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Abstract

Models relating to the Species-Area curve are usually defined at the species level, and concerned

only with ecological timescales. We examine an individual-based model of co-evolution on a spatial

lattice based on the Tangled Nature model, and show that reproduction, mutation and dispersion by

diffusion in an interacting system produces power-law Species-Area Relations as observed in ecological

measurements at medium scales. We find that co-evolutionary habitats form, allowing high diversity

levels in a spatially homogenous system, and these are maintained for exponentially increasing time

when increasing system size.

1 Introduction

The number of species in a given region is a prod-
uct of the evolutionary history of speciation, ex-
tinction and migration to that region. A model
that hopes to capture the essence of why species
area curves form in the way that they do must en-
compass not just the regions occupied by species in
that area but also how species form, spread and
become extinct, a phenomenon that is currently
only understood at the level of individuals - al-
though non-evolutionary distribution models [1] ex-
ist at the species level. Neutral models [2, 3, 4]
provide a good match with observation, but rely
on the unrealistic assumption that all species are
equivalent and non-interacting and it is not yet un-
derstood why this level of accuracy is achieved.
Thus, we will discuss an interacting individual-
based model which incorporates both evolution and
large timescales for the construction of the Species-
Area Relation (SAR). We will show that species
form many ‘patches’, with patch sizes of all scales,
and that this automatically gives rise to power-law
like SARs. The time taken to reach an equilibrium
of a single patch diverges exponentially with area.

The relationship between the number of species
observed in an area and the area’s size is one of
the most basic questions in ecology but it is still
the subject of much debate. The number of species
found in an area could increase with area size sim-
ply because more individuals are counted, and the
form of this relation may be very different depend-
ing on the counting method used and details of
the area [5, 6]. For most measurement scales on
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non-island systems it seems that a power-law -
(diversity) ∝ (area)z - may be an accurate de-
scription, for the majority of fauna and flora types.
However, for other scales and for some data, other
forms have been successfully fit [7].

Previous work has generally ignored the effects
of the evolutionary history when considering species
distribution, which is a significant part of the mech-
anism constructing the observed SAR, as habitat
diversification may occur by co-evolution. For ex-
ample, if a single insect type becomes locally ex-
tinct at one of two otherwise identical habitats, to
a bird that relies on that insect the habitats are
very different and hence they are different to all
species competing with that bird and insect. In
this sense, habitats and niches are dynamic enti-
ties which may or may not vary in the absence of
geographical differences, and may effect the SAR.

There are many models available for addressing
the SAR but these usually address the question
from a time and evolution independent, species ori-
entated point of view [7]. As such, there is no ac-
count given for dynamics arising from individuals or
allowing for varying species number and properties
with time. This simplified ‘static’ ecosystem can
still give good insight into observed patterns, e.g.
Harte and collaborators [1] show that self-similarity
in the abundance of a species and fractal distribu-
tion patterns gives rise to a power-law SAR. This
idea is tested in [8] with real data from birds in
the Czech Republic, and it is shown that this av-
erage level of self similarity does appear to hold.
In neutral models patches of varying size also form
and produce the observed SAR, but it is unclear
whether in nature this is important relative to ge-
ographical variation in determining patch bound-
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aries. We allow for interactions and varying popu-
lations in an attempt to link neutral models to real
interacting systems, and show that co-evolutionary
habitats should be significant.
The model we will use in this paper is an ex-

tension to the Tangled Nature (TaNa) model, as
defined by Christensen et al. [9, 10]. The original
model has no spatial component, which we intro-
duce by running copies of the model concurrently
on a square lattice, allowing for interaction between
lattice-points by migration. The interaction be-
tween sites is therefore indirect, and the spatial as-
pect is discrete. However, we can easily compare
our results to that of the original model which has
stability properties known to be close to observed
systems [11, 10, 12].
We begin with a recap on the non-spatial Tan-

gled Nature model and its major features. Then
we detail our simple extension to the model intro-
ducing spatial dimensions using a square lattice of
models, comparing the results with real data.

2 Definition of the Model

We now define the Tangled Nature model. We will
be constructing the model on a periodic square lat-
tice of length X . Specific points on the lattice are
referred to by their co-ordinates (x, y). Each point
on the lattice may contain any number of individu-
als who, on any given time step, may migrate with
probability Pmove to a neighbouring lattice point
(our neighbourhood includes diagonals, and there-
fore is 8 lattice-points). On each lattice point we
run a TaNa summarised below and described in
[9, 10], with interaction between lattice points via
migration.
The Tangled Nature model represents individuals

as a vector Sα = (Sα
1 , S

α
2 , ..., S

α
L) in genotype space

S. The Sα
i take the values ±1, and we use L = 20

throughout. Each S
α string represents an entire

species with unique, uncorrelated interactions, i.e.
genotype space is coarse-grained. The small value
of L is necessary for computational reasons as all
organisms exist in potentia and have a designated
interaction with all other species.
We refer to individuals by Greek letters α, β, ... =

1, 2, ..., N(t) for a specific lattice point (x, y). Points
in genotype space are referred to as Sa,Sb, ..., and
many individuals (from any real-space location)
may belong to a point in genotype space S

a.
In the TaNa model, The ability of an individual

α to reproduce is controlled by H(Sα, t):

H(Sα, t) =
1

cN(t)
·

∑

S∈S

J(Sα,S)n(S, t)−µN(t) (1)

Where c is a control parameter, N(t) is the to-
tal number of individuals at time t and n(S, t) is
the number of individuals with genotype S at that
point. The interaction matrix J(Sα,S) represents
all possible couplings between all genotypes, each
generated randomly in the range (−1, 1), being non-
zero with probability Θ. Since the functional form
of J(Sa,Sb) does not affect the dynamics, provided
that it is non-symmetric with mean 0, we choose a
form of the interaction matrix that speeds compu-
tation [9]. In the spatial version, we use the same
S but allow the individuals to be located at a point
in space, such that α = α(x, y), N = N(x, y, t) and
n = n(x, y,S, t).
Reproduction occurs asexually, and on a success-

ful reproduction attempt a daughter organism is
produced which will be mutated with probability
pmut. When an individual is chosen for processing,
it will reproduce with probability:

poff(S
α, t) =

exp[H(Sα, t)]

1 + exp[H(Sα, t)]
∈ (0, 1) (2)

Each S
α
i is mutated (flipped from 1 to -1, or from

-1 to 1) with probability pmut. Thus mutations
are equivalent to moving to an adjacent corner of
the L-dimensional hypercube in genotype space, as
discussed in [9].
A time-step consists of choosing of a spatial lat-

tice point with probability proportional to the pop-
ulation of the lattice point N(x, y, t). Then an in-
dividual1 α is chosen randomly from that lattice
point.

• α is allowed to reproduce with probability prep.

• α is killed with probability pkill.

• If the killing attempt was unsuccessful, α is
moved to an adjacent lattice point with prob-
ability pmove. Thus the effective peffmove =
(1− pkill)pmove.

We define a generation as the amount of time
for all individuals to have been killed, on average,
once. For a stable population size, this is also the
time for all individuals to have reproduced once, on
average.

3 Behaviour of the model

We will first review the behaviour of an isolated
system, and then use this to help interpret the re-

1In previous versions a different individual was chosen
for reproduction and killing actions. Here we select only
one individual and process it for reproduction, killing and
movement for code efficiency reasons - above the level of
fluctuations the two methods are equivalent.
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sults on an X by X square lattice with periodic
boundary conditions.
Unless otherwise stated, the parameters used will

be: Θ = 0.25, c = 0.05, µ = 0.05, pmut = 0.01
and pkill = 0.1; see [9] for more details. These
are chosen to keep the population of the entire sys-
tem from exceeding about 30000, keeping compu-
tation to reasonable levels and allowing for averag-
ing. The population of a specific lattice point is
low compared with previous studies (around 300),
increasing the strength of stochastic effects - hence
the other parameters are chosen to cancel out this
effect to some degree.

3.1 The isolated TaNa model

We briefly review the behaviour of a single TaNa
model as given by [9, 11]. The model exhibits a
number of quasi-evolutionary stable strategies (q-
ESS’s) in which the frequency distribution in geno-
type space remains constant (with some small fluc-
tuations); these q-ESSs are also observed in differ-
ential equation style models [13]. We operate with
parameters that give a reasonable number of q-ESS
switches within the first 50000 generations - most
of the work analysing this region was done in [10].
During these q-ESSs, a number of genotypes (the
‘wildtypes’) are highly occupied - other genotypes
are only present due to mutation from the wild-
types, and are frequently eliminated by stochastic
events (see Figure 1). As our genotype space is
coarse-grained, these ‘sub-species’ do not inherit
interaction properties from a wildtype. Thus our
diversity measure is the ‘wildtype diversity’: sim-
ply the number of wildtypes in the system. Wild-
types are defined as genotypes with occupancy of
eight or greater. We have tested other diversity
measures such as the Shannon-Wiener Index and
our results are qualitatively the same regardless of
measure used, but these are primarily designed to
avoid sampling problems [14] and so are less rele-
vant to computer simulations.
In [11], it is shown that the average q-ESS length

increases with time, due to increasing stability in
the network of active interactions, increased popu-
lation size and hence increased diversity (as larger
populations are more likely to be stable to stochas-
tic fluctuations, and q-ESS interactions tend to be
positive). Note that these effects occur only on av-

erage - it is possible for the system to move to a less
stable, smaller population after a disordered phase,
and it is also not always true that higher popula-
tions are more stable (or more diverse), just that
they are on average.
More detail is available from [12], which focuses

on the network properties of the Tangled Nature
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Figure 1: Species abundance, or relative occupancy of points
in genotype space, averaged over all 50000 generations and 380
runs. There is a distinct difference between those genotypes
with occupancy less than about 6 and those with an occupancy
greater than 16, with only a very small amount in between, most
of which come from transition period species.

model, and [11] which looks at the time dependence
of many of the observables in the system. Similar
work by Zia and Rikvold [15, 16] deals with a sim-
plification of the non-spatial case. In both mod-
els the q-ESS wildtypes are characterised as dif-
ferent to transition period wildtypes because their
mutants do not interact favourably with the q-ESS
population, and so are suppressed.

3.2 The Tangled Nature Model on a

spatial lattice

Unlike the non-spatial version of the model, initial
conditions are relevant. All possible starting con-
figurations reduce to one of the following two initial
conditions:

1. Individuals are generated with a random geno-
type and placed on a random lattice point until
the total starting population is reached.

2. A single lattice point is allowed to evolve as
a separate system until a q-ESS is formed.
This q-ESS is copied to all other lattice points
to give a quasi-stable, identical initial starting
condition at all points.

As the initial q-ESS stability differs greatly, pro-
cedure 2 introduces a high stochastic variation re-
sulting in a (sometimes sharp, sometimes smooth)
diversity increase after an initial (possibly very
long) wait. After this time, the two procedures
are equivalent; hence in our analysis we shall con-
sider only initial random seeding, i.e. procedure 1.
We then allow the system to evolve for a long time
(40000 generations) before observation to allow an
ecology to form.
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Figure 2: (a) SAR Data for Hertfordshire plants taken from [7](Fig 2.2) plotted with simulated data, assuming 1 lattice-point
is a 0.4ha plot (Pmove = 0.025) evolved for 40000 generations. (b) Effects of changing system size, illustrating how the systems
diverge with time. The diversity decreases as an power-law, with an exponent that depends system size and pmove. The time
taken to expect only a single q-ESS state (i.e. for the diversity to reduce to 7) is 120MGen, 52MGen and 11MGen for 10x10, 9x9
and 8x8 systems respectively.

We now introduce a square spatial grid of length
X , each containing a TaNa model, and allow
the lattice-points to interact by migration; migra-
tion probability refers to the chance of moving to
any neighbouring site, chosen randomly from the
8 nearest neighbours, and we assume a periodic
boundary. Just this simple addition to the ba-
sic TaNa model gives rise to naturally occurring
Species-Area Relations, or SARs.

In this section we are mainly concerned with
calculating the SAR: the relationship between the
number of species found in an area and the size of
the area. We distinguish between the two size mea-
sures: the scale as the sub-area measurement of a
system with size X .

SARs come in many forms, depending on the
measuring system used. Specifically, quoting [5],
there are 3 main properties : “(1) the pattern
of quadrats or areas sampled (nested, contiguous,
noncontiguous, or island); (2) whether successively
larger areas are constructed in a spatially explicit
fashion or not; and (3) whether the curve is con-
structed from single values or mean values”. We
obtain nested, successive, mean value data. Thus,
for all scales, measurement squares are contained
within a larger scales’ measurement square, no
shapes other than square are considered and we are
averaging over all possible measuring squares from
a specific scale. [5] and [6] discuss the implications
for this.

Approximate SAR power-laws are often encoun-
tered in real systems at ‘medium’ scales: that is, for
areas that are smaller than the continent/land-mass
that they are found on, but large enough to ob-
tain a reasonable sample. Good examples are plant
species in Surrey, UK, ([7], page 9) or bird species

in the Czech Republic [8]. When looking at other
scales different SARs can be obtained; the distinc-
tion between scales is one that varies with environ-
ment and habitat types, and many functional forms
of SAR can be found somewhere. A general rule
(p277 of [7]) is that inter-provincial relations follow
power-law SARs with exponent larger than intra-
provincially; islands inside a province will also have
a larger exponent than the whole province itself
(thus having smaller diversities). A single run in
our model corresponds to a single isolated province
as it is spatially homogenous and self-contained.

Real systems have z-values between 0.15 and 0.4
depending on the details of the system [7]. Figure
2(a) illustrates real SAR data from Hertfordshire
plants and shows a sample simulation SAR. Both
describe a power-law as are they are linear in log-log
space, logS = z logA+logα, hence the slope of this
line (the z-value) is the major controlling factor in
how quickly diversity grows with area. For exam-
ple purposes, we have chosen the area of a lattice-
point arbitrarily as 0.4ha. However the true size of
a lattice-point in our model is not well defined as
the TaNa model implicitly assumes all species are
of equal spatial extension. Hence we are now con-
cerned only with the scaling relation: the form of
the SAR being close to a power-law and the value
of the exponent in that power-law.

As each run is a separate instance with its own
evolutionary history, the diversity and z-value vari-
ation between runs is high unless the size is much
larger than the species range; however, the power-
law rule holds for all instances.

The simulated data in Figure 2(a) has a slightly
reduced tail from the expected power-law values,
due to the finite area of the simulation. If we con-
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sider the diversity as a function of time (Figure
2(b)) then initially system size is independent of
the diversity per site as there has been no migra-
tion. As the communication in smaller systems is
relatively greater, the equilibration time is shorter
and diversity decreases more quickly, as illustrated
in Figure 2(b), with the periodic boundary causing
a diversity drop at large scales. The decrease with
time follows a power-law, with exponent that de-
creases in magnitude with increasing system size.
By holding a fixed system size (chosen to be the
maximum we can simulate with sufficient averag-
ing ability) and varying pmove as in Figure 3, we
can understand these cutoffs more fully.
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Figure 3: z-value calculated from the wildtype diversity eval-
uated between 40000 and 50000 generations, showing individual
z-values from runs (on a 10x10 lattice). Note from the standard
error that the variation is very high, and that the number of runs
that have z-values of near zero increases after pmove = 0.013.

Figure 3 shows the individual values of z for vary-
ing values of pmove together with the average. The
values are distributed about some mean, which de-
creases with increasing pmove, but at pmove = 0.12
we observe that one of the runs gives a near-zero
z-value, i.e. a constant SAR curve. With increas-
ing pmove the average patch size of each q-ESS in-
creases, and thus the probability of finding a patch
the size of the system increases. Thus if we wish to
model the average behaviour of an area the size of
Hertfordshire, we need to model the entire of Eng-
land and then throw away data from larger scales
than Hertfordshire. This is not just true in our
model - it is a real effect in nature as we must always
consider migration from outside of the desired area.
In non-evolutionary models, this is achieved by con-
sidering migration from a ‘pool’ of constant species
makeup [17] but in evolving systems the pool must
be modelled explicitly.
In the absence of geographical heterogeneity,

the number of co-evolutionary habitats (or more
strictly, the number of different q-ESS’s) will tend

towards one. The time taken depends on the total
area and can be very long indeed - 0.5MGen (mil-
lion generations) for the data from 2(a) (pmove =
0.025), increasing to 120MGen for the same size
plot with pmove = 0.01. Thus, z-value will decrease
with the time since a geographical area was defined,
and this decrease occurs on geographic and evo-
lutionary timescales. This extinction curve is ob-
served when climate change isolates mammals on
mountaintops surrounded by desert [7, 18], as diver-
sity on each mountaintop is initially equal (approx.
ten thousand years ago) but smaller mountaintops
have a faster diversity loss with time, leading to a
power-law SAR observed today.

In the Spatial TaNa model, illustrated in Figure
4, the spatial distribution of species is confined to a
contiguous patch. Non-contiguous patches are rare
and transient as patches are more easily invaded at
patch corners due to the positive self-reinforcement
of a q-ESS type in the centre. Species will generally
coexist with a specific set of other species, forming
fairly distinct q-ESS states of 3-8 species (shaded
regions). However, there are many cases where the
majority of q-ESS members remain constant but
one species is swapped out for another. Thus in
some cases there is a smooth transition spatially
between one q-ESS type and a completely different
q-ESS type, with many transients along the way
containing subsets of each (e.g. dense forest fading
to woodlands then to grassland). In other cases
the coexistence is more essential and there will be
a distinct line between one species set and another.

Figure 4: Spatial distribution of species on a small (5x5) pe-
riodic lattice after 50000 generations, with background shading
for each point representing the basic q-ESS members and sym-
bols representing all genotypes that do not completely fit into
a q-ESS category. Some of these genotypes are active in more
than one q-ESS state (e.g. black circle) and others operate in
subsets of a specific q-ESS state (e.g. grey triangle). All species
are located in contiguous lattice-points, and it is possible for
some patches to span the entire area.

5



In toroid geometry, any observations of greater
than half the total size are affected unaccountably
by the periodic boundary so we restrict conclusions
from scales less than X/2, which do appear to be
truly power law related (tested for up to X = 20).

4 Discussion

The Tangled Nature model on a spatial lattice re-
produces many of the observed features in real
systems without making any a-priori assumptions
about the nature of species spatial distributions, as
has always been required in previous non-neutral
models. Instead, the spatial distributions are al-
lowed to form naturally by co-evolution from sim-
ple rules applied only to individuals. Unfortunately,
the model is currently too computer intensive to al-
low simulation of the very large scales (and higher
migration rates) expected in real systems. How-
ever, a power law is clearly produced as a sim-
ple result of species forming patches of many sizes,
themselves the product of diffusive dispersion with
reproduction and mutation when local interaction
is permitted.

The addition of a spatial component increases the
importance of history to a simulation run. The sys-
tem has a ‘memory’ in the average logarithmic de-
crease in diversity: although it is possible for diver-
sity to increase through q-ESS transitions by enter-
ing a previously unseen q-ESS state it is more likely
to enter a state corresponding to one of the neigh-
bouring sites. The average stability of the system
grows with time, but all q-ESS states are vulnera-
ble to invasion from mutation or migration from an-
other q-ESS state, and hence diversity may increase
at any time. The world is constantly changing on
geological timescales - which means the interaction
strengths in our model would also change - hence
dominant q-ESS states will become destabilised,
balancing re-population with extinction events.

There appears to be a ‘correlation length’ (an
average distance over which a single species is still
likely to be found) for the system, that increases
logarithmically in time with speed related to pmove.
When the correlation length is significantly smaller
than the system size, then the system is ‘self-
averaging’. As spatial scales approach the lattice
size, this averaging is lost and artifacts due to small
lattice size become more prominent, causing the
possibility of a single q-ESS type dominating.

The spatial Tangled Nature model links neutral
ecology [2, 3, 19, 20] to interacting systems found
in the real world, and relaxes the fixed population
requirement. The properties of diffusive dispersion,
reproduction and mutation are sufficient to produce

the naturally observed SAR, with interactions re-
ducing the species dispersion rates from the indi-
vidual dispersion rates.
Co-evolutionary forces are sufficient to al-

low habitat differentiation (as shown in the co-
habitation of competing E.coli strains in [21]) and
thus power-law SARs (as it is the number of habi-
tats, not the area, that drives the diversity increase
with area [7]), over long but limited timescales and
in the absence of geographical differences. Thus,
evolutionary history relates to the production and
z-value of power-law like SARs, and should be con-
sidered carefully for systems whose diversity has
not equilibrated [7]. Our model allows us to probe
these systems for evolutionary timescales and there-
fore consider large ‘island’ areas on which diversity
loss occurs on the same scale as speciation.
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