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Diverse communities of competing species are generally characterized by substantial niche overlap
and strongly stochastic dynamics. Abundance fluctuations are proportional to population size, so
the dynamics of rare populations is slower. Hence, once a population becomes rare, its abundance
gets stuck at low values. Here, we analyze the effect of this phenomenon on community structure.
We identify two different phases: a dominance phase, in which a tiny number of species constitute
most of the community, and an egalitarian phase, where it takes a finite fraction of all species
to constitute most of the community. We demonstrate the validity of the theory using empirical
findings for a variety of hyperdiverse communities, and clarify the role of demographic stochasticity
in shaping patterns of commonness and rarity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many ecological systems contain numerous competing species, strains or types [1–5]. In such systems, it can be
assumed a priori that the structure of the community essentially reflects resource competition among species [6, 7], with
factors such as niche overlap and fitness differences playing a central role in the community assembly [8, 9]. Analyzing
these factors and their impact is crucial for understanding the dynamics of these systems, and consequently, for our
ability to intervene in these dynamics to achieve desired outcomes—from maintaining biodiversity in a changing world
to successfully altering the state of the gut microbiome [10–14].

Unfortunately, progress in this area has been quite difficult. The coexistence of many species remains largely puz-
zling, especially given the competitive exclusion principle [7] and the strict constraints on the stability and feasibility
of such complex systems [15]. Moreover, quantifying the relevant parameters in diverse communities is extremely
challenging, particularly considering the high level of stochasticity typically present in ecological dynamics. As a
result, approaches inspired by statistical physics, which examine generic models through a few summary statistics,
have gained significant popularity in recent years [11, 16–20].

Broadly speaking, attempts to present a generic analysis of diverse communities can be divided into two main
approaches. One approach assumes that interspecific interactions are much weaker than intraspecific interactions, so
the niche overlap between any pair of species is relatively small [16, 18, 19, 21, 22]. The alternative approach assumes
high niche overlap but small fitness differences; the simplest examples of this approach are what are known as neutral
models.

In the original neutral models proposed by Kimura [23] and Hubbell [24], demographic stochasticity – namely, the
inherent randomness in the birth-death process at the individual level – is the sole driver of abundance variations.
Analytical solutions to these models are relatively easy to obtain [25, 26] and have been quite successful in explaining
the observed species abundance distributions (SAD) in both regional and local communities [27], as well as other
"static" patterns. However, pure demographic stochasticity cannot account for dynamic patterns, whether evolution-
ary (such as the time to the most recent common ancestor) [28, 29] or ecological (such as the dynamics of abundance
variation and similarity indices) [30–33]. Demographic stochasticity results in relatively slow and weak abundance
variations, whereas observed variability is much stronger and occurs more rapidly [32, 34].

The time-averaged neutral model [35] addresses these limitations by relaxing the assumption of time-independent
fitness. In this model, the relative fitness of each species fluctuates over time, but all species share the same mean
fitness. The analysis of the time-averaged neutral model is more complex, as environmental stochasticity can stabilize
coexistence through the storage effect [36]. However, the significance of this effect diminishes in highly diverse
systems [37–40].

Recent studies have highlighted another notable effect of environmental stochasticity, known as "stickiness" [20]
or "diffusive trapping" [41]. Under environmental stochasticity, abundance variations are proportional to population
size, meaning that the dynamics of rare species is slow, causing them to linger near the extinction point for extended
periods. van Nes et al. [20] suggested that this stickiness enables time-averaged neutral models to produce patterns –
such as changes in abundance over time, dominant species turnover, and community evenness – that closely resemble
those observed in real ecological communities. Similar results were found by Mallmin et al. [42] and his colleagues
in a system of competing species for which the overall dynamics are chaotic. This makes sense, because the relative
fitness of a specific species depends on the abundances of its competitors, and if these abundances fluctuate strongly
over time, it is likely that the community will reach a state of time-averaged neutrality.

Our main goal in this paper is to point out the existence of a previously unknown phase transition between dominance
communities and egalitarian communities. To describe this phase transition, we will adhere to the commonly accepted
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definition in the literature, according to which the number of dominant species, S1/2, is the minimum number of
species that must be grouped together at a given moment to account for more than half of the total population of
the community. The level of equality in the community is measured by the evenness ratio S1/2/S, where S is the
total species richness. We will show that in the dominance phase, the growth of S1/2 with S is sub-linear, so the
evenness parameter approaches zero as S tends to infinity, whereas in the egalitarian phase, S1/2 is linear in S, and
therefore the evenness parameter reaches a finite value. We then demonstrate these two phases through the analysis
of empirical data on commonness and rarity patterns across a wide range of ecological systems, from trees in tropical
forests to the human microbiome.

During the analysis and comparisons with the empirical data, we also arrived at two very important insights.

• The basic model, as presented by van Nes et al. [20], includes dynamics of growth, competition, and envi-
ronmental stochasticity only. Immigration was presented, in one of the supplementary discussions, only as an
additional option. We will show that without a mechanism like immigration, which imposes a lower bound on
the abundance of each species, the community reaches a state of monodominance, where all populations except
one decline below any finite abundance level. Therefore, the process of immigration (that was considered in one
of the supplementary of [20]) is a crucial factor that must be included in the analysis, and small changes in the
immigration rate can change the phase in which the community resides.

• Moreover, the basic model of [20] includes only environmental stochasticity and does not take demographic
stochasticity into account. Such an approximation – neglecting demographic stochasticity – can only be made
for communities with enormous numbers of individuals. We will show that for populations of microorganisms,
where the number of individuals is indeed vast, the system can be described by environmental stochasticity alone.
However, for macroorganisms, the abundance distribution of relatively rare species is significantly affected by
demographic stochasticity, and to properly describe it, this mechanism must also be taken into account.

This phase transition has practical implications. A small decrease in the immigration rate or increase in the level
of stochasticity can lead to a sharp decline of the diversity within a given community. Moreover, it is likely that this
transition is not a specific feature of the time-averaged neutral model but will appear generically in systems with
strong interactions (high niche overlap) that support chaotic dynamics. We will discuss these topics further in the
last section below.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

Data Compilation and Analysis: As explained below, the phase transition we analyze in this paper manifests
itself in two characteristics: the species abundance distribution (SAD) and the evenness parameter S1/2/S. Like any
phase transition in complex systems, the distinction between the two phases becomes sharper as the system grows
larger, so that S increases. To test our predictions, we used several recent large databases on communities with thou-
sands of species: human microbiome [10], marine prokaryotes [12], tropical forest trees [13], and birds (worldwide) [14].

The neutral model: We consider a community of S populations, with differential responses to environmental
variations. Ni is the abundance of the i-th species, and the carrying capacity parameter is denoted by K. With no
stochasticity and no immigration, Ni satisfies the equation,

dNi

dt
= Ni

(
1−

∑S
j=1 Nj

K

)
. (1)

As all species admit the same growth rate and interact in a symmetric manner, the model is neutral. In particular,
any solution that satisfies

∑S
j=1 Nj = K is a steady state of the system.

The time-averaged neutral model: To allow for nontrivial dynamics, one would like to add environmental stochas-
ticity and immigration to the process described in 1. The rate of immigration is denoted by µ, and the growth rate of
each species undergoes an Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process with a correlation time τ . The corresponding set of stochastic
differential equations is,

dNi

dt
= µ+Ni

(
1−

∑S
j=1 Nj

K

)
dt+ ri(t)Ni

dri
dt

= −ri
τ

+ θηi(t), (2)
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where ηi(t) is a white-noise process. The index i of ηi indicates that each of the S species responds to the environ-
mental variations in an independent manner. The strength of environmental stochasticity is given by σ̃2

e = θ2τ
2 .

Fokker-Planck (FP) equations:The main analytical results presented in this paper are based on solving Fokker-
Planck equations. To derive these equations, we assumed a relatively short correlation time τ for the environmental
stochasticity, which allows the use of a single effective equation for the process described in Equation 1. The relevant
considerations are detailed in SI B.

Demographic stochasticity: refers to the intrinsic randomness of the birth-death process at the individual level.
This stochasticity also manifests in erratic abundance variations, but the intensity of these fluctuations is weaker
(compared to environmental stochasticity) when the population is large, and therefore it was not included in Eq.
1 above or in the analyses of [20] and [42]. However, demographic stochasticity is crucially important in small
populations and in extinction processes; as we shall see, it must be considered outside the microorganism realm. To
include demographic stochasticity in the treatment, one must add a term to the relevant equation that expresses noise
whose amplitude scales with the square root of the population size, as opposed to environmental stochasticity, whose
amplitude scales linearly with population size. The technical details can be found in SI D.

III. RESULTS

As we have already mentioned, without external immigration, the stickiness will eventually cause the abundance
of all species, except one, to drop below any finite threshold, leading the community to a state of monodominance.
To avoid disrupting the continuity of the main discussion, we detail and demonstrate this claim in SI A. Below, we
assume µ > 0 and examine the behavior of the system given this assumption.

A. Stickiness and Species Abundance Distribution

Without immigration, the carrying capacity parameter K plays no role in the dynamics. Actually, by defining
Ni = Kni one may rescale Eq. (1) to K = 1. When immigration is introduced, the parameter K/µ expresses the
ratio between the carrying capacity and the minimum level of population size. The larger this ratio, the stronger the
stickiness effect.

On top of that, since stickiness arises from environmental stochasticity, it becomes stronger as σ̃2
e increases. Di-

mensional analysis reveals that the dimensionless parameter that governs stickiness is

γ ≡ Kσ̃2
e

µ
.

The larger γ is, the stronger is the stickiness, and the community approaches monodominance when γ → ∞, e.g.,
when µ → 0.

In order to advance in the analysis, we are interested in replacing Equation (2), which provides us with a description
of an S-dimensional system where each species can affect every other species, with an effective, one-dimensional
equation for a focal species, considering all others as a single rival species. In the classical neutral theory, with pure
demographic stochasticity, this can be done trivially, as the species identity of a particular individual plays no role in
the dynamics. In the time-averaged neutral theory, however, the situation is much more subtle.

The distinction between neutral and time-averaged neutral models was clarified in [38] and [43], and has to do with
the distinction between the mean (over time) of the growth rate of a species and the the mean (over individuals)
growth rate of the community. In Eq. (2) the linear growth rate of each species is 1 + r(t). Since the r process is
symmetric around zero, the time-average growth rate of each species is unity. Nevertheless, the instantaneous growth
rate of the community is, on average, greater than one. At any given moment, the fitter species are growing faster,
so on average more than 50% of the individuals belong to instantaneously beneficial species. As a result, the typical
value of

∑
j Nj > K, and therefore the dynamics of a single species satisfies the effective one-dimensional stochastic

differential equation,

dN

dt
= µ+

(
σ2
e

2
− d

)
N + σeη(t)N, (3)
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where d = E[(
∑

j Nj−K)/K], σe reflects the combined effect of the environmental variations that act directly on that
given species (denoted σ̃e) and the fluctuations in

∑
j Nj . The Stratonovich term σ2

e/2, expresses the fact that for a
population that sometimes grows exponentially and sometimes declines, even if its average growth rate is zero, the
arithmetic mean still increases over time. Once this term is introduced, the standard Ito calculus may be applied to
Eq. (3). The two parameters d and σe may be measured, for any given values of K, S and σd, from long simulations
of Eq. (2).

Once the relevant parameters are calibrated, the distribution for P (N) may be extracted from Eq. (3), see SI B.
The resulting distribution is,

P (n) = Ae−α/nn−β , (4)

where α = 2µ/σ2
e , β = 1+2d/σ2

e and A is a normalization factor. Figure 1 illustrates the success of the approximation
and the validity of Eq. (4) in a simulation of a community of S = 200 interacting species governed by Eq. (2).

A similar result was presented a few months ago by Mallmin et al. [42], who dealt with a system of competing species
where the community dynamics is chaotic (but without external stochasticity). In such a case, one can consider, for
each focal species, all other species as an effective external environment whose fluctuations generate stochasticity in
the instantaneous growth rate. A discussion of the similarities and differences between our case and the chaotic model
will be presented below.
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FIG. 1. Red circles: results of a simulation of the process described in Eq. (2) with parameters S = 200, µ = 0.6, K = 2 · 106,
σe = 0.025 and τ = 8. The values of the extracted parameters for 4 are d = 0.0034 and σe = 0.0134. The full line in blue is
the expression of Eq. (4) with parameters α = 91.2 and β = 1.56.

B. The egalitarian transition

The most striking implication of Equation (4) is the sharp shift in the compositional properties of the community
at β = 2. When β > 2, abundant species are relatively rare, resulting in an “egalitarian” community. Conversely,
when β < 2, the community composition is dominated by a few exceptionally abundant species.

To quantify the evenness of the community, one may use the criterion suggested by van Nes et al. [20], which
involves comparing the total number of species, S, with the minimal number of species required to make up half of
the community, S1/2. In a more egalitarian community, the fraction S1/2/S is finite, indicating that the number of
dominant species is proportional to the total number of species. In contrast, in a community dominated by only a few
species, the ratio S1/2/S approaches zero as S increases, meaning the number of dominant species is sublinear in S.

In Appendix C, we provide the relevant mathematical analysis, demonstrating that, as β decreases towards 2,
S1/2/S monotonically decreases, and in the limit β → 2+,

S1/2

S
∼ e−(ln 2)/(β−2). (5)

Thus, this evenness parameter vanishes in a singular manner in that limit, indicating the transition of out the
egalitarian phase.
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FIG. 2. Panel A, left: The evenness parameter S1/2/S is plotted against 1/S, the total number of species, for σ̃e = 0.005

(blue) 0.01 (red) and 0.02 (green). For all these simulations µ = 0.6, τ = 8 and K = 2 · 106. The values of the parameter
β, as extracted from the simulation, are plotted (again, vs. 1/S) in the inset. As expected, for β > 2 (blue) the evenness
parameter S1/2/S extrapolates, at S → ∞, to a finite value, meaning that the fraction of high-abundance species is finite and
the community is egalitarian. This feature is also reflected in right panel, (B), where S1/2 ∼ 0.04S at large S. On the other
hand, when σ̃e = 0.02 (green), the value of β approaches ∼ 1.8 and is definitely smaller than two. Concurrently, the evenness
parameter extrapolates to zero at large S, meaning that the community is dominated by a small number of species. The results
shown in panel (B) suggest S1/2 ∼ S0.3. The case σ̃e = 0.01 (red) represents a near marginal case, for which the β extrapolates
to values slightly smaller than 2, and it would appear that S1/2/S is tending toward zero. Indeed, panel (B) shows a power
law with exponent close to 1/2.

The numerical results presented in Figure 2(A) illustrate this phenomenon and offer several additional interesting
insights. Beyond the positive indication regarding the result in the limit where S → ∞, Figure 2(A) shows that the
value of β depends only weakly on S so it can be considered approximately constant. Moreover, as seen in Figure
2(B), for β < 2 the dependence of S1/2 on S follows a power law, with an exponent approaching unity at the phase
transition point β = 2.

C. Comparison with Empirical Results and the Impact of Demographic Stochasticity

Let us now examine the species abundance distribution in several cases of diverse communities, assess their de-
gree of alignment with the results presented above, and attempt to differentiate between dominance and egalitarian
communities, linking the results to the fundamental characteristics of each system.

We analyze the community structure in four systems: the human gut microbiome [10], marine prokaryotes [12],
tropical trees [13], and bird species [14]. All of these communities are hyperdiverse, with thousands of species, making
them reflective of the limit where 1/S is very close to zero – a limit where the distinction between egalitarian and
dominance systems is clearly defined, with the relevant values of S1/2/S? being those shown in Figure 2 above.

Figure 3 shows that the formula we presented for a time-averaged neutral community with immigration and purely
environmental stochasticity, Eq. (4), describes the species abundance distribution for the gut microbiome quite well.
In the case of ocean prokaryotes, only the power law in the tail is observed, perhaps because the sampling strength is
insufficient [44]. On the other hand, for trees in tropical forest or birds, the distribution of population sizes shows a
crossover between two descending power laws, without a maximum point at a finite abundance.

Trees and birds differ from microorganisms in two important ways. First, population sizes (the number of indi-
viduals in each population) are astronomical in microorganisms and much smaller in macroorganisms. Second, since
macroorganisms are physically larger, they are more resistant to environmental variations (they have mechanisms that
buffer these variations). These two factors lead to a greater need to consider demographic stochasticity in macroor-
ganisms – both because local population sizes are not large and because the impact of environmental stochasticity on
reproductive success is smaller.

In SI D we consider the case of a time-averaged neutral community with demographic stochasticity, in addition
to the previously considered immigration and environmental stochasticity. The expected distribution for species
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FIG. 3. Species abundance distribution, as obtained for a few diverse communities. The gut microbial community (OTUs of
subject A from David et al. [10]) fits our formula 4 quite well. Immigration is extremely weak, but the sampling power is
strong enough to reveal some of the effects of the decrease in the number of species at low densities due to immigration. The
corresponding distribution for the oceanic prokaryote population [12] is very close to a pure power law, possibly because the
sampling is not deep enough. In both cases, β < 2, indicating that the community is dominated by only a few species. The
distributions for the global bird population [14] and tropical trees in the Amazon Basin [13] show a transition between two
power-law behaviors. The overall number of bird and tree individuals is much smaller than that of microorganisms, so the effect
of demographic stochasticity must be considered. When this is done (see Appendix D), we obtain an excellent fit for the results
using the corrected formula (6). For birds, we find β ≈ 2, placing them on the margin between egalitarian and dominance
communities. For tropical trees in the Amazon Basin, β is definitely larger than two, indicating that the community is indeed
egalitarian. Note the similarities between the values of S1/2/S in the empirical results and the numerical experiments in Fig.
2.

abundances now takes the form,

P (n) = An−1−2µ/σ2
d

(
σ2
d

σ2
e

+ n

)−2d/σ2
e−2µ/σ2

d

. (6)

This expression converges to Eq. (4) above in the limit σd ≪ σe. This is a reasonable limit for microorganisms, but
apparently not for macroorganisms.

Still, the distinction between dominance and egalitarian communities depends solely on the decay of the tail and its
corresponding exponent β, which, for Eq. (6), remains as β = −1−2d/σ2

e . Figure 3 thus illustrates the three types of
behavior demonstrated in the numerical experiments shown in Figure 2: The microorganism communities are in the
dominance phase, the tropical tree community is in the egalitarian phase, and the bird community appears to fall in
between.

A comparison between the values of the evenness parameter in Figure 2 above and the values of S1/2/S in [20]
(for the same range of species richness S) also shows that some communities fall within the dominance phase, while
others fall within the egalitarian phase. On the other hand, the results for plankton [45], in which β ∈ [1..2], appear
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to suggest that these microorganismal communities are all in the dominance phase.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Hyperdiverse communities, like those analyzed in this paper, are extremely important and frequently occur in
nature. However, quantifying their specific parameters is an impossible task. Therefore, the attempt to understand
the factors that dictate the community structure in these systems requires the use of models, which should preferably
be as generic as possible.

As mentioned in the introduction, these models are divided into two classes: weak coupling models in which a
small niche overlap is assumed, meaning that the interspecies interactions are much weaker than the intraspecies
ones, and strong coupling models in which niche overlap is assumed to be substantial. For example, in Generalized
Lotka-Volterra models for S ≫ 1 species,

dNi

dt
= Ni

1−Ni −
∑
j ̸=i

αi,jNj

 , (7)

the αi,js are O(1) in the strong coupling scenario, and O(1/S) in the weak coupling scenario.
In the case of weakly interacting species, it is clear that the small impact of any given species leads to an effective

single-species model that is a slight perturbation of the logistic dynamics, leading to a truncated Gaussian distribution.
Remarkably, even in the strongly interacting case, if the individual species abundances fluctuate strongly in time
(whether due to chaotic dynamics of the system [46], strong environmental stochasticity, or variability of the αi,js
over time [21]), each species can be treated separately, with the sum of the small, uncorrelated effects of competition
with other species represented by environmental stochasticity, characterized by typical magnitudes of strength and
correlation time. This high niche overlap scenario yields a different type of effective single-species model, where the
linear growth rate is weak and negative. This dynamics, which emphasizes the pronounced effect of stickiness, was
considered here and in other recent works [20, 38, 42].

One might wonder, therefore, which of these two types of models is more suitable for describing highly diverse
communities in nature. If one assumes (like Hutchinson in the paradox of the plankton [47]) that the main competitive
effect stems from the struggle for limiting resources such as water or food, it would be reasonable to believe that natural
communities are closer to the realm of high niche overlap and strong couplings.

A separate question is the primary driver of the environmental stochasticity seen in the ecological data. An
examination of time series for a single species in diverse ecological systems usually reveals environmental stochasticity
and not much more than that [32, 48]. This phenomenon persists even in particularly careful laboratory experiments
where environmental conditions are kept as constant as conceivably possible [49]. Does it arise from chaotic behavior
of the system (as suggested in [42]), or from environmental fluctuations as we have assumed here? Alternatively,
perhaps the source lies in the interplay between consumers and resources, as in [50]?

It may be that to address this question, we will need to focus specifically on the dynamics of the most highly
abundant species. If the noise is intrinsic (chaos), stemming from the fluctuating influence of other species in the
community, a species that has reached dominance would likely show completely different characteristics of abundance
fluctuations compared to when that same species is at rarity. On the other hand, if the fluctuations are due to
changes in weather or precipitation, we would expect abundance-independent statistics of abundance variations, as
found empirically in [32]. In any case, while this question has some theoretical value, it is hard to believe it would
have significant practical implications. After all, it is well known that distinguishing between high-dimensional chaos
and mere noise is virtually impossible.

Whatever the underlying mechanism, the net result, as we have demonstrated herein, is that in the limit of strong
interspecies coupling, a transition occurs between an egalitarian phase and a dominance phase. When the immigration
rate µ is reduced, total carrying capacity K increases, or when environmental stochasticity σe increases, the system
can suddenly lose a significant amount of diversity at the transition point. The dependence on the total population
size K is particularly interesting, and has to do with the dispute about the relationships between productivity and
species richness [51, 52].

We will now discuss some potential extensions of the model described here and explore their possible implications.
Our model assumed an uncorrelated response of species to environmental variations. This treatment can be easily

extended to include correlated responses, using techniques similar to those implemented by Loreau and de Mazancourt
[53]. In general, under correlated responses, the effective number of species in the community decreases.

Another interesting point relates to the interplay between the stickiness mechanism, through which environmental
stochasticity causes populations to spend long periods in a state of rarity, and mechanisms such as the storage effect
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or relative nonlinearity [8, 54–56] that allow rare populations to invade due to environmental stochasticity. It is likely
that these mechanisms weaken as the number of species increases (for storage, this has been demonstrated in several
studies [39, 57]), and therefore, at least in diverse communities of competing species, the dominant effect will actually
be that of stickiness.

The time-averaged neutral dynamic considered here assumes that the differences in average fitness between species
are negligible, at least to a first approximation. This assumption is necessary in situations where niche overlap is
large; otherwise, fitness differences would cause the extinction of most species. The justification for this can come
from processes leading to emergent neutrality [58, 59], or from the fact that environmental stochasticity itself is
also a mechanism that "neutralizes" fitness differences [39]. Extending out model to include weak deviations from
time-averaged neutrality, perhaps using the dynamic mean-field approximation [60] is a tempting possibility.

Species coexistence has long been, and remains, a theoretical puzzle of immense importance for understanding the
dynamics of biological systems, with far-reaching practical implications. The research conducted in recent years has
provided powerful theoretical tools that allow us to focus the discussion and understand the generic implications of
community structure and the nature of species interactions on the range of possible outcomes. We believe that the
parameter range we have addressed in this paper — strong coupling and strong stochasticity — is relevant for a wide
variety of ecological systems, and we hope that our work will serve as a foundation for further studies that explain
the wide range of diversity levels (for example, between a tropical forest and a tundra, or between different types of
microbiome) in relation to the phase transition described here.

Acknowledgments: We thank Emil Mallmin and Egbert van Nes for the interesting exchange of ideas that
contributed to the shaping of this work.
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Supporting Information

SI A: The necessity of immigration

van Nes et al. [20] have considered various models were proposed for a diverse community in which all species have
the same mean fitness. Most cases were reviewed in the supplemental material of the aforementioned article, but the
version analyzed in detail in the main text is,

dNi

dt
= Ni

(
1−

∑S
j=1 Nj

K

)
dt+ σ̃eηi(t)Ni, (A1)

where η(t) is a white noise process. Ito calculus is applied, so the numerical integration procedure satisfies,

Ni,t+∆t = Ni,t +∆t

[
µ+Ni,t

(
1−

∑S
j=1 Nj,t

K

)]
+ σ̃e

√
∆tN (0, 1)Ni,t, (A2)

where N (0, 1) is a random variable drawn (independently for each ∆t and each species) from a normal distribution
with zero mean and unit variance.

However, in the absence of a immigration term, i.e., when µ = 0, such a process leads to monodominance, the
state where only one species survives and the abundance of all other species drop below any finite value. Fig. 4 we
demonstrate numerically this behavior.

FIG. 4. Species abundances (left), log-abundance (middle) and the evenness parameter S1/2/S (right) for the model considered
in the main text of [20], Parameters are S = 100, σ̃e = 0.005 and K = 100. The dynamic of Eq. (A2) was integrated. The
log-abundance of all species performs a random walk (middle), hence, as time goes by, more and more species get stuck at
negligible abundances (this is the diffusive trapping, or stickiness of the rare state, left), and only a single species dominates
the community and the evenness parameter decreases to 1/S

The results presented in our main text explain this phenomenon. First, if µ = 0 then α = 0 in our solution,
Eq. (4). The resulting species abundance distribution diverges at zero abundance and cannot be normalized. The
interpretation of such non-normalizable abundance distribution is that the abundance of all species will drop below
any finite threshold as time goes to infinity.

One may arrive at the same conclusion from a different perspective [41]. Let’s assume we have two species in
a community with a fixed and rigid carrying capacity (i.e., they are playing a zero-sum game) and environmental
stochasticity that determines their relative fitness.

Denoting by x the fraction of the focal species, its dynamics satisfies dx/dt = s(t)x(1 − x), where s(t) reflects
the effect of the fluctuating environment. Therefore, the population undergoes a balanced walk in the logit space
z = ln[x/(1 − x)]. In this type of random walk, a species that “gets stuck” in the low-density region will remain
there for increasing periods, as described in Section 5 of [41]. This is the “diffusive trapping”, or the stickiness of
low-abundance states, that causes the system to be dominated at any given moment by a single species.

Now we can easily generalize this argument for S species: the relative fitness of each species (i.e., its fitness relative
to the average fitness of the community) is a zero-mean random variable. Therefore, in the log-abundance space, it
undergoes a random walk, and so all species except one will fall below any threshold of abundance over time. Thus,
as seen in Figure 4, the system in the long run is dominated by a single species, and the abundance of all other species
is negligible.
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SI B: Derivation of Eq. (4)

The Fokker-Planck equation that corresponds to Eq. (3) is

∂P (n, t)

∂n
=

σ2

2

∂2

∂n2

(
n2P (n)

)
+

(
d− σ2

2

)
∂

∂n
(nP (n))− µ

∂P (n)

∂n
(B1)

In steady state, P (n) is time-independent and so its time derivative vanishes, leaving one to solve the exact ordinary
differential equation (after first integration),

σ2

2

∂

∂n

(
n2P (n)

)
+

(
d− σ2

2

)
(nP (n))− µP (n) = 0. (B2)

Here we have put the integration constant to zero to avoid diverging solutions that yield non-normalizable P (n)
functions. Therefore,

σ2

2
n2 ∂P (n)

∂n
+

(
d+

σ2

2

)
nP − µP (n) = 0. (B3)

That yields Eq. (4) of the main text.

SI C: From egalitarian community to hyperdominant species

Let us consider a community of J individuals, whose species richness is S. By definition,

S =

∫ ∞

0

P (n)dn, (C1)

and

J =

∫ ∞

0

nP (n)dn, (C2)

From Eq. (4) of the main text we take P (n) and plug it into Eq. (C1). First we implement the condition on S to
determine the normalization factor A, and find,

P (n) = S
αβ−1

Γ[β − 1]
e−α/nn−β (C3)

Now let us assume β > 2. In that case the integral in (C2) converges so that,

J =
α

β − 2
S. (C4)

As a metric for the evenness of the community, let us take the one used in [20]. First, we will check the richness
S1/2 of the minimum set of species required to contain at least fifty percent of the entire community population. If
the species within this set with the smallest abundance is represented by n1/2 individuals, this implies (implementing
Eq. (C4) ∫ ∞

n1/2

nP (n)dn = αS

(
(β − 1)−

Γ[β − 2, α/n1/2]

Γ[β − 1]

)
= J/2 =

α

2(β − 2)
S, (C5)

When µ → 0 then α → 0 and hence,

Γ[β − 2, α/n1/2] ≈ Γ[β − 2]− 1

β − 2

(
α

n1/2

)β−2

(C6)

therefore

α

n1/2
=

(
Γ[β − 1]

2

)1/(β−2)

, (C7)
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so the ratio α/n1/2 approaches zero as β → 2+

The fraction of species whose abundance is equal or greater than n1/2 is obtained as

S1/2

S
=

1

S

∫ ∞

n1/2

P (n)dn = 1−
Γ[β − 1, α/n1/2]

Γ[β − 1]
=

1

Γ[β]

(
Γ[β − 1]

2

) β−1
β−2

. (C8)

In particular, as β → 2+,

S1/2

S
∼ e−(ln 2)/(β−2). (C9)

SI D: Demographic stochasticity

Every group of living organisms is influenced by various types of stochasticity. The literature [32, 48], usually
distinguishes between environmental stochasticity, which affects populations coherently, and demographic stochasticity,
which affects the fitness of individuals or small groups of individuals in an incoherent manner, so that the overall
reproductive success of the population reflects the sum of many random events. Weather (such as temperature or
precipitation) fluctuations that are correlated over a large area and simultaneously affect entire populations contribute
to environmental stochasticity, while the degree of success or failure of individuals in finding food or avoiding predators
relative to its population mean contribute to demographic stochasticity.

Environmental stochasticity is represented in equations by noise that is proportional to the population size. Thus,
in equation 2 of the main text, the term ri(t), which varies stochastically, multiplies Ni. This mathematical expression
reflects the situation where, in a good year, the average number of offspring for each individual increases, and in a
bad year, it decreases. Demographic stochasticity, on the other hand, represents the success or failure of individuals,
so that the overall result, according to the Central Limit Theorem, is fluctuations that are proportional to the square
root of the population size. The corresponding term in the Langevin equation is η(t)

√
Ni.

In a Fokker-Planck equation, the term that represents demographic stoahcsticity is

σ2
d

2

∂2

∂n2
(nP (n)) (D1)

We denote the strength of demographic stochasticity (i.e., the variance in the number of offspring per individual) by
σ2
d, distinguishing it from σ2, which represents the strength of environmental stochasticity.
The extended version of Eq. (B1) thus takes the form,

∂P (n, t)

∂n
=

σ2

2

∂2

∂n2

(
n2P (n)

)
+

σ2
d

2

∂2

∂n2
(nP (n)) +

(
d− σ2

2

)
∂

∂n
(nP (n))− µ

∂P (n)

∂n
(D2)

Again, in steady state, P (n) is time-independent,

σ2

2

∂

∂n

(
n2P (n)

)
+

σ2
d

2

∂

∂n
(nP (n)) +

(
d− σ2

2

)
(nP (n))− µP (n) = 0, (D3)

and therfore the species abundance distribution is given by

P (n) = An−1−2µ/σ2
d

(
σ2
d

σ2
+ n

)−2d/σ2−2µ/σ2
d

(D4)
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