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How do interactions between species influence their spatial distribution in an ecosystem? To answer this
question, we introduce a spatially-extended ecosystem of Generalized Lotka-Volterra type, where species can
diffuse and interactions are nonlocal. We compute the criterion for the loss of stability of the spatially homo-
geneous ecosystem, and we show that the stability of the uniform state crucially depends on the most abundant
species, and on the interplay between space exploration during one species generation and the interaction range.
Focusing on the spectrum of the interaction matrix weighted by the species abundances, we identify a Baik-Ben
Arous-Péché transition that translates into a transition in the final patterns of the species repartition. Finally
assuming that the disorder is small, we exhibit an explicit solution of the dynamical mean-field equation for
the species density, obtained as the fixed point of a nonlocal Fisher-Kolmogorov-Petrovski-Piskounov equation.
Our work paves the way of future combined approaches at the frontier of active matter and disordered systems,
with the hope of better understanding complex ecosystems like bacterial communities.

I. INTRODUCTION

The first works on ecological models can be attributed
to Alfred Lotka [1] and Vito Volterra [2] for independently
proposing the mean-field equations that govern a two-species
predator-prey system. As they stand, these equations are too
simple to accurately describe ecosystems [3–5] but they high-
light the possible endogenous population regulation dynam-
ics. The Lotka-Volterra formulation can then be seen as the
starting point to provide answers to important ecological ques-
tions, namely: Can one predict the extinction of a species?
Can one foresee a species invasion? How does a species
spread in a given environment? Answering these questions is
extremely difficult in practice, since large scales experiments
cannot be carried out easily. From a theoretical point of view,
two approaches in physics have been followed in parallel to
still bring insights to these questions.

A first approach builds on the seminal work of Fisher [6],
and Kolmogorov, Petrovski, Piskounov [7], and focuses on
the spatial propagation of a small number of species, typ-
ically one, two, or three, subjected to diffusion, logistic
growth and interaction [8, 9]. These models have proven
efficient to understand bacteria spreading in controlled se-
tups [10, 11]. Nonlocal interactions between species that
can typically emerge from the sensing of a chemical in the
medium can also be considered [12–14].

A second and parallel approach builds on the physics of
disordered systems. More precisely, to avoid burdening biol-
ogists and ecologists, Robert May in 1972 addressed the ques-
tion of the general stability of ecosystems in which the inter-
actions between species are not known but are drawn from a
probability distribution (say Gaussian), reflecting both the ig-
norance of interspecies interactions and the possible complex-
ity and heterogeneity of interactions [15]. Further using the
tools of complex systems, this approach has known a recent
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upsurge of interest and has brought answers on the multiple
dynamically accessible equilibria of an ecosystem [16–21],
along with the dynamical transitions from stability to chaos
and aging [22–24], and the possible resilience of ecosystems
when migration is possible [25–27].

In the article, we try to bridge the gap between these two ap-
proaches by considering a spatially-extended Lotka-Volterra
ecosystem in which the interactions are random and nonlo-
cal, a path that has been followed recently [14, 28, 29]. Af-
ter specifying the instability criterion of such ecosystems, we
identify two regimes of pattern formation, dictated by a Baik-
Ben Arous-Péché transition. In some regions of parameter
space, we also find that the dynamics is controlled by a non-
local Fisher-Kolmogorov-Petrovskii-Piskunov (F-KPP) equa-
tion, which is obtained by means of dynamical mean-field the-
ory (DMFT). Using recent results on the F-KPP equation, we
can obtain the stationary state of the spatially heterogeneous
system. Our work constitutes a noticeable example where
the non-trivial solution of a DMFT equation for a spatially-
extended field can be written explicitly. Our findings are vali-
dated by extensive numerical simulations.

II. A MODEL WITH NONLOCAL INTERACTIONS

We consider N species interacting in a d-dimensional do-
main Ω, with d = 1 or 2. These species can diffuse in space.
The abundance of each species is described by a field ρi with
i ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, whose dynamics in space and time are given
by the generalized Lotka-Volterra equations

∂tρi(x, t) =D∇
2ρi(x, t)

+ ρi(x, t)
⎛

⎝
1 +

N

∑
j=1

WijKδ ∗ ρj(x, t)
⎞

⎠
,

(1)

where we have introduced a diffusion coefficient D, an in-
teraction kernel Kδ and coefficients Wij = −δij + Aij with
random Aij that translate the heterogeneity of possible inter-
actions between different species. In this model, the reproduc-
tion rate and the carrying capacity are thus set to 1 for each
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species in absence of interactions. The heterogeneity in the
diffusion can be considered as well and will be discussed later.
The kernel Kδ ∈ L2(Rd) displays a typical interaction range
of δ and we assume it can be cast into Kδ(x) =

1
δd
Q(x

δ
), with

∫ΩQ(x)dx = 1, ∫Ω xQ(x)dx = 0, and ∫Ω x
2Q(x)dx < ∞.

The operator ∗ indicates the convolution in space domain, i.e.

Kδ ∗ ρ(x, t) = ∫
Ω
Kδ(x − y)ρ(y, t)dy. (2)

The interaction kernel translates the nonlocal interactions that
emerge between species in a spatially-extended ecosystem.
For instance, bacteria and fungi can interact through chemi-
cals released in the medium and alter the replication process
of other species. Following the notations of [17, 22], the coef-
ficients Aij are defined by Aii = 0, and for any i ≠ j, Aij are
random and defined as

Aij =
µ

N
+

σ
√
N
zij , (3)

where µ > 0 translates the mean interaction type, coopera-
tive (µ > 0) or competitive (µ < 0), σ is the level of dis-
persion in the inter-species interactions, and the variables zij
are drawn from a Gaussian distribution with zij = 0, z2ij = 1
and zijzji = γ. The overbar stands for the average over the
Gaussian ensemble, and γ ∈ [−1,1] indicates the correlation
between coefficients, controlling the fraction of predator-prey
interactions.

The main goal of the present article is to establish the phase
diagram of the present model, notably specifying under which
circumstances heterogeneous ecosystems remain stable, or
in other words, that the population neither vanishes, nor di-
verges.

III. HOW THE MOST ABUNDANT SPECIES
DESTABILIZES THE ECOSYSTEM

A. Homogeneous densities as a starting point

We want to know under which conditions the spatially ho-
mogeneous population is no longer stable. This criterion can
be found by a direct linear stability analysis on Eq. (1). First,
one should determine the homogeneous fixed point of the dy-
namics, i.e. the state n = (n1, . . . , nN)⊺ of spatially homoge-
neous densities ni that satisfy the stationary equations

0 = ni(1 − ni +
N

∑
j=1

Aijnj). (4)

The notation ni will refer to the density or abundance of the
species i in the zero-dimensional system. The distribution of
these fixed points reached dynamically has already been the
object of intense research [16, 23, 30–32], and is already a
nontrivial question. In essence, since one looks for positive
(or null) densities, the fixed point equation yields ni = 0 or
∑
N
j=1(1 −Aij)nj = 1, which, assuming W ≡ −I +A is invert-

ible, leads to

ni = −
N

∑
j=1

W −1
ij =

N

∑
j=1
(I −A)−1ij . (5)

If the right-hand side is positive for all i, then the ecologi-
cal system is said feasible [16, 17]. If the right-hand side is
negative for some i, it means that the targeted fixed point can-
not be reached by the dynamics, and one should discard the
species that is extinct (ρi ≤ 0) from the equation. In that case,
the system is said non-feasible. One must pay attention to
the fact that discarding an extinct species i in the dynamics
is equivalent to setting Wij = Wji = 0 for all j. Suppressing
the line and column i in W yields a new interaction matrix
Y whose coefficients can be strongly correlated [22]. In prac-
tice, the reduced matrix can also be obtained numerically with
very high accuracy by running a dynamics without space, i.e.
dni(t)/dt = ni(t)(1+∑

N
j=1Wijnj(t)), let the dynamical sys-

tem evolve and reach a fixed point, and discard the coefficients
inW corresponding to species whose densities are 0 up to nu-
merical error, typically ∼ 10−12.

In what follows, we will denote R the diagonal matrix such
that Rii = ni for all i, and we will derive the instability crite-
rion for the extended ecosystem.

B. Criterion for instability

We assume that the ecosystem is a priori feasible, i.e Rii >
0 for all i. The derivation for a non-feasible ecosystem is more
involved and is provided in Appendix A. It will however lead
to the same instability criterion. We focus on the evolution
of a perturbation of the density. The perturbation is denoted
ψ(x, t) = (ψ1, . . . , ψN)

⊺ and we thus write ρ(x, t) = n +
ψ(x, t). Linearizing Eq. (1) close to the feasible equilibrium
yields

∂tψ(x, t) =D∂
2
xψ(x, t) +RWKδ ∗ψ(x, t). (6)

In Fourier space, where we denote by ψ̂(k) = ∫Ω ψ(x)e
ikxdx

the Fourier transform of a function ψ, we obtain the evolution
of a mode k:

∂tψ̂(k, t) = (−Dk
2I + K̂δ(k)RW) ψ̂(k, t). (7)

We denote by λ(M) = {λi(M)}i=1,...,N the spectrum of
a matrix M . The homogeneous fixed point loses its sta-
bility when one of the eigenvalues of the matrix Λ(k) =

−Dk2I + K̂δ(k)RW has a positive real part. Since −Dk2I
is diagonal, one is thus left with the computation of the spec-
trum λ(RW ). It turns out that the spectrum of the matrix
RW has been studied in [22, 33, 34], and always lies in the
Re < 0 part of the complex plane for feasible ecosystems.
From this, we conclude that if K̂δ(k) ≥ 0, then λi[Λ(k)] ≤ 0
and the feasible ecosystem remains stable. We will thus as-
sume in what follows that the Fourier transform of the kernel
Kδ can be negative. Since we are looking for λmax[Λ(k)],
the instability will come from the eigenvalue of RW with
the smaller (or most negative) real part, that we will denote
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λmin(RW ). This onset of instability is here defined by the
manifold where for the marginally stable mode kc, one has
0 = λmax[Λ(kc)] = ∂kλmax[Λ(kc)]. Using the fact that
K̂δ(k) = Q̂(δk), the marginally stable mode kc can be written
as kc = ζc/δ, with ζc the smallest positive solution of

Q̂′(ζ)
Q̂(ζ)

ζ = 2. (8)

The pattern wavelength is thus independent of the surviving
species characteristics, or of the diffusion coefficient, but sim-
ply dependent on the kernel Q and on the interaction length
δ. Finally injecting kc = ζc/δ in the instability condition
0 = −Dk2c + K̂δ(kc)λmin(RW ), we find that the homoge-
neous system becomes unstable when the ratio D/δ2 ≡ α is
smaller than a critical value denoted αc and defined by

αc =
Q̂(ζc)

ζ2c
λmin(RW ). (9)

Recalling that the reproduction rate was set to 1, we under-
stand that

√
D/δ is the ratio between two quantities: the typ-

ical diffusion length during one species generation, and the
interaction range δ. If the ratio is large enough, interactions
become purely local, and since all species have the same dif-
fusivity, the behavior is dictated by its 0-dimensional coun-
terpart. If the ratio is small, distant interactions influence re-
production faster than species displacement, possibly leading
to constructive or destructive reactions, hence an instability at
finite wavelength, depending on the kernel shape.

To compute the spectrum of the matrix RW , we use per-
turbation theory, a priori restrained to ∣µ∣, σ ≪ 1. We will
see in Fig. 1 that it leads to a very good approximation of the
instability onset. We start by remembering that W = −I +A,
with ∥A∥∞ ≡maxij Aij = O(σ)+O(µ) a perturbation. In the
canonical basis, using the fact that Aii = 0 for all i, perturba-
tion theory yields

λi(RW ) = −ni +O(σ
2
) +O(µ). (10)

One cannot compute the higher order terms of the expansion
via perturbation theory because the distance between the un-
perturbed eigenvalues is typically much smaller than the am-
plitude σ of the perturbations (minij ∣ni − nj ∣ = O(σ/N) ≪
σ). The minimum eigenvalue of RW is thus given by

λmin(RW ) ≃ − max
1≤i≤N

ni. (11)

In this system, interestingly enough, the stability is thus fully
determined by the behavior of the most abundant species, a
feature that could be measured and tested in controlled ecosys-
tems. Also, this result is valid for any correlation γ, assum-
ing the zero-dimensional dynamics has converged to a feasi-
ble state. Finally, the condition K̂δ(k) ≤ 0 seems peculiar
because it means that the specific shape of the kernel plays
a role, and as such, endangers the very notion of universal-
ity. The sufficient and necessary conditions to obtain negative
Fourier transforms of a distribution remain poorly understood
physically [35, 36]. The role of the kernel had already been
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FIG. 1. Transition lines αc(N,σ,µ, γ). Solid lines are plotted from
perturbation theory, using Eqs. (9) and (11). Dashed lines are ob-
tained via a DMFT computation, see Appendix C. Dotted lines are
obtained via random matrix theory (RMT), see Eqs. (12), (13), (14).
The RMT and the DMFT predictions overlap almost perfectly, except
in the regions where the spectrum of RW displays an outlier eigen-
value that determines the stability of the system. For all predictions,
Eq. (15) has been used to assess maxi ni. Parameters: N = 200
in (a,b,c), other specific values are given in the panels. Panels (a)
and (b) share the same values for µ, while panels (c) and (d) share
the values of σ. The interaction kernel here is Kδ(x) = 1/(2δ) for
∣x∣ < δ, and 0 otherwise. The system is homogeneous in the region
D/δ2 ≡ α > αc. For α < αc, density profiles display spatial modu-
lation with main frequency kc. The vertical black line in panel (a) is
at σc =

√
2/(1 + γ) and indicates the loss of stability from the mode

k = 0. For σ > σc the zero-dimensional dynamics is chaotic.

unveiled in a similar model [12], without diffusing species
though. Its effect on the possible resulting patterns has also
been explored in [13]. Note finally that the mechanism that
leads to an instability here is also different from a Turing pat-
tern formation, which emerges in a reaction-diffusion system
when species do not have identical diffusivity [37].

The minimum eigenvalue of RW can actually be obtained
more accurately by means of random matrix theory. In Ap-
pendix D, we show that the correction to the 0th order reads

λmin(RW ) =min{λbulkmin , λout} , (12)

with

λbulkmin = −nmax

⎛

⎝

1

2
+
1

2

√

1 +
4Mγσ2

nmax −M

⎞

⎠
, (13)

and

λout = −1 +
γσ2

µ(1 − µ)
, (14)

and where M = 1
N ∑

N
i=1 ni denotes the mean abundances of

species, and nmax = max1≤i≤N ni. These expressions where
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obtained using a mean-field approximation, and assuming that
σ2 < ∣µ∣ to compute the outlier.

We then use the fact that maxi ni can be obtained in the
large N limit. Indeed, the ni are shown to be drawn from a
truncated Gaussian distribution in the thermodynamic limit.
This distribution can be obtained by means of dynamical
mean-field theory (DMFT) computations and we refer to Ap-
pendix B for a summary of the results derived in Ref. [16, 17].
Using the fact that the maximum value of N draws of a Gaus-
sian random variable with mean 0 and variance v scales as√
2v logN , we obtain for ni:

max
i
ni =

1 + µM + σ
√
2q logN

1 − γσ2χ
, (15)

where we have injected the DMFT prediction of the first and
the second moment of the fixed-point distribution, denotedM
and q, respectively, and the response coefficient χ to obtain
this result.

All in all, the predictions of RMT and the ones from per-
turbation theory are remarkably close, as observed in Fig. 1.
They agree even for large values of µ and σ, if there is no out-
lier eigenvalue. The results from RMT are also confirmed by
a linear stability analysis on the dynamical mean-field equa-
tions, see Appendix C.

Finally, it appears that maxi ni diverges as
√
logN when

N →∞. When looking at the expression of αc, we conclude
that whenever K̂δ(k) < 0, a homogeneous system will always
loose stability via the growth of the critical mode kc as the
number of species in the ecosystem increases. Hence, in the
following we will no longer assume that N → ∞ that would
trivially lead to instability but rather consider N large but fi-
nite.

C. Phase diagram

Having identified the instability criterion, we now turn to
the phase diagram and we describe the new phases that emerge
when the system is no longer homogeneous.

We work at a finite N . In that case, the instability can ei-
ther come from the mode kc or from the mode 0 depending
on the values of α, σ, γ and µ. The various transition lines
are displayed in Fig. 1, for a given interaction kernel Kδ . If
the instability comes from the mode 0, the dynamics of the
system will follow the zero-dimensional one: Either the av-
erage abundance M may diverge without the loss of stabil-
ity of the homogeneous fixed point, or the fixed point loses
its stability, multiple attractors appear and a chaotic dynam-
ics is expected [16, 17]. Interestingly enough, the simula-
tions show that the densities become spatially uniform in the
chaotic phase. This behavior is not surprising since the time
scales of the population dynamics diverge with aging in the
chaotic phase [23, 25], but the time scale of diffusion remains
finite, hence the spatial homogenization of the densities. We
will assume that the instability comes from the mode kc.

We then perform extensive numerical simulations to ex-
plore the phase diagram. In practice, and to keep a reasonable
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FIG. 2. (a) and (b) show a few density profiles in d = 1, for small
disorder σ = 0.01, and µ = −0.5 in (a), while µ = 0.4 in (b). Panel (c)
displays a state of the system when the disorder σ = 0.5, with a few
species in color lines out of the N = 200 in the system, represented
in grey. (d) An average density profile ρ(x) = 1

N ∑
N
i=1 ρi(x) in d = 2

in panel. Parameters: L = 32, Lgrid = 100, δ = 4. For (a), N = 200,
γ = 0, D = 0.15. For (b) N = 200, γ = 0, D = 0.2. For (c) µ = −0.5,
D = 0.15. For (d) N = 50, σ = 0.01, µ = 0.4, γ = 0.

convergence time, we solve the dynamics via a semi-spectral
scheme on a one-dimensional domain with periodic boundary
conditions, for N ≥ 200. We first confirm that for α > αc, the
homogeneous state remains stable, see symbols (○) Fig. 3(a)
and (d). We then identify 3 regimes when the homogeneous
state loses stability via kc, i.e. when α < αc. (i) For small
values of the dispersion σ, the system can reach a stationary
state where all the species densities display spatial modula-
tion of wavelength 2π/kc, as displayed in Fig. 2(a) and (b).
(ii) For larger values of σ and α, the density profiles keep the
patterned structure but are evolving with time. They typically
oscillate, and the species propagate in the medium, without
displaying mass explosion, see Fig. 2(c). (iii) For even larger
values of σ, the instability at kc leads to exponential diver-
gence of the pattern amplitudes and the abundances explode,
see symbols (×) in Fig. 3(a) and (d).

Our numerical findings are consistent with our theory. They
are also in agreement with the linking between scales ob-
served numerically in [14], since our variable α shows that
the system will pattern when diffusion D is small enough or
when the range of interaction δ is large enough.

D. Surviving fraction and abundances

An important question that initially motivated this work is
to know whether the additional spatial dimension may prevent
species from becoming extinct. We hypothesized that moving
in space could allow a species to escape a predator or to escape
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FIG. 3. Phase diagram, surviving fraction ϕ, and mean abundances
M as a function of the dispersion σ, for µ = 0 in (a,b,c), and µ = 0.4
in (d,e,f). Symbols: (○) flat density profiles, (△) patterns, (×) diverg-
ing abundances. The solid line in (a) and (d) indicates the destabi-
lization of the homogeneous phase by the mode kc. The solid lines
in (b,c,e,f) indicate the values in the zero-dimensional system. The
vertical dotted line in (a,b,c) indicates the destabilization of the zero-
dimensional system to the chaotic phase. The vertical dashed line
in (d,e,f) indicates the frontier of diverging abundances in the zero-
dimensional system. When the density profiles are homogeneous,
the surviving fraction ϕ and mean abundance M lie exactly on the
zero-dimensional prediction curve, and are thus not displayed. Other
parameters: γ = 0, δ = 4, N = 200, system size L = 32. Each point
in these panels is obtained by averaging over 4 independent simula-
tions.

the competitive interactions on a given site. To measure the ef-
fect of space on the ecosystem, we rely on two observables,
namely, the surviving fraction ϕ and the mean abundance M .
In the system, a species is considered surviving if its mean
abundance over space denoted ⟨ρi⟩x is larger to some thresh-
old, typically 10−8. The surviving fraction ϕ is the ratio of the
number of surviving species denotedNS and the total number
of species N .

Interestingly enough, we find that the surviving fraction
when species can spread spatially is not higher than the sur-
viving fraction of the zero-dimensional system, when species
are forced to interact in the same point of space. This is shown
in Fig. 3(b) and (c) where the results of the simulations closely
follow the prediction of ϕ in a zero-dimensional system. Even
in the case of cooperative interactions (µ > 0), the surviving
fraction is bounded by the 0d prediction. For very low α the
surviving fraction is even smaller than the 0d prediction. On

the other hand, the mean abundance M of the species across
space, defined as M = 1/N ∑

N
i=1⟨ρi⟩x is found to be signifi-

cantly larger than the 0d prediction for small α, see Fig. 3(c)
and (f). As σ increases, the abundances eventually diverge
while the density profiles keep their spatially-periodic struc-
ture. All in all, our results indicate that space allows for a
diverging biomass for lower levels of heterogeneity in the in-
teractions. This fact contrasts with those of [26, 27]. Even
though survival fraction increases with diffusion (higher val-
ues of α), in our case average mass, M , decreases for larger
diffusion, as it can be seen in Fig. 3.

IV. F-KPP EQUATIONS AND STABLE PATTERNS

In the previous section, we have shown that the flat solution
was destabilized for α < αc. However, a proof is missing
confirming the convergence to some state, stationary or not,
in which the species densities remain bounded. We address
this question below.

A. The limit case σ = 0

Confirming the existence of a patterned solution to a par-
tial differential equation can usually be done via the ampli-
tude equation describing the evolution of the large wavelength
modulations of the sinusoidal patterns emerging at the critical
wavelength kc. For σ > 0, the disorder on the interacting
coefficients can lead to oscillations and non-stationary solu-
tions, as shown by the PDE solutions. To get insights on the
dynamics and to capture the transitions that we observe, we
derive the DMFT equation describing the typical behavior of
a random species in the ecosystem. This derivation is carried
out in Appendix C. Finding a complete ansatz for the DMFT
equation is usually out of reach in the general case. For σ = 0
however, the disorder only lies in the initial conditions, and
the DMFT equation can be strongly simplified, as the self-
consistent noise and the response term vanish. The dynamics
of a typical species thus reads

∂tρ(x, t) =D∇
2ρ(x, t)

+ ρ(x, t)Kδ ∗ [1 − ρ(x, t) + µM(x, t)] .
(16)

Since the noise has vanished, all species now follow the same
evolution equation. If µ = 0, species are not interacting with
each other, and their final density profile will be identical,
up to some phase shift that depends on the initial conditions.
In particular, each species density satisfies a nonlocal Fisher-
Kolmogorov-Petrovskii-Piskunov (F-KPP) equation [38–40],
whose stationary fixed point is either homogeneous or pat-
terned [41]. In d = 1, the stationary patterns span on the whole
spatial domain and are pure sinusoids close to the onset, and in
d = 2 a species condenses in a triangular lattice. For µ ≠ 0, the
different species do interact and we can assume that the ini-
tial conditions will not be relevant anymore to determine the
density profile at long times. Numerically, we observe two
distinct behaviors, depending on the sign of µ.
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16

(a)
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(b)

FIG. 4. Two-dimensional arrangements of species when σ = 0 and
µ = 0.4, starting from homogeneous profiles. Panel (a): solution
of the PDEs for N = 3 interacting species. Panel (b): 4 random
species out of the N = 50 interacting in the system. Each color
represents a different species, and only the regions where a species
density is larger than some threshold a (here a = 2) is colored. In
both systems, a species mostly occupies the nodes of a triangular
lattice. The interaction kernel here is Kδ(x) = 1/(πδ2) for ∣x∣ < δ,
and 0 otherwise. Other parameters: L = 32, δ = 4, Lgrid = 150,
∆t = 0.1.

For µ < 0 (competitive interactions), the species end up all
overlapping into a single stationary patterned state, similarly
to what is shown in Fig. 2(a) in d = 1, or on the same trian-
gular lattice in d = 2 (not shown). In that case, the species
profiles cannot be distinguished from the mean M(x, t). If
one assumes that, indeed, each profile can then be expanded
as ρ(x, t) = M(x, t) + o(∣M(x, t)∣), one obtains to leading
order the dynamics for the mean:

∂tM(x, t) =D∇
2M(x, t)

+M(x, t)Kδ ∗ [1 − (1 − µ)M(x, t)] ,
(17)

and we recover a nonlocal F-KPP equation, now satisfied for
the mean M(x, t). A solution to this equation is a stationary
patterned profile, that we will denote M⋆(x), for which den-
sities remain bounded. In our case σ = 0, close to the onset of
patterning, the modes of interest are all around kc [41], where
kc is defined by Eq. (8).

For µ > 0 (cooperative interactions), the species spread spa-
tially and self-organize into two groups (in d = 1) with identi-
cal static pattern profiles (one group density is shifted by half
a period with respect to the other), similarly to what is shown
in Fig. 2(b). In d = 2 dimensions, group repulsion is also
found but the species may end up in a frustrated state. Indeed,
each species arranges in a triangular lattice but these lattices
repel each other. For 3 species only, the lattices do not overlap
because each species can occupy the nodes of a different tri-
angular lattice, see Fig. 4(a). Once a fourth species is added,
the new triangular lattice of this species is repelled by the 3
others. As the number of species increases, the frustration en-
hances the apparition of topological defects that suppress the
long-range translational and rotational orders, see Fig. 4(b).
In Fig. 2(d), we display the average density of species in this
frustrated system.

The drastic change of behavior as µ changes sign is the sig-
nature of a phase transition. We relate the transition in the
patterns to a transition in the spectrum of the matrix RW .

We sketch the argument below. For σ = 0, when µ < 0 the
minimum eigenvalue of the matrix RW is −1 and is of mul-
tiplicity 1, while for µ ≥ 0, λmin(RW ) = 1/(µ − 1) and
is of multiplicity (N − 1), as detailed in Appendix D. The
value µ = 0 corresponds to the outlier crossing the edge of
the bulk of the spectrum (although degenerate for σ = 0), a
second-order transition referred to as the Baik–Ben Arous-
Péché (BBP) transition [42]. Focusing on the case µ < 0, one
can show that the eigenvector related to the outlier eigenvalue
−1 isR(1, . . . ,1)⊺ = 1

1−µ(1, . . . ,1)
⊺. The functionM(x, t) is

then given by 1
N
(1, ...,1)⊺ρ(x, t), the projection of the den-

sity vector ρ(x, t) on the only unstable direction (1, . . . ,1)⊺
that destabilizes all the species in the same direction. The
species finally align and the only dynamically relevant equa-
tion is indeed the equation of the mean M(x, t). For µ > 0,
there is no longer a unique unstable direction, and all the dy-
namically relevant directions (and equations) are to be consid-
ered, which translates in the PDE solution into several groups
of interacting patterns.

It may appear paradoxical that the species split in several
families when interactions are cooperative, while they overlap
when they compete. We rationalize this behavior a posteriori
when we compare the interaction radius δ of the kernel (here a
step) to the period of the patterns λp. In particular, focusing in
d = 1 for simplicity, we have δ < λp < 2δ, which means that a
species, labeled A, that condenses at the maximum density of
the patterns of a second one, labeled B, will not interact with
the other density peaks of the speciesB, a favorable situations
when species compete. Shifting the settlement of species A
by half of a period allows the species A to interact with two
density peaks of B, beneficial for abundances when interac-
tions are cooperative. The phenomenon described here is pos-
sible because the kernel somehow weights distant interactions
as relevant as local ones, which is tightly related to the fact
that its Fourier transform has negative values. And indeed,
we have checked that this behavior is recovered with other
kernels whose Fourier transforms display negative values. Fi-
nally, taking a nonzero σ such that an outlier eigenvalue can
still exist in the spectrum should not change the global picture
of the pattern transition. This is the subject of the next section.

B. Expansion close to σ = 0

1. Case µ < 0: instability from the outlier eigenvalue

What is the level of dispersion in the interactions for which
the patterns are stable? We have shown in the previous para-
graph that for σ = 0, one can recover the nonlocal F-KPP
equation satisfied by the mean M(x, t). At the onset of
patterning, we have shown that the solution M⋆(x) is spa-
tially oscillating with wavenumber kc, and that the patterns
are static and stable. Our goal is now to expand for σ small
but nonzero.

We start back from Eqs. (11) and (15), and we rescale
σ → σ′/

√
logN , such that the quantity σmax1≤i≤N ni stays

of order 1, and the critical line in parameter space (σ′, α) is
not collapsing on the y axis in the limit N →∞. In that limit,
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the variance of the distribution of fixed points goes to zero,
and the mean is M = 1/(1−µ). We are going to expand close
to the M⋆(x) solution. We have for some random species
ρ(x, t):

ρ(x, t) =M⋆
(x) +

σ′
√
logN

ψ(x, t), (18)

with ψ(x, t) a species dependent field. We use the fact that
M⋆(x) is solution of (17), and retaining leading order terms
in the DMFT equation yields

∂tψ(x, t) =D∇
2ψ(x, t)

+ ψ(x, t)Kδ ∗ (1 −M
⋆
(x) + µM⋆

(x))

+M⋆
(x)Kδ ∗ (−ψ(x, t) + η(x, t)) .

(19)

The DMFT noise η(x, t), that satisfies ⟨η(x, t)η(x′, t′)⟩ =
⟨ρ(x, t)ρ(x′, t′)⟩, needs simply to be evaluated to leading or-
der. The correlation now reads

⟨η(x, t)η(x′, t′)⟩ = ⟨M⋆
(x)M⋆

(x′)⟩ +O (σ) (20)
=M⋆

(x)M⋆
(x′), (21)

to leading order. The correlation is no longer a function of t
and t′, so it is constant in time. In space, the correlation is
now factorized, which means that the covariance matrix is of
rank 1. Hence, the noise η(x, t → ∞), that is Gaussian, is
now deterministic, once η(x = 0, t →∞) given. We drop the
time dependence and we have

η(x) =
η(0)

M⋆(0)
M⋆
(x) ≡ ξM⋆

(x), (22)

with ξ a Gaussian random variable of mean 0 and variance 1.
Injecting in Eq. (19), we have

∂tψ(x, t) =D∇
2ψ(x, t)

+ ψ(x, t)Kδ ∗ (1 −M
⋆
(x) + µM⋆

(x))

+M⋆
(x)Kδ ∗ (−ψ(x, t) + ξM

⋆
(x)) ,

(23)

which accepts ψ(x, t) = ξM⋆(x) as a static solution. We are
now able, using Eq. (18), to give an explicit formula for the
density profiles close to σ = 0:

ρ(x) =M⋆
(x)(1 +

σ′
√
logN

ξ) . (24)

We have thus explicitly shown that the patterns survive a small
amount of disorder in the interaction. Moreover, the density
fields of the different species are all proportional to the mean
profile M⋆(x), and the dispersion around this profile M⋆ is
Gaussian with variance σ′/

√
logN = σ. Interestingly enough,

this result holds even for α ≪ αc, i.e. far from the onset
of patterns, as shown in Fig. 5, where the amplitude of the
patterns is of the same order as the mean density. Finally,
although the system may display a time oscillating behavior
and traveling waves, the prediction of such features is out of
the scope of the present study, since they occur for larger σ
and for which the noise η can no longer be simplified as it has
been here.

0 8 16 24 32
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0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

ρ
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ρi(0)/M ?(0)
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20

40
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FIG. 5. (a) A few density profiles (color lines), and mean profile
M⋆(x) (black dashed line). (b) Rescaled distribution of abundances
ρi(0)/M⋆(0) that fits the predicted Gaussian distribution of mean
1 and variance σ, see Eq. (24). Parameters: σ = 0.01, µ = −0.1,
γ = −0.7, δ = 4, D = 0.15, N = 500, system size L = 32, number
of gridpoints Lgrid = 200. We checked that identical results are
obtained for γ = 0 and γ = 0.7, which confirms that γ does not play
a role to leading order in σ.

2. Case µ > 0: instability from the edge of the bulk

In that case, at σ = 0, the system splits into two families
(for d = 1) of periodic fields Ma(x) and Mb(x), of spatial
periodicity λp, and that satisfy

0 =D∇2Ma(x, t)

+Ma(x)Kδ ∗ [1 −Ma(x) + µ
Ma(x) +Mb(x)

2
]

(25)

0 =D∇2Mb(x, t)

+Mb(x)Kδ ∗ [1 −Mb(x) + µ
Ma(x) +Mb(x)

2
] ,

(26)

with, in addition,Ma(x+λp/2) =Mb(x). The density profile,
that is a random variable, can be written

ρ⋆(x∣Zi) = ZiMa(x) + (1 −Zi)Mb(x), (27)

with Zi ∈ {0,1}, a random variable that satisfies∑iZi = N/2
exactly, according to the PDE solutions. The Zi are thus cor-
related but the correlation vanishes in the N →∞ limit.

We now look at a small σ expansion. The density is ex-
panded as ρ(x, t) = ρ⋆(x) + σψ(x, t). The constraints on the
noise correlation reads

⟨η(x, t)η(x′, t′)⟩ = ⟨ρ(x, t)ρ(x′, t′)⟩ (28)

=
Ma(x)Ma(x

′) +Mb(x)Mb(x
′)

2
+O(σ).

(29)

Since the noise is Gaussian, the covariance matrix of rank 2
fully determines the noise, which is then given by

η(x) =
ξaMa(x) + ξbMb(x)

√
2

, (30)

with ξa, ξb independent Gaussian random variables of mean
0 and variance 1. One can show that the stationary solution
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FIG. 6. Intertwined fields Ma(x) (black dashed line) and Mb(x)
(dotted-dashed line), and a few density profiles (color lines) dis-
tributed around them. Parameters: σ = 0.001, µ = 0.4, γ = 0,
δ = 4, D = 0.30, N = 500, system size L = 32, number of gridpoints
Lgrid = 200. The number of species closely distributed around Ma

is exactly N/2. We checked that identical results are obtained for
other values of γ, which confirms that γ does not play a role to lead-
ing order in σ.

for ψ(x) is not a simple linear combination of the two fields
Ma and Mb, but rather involves nonlocal operators. As such,
the stationary solution cannot be obtained explicitly. It has
nonetheless the same flavor as the µ < 0 case, where each
species follows one of the two master densities Ma of Mb, as
displayed in Fig. 6. In particular, the variance of the Gaussian
distribution of abundances around each of the master densities
Ma(x) and Mb(x) is now space dependent.

C. Larger values of σ

As the heterogeneity increases, mean cooperation or com-
petition are lost in the noise of interactions with other species.
As long as the instability at finite wavelength comes from
the outlier eigenvalue of RW , species’ patterns are in phase
close to the instability onset. Their amplitudes can be strongly
spread however. When the outlier eigenvalue is absorbed by
the bulk, patterns no longer share the same phase. The transi-
tion between the two regimes is given in Appendix D, and is
summarized in Fig. 7 where the prediction of the outlier and
the bulk minimum eigenvalue are compared.

V. CONCLUSION

Let us summarize what we have achieved in this paper.
Starting from a spatially-extended ecosystem of generalized
Lotka-Volterra type where interactions between species are
random but possibly correlated, we have computed the cri-
terion for the loss of stability of the spatially homogeneous
ecosystem. The instability at finite wavelength cannot develop
if the Fourier transform of the interaction kernel is positive for

0.0 0.5
σ

−4

−2

0

λ
m

in

(a)

Peaks
in phase

−5.0 −2.5
µ

−3

−2

−1

0

λ
m

in

(b)

FIG. 7. Comparison between true minimal eigenvalue (×), the pre-
diction λbulk

min (△), and the prediction of the outlier (▽). Here,
N = 1000, γ = 0.7, µ = −2 in (a) and σ = 0.5 in (b). Taking α
such that patterns develop at the onset of instability, we observe den-
sity peaks in phase in the yellow shaded area, and dispersion of the
phase in the red shaded area.

all Fourier modes. The stability criterion depends on the most
abundant species and can be captured by the ratio D/δ2, that
measures how far species diffuse in one generation with re-
spect to the interspecies interaction range. If species move
fast enough, the system remains homogeneous. As the ho-
mogeneous phase loses its stability, the stationary patterned
profiles are solutions of a nonlocal F-KPP equation. In addi-
tion, we have identified a BBP transition at the linear stability
level that translates in a transition in the stationary state, where
nonlinear terms are relevant. Expanding in the heterogeneity
level parameter close to the patterned state, we have shown
that an explicit solution of the DMFT equation could still be
obtained in the stationary regime.

From a theoretical point of view, our work suggests that
combining approaches from active matter systems, theoreti-
cal ecology and disordered systems is a promising path to un-
veil salient features of the spatial organization of interacting
species. In our work, we have mainly focused on the behav-
ior at long times in a closed environment. The dynamics of
spreading of the species in an unbounded domain remains to
be explored. We have also discarded the noise coming from
the spatial diffusion and the one coming from population dy-
namics, that should ultimately be considered to understand the
invasion and the extinction of species. Experimentally, the dy-
namics of many interacting bacterial strains start to be scruti-
nized at the lab [43–45], and new experiments with genetically
engineered strains, in the spirit of [46], offer a way to test the
mechanism we have pinpointed that lead to pattern formation.
In natural habitats, experiments are difficult to carry out, but
data of quality are progressively obtained by means of envi-
ronmental DNA [47, 48]. Accurate maps on the repartition
of species offer a new way to test predictions based on the
complex system approaches [49].
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Appendix A: Generalization to non-feasible ecosystems

In general, given the interaction matrix W , for large N or
for large σ, it is possible to show that species extinction nec-
essary occurs [17]. The system is then said to be non-feasible.
The results from the section III B might differ in this situation.
We address this question below.

We consider a system that has undergone species extinction
and we want to know if the final homogeneous state is stable
with respect to spatial perturbation of the species abundances.
The perturbation affects all the species, surviving ones as well
as extinct ones (this can be justified if one allows species to
migrate into the considered domain). For clarity, we reorder
the species indices, such that, by denoting Ns(≤ N) the num-
ber of surviving species, we have i ∈ {1, . . . ,Ns}which refers
to surviving species while i > Ns will refer to extinct species.
At the same time, we reorder the interaction matrix and we
denote by Y the new interaction matrix that can be cast with
4 blocks:

Y = (
YS→S YE→S
YS→E YE→E

) , (A1)

with YS→S refers to the interactions of surviving species
on other surviving species, YE→E the interactions of extinct
species on extinct ones, and YS→E the interactions of sur-
viving species on extinct ones. In particular, the blocks
YS→S and YE→E are square matrices of size Ns × Ns and
(N − Ns) × (N − Ns), respectively. Considering a pertur-
bation ψ(x, t) = (ψ1, . . . , ψN)

⊺, the linearized dynamics of
Eq. (1) reads

∂tψ̂i = −Dk
2ψ̂i + niK̂δ(k)

N

∑
j=1

Yijψ̂j + (1 +
N

∑
j=1

Yijnj)ψ̂i,

(A2)

where now one has to be careful of the fact that for i > Ns,
ni = 0. In a compact form, one can write

∂tψ̂ = (−Dk
2I +U)ψ̂, (A3)

with the matrix U given by

U = (
K̂δ(k)RsYS→S K̂δ(k)RsYE→S

0 Diag(1 +∑
Ns

j=1 Yijnj)i extinct
) ,

(A4)

and Rs is the diagonal matrix of size Ns ×Ns with elements
ni > 0, the positive abundances of the surviving species. The
stability is then determined by the spectrum of the operator
−Dk2I + U . In particular, since U is block upper triangular,
its spectrum is the union of the spectrum of K̂δ(k)RsYS→S

and the spectrum of DE ≡ Diag(1 + ∑
Ns

j=1 Yijnj). It turns
out that the eigenvalues of DE are all necessarily negative
since the extinct species have all died out dynamically in
the homogeneous system by construction. The destabiliza-
tion of the ecosystem can only come from the spectrum of
K̂δ(k)RsYS→S . The work [22] has addressed the question
of the boundaries of the spectrum of RsYS→S . Let us then
discuss the stability depending on the sign of the kernel K̂δ:

(i) If K̂δ(k) ≥ 0 then λmax[−Dk
2I + U] = −Dk2 +

K̂δ(k)λmax[RsYS→S]. The matrix J ′ ≡ RsYS→S is referred
to as the reduced Jacobian in Ref. [22]. It turns out that the
leading eigenvalue (which is real) of the reduced Jacobian J ′
becomes positive exactly when the leading eigenvalue of the
reduced interaction matrix YS→S becomes positive. However,
as soon as λmax

Re (YS→S) > 0 the mode k = 0 diverges. In other
words, the reduced interaction matrix fully determines the sta-
bility in this case, and the spatially-extended system loses sta-
bility for the modes k → 0 exactly when the zero-dimensional
system loses stability. In this case we should not expect stable
regular spatial heterogeneities.

(ii) If for some k̃, one has K̂δ(k̃) ≤ 0, then λmax[−Dk̃
2I +

U] = −Dk̃2 + K̂δ(k̃)λmin[RsYS→S]. Using perturbation the-
ory like in the feasible ecosystem case, we find that one has

λmax[−Dk
2I +U] = −Dk̃2 + K̂δ(k̃)max

i
ni. (A5)

Again, the stability is set by the most abundant species.

Appendix B: Known results in the zero-dimensional case

We recall here the known results on the distribution of fixed
points and the system stability when d = 0, as it can be found
in [50, 51]. We consider a generalized Lotka-Volterra dynam-
ics in zero dimension

ṅi = ni(t)(1 − ni(t) +
N

∑
i=1
Aijnj(t) + hi(t)) , (B1)

where a perturbation field hi(t) has been introduced for con-
venience to compute the response to a perturbation on the
dynamics. Via the cavity method (sketched in the next sec-
tion) or via the generating functional analysis, one obtains the
DMFT equation. This equation pinpoints the role of 3 ob-
servables that self-consistently determine the dynamics. We
define the mean abundance of the species

M(t) ≡ lim
N→∞

1

N

N

∑
i=1
ni(t), (B2)

the correlation of the species abundance,

C(t, t′) ≡ lim
N→∞

1

N

N

∑
i=1
ni(t)ni(t

′
), (B3)

and the response function

G(t, t′) ≡ lim
N→∞

1

N

N

∑
i=1

δni(t)

δhi(t′)
. (B4)
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Assuming that we lie in the region of parameters where the
system has converged to a stationary state, the final abundance
of a species is a random variable that we denote n⋆. The first
and the second moment of the n⋆ distribution are then de-
noted M = ⟨n⋆⟩⋆, q = ⟨n⋆

2
⟩⋆, and the static response func-

tion is denoted χ ≡ ∫
∞
0 G(τ)dτ . Defining Dz = dz√

2π
e−z

2/2,
one obtains χ, q and M as the solution of the self-consistent
equations:

χ =
1

1 − γσ2χ
∫

∆

−∞
Dz (B5)

M =
σ
√
q

1 − γσ2χ
∫

∆

−∞
(∆ − z)Dz (B6)

1 =
σ2

(1 − γσ2χ)2
∫

∆

−∞
(∆ − z)2Dz, (B7)

and ∆ = 1+µM
σ
√
q

. In Ref. [17], the distribution of fixed points is
computed and reads

n⋆ =
1 + µM + σ

√
qz

1 − γσ2χ
Θ(

1 + µM + σ
√
qz

1 − γσ2χ
) , (B8)

with Θ the Heaviside function and z a Gaussian random vari-
able of mean 0 and variance 1. The complete distribution of
n⋆ thus splits between the surviving species (of fraction ϕ)
with distribution p+(n⋆), and the extinct species of fraction
1 − ϕ.

Appendix C: Dynamical-mean-field theory equations

In the main text, the phase diagram has been obtained using
perturbation analysis, valid only at order 1 in σ. We have
also used results from dynamical-mean field theory obtained
in zero dimension [17]. In what follows we will generalize
the DMFT equation in dimension d ≥ 1 and see what one can
deduce from this set of self-consistent equations.

1. Sketch of the derivation for the DMFT equations

We derive the DMFT equations via the cavity method [52].
A new species in the system is considered as a perturbation
of existing dynamics. Interactions between species are then
interpreted as coming from a fluctuating bath. A set of an infi-
nite number of deterministic equations simplifies into a single
stochastic equation describing the density of a typical repre-
sentative species in our system. We refer the reader to [53]
where similar derivations are carried out in a pedestrian way.
Starting from our set of N equations describing the evolution
of N species,

∂tρi(x, t) =D∇
2ρi(x, t)

+ ρi(x, t)Kδ ∗ (1 +
N

∑
j=1

Wijρj(x, t) + hi(x, t))

(C1)

and we introduced an auxiliary field hi(x, t), later set to zero,
that provides the response and correlation functions necessary
to close the dynamics. We now follow the common steps of
the DMFT to obtain the self-consistent equation:
1. Let the ρi(x, t)i=1,...,N be solutions of the system (C1).
2. Add a new species, labeled with index 0, which follows a
similar dynamics:

∂tρ0(x, t) =D∇
2ρ0(x, t)

+ ρ0(x, t)Kδ ∗ (1 +
N

∑
j=0

W0j ρ̃j(x, t)),
(C2)

where the ρ̃j(x, t) are the solutions of the dynamics that in-
cludes interactions with species 0.
3. For N large enough, the effect of a new species on the dy-
namics is small and can thus be treated via linear perturbation
theory. The perturbed trajectories are thus given by

ρ̃j(x, t) = ρj(x, t) +
N

∑
i=1
∫ dx′dt′χji(x,x′, t, t′)Wi0ρ0(x

′, t′),

(C3)

where χji(x,x′, t, t′) ≡
δρj(x,t)
δhi(x′,t′) denotes the response func-

tion.
4. We can insert Eq. (C3) into Eq. (C2) to obtain

∂tρ0(x, t) =D∇
2ρ0(x, t)

+ ρ0(x, t)Kδ ∗ [1 +A1(x, t) +A2(x, t)]
(C4)

with

A1(x, t) =
N

∑
j=0

W0jρj(x, t) (C5)

A2(x, t) =
N

∑
j=1

N

∑
i=1
W0j ∫ dx′dt′χji(x,x′, t, t′)Wi0ρ0(x

′, t′).

(C6)

5. This latter equation can simplify when using the correla-
tions between the matrix coefficients of W , invoking the cen-
tral limit theorem and neglecting terms scaling in O(N−1/2),
see [51].
6. We finally obtain the evolution equation of the density ρ0,
but since all species play a similar role, ρ0 encodes in fact the
“typical” behavior any species in the system. We thus drop
the index 0 and the evolution equation reads
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∂tρ(x, t) =D∇
2ρ(x, t) + ρ(x, t)Kδ ∗ (1 − ρ(x, t) + µM(x, t) + ση(x, t) + γσ

2
∫ dx′dt′χ(x,x′, t, t′)ρ(x′, t′)) , (C7)

where M(x, t) = ⟨ρ(x, t)⟩⋆, η(x, t) is a Gaussian noise with
space and time correlation

⟨η(x, t)η(x′, t′)⟩⋆ = ⟨ρ(x, t)ρ(x′, t′)⟩⋆ (C8)

and the response function

χ(x,x′, t, t′) =
1

σ
⟨
δρ(x, t)

δη(x′, t′)
⟩
⋆
. (C9)

The average ⟨⋅⟩⋆ is taken over several realizations of the com-
plete dynamics (1).

2. Fixed points and stability analysis

There are a priori two kinds of fixed points in the DMFT:
homogeneous fixed points, denoted n⋆ and non-homogeneous
ones, ρ⋆(x). Looking for homogeneous fixed points is equiv-
alent to finding the ones from the zero-dimensional model,
already presented in Appendix B.

On the other hand, we can find necessary conditions to the
existence of a spatially dependent stationary state ρ(x). Such
a state would indeed solve the time-independent version of
Eq. (C7), and one solution has been obtained for small σ and
µ < 0. Determining the stability of such solutions via a DMFT
linear stability analysis cannot be performed easily because of
products of space-dependent fields that hinder modes diago-
nalization via Fourier transforms. Nonetheless, we suggest to
follow a general path to assess state stability and will refine
hypotheses later.

A natural procedure to assess the stability is to per-
turb the system with a multiplicative Gaussian white noise
ϵρ(x, t)ξ(x, t) (with ϵ → 0) such that the perturbed dynam-
ics still satisfies ρ(x, t) > 0. One then computes the power
spectrum of the field that is continuously kicked away from
the fixed points by the excitations. As we expect to stay close
to the fixed point solution, we write ρ and η as

ρ(x, t) = ρ⋆(x) + ψ(x, t) (C10)
η(x, t) = η⋆(x) + ν(x, t), (C11)

with ∥ψ∥, ∥ν∥ ∼ O(ϵ), ⟨ψ(x, t)⟩ξ,ν = 0, ⟨ν(x, t)⟩ξ,ν = 0,
⟨ξ(x, t)⟩ξ = 0, and the self-consistent correlation relations

⟨ρ⋆(x)ρ⋆(x′)⟩⋆ = ⟨η⋆(x)η⋆(x′)⟩⋆ (C12)
⟨ψ(x, t)ψ(x′, t′)⟩ξ,ν = ⟨ν(x, t)ν(x′, t′)⟩ξ,ν , (C13)

where averaging over the white noise ξ, the DMFT noise ν
and the distribution of fixed points ρ⋆ is indicated by the in-
dices of the brackets. A step-by-step treatment of the different

terms can be found in the lecture notes of Galla, see [51]. Re-
taining leading order terms in Eq. (C7) leads to linear equa-
tions for ψ(x, t). In particular, close to the identically zero
fixed points ρ⋆(x) ≡ 0, one obtains

∂tψ(x, t) =D∇
2ψ(x, t) + ψ(x, t)(1 + µM + σ

√
qη⋆).

(C14)

We note first that the perturbations around the identically (flat)
zero fixed point vanish. Indeed in Fourier space the relaxation
rate of a Fourier mode reads −Dk2+(1+µM +σ

√
qη⋆), with

(1+µM +σ
√
qη⋆) < 0 since ρ⋆ = 0 from the truncated Gaus-

sian distribution in (B8). On the other hand, the fluctuations
around a non-zero fixed point satisfy

∂tψ(x, t) =D∇
2ψ(x, t)

+ ρ⋆(x)Kδ ∗ ( − ψ(x, t) + σν(x, t) + ϵξ(x, t)

+ γσ2
∫ dt′dx′χ(x,x′, t, t′)ψ(x′, t′)).

(C15)

A comprehensive study of this equation with a space depen-
dent fixed point ρ⋆(x)would be out of the scope of the present
work. In the following we will focus on the perturbations
around homogeneous nonzero fixed points. Close to a ho-
mogeneous state of density n⋆, the dynamics (C15) in Fourier
space reads

iωψ̂(k,ω) = −Dk2ψ̂(k,ω) + n⋆K̂δ(k)

× ( − ψ̂(k,ω) + σν̂(k,ω) + ϵξ̂(k,ω)

+ γσ2χ̂(k,ω)ψ̂(k,ω)),

(C16)

which, after factorizing, yields

ψ̂(k,ω) =
σν̂(k,ω) + ϵξ̂(k,ω)

iω+Dk2
n⋆K̂δ(k) + 1 − γσ

2χ̂(k,ω)
. (C17)

The power spectrum is obtained by taking the modulus
squared and the average over the independent noises ξ, DMFT
noise ν, and realizations of fixed point n⋆. In particular, the
contributions to the spectrum from the n⋆ = 0 vanishes, which
explicitly writes

⟨∣ψ(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν,⋆ =∫ dn⋆[p+(n⋆) + (1 − ϕ)δ(n⋆)]

× ⟨∣ψ(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν

(C18)

=∫ dn⋆p+(n⋆)⟨∣ψ(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν (C19)

≡⟨∣ψ(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν,⋆+. (C20)
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Using now the independence of ξ, ν and n⋆, and using
Eq. (C13), one obtains

⟨∣ψ̂(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν,⋆+ =
ϵ2H(k,ω)

1 − σ2H(k,ω)
, (C21)

with

H(k,ω) = ⟨∣
iω +Dk2

n⋆K̂δ(k)
+ 1 − γσ2χ̂(k,ω)∣

−2
⟩

⋆+
, (C22)

and we check that for K̂δ(k) = 0, the power spectrum remains
finite. The solution to ⟨∣ψ̂(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν,⋆+ →∞ reads

H(k,ω) =
1

σ2
. (C23)

We now take the ω → 0 limit to probe the behavior of the
spectrum at long times, and we will denote H(k) ≡H(k,ω =
0), and χ̂(k) ≡ χ̂(k,ω = 0), which is real. We check that
taking the k → 0 limit yields back the power spectrum of the
zero-dimensional case investigated in [16, 17, 50], that reads

⟨∣ψ̂(0,0)∣2⟩ξ,ν,⋆+ =
ϵ2ϕ

[1 − γσ2χ̂(0)]2 − ϕσ2
, (C24)

and which diverges when one has ϕσ2 = (1 − γσ2χ)2, with
χ = χ̂(k = 0). Keeping the mode k dependence, the onset of
instability of the system is the manifold on which the power

spectrum starts diverging. The condition d⟨∣ψ̂(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν,⋆+
dk

∣kc =

0 yields the fastest growing mode and reads

ϵ2
H ′(kc)

[1 − σ2H(kc)]2
= 0, (C25)

with

H ′(k) = −2 ⟨

2Dk

n⋆K̂δ(k) −
Dk2K̂′δ(k)
n⋆K̂2

δ
(k) − γσ

2χ̂′(k)

J(n⋆, k)3
⟩
⋆+
, (C26)

and where we defined

J(n⋆, k) =
Dk2

n⋆K̂δ(k)
+ 1 − γσ2χ̂(k). (C27)

Equation (C26) can be further simplified. Indeed, through
Eq. (C17), we have, by definition of the response function,

χ̂(k,ω) = ⟨
∂ψ(k,ω)

∂[ϵξ̂(k,ω)]
⟩

⋆
(C28)

= ∫

∞

0

[p+(n⋆) + (1 − ϕ)δ(n⋆)]dn⋆
iω+Dk2
n⋆K̂δ(k) + 1 − γσ

2χ̂(k,ω)
. (C29)

By taking the derivative with respect to k in Eq. (C29) (and
taking ω → 0), one obtains

χ̂′(k) =
⎛

⎝

2Dk

K̂δ(k)
−
Dk2K̂ ′δ(k)

K̂2
δ (k)

⎞

⎠
⟨

1

n⋆J(n⋆, k)2
⟩
⋆

×
1

1 + ⟨ γσ2

J(n⋆,k)2 ⟩⋆

.

(C30)

Injecting this expression in Eq. (C26), we find thatH ′(kc) = 0
only if kc solves 2 = kcK̂ ′δ(kc)/K̂δ(kc). We thus recover here
the condition of Eq. (8) on the critical mode that we obtained
from the linear stability analysis conducted in Section III B.
Finally using a mean-field approximation in Eq. (C29), we
find that χ̂(k) is a root of a second-degree polynomial, which
leads to

χ̂(k) =
1 + Dk2

MK̂δ(k) +
√

(1 + Dk2

MK̂δ(k))
2
− 4γσ2

2γσ2
. (C31)

This expression can then be injected into H(k) in order to
solve the instability criterion H(k) = 1/σ2.

We now examine the case where K̂δ can be negative and
we focus on the fastest growing mode k = kc, for which
K̂δ(kc) < 0 necessarily. One would like to assess the expec-
tation H(kc), but one notices that there is a pole n⋆pole(k) =

− Dk2

K̂δ(k)[1−γσ2χ̂(k)] in the integrand of H(k) that leads to di-
vergence of H(k) as soon as the support of the distribution of
n⋆ intercepts it. In addition, since H(k0) = 0 for modes k0
that satisfy K̂δ(k0) = 0, the function k ↦ H(k) is surjective
on R+, hence there exists a mode k such that Eq. (C23) is sat-
isfied, yielding the divergence of the power spectrum for that
mode. In other words, the system is always unstable when the
number of species N goes to infinity, in line with our findings
of Section III C.

To avoid the trivial divergence of the dynamics, we finally
consider a large but finite system (1 ≪ N < ∞), and it is in-
teresting to restrict the integration bound on n⋆ to the highest
abundance that can be obtained from N draws on the fixed
point distribution. Denoting by n⋆max = max1≤i≤N n⋆i , we de-
fine

HN(k,n
⋆
max) = ∫

n⋆max

0

dn⋆p+(n⋆)

( Dk2

n⋆K̂δ(k) + 1 − γσ
2χ̂(k))

2
. (C32)

If n⋆max < infk n
⋆
pole(k), thenHN(k,n

⋆
max) remains finite and

is maximal for k = kc, see Eq. (C25). Hence we have

HN(k,n
⋆
max) ≤HN(kc, n

⋆
max), (C33)

and the power spectrum ⟨∣ψ(k,ω)∣2⟩ξ,ν,⋆ diverges as soon as

1

σ2
=HN(kc, n

⋆
max). (C34)

This equation can be solved numerically to recover the tran-
sition line in parameter space (α,σ,µ, γ,N), see Fig. 1. The
agreement between the DMFT and the perturbation theory is
remarkable.

Appendix D: Exact results from random matrix theory

In the presence of the interaction kernel Kδ , we have seen
that the stability of the ecosystem is determined by the min-
imal eigenvalue of the matrix RW = R(−I + A). We are
computing this minimal eigenvalue in what follows.
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We first write the matrix in the following way,

RW = −R +
σ
√
N
RZ −

µ

N
R +

µ

N
Ruu⊺, (D1)

with (Z)ij = zij and uu⊺ the matrix filled of 1, and such that
it is clear that the effect of µ is that of a rank one perturbation
in the N →∞ limit.

Consider first the case σ = 0. The species are all equivalent,
and R = diag(M, . . . ,M), with M = 1/(1 − µ) + O(1/N).
The spectrum RW can be computed analytically, and the
eigenvalues are simply

λ(RW ) = {−1,−M, . . . ,−M} +O(1/N). (D2)

This means that asymptotically we have N − 1 eigenvalues
equal to −M and one eigenvalue equal to −1. Therefore, the
minimum depends on the sign of µ,

λmin = {
−1 for µ < 0
1
µ−1 for µ > 0. (D3)

The general case will behave in a similar way. It is useful
to first consider the case σ > 0, and µ = 0. We will generalize
to the case µ ≠ 0 later.

We introduce the resolvent for the matrix RW ,

G(z) = (zI −RW )−1, (D4)

and its trace,

g(z) =
1

N
TrG(z) =

1

N

N

∑
i=1
Gii(z) (D5)

The function g(z) encodes the information about the eigen-
values of RW in its poles. We will approximate it by means
of the cavity method. Using the Schur complement formula,
we have

Gii(z) =
1

z + ni − niσ2 1
N ∑jk zijzkinkG

(i)
jk (z)

, (D6)

where G(i) is the resolvent for the matrix RW with row and
column i removed. Using the Schur complement a second
time we can write an equations for it as well,

G
(i)
jj (z) =

1

z + nj − njσ2 1
N ∑kℓ zjkzℓjnℓG

(i,j)
kℓ (z)

(D7)

In the large N limit we can use the statistical properties of
the zij variables and assume statistical properties of will be
independent of the removed site, G(i)(z) ≈ G(0)(z), giving

1

N
∑
jk

zijzkinkG
(i)
jk (z) Ð→N≫1

γg(0)(z) (D8)

where

g(0)(z) =
1

N
∑
j

njG
(0)
jj (z). (D9)

Plugging this back in (D6), we get

g(z) =
1

N

N

∑
i=1

1

z + ni − niγσ2g(0)(z)
. (D10)

In order to write a self-consistent equation for g(0)(z) we as-
sume statistical equivalence between G(i) and G(i,j), which
should hold in the largeN limit, combining this with (D7) and
(D9) we write down the following equation,

g(0)(z) =
1

N

N

∑
i=1

ni
z + ni − niγσ2g(0)(z)

. (D11)

We can immediately see that for 0 ≤ σ ≪ 1, g(z) can be
approximated with

g(z) ≈
1

N
∑
i

1

z + ni
, (D12)

and the poles are all simply located at the values −ni. Since
we are interested in the minimum eigenvalue of RW , we can
see it has to be associated with nmax =maxi ni, giving λmin =

−nmax.
Now assume that for moderate σ, the minimum eigenvalue

is real and just slightly perturbed, λmin = −nmax −∆, we can
write down the equation for ∆ assuming it is associated with
a new pole, g(−nmax −∆) =∞,

∆ = −nmaxγσ
2g(0)(−nmax −∆) (D13)

While (D11) and (D13) constitute a well-defined system of
equations for g(0) and ∆, we can proceed further analytically
if we perform a mean-field approximation for g(0)(z),

g
(0)
mf (z) =

n̄

z + n̄ − n̄γσ2g
(0)
mf (z)

, (D14)

where n̄ = 1
N ∑i ni. This function has a simple analytical

form,

g
(0)
mf (z) =

z + n̄ +
√
(z + n̄)2 − 4n̄2γσ2

2n̄γσ2
. (D15)

Note that we have precisely recovered the response function
obtained in Eq. (C31), if one sets z = Dk2/K̂δ(k). Using
(D15) with (D13) we can derive

∆ = −
nmax

2
+
nmax

2

√

1 +
4Mγσ2

nmax −M
, (D16)

where we have used the fact n̄ =M for large N by definition
of M . All in all, the minimal eigenvalue reads

λmin = −nmax

⎛

⎝

1

2
+
1

2

√

1 +
4Mγσ2

nmax −M

⎞

⎠
. (D17)

Comparison with the order 0 perturbation theory is displayed
in Fig. 8 where the full spectrum of the matrix RW is com-
puted for various σ, γ and µ. There, the matrix R is ob-
tained from running the 0-dimensional Lotka-Volterra dynam-
ics given by W . Hence, the matrices R and W are not inde-
pendent, but assuming they are is indeed a very good approx-
imation.
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FIG. 8. Eigenvalues in complex plane of the matrix RW = R(−I +
A) for different values of (σ,µ, γ), and predictions of the minimum
eigenvalue with the different approaches. (○) naive perturbation the-
ory yielding λmin = −nmax, (△) mean-field computation from the
cavity method on the resolvent matrix, and (▽) prediction of the out-
lier. Here N = 500.

For the outlier we can follow similar steps as in [54]. The
outlier eigenvalue should satisfy by definition det(λoutI −
RW ) = 0, which here writes

det[λoutI −R(−I +
σ
√
N
Z −

µ

N
I) −

µ

N
Ruu⊺] = 0 (D18)

If λout is outside of the bulk then we should have [λoutI −
R(−I + σ√

N
Z − µ

N
I)] invertible, giving

det[I −
µ

N
Ruu⊺G(λout)] = 0 (D19)

using Sylvester’s determinant theorem

1 −
µ

N
u⊺G(λout)Ru = 0 (D20)

where by definition we have

1

N
u⊺G(λout)Ru =

1

N
∑
ij

njGij(λout) (D21)

If we approximate by keeping only the diagonal terms when σ
is small and use definition (D9), we find the following equa-
tion for the outlier eigenvalue,

1 − µg(0)(λout) = 0 (D22)

Using the mean-field approximation, (D15), we find

λout = −1 +
γσ2

µ(1 − µ)
(D23)

Note that this formula uses both a mean-field and a diagonal
approximation, but the outlier is properly predicted for large
values of µ and σ, as shown in Fig. 7. Also, the formula is no
longer valid if ∣µ∣ ≪ σ2. Finally equating the outlier eigen-
value and the minimum eigenvalue of the bulk obtained in
Eq. (D17) yields the approximated frontier of the BBP transi-
tion.
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