly influenced

from the values of M considered, the number of realiza-
tions of the dynamics and the order of the moments used
for the fitting. In particular, higher values of M and a
larger number of realizations provide more rigorous esti-
mates, as confirmed by deviations from the linearly ex-
pected behavior becoming less pronounced. The errors
computed as standard deviations are therefore not fully
representative of the true uncertainty in the estimates,
as they do not account for these factors, which introduce
additional variability.

Appendix C: Scaling Analysis

Let us express the mean-field QSS stochastic equation
Eq. (19) in the more convenient Fokker-Planck formal-
ism:

∂tP (ρ, t) = −∂ρ[A(ρ)P (ρ, t)] +
1

2
∂2
ρ [D(ρ)P (ρ, t)] (C1)

This is a one-dimensional time-homogeneous FP equa-
tion. The domain of ρ is given by the interval (0, 1],
with ρ = 0 absorbing boundary and ρ = 1 reflect-
ing boundary, as seen in Section III B. Therefore, the
definition of survival probability given in Eq. (20) im-
plies that it obeys the boundary conditions S(0, t) =
0, ∂ρS(ρ, t)|ρ=1 = 0. Through Eq. (22) we similarly find
Tn(0, t) = 0, ∂ρTn(ρ, t)|ρ=1 = 0 for the n− th moment of
extinction time.
For the upcoming calculations, we rewrite the drift and

diffusion coefficients of the QSS mean-field Fokker-Planck
equation in terms of the parameter ∆ Eq. (29), which
quantifies the deviation from criticality:

A(ρ,M,∆) = λM c (∆− ρ) ρ

D(ρ,M,∆) =
λM c

2M

(
3− ρ2 − 2∆ + 2D

λλM

)
ρ

(C2)

1. First and second moments of exit time

Consider Eq. (27) for the first moment of exit time:

(∆− ρ) ρ ∂ρT+

+ 1
4M

(
3− ρ2 − 2∆ + 2D

λλM

)
ρ ∂2

ρT = − 1
λM c (C3)

In order to achieve a common scaling of the LHS with
the system size M , it is convenient to rescale ρ → ρ̂ =
ρ
√
M , T → T̂ = λM c√

M
T and ∆ → ∆̂ = ∆

√
M(

∆̂− ρ̂
)
ρ̂ ∂ρ̂T̂+

+ 1
4

(
χ− ρ̂2

M − 2 ∆̂√
M

)
ρ̂ ∂2

ρ̂ T̂ = −1 (C4)

where we define χ := 3+2D/(λλM ), which we treat as
a fixed constant in the following. In the limit of large sys-

tem size M , the terms ρ̂2

M , ∆̂√
M

can be neglected, yielding

the following equation:(
∆̂− ρ̂

)
ρ̂ ∂ρ̂T̂ + χ

4 ρ̂ ∂
2
ρ̂ T̂ = −1 (C5)

which is independent of M . Therefore, for large M the
first exit time scales as:

T (ρ,∆,M) ∝
√
M T̂

(√
Mρ,

√
M∆

)
(C6)

From the above expression we observe that the rescaled
first exit time should depend only on the rescaled ini-
tial density ρ̂ =

√
Mρ and the rescaled distance from



11

FIG. 4. Second moment of exit time ⟨T 2⟩ versus initial condition ρ0 and deviation from criticality ∆ for different values of
the local carrying capacity M . a) not rescaled. b) rescaled according to Eq. (32). Averages are obtained from 105 numerical
realizations of the MF QSS dynamics in Eq. (19).

the critical point ∆̂ =
√
M∆. The solution of Eq. (C5)

with ρ̂ ∈ (0,
√
M ] and boundary conditions T̂ (0) = 0,

∂ρ̂T̂ (ρ̂)|ρ̂=√
M = 0 is given by the integral:

T̂ (ρ̂, ∆̂) = 4
χ

∫ ρ̂

0

dx e−G(x,∆̂)

∫ √
M

x

dy eG(y,∆̂)

y

G(ρ̂, ∆̂) = 4
χ

∫ ρ̂

√
M

dx (∆̂− x) (C7)

= 2
χ

[
2 ∆̂(x−

√
M) +M − x2

]
In particular, in the simple case of ∆̂ = 0 (criticality)

the integral Eq. (C7) can be calculated analytically:

T̂ (ρ̂) = 4
χ ρ̂ 2F2

(
1
2 , 1;

3
2 ,

3
2 ;−

2
χ ρ̂

2
)
+

+
√

π
2χerfi

(√
2
χ ρ̂

)(
Ei

(
− 2

χM
)
− Ei

(
− 2

χ ρ̂
2
))
(C8)

where erfi(x) is the imaginary error function,
Ei(x) is the exponential integral function and

pFq({a1, ..ap}; {b1, ...bq}; z) is the generalized hyper-
geometric function.

Consider now the second moment of extinction time
(n = 2 in Eq. (28)):

(∆− ρ) ρ ∂ρT2+
1

4M

(
χ− ρ2 − 2∆

)
ρ ∂2

ρT2 = −2 T1
λM c

(C9)

where T1 is the first moment, which scales according to

Eq. (31). Rescaling T2 → T̂2 = (λMc)2

2M T2 and neglecting

terms ∼ O( 1√
M
), Eq. (C9) becomes:(

∆̂− ρ̂
)
ρ̂ ∂ρ̂T̂2 +

χ
4 ρ̂ ∂

2
ρ̂ T̂2 = −T̂ (C10)

which shows that the second moment of exit time scales
as:

T2(ρ,∆,M) ∝ M T̂2

(√
Mρ,

√
M∆

)
(C11)

The analytical solution is given by:

T̂2(ρ̂, ∆̂) = 4
χ

∫ ρ̂

0

dx e−G(x,∆̂)

∫ √
M

x

dy
T̂ (y, ∆̂)

y
eG(y,∆̂)

(C12)

with G(ρ̂, ∆̂) and T̂ (ρ̂, ∆̂) defined in Eq. (C7). As
done for the mean extinction time, we numerically calcu-
late the second moment of extinction time by simulating
105 realizations of the mean-field QSS dynamics given
in Eq. (19), using the Euler-Maruyama algorithm (cite).
By applying the proper rescaling, we obtain again a good
collapse of the second moment of extinction time as a
function of the distance from the critical point ∆, the
initial condition ρ and the system size M . The collapse
is shown in Figure 4.

2. Survival probability

Starting from Eq. (36), we apply the rescaling proce-
dure:

t → t̂ = tλMcMν ρ → ρ̂ = ρMγ (C13)

which yields:

Mν ∂t̂S =M−γ(∆Mγ − ρ̂)ρ̂ ∂ρ̂S

+ 1
4M

γ−1
(
χ− ρ̂2

M2γ − 2∆
)
ρ̂ ∂ρ̂2S

(C14)



12

It is then convenient to choose ν, γ such that ν = −γ =
γ − 1 → γ = 1

2 , ν = − 1
2

∂t̂S = (∆̂− ρ̂)ρ̂ ∂ρ̂S + 1
4

(
χ− ρ̂2

M − 2 ∆̂√
M

)
ρ̂ ∂ρ̂2S

(C15)

where ∆̂ = ∆
√
M . Neglecting O( 1√

M
) terms:

∂t̂S = (∆̂− ρ̂)ρ̂ ∂ρ̂S + χ
4 ρ̂ ∂ρ̂

2S (C16)

We deduce the following scaling behavior of the survival
probability:

S(t, ρ,∆,M) = S

(
t√
M

,
√
Mρ,

√
M∆

)
(C17)

which is consistent with the scaling of S determined
through the previous approach.
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New Journal of Physics 22, 083014 (2020).

[57] D. Bernardi and B. Lindner, Physical Review Letters
128, 040601 (2022).

[58] M. Su, D. Bernardi, and B. Lindner, New Journal of
Physics 25, 023033 (2023).

[59] P. Padmanabha, S. Azaele, and A. Maritan, New Journal
of Physics 25, 113001 (2023).

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9991(76)90041-3
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9991(76)90041-3
https://doi.org/10.1139/p61-056
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.218102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.218102
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1012424
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.040601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.040601
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/acbc42
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/acbc42

	Finite size scaling of survival statistics in metapopulation models
	Abstract
	introduction
	 model
	Microscopic ecological dynamics
	Deterministic equations

	stochastic model
	Fokker-Planck equation
	Effective SDE

	scaling properties close to the transition
	First and second moments of exit time
	Survival probability

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Mean-field model
	Numerical scaling exponents for the survival probability
	Scaling Analysis
	First and second moments of exit time
	Survival probability

	References


