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Abstract
The relationship between species richness and productivity changes with spatial scale, but the way in which it changes and the
underlying mechanisms remain unclear. We address this critical knowledge gap using a new mechanistic model of the spatial
scaling of species richness–productivity (SP) relationships for a local community. Our model is neutral and hence assumes that
species dynamics are driven by dispersal limitation and demographic stochasticity. We showed analytically that SP relationships
predicted by our model are typically unimodal. Consistent with previous simulation-based studies, the positive phase of our
unimodal SP relationship was driven by a sampling effect (Bmore-individuals effect^) whereas the negative phase was driven by
relatively more propagules being of local as opposed to external origin (Bdilution effect^). Our main novel finding related to the
spatial scaling of the unimodal SP relationship: the peak shifted to the left with increasing spatial scale, such that the decreasing
phase covered a greater range of productivity. This was driven by an increase in the strength of the dilution effect relative to the
more-individuals effect, reflecting higher area/perimeter ratios at larger spatial scales. Our theoretical predictions are qualitatively
consistent with the spatial scaling of SP relationships documented for trees in localized forest communities across the world.
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Introduction

Ecological processes occur over a broad range of spatial
scales. Plants obtain water and nutrients using root networks
that typically stretch through meters of soil (Schenk and
Jackson 2002); seeds typically disperse over tens to hundreds

of meters (Clark et al. 1999; Levin et al. 2003), and terrestrial
animals may travel over kilometers of land (Tucker et al.
2018). Accordingly, the relative strengths of different process-
es change across spatial scales, resulting in non-trivial quali-
tative changes in community patterns. Classic examples in-
clude the different forms of species-abundance distributions
from local to regional scales (Borda-de-Água et al. 2012;
Rosindell and Cornell 2013) and the tri-phasic scaling of spe-
cies richness with area (Preston 1960; O’Dwyer and Green
2010). Another well-studied pattern that exhibits spatial scal-
ing is the species richness–productivity (SP) relationship,
where productivity is plotted on the x-axis and species rich-
ness is plotted on the y-axis. Meta-analyses of observed SP
relationships in different types of ecosystems have found that
the relationships are typically unimodal or positive (Waide
et al. 1999; Mittelbach et al. 2001; Gillman and Wright
2006). However, the corresponding debate as to which shape
is more prevalent has been confounded partly by insufficient
attention to the issue of scale (Whittaker 2010). To clarify
matters, there is a clear need for empirical analyses that control
for spatial scale (e.g., Adler et al. 2011; Fraser et al. 2015) and
also for empirical analyses of the same system at different
spatial scales (e.g., Chase and Leibold 2002; Chisholm et al.
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2013). In conjunction with these analyses, there is also a clear
need for theoretical models that can be used to investigate how
the spatial scaling of SP relationships is affected by the inter-
action of ecological mechanisms with different characteristic
spatial scales (e.g., Weitz and Rothman 2003).

Most theoretical explanations for empirical SP relationships
invoke niche mechanisms. For example, a local, unimodal SP
relationship can theoretically arise from a trade-off between com-
petitive ability and tolerance to stress or disturbance (Grime
1977, 1979; Connell 1978; Chapin 1980; Huston 1979, 1994;
Abrams 1995; Kondoh 2001) or from a paucity of species
adapted to extremely low or high productivities (the species
pool hypothesis; Taylor et al. 1990; Schamp et al. 2003;
Aarssen 2004). More recent theory has highlighted how SP rela-
tionships exhibit bivariate causality—not only does productivity
affects species richness, but species richness also tends to have a
positive effect on productivity via niche partitioning among spe-
cies and facilitation between species (Gross and Cardinale 2007;
Cardinale et al. 2009a; Grace et al. 2016; Hodapp et al. 2016).
There is also increasing recognition that species richness and
productivity are embedded in a causal network with other vari-
ables (Gross and Cardinale 2007; Cardinale et al. 2009a, 2009b;
Grace et al. 2016; Lewandowska et al. 2016). This network
approach emphasizes how species richness and productivity
can be affected by other variables. For example, if species have
trade-offs in how efficiently they use different resources, then
species richness is expected to increase as the rates of supply of
different resources become more balanced (Tilman 1982;
Cardinale et al. 2009a).

However, instead of invoking nichemechanisms, a theoretical
study by Kadmon and Benjamini (2006) surprisingly showed
that local, unimodal SP relationships could arise from a neutral
model, i.e., from just dispersal limitation and demographic
stochasticity. In their model, a community with more individuals
produces biomass at a higher rate and hence has greater produc-
tivity, defined as the rate of production of biomass per unit area.
In addition, the greater number of individuals has a positive effect
on species richness because of the tendency for more individuals
to comprise more species, via a simple sampling effect. This
indirectly induces a positive correlation between productivity
and species richness, and is termed the Bmore-individuals effect^
(this effect is related to the broader Bmore-individuals
hypothesis,^ which further posits that variation in the number
of individuals is driven by variation in energy availability;
Wright 1983; Srivastava and Lawton 1998; Yee and Juliano
2007; Storch et al. 2018). The more-individuals effect becomes
weaker as the community becomes saturated with individuals.
Based on these considerations alone, the SP relationship would
exhibit an increasing, saturating shape. However, a different pro-
cess acts in the opposing direction, serving to decrease species
richness as productivity increases locally. This process is the
increased production of propagules of local origin, which dilutes
the proportion of immigrant propagules and thereby limits their

establishment, ultimately exerting a negative effect on species
richness—the Bdilution effect^ (Kadmon and Benjamini 2006;
Allouche and Kadmon 2009a, 2009b). Overall, as we move up
the productivity gradient, the dilution effect increasingly domi-
nates the more-individuals effect, resulting in unimodal SP rela-
tionships (Kadmon and Benjamini 2006; Fig. 1).

We thus see that there are two broad classes of potential expla-
nations for observed SP relationships: niche and neutral explana-
tions. These explanations are by nomeansmutually exclusive, and
both sets of mechanisms likely operate to some degree in any
given ecosystem. But there is a need to tease out the relative
importance of each in different contexts. To date, empirical SP
patterns have mostly been uncritically attributed to niche mecha-
nisms based on qualitative arguments. The lack of rigorous quan-
titative tests of the mechanisms driving SP patterns is largely due
to lack of quantitative, mechanistic models that predict SP rela-
tionships at different spatial scales. Here, we address this key
knowledge gap by developing such a model for communities at
local scales. Our model is neutral in the sense that it does not
incorporate differences in species’ demographic rates. The ratio-
nale for using a neutral model is that (i) it provides a useful base-
line for comparison with more complex scenarios that have spe-
cies differences and (ii) it is parsimonious with respect to model
structure, which aids in development of quantitative predictions
that can be tested empirically. Thus, the utility of the model is
actually dependent on its neutral assumption—if instead species
differences are included in the model, then the model cannot be
used as a baseline that excludes the effects of species differences,
and in addition, the model would likely be too complex to yield
analytical formulae from which quantitative predictions can be
made. Even if our neutral model predictions are found to deviate
substantially from empirical observations for a particular system,
then this is informative because it indicates the importance of non-
neutral mechanisms (the model Bfails^ in an informative way;
Wennekes et al. 2012). These considerations clearly distinguish
the aim of our study from previous work that sought to
synthesize the spectrum of mechanisms that underpin the
SP relationship (e.g., Cardinale et al. 2009a; Grace et al.
2016).

Building on previous work that examined SP relationships
from neutral models at a fixed spatial scale (Kadmon and
Benjamini 2006; Allouche and Kadmon 2009a, 2009b), we hy-
pothesize that with increasing spatial scale in a local community
(where biotic interactions can have substantial effects on com-
munity patterns), the strength of the dilution effect relative to the
more-individuals effect would increase because of a greater area/
perimeter ratio, which increases the ratio of local to immigrant
propagules. Consequently, we expect the peak of a unimodal SP
relationship from our neutral model to move to the left with
increasing spatial scale, such that the decreasing phase occupies
an increasingly larger range of productivity (Fig. 1). In our anal-
yses, we first derive a formula quantifying SP relationships from
the model as a function of spatial scale. Secondly, we use this
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formula to examine how SP relationships are expected to change
with spatial scale. Thirdly, we relate the observed trends to
changes in the relative strengths of the underlying mechanisms,
by deriving formulae quantifying the strengths of the more-
individuals and dilution effects and using the formulae to exam-
ine how the relative strengths of the two effects are expected to
change with spatial scale.

Methods

Overview of neutral model used

We started with a model specifying the neutral dynamics of
a community of species competing for finite resources,

which is the Blocal^ neutral model formulated by Hubbell
(2001). In this model, individuals of all species have the
same intrinsic per-capita birth and death rates (Hubbell
2001). The community receives immigrants from a sur-
rounding metacommunity, which consists of a much larger
number of individuals of different species, also undergoing
neutral dynamics. Therefore, abundances vary across spe-
cies within the local community only because of demo-
graphic stochasticity, which produces ecological drift,
and different immigration rates arising from different
abundances in the metacommunity (Hubbell 2001). In each
time step, one individual dies and is replaced by a newborn
individual in the community or an immigrant (Hubbell
2001). Thus, over time, the community remains at a con-
stant size, which reflects a given amount of resources.

Fig. 1 Conceptual diagram showing how a unimodal relationship
between species richness and productivity arises under a neutral model,
and how the peak of this relationship is hypothesized tomove to the left as
spatial scale increases. The three graphs in the top row show the three
bivariate relationships driving unimodal species richness–productivity
relationships in the model. The number of species is conceptualized as
increasingwith the density of individuals in a saturatingway, representing
a sampling effect called the Bmore-individuals effect^ (MIE) (first graph
in top row). An increase in the density of individuals also gives rise to an
increase in (realized) productivity, giving a positive relationship between
these two variables (second graph in top row). As productivity increases,

the relative number of immigrant versus locally produced propagules
decreases, representing the Bdilution effect^ (DE) (third graph in top
row). The MIE and DE together produce the unimodal species
richness–productivity relationship represented by the black line in the
bottom panel. The three square insets illustrate in more detail how species
richness increases due to the MIE and decreases due to the DE. In these
insets, each circle corresponds to an individual and the different colors
refer to different species. As spatial scale increases, the peak of the
unimodal species richness–productivity relationship is hypothesized to
move to the left, as represented by the arrow and orange line in the bottom
panel
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For this model, the expected number of species at dynamic
equilibrium (for sufficiently large community sizes)

S ≈ θlog 1−
Jm

θ 1−mð Þ log mð Þ
� �

ð1Þ

where J is the number of individuals in the local community, θ
is the fundamental biodiversity number specifying the number
of species in the surrounding metacommunity, and m is the
probability that a new individual is an immigrant (Volkov
et al. 2007). As originally formulated, this model does not
explicitly refer to productivity or spatial scale. Therefore, we
extended the model by explicitly including both factors, as
described in the next subsection.

Extending the neutral model to include productivity
and spatial scale

Formula (1) gives a relationship between species richness and
the three parameters of the neutral model: J, m, and θ. To
convert this into a spatial SP relationship, there is a need to
express these three parameters in terms of productivity and the
area of the local community. The metacommunity diversity θ
can be assumed to be independent of both productivity and
area of the local community, but for the other two parameters,
J and m, the relationship with productivity and area is more
complex. For simplicity, in our description below, we have
assumed that the local community occupies a square area A
of edge length L; similar results obtain for rectangular and
circular areas (see BResults^). Thus, we have interpreted L
as a parameter defining the spatial scale. More precisely, if
we consider the local community as a sample from a larger
community, then L corresponds to the spatial grain of the
sampled area (Whittaker and Heegaard 2003). Because L re-
fers to a continuous area of suitable habitat, the local commu-
nity does not consist of patches of suitable habitat surrounded
by a matrix of unsuitable habitat, which instead refers to a
fragmented landscape (as in the model of Gross and
Cardinale (2007) and the empirical study by Chase and
Leibold (2002), both of which examine the spatial scaling of
SP relationships).

To derive a relationship of immigration parameter m to
productivity P and area A, we first related m to propagule rain
(cf. Chisholm and Lichstein 2009), which was then related to
P. We conceptualized P as the rate of production of biomass
per unit area, which measures the rate of carbon flux through
individuals in a community. Thus, P represents the actual or
realized productivity, which is different from the potential
productivity that is determined by the rates of supply of all
relevant resources (Loreau et al. 2001). Specifically, we de-
fined m as the ratio of the number of immigrants arriving per
unit time (Iimm) divided by the sum of Iimm and the number of

newborn individuals produced by individuals in the local
community per unit time (Ilocal). We assumed that Iimm was
proportional to the perimeter of the local community, such that
Iimm = 4αL, where 4L is the perimeter, and α is a constant. In
addition, Ilocal was assumed to be proportional to total produc-
tion AP, such that Ilocal = βAP = βL2P, where β is a constant.
Putting all this together gave an expression for the immigra-
tion parameter in terms of the local community’s spatial ge-
ometry and productivity:

m ¼ I imm

I imm þ I local
¼ 4αL

4αLþ βL2P
¼ 1

1þ ηLP
ð2Þ

where η = β/4α is a Brecruitment constant^ measuring the
rate at which local propagules are produced per unit produc-
tion relative to the rate at which immigrant propagules arrive
per unit perimeter of the modeled area.

To derive a relationship of local community size (number
of individuals) J to productivity and area, we first assumed
that productivity P was a linear function P = κB of biomass
density B, reflecting the generally positive relationship be-
tween these two ecosystem components in empirical data
(e.g., Adler et al. 2011; Chisholm et al. 2013; Fraser et al.
2015). We then assumed for simplicity that individual density
ρ = J/A = J/L2 does not vary with spatial scale L, which im-
plies that J varies proportionally with area A and also implies
that B varies only with ρ and not L (Appendix A in Electronic
Supplementary Material (ESM)). Therefore, we are conceptu-
alizing ρ as the driver of B and hence P, i.e., the number of
individuals in a given area drives productivity. This allowed
us to write P = κB(ρ), which we subsequently inverted to give
ρ as a function of P, ρ(P). We note that the inverted function
ρ(P) is not to be interpreted as meaning that P drives ρ—our
conceptualization is in fact the opposite. In our model, the
variables driving changes in ρ are unspecified but one possi-
bility is that ρ is driven by the potential productivity (Loreau
et al. 2001).

Substituting expression (2) for m and the general function
ρ(P) into (1) resulted in the following scale-dependent SP
relationship:

S P; Lð Þ ≈ θlog 1−
J

ηθLP
log

1

1þ ηLP

� �� �

¼ θlog 1þ Lρ Pð Þ
ηθP

log 1þ ηLPð Þ
� �

ð3Þ

where community size J has been written as Aρ(P) =
L2ρ(P).

We note here that because the model is neutral, there is no
niche partitioning among species or facilitation between spe-
cies, and thus there is no causal link from species richness to
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productivity. The neutral assumption also means that in our
model, it is not possible to represent changes in species rich-
ness arising from changes in the stoichiometric ratios of dif-
ferent limiting resources, because such changes in species
richness depend on trade-offs in how efficiently different spe-
cies use different resources (Tilman 1982).

Examining the spatial scaling of the species
richness–productivity relationship

Using the formula relating species richness S, productivity P,
and spatial scale L (Eq. (3)), we proceeded to examine how the
SP relationship changes with L. We first determined how S
changes with P given fixed L, by differentiating Swith respect
to P while holding L constant. By doing so, we found that S
often exhibited a unimodal shape with increasing P regardless
of spatial scale L (see BResults^). In this case, S reached a
maximum at one value of P, which we refer to as the maxi-
mizing value of P. This value of P is ecologically important
because it determines the range ofP over which S is increasing
or decreasing, and the maximum realized species richness of
the system. Therefore, we next derived a formula specifying
the maximizing value of P as a function of spatial scale L and
determined how the maximizing value changes with L by
differentiating the formula with respect to L.

To obtain a mechanistic insight into how the SP relation-
ship changes with spatial scale L, we quantified the relative
strengths of the more-individuals and dilution effects for given
L, and then determined how these change with increasing L.
Our expectation was that the relative strength of the dilution
effect would increase with L because of an increase in the area/
perimeter ratio, such that the maximizing P occurs at a smaller
value for larger L. Specifically, we partitioned the rate of
change of species richness S with P according to the more-
individuals and dilution effects as follows:

dS
dP

¼ ∂S
∂J

∂J
∂P

þ ∂S
∂m

∂m
∂P

ð4Þ

The first term on the right is positive because ∂S/∂J > 0,
from Eq. (1), and ∂J/∂P > 0, from the positive linear relation-
ship between J and individual density ρ (see above) together
with the positive relationship between ρ and P arising from
model analysis (see condition (5b) in BResults. Therefore, the
first termmeasures the rate of increase in S due to any increase
in J associated with greater P and was interpreted as the
strength of the more-individuals effect. The second term on
the right is negative because ∂S/∂m > 0, from Eq. (1), and ∂m/
∂P < 0, from Eq. (2). Therefore, the second term measures the
rate of decrease of S due to any decrease in the immigration
probabilitym arising from greater P and was interpreted as the
strength of the dilution effect. The ratio between the first and

second terms was used as a measure of the strength of the
more-individuals effect relative to that of the dilution effect.
We examined how this ratio changed across P as the spatial
scale L increases.

Results

Examining how the species richness–productivity
relationship changes with spatial scale

Using the formula that we derived for the SP relationship from
our neutral model (Eq. (3)), we first calculated the rate of
change of species richness S with productivity P given spatial
scale L, that is, ∂S(P, L)/∂P. By examining the resulting form
of ∂S(P, L)/∂P, we found that S exhibits a unimodal relation-
ship with P if

1þ P
d2ρ Pð Þ=dP2

dρ Pð Þ=dP ≤P
dρ Pð Þ=dP

ρ Pð Þ < 1 ð5aÞ

and

dρ Pð Þ=dP > 0 ð5bÞ

(Appendix B in ESM). Here, ρ(P) is the individual density
written as a function of P. Because the biomass density B = P/
κ (see BMethods^), where κ is a positive constant, we see that
(5a) is equivalent to

1þ B
d2ρ Bð Þ=dB2

dρ Bð Þ=dB ≤B
dρ Bð Þ=dB

ρ Bð Þ < 1 ð6aÞ

and dρ(P)/dP > 0 is equivalent to

dρ Bð Þ=dB > 0 ð6bÞ

Given any functional form of individual density ρ(B) sat-
isfying (6a, 6b), we showed that the peak of the resulting
unimodal SP relationship always moves to the left with in-
creasing spatial scale L (Appendix C in ESM). As an illustra-
tive example, if ρ(B) is a concave power-law form with expo-
nent less than one, then (6a, 6b) is satisfied (Appendix B in
ESM). This power-law form corresponds to the biologically
plausible situation where the number of individuals increases
sublinearly with biomass due to the number of individuals in
the community approaching a carrying capacity, which forces
any further increase in biomass to be largely due to existing
individuals growing bigger rather than the appearance of more
individuals. Using this specific power-law form for ρ(B), we
illustrated the leftwards shift in the peak of the unimodal SP
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relationship with increasing L for particular parameter values
(Fig. 2).

Our result shows that for a large class of functions ρ(B), the
SP relationship is unimodal from our model and has a peak at
lower values of productivity P when spatial scale L increases,
corresponding to an ever broader decreasing phase. This is
also the case when the focal area is rectangular or circular
rather than square (Appendices B and C in ESM).

Partitioning effects of productivity on species
richness according to underlying mechanisms

Using the expression for species richness S from our model
(Eq. (1)) and the fact that community size J = L2ρ(P), we
derived the following expression for the more-individuals
effect:

MIE ¼ ∂S
∂J

∂J
∂P

¼ L2
dρ Pð Þ
dP

−θmlog mð Þ
θ 1−mð Þ−Jmlog mð Þ

� �
ð7Þ

Because the immigration probabilitym lies in the range 0 <
m < 1, the more-individuals effect as specified by (7) is posi-
tive when dρ(P)/dP > 0, which is the same as condition (5b)
for the SP relationship to be unimodal. Similarly, using the

expression for S and the expression form from our model (Eq.
(2)), we derived the dilution effect as

DE ¼ ∂S
∂m

∂m
∂P

¼ −
ηL3ρ Pð Þ
1þ ηLPð Þ2

� θ −1þ m−log mð Þð Þ
1−mð Þ θ 1−mð Þ−Jmlog mð Þð Þ

� �
ð8Þ

which is always negative because 0 <m < 1 and −1 +m −
log(m) > 0. To determine how the strength of the more-
individuals effect relative to the dilution effect changes with
spatial scale L, we see from (7) and (8) that

MIE

jDEj ¼
dρ Pð Þ
dP

1þ ηLP
ηLρ Pð Þ

� �
1
. 1

log mð Þ þ
1

1−m

� �
�

�
ð9Þ

which is a decreasing function of L (using the form of m
specified by Eq. (2)). Therefore, the relative strength of the
more-individuals effect decreases with L at all values of P,
such that the more-individuals effect is outweighed by the
dilution effect at a lower value of P (Fig. 3). From Eq. (4),
this means that S starts to decrease at a lower value of P as

Fig. 2 Relationships between (expected) species richness and productiv-
ity from a neutral model, as the spatial scale (edge length of a square)

increases from L = L0 to 16L0, where L0 ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1000

p
m= 31.6 m. The

dashed vertical lines mark the peaks of the unimodal relationships. The
solid black lines refer to species richness values obtained from Eq. (3)
with fundamental biodiversity number θ = 50, recruitment constant η =

0.8, and individual density ρ(P) following the concave power-law 26P0.4.
The fundamental biodiversity number θ determines the number of species
in the metacommunity, whereas the recruitment constant η measures the
rate at which local propagules are produced per unit production (produc-
tivity × area) relative to the rate at which immigrant propagules arrive per
unit perimeter of the modeled area
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spatial scale L increases, i.e., the peak of the unimodal SP
relationship shifts to a lower value of P as L increases (Fig. 2).

The results also hold if we consider different plot geome-
tries for our local community. For example, we can interpret L
as the length of the longer edge of a rectangular area or the
radius of a circular area, in which case we again obtain Eq. (9),
with the only difference being that the constant η takes a
different value. Therefore, the peak of the unimodal SP rela-
tionship again shifts to a lower value of P as spatial scale L
increases.

Furthermore, it is clear from Eq. (7) that, regardless of the
shape of the area occupied by the local community, the more-
individuals effect only operates to increase species richness S
when J increases with P for given spatial scale L, i.e., if the
density of individuals ρ is associated with greater P for given
L. If ρ is held constant across P, then only the dilution effect
remains and S always decreases with P (Appendix B in ESM;
Fig. 4).

Discussion

The species richness–productivity (SP) relationship has been
studied extensively over the last half-century (Grime 1973,
1979; Tilman 1982; Abrams 1988; Tilman and Pacala 1993;
Huston and DeAngelis 1994; Mittelbach et al. 2001; Gillman
and Wright 2006; Adler et al. 2011; Chisholm et al. 2013;
Fraser et al. 2015), but it remains unclear how the shape of
the relationship and the mechanisms driving it changes across

spatial scales (Whittaker and Heegaard 2003; Whittaker
2010). A major reason is lack of mechanistic models that
can be used to generate quantitative predictions, against which
empirical data can be tested. In this context, our main contri-
bution is development of a quantitative, mechanistic model of
the spatial scaling of SP relationships at local, within-
community scales. This model is neutral, such that species
have the same demographic rates and their abundances differ
only because of dispersal limitation and demographic
stochasticity (Hubbell 2001). Thus, our theory provides base-
line predictions against which the effects of species differ-
ences can be compared.

The central and most novel result from our analyses is that
under neutrality and liberal constraints on how productivity is
related to the number of individuals, the peak of the unimodal
SP relationship shifts to the left with increasing spatial scale.
In our neutral setting, a unimodal SP relationship arises from a
balance between two effects. Firstly, the increasing species
richness phase of this relationship is driven by a sampling
effect from the greater number of individuals associated with
higher productivity—the more-individuals effect (Wright
1983; Srivastava and Lawton 1998; Yee and Juliano 2007;
Storch et al. 2018). This mechanism has the strongest effect
on richness when a local community is far from being satu-
rated by individuals. Secondly, the decreasing species richness
phase is driven by lowered immigration of new species as
productivity increases, which arises from more locally pro-
duced propagules competing with immigrant propagules for
space—the dilution effect (Kadmon and Benjamini 2006). In

Fig. 3 For the relationships
between species richness and
productivity presented in Fig. 2
(derived using our neutral model),
partitioning of the rate of change
of species richness with respect to
productivity (dS/dP) according to
the Bmore-individuals effect^ and
Bdilution effect.^ The sum of
these two effects is also shown
(Bnet effect^). The red dots mark
the productivity values at which
the net effects are zero, which
correspond to the peaks of the
(unimodal) relationships between
species richness and productivity
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contrast to the more-individuals effect, this mechanism has the
strongest effect on richness when a local community is close
to saturation and productivity is the highest, because this is
when the relative number of local to immigrant propagules
approaches its maximum. Our mathematical analyses showed
that as the spatial scale increases, the strength of the dilution
effect relative to the more-individuals effect increases, with
the underlying driver being an increase in the area/perimeter
ratio (Eq. (9)). As the area/perimeter ratio increases, propa-
gules of local origin, which scale with area, increasingly dom-
inate immigrant propagules of external origin, which scale
with the perimeter. This causes an increase in the strength of
the dilution effect and hence greater suppression of the rate of
introduction of new species due to immigration. As a result,
the unimodal SP relationship starts to decrease at a lower
productivity value—i.e., the peak of the relationship shifts to
the left. The biological significance of this shift is that species
richness decreases over a larger proportion of the full range of
productivity. Thus, if a part of the full range is sampled, then
there is a lower probability of the sample exhibiting a positive
SP relationship and a higher probability of it exhibiting a
negative or idiosyncratic SP relationship. This trend is consis-
tent with a cross-site analysis of SP relationships in 12 forest
tree communities worldwide (Chisholm et al. 2013), which
found dominance of positive relationships at a spatial scale
(sample unit size) of 0.04 ha and increasing dominance of
negative and idiosyncratic relationships at larger spatial
scales of 0.25 ha and 1 ha. Similarly, Poorter et al. (2015)
did a meta-analysis of 2050 forest plots in the Neotropics

and found that there was a consistent positive relationship
between tree species richness and aboveground biomass,
which is positively correlated with productivity (Chisholm
et al. 2013), at a spatial scale of 0.1 ha but not at a larger
spatial scale of 1 ha. However, we caution that future work
is required to quantify the relative contributions of neutral and
niche mechanisms in producing these observed relationships.

Our finding that the increasing phase of a unimodal SP
relationship could be driven by a neutral sampling effect
(more-individuals effect) demonstrates that the positive phase
need not be driven by niche complementarity or facilitation,
which requires functional differences among species. The un-
derlying driver of the neutral sampling effect that we identified
is an increase in the number of individuals at a given spatial
scale, which increases species richness and also productivity
(more precisely, realized productivity), such that we see a
concurrent increase in species richness and productivity in
the increasing phase of the SP relationship. A corollary is that
our neutral model predicts that if the number of individuals is
held constant at a given spatial scale, then the more-
individuals effect disappears and only a negative SP relation-
ship remains (Fig. 4). This is consistent with the empirical
findings of Chisholm et al. (2013), who found that when stem
density of trees was controlled in 12 localized forest commu-
nities, positive SP relationships became much weaker. Strong
effects of stem density on species richness have generally been
found in plant communities (Vilà et al. 2007; Cavanaugh et al.
2014; Poorter et al. 2015). Therefore, the more-individuals
effect appears to be a prominent mechanism underlying

Fig. 4 The relationships between
species richness and productivity
for the same parameter values as
in Fig. 2 (derived using our
neutral model), except with the
individual density held constant at
600 individuals/ha. The dashed
vertical lines mark the highest
richness value for each
relationship, which always occurs
at the smallest productivity value
for this parameterisation
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positive regions of SP relationships, at least for plant commu-
nities at local scales.

It may come as a surprise that scale-dependent SP relation-
ships observed in nature can be explained by a theory that
invokes only dispersal limitation, competition for space, and
demographic stochasticity. We do not claim that our explana-
tion is definitive, but our findings do motivate a more critical
examination of the mechanisms underlying SP relationships
in general, and specifically the traditional niche-based expla-
nations. More generally, we conjecture that the scale-
dependent unimodal SP relationships observed in our model
will typically arise in models where productivity is positively
related to individual density, and in which some mechanism
drives down local diversity at high individual densities. In our
model, this mechanism is the dilution effect, but in other sit-
uations, it could be a niche-based mechanism such as compet-
itive exclusion arising from density-dependent competition
among species with different traits. Thus, the mechanistic
model that we developed could be extended to form a bridge
between neutral and niche theories, which would provide a
more nuanced and holistic explanation of scale-dependent SP
relationships observed in natural communities.

Our finding of a unimodal SP relationship from our neutral
model also corroborates earlier results by Kadmon and
Benjamini (2006) and Allouche and Kadmon (2009a,
2009b). The previous studies on this topic (Kadmon and
Benjamini 2006; Allouche and Kadmon 2009a, 2009b) relied
on numerical simulations, and thus were unable to establish
general conditions under which the unimodal shape occurs.
Our study builds on these previous studies by deriving analyt-
ical conditions under which a unimodal shape is found. The
conditions (inequalities (5)) show that unimodality arises
when the number of individuals increases monotonically with
productivity, so that multiple modes do not appear, and when
the number of individuals does not increase too quickly with
productivity, so that the more-individuals effect is eventually
outweighed by the dilution effect. Our results together with
those from earlier studies (Kadmon and Benjamini 2006;
Allouche and Kadmon 2009a, 2009b) demonstrate that em-
pirical documentation of a unimodal SP relationship in terres-
trial (e.g., Grime 1973, 1979; Axmanová et al. 2013; Fraser
et al. 2015) or aquatic (e.g., Thackeray 2007; Simões et al.
2013) communities is insufficient on its own to differentiate
between the dominance of neutral or niche-based mecha-
nisms, such as a trade-off between competitive ability and
tolerance to stress or disturbance (Grime 1977; Connell
1978; Chapin 1980; Huston 1979, 1994; Abrams 1995).
Differentiating these two types of mechanisms would require
either experimental manipulation or confronting the data with
additional model predictions, such as the spatial scaling of SP
relationships that we have derived here. We also emphasize
that the previous studies (Kadmon and Benjamini 2006;
Allouche and Kadmon 2009a, 2009b) did not examine how

the SP relationship changes with the spatial grain (sample
area) of the neutral model communities considered.

In conclusion, we have presented a quantitative, mechanistic
model of the spatial scaling of SP relationships at local scales.
Ourmodel is based on a community of individuals competing for
finite resources, and is hence limited to competitive systems
consisting of species in one guild. In addition, our model is
neutral and neglects species differences that may be important
in the spatial scaling of SP relationships (Grime 1977; Connell
1978; Chapin 1980; Huston 1979, 1994; Taylor et al. 1990;
Abrams 1995; Schamp et al. 2003; Aarssen 2004). Thus, there
is scope to extend our theory to communities with other types of
interactions (e.g., predation, mutualism) and species differences.
Furthermore, our model is spatially implicit and hence there is
also scope to extend our analyses by using a spatially explicit
neutral model, for which analytical results on community pat-
terns are accumulating (O’Dwyer and Green 2010; Chisholm
et al. 2018; O’Dwyer and Cornell 2018). Moreover, our model
pertains only to local, within-community scales. At regional or
continental scales encompassing different habitat types, produc-
tivity may be governed less by local biotic factors such as dis-
persal limitation and competition, and more by larger-scale abi-
otic factors such as soil fertility and the availability of water or
solar energy (Aarssen 2004). To examine the spatial scaling of
SP relationships at regional to continental scales, our model
would need to be extended to include the relevant larger-scale
abiotic factors. Despite the limitations of our model, we empha-
size that the value of our present work is to provide a solid,
quantitative foundation uponwhich to explore the effects of extra
complexity on the spatial scaling of SP relationships.

Acknowledgements We thankMatthew Luskin (Nanyang Technological
University) and members of Chisholm Lab (National University of
Singapore) for comments on the manuscript.

Funding information This work was supported by a grant to RAC from
the James S. McDonnell Foundation (#220020470) and grants to SX
from the National Natural Science Foundation of China (#41830321,
31870412, 31470492, 31670435).

References

Aarssen LW (2004) Interpreting co-variation in species richness and pro-
ductivity in terrestrial vegetation: making sense of causations and
correlations at multiple scales. Folia Geobot 39(4):385–403

Abrams PA (1988) Resource productivity–consumer species diversity:
simple models of competition in spatially heterogeneous environ-
ments. Ecology 69(5):1418–1433

Abrams PA (1995) Monotonic or unimodal diversity–productivity gradi-
ents: what does competition theory predict? Ecology 76(7):2019–
2027

Adler PB, Seabloom EW, Borer ET, Hillebrand H, Hautier Y, Hector A,
Harpole WS, O'Halloran LR, Grace JB, Anderson TM, Bakker JD,
Biederman LA, Brown CS, Buckley YM, Calabrese LB, Chu CJ,
Cleland EE, Collins SL, Cottingham KL, Crawley MJ, Damschen
EI, Davies KF, DeCrappeoNM, Fay PA, Firn J, Frater P, Gasarch EI,

Theor Ecol



Gruner DS, Hagenah N, Hille Ris Lambers J, Humphries H, Jin VL,
Kay AD, Kirkman KP, Klein JA, Knops JMH, la Pierre KJ,
Lambrinos JG, Li W, MacDougall AS, McCulley RL, Melbourne
BA, Mitchell CE, Moore JL, Morgan JW, Mortensen B, Orrock JL,
Prober SM, Pyke DA, Risch AC, Schuetz M, Smith MD, Stevens
CJ, Sullivan LL, Wang G, Wragg PD, Wright JP, Yang LH (2011)
Productivity is a poor predictor of plant species richness. Science
333(6050):1750–1751

Allouche O, Kadmon R (2009a) Demographic analysis of Hubbell’s neu-
tral theory of biodiversity. J Theor Biol 258(2):274–280

Allouche O, Kadmon R (2009b) A general framework for neutral models
of community dynamics. Ecol Lett 12(12):1–10

Axmanová I, Chytrý M, Danihelka J, Lustyk P, Kočí M, Kubešová S,
Horsák M, Cherosov MM, Gogoleva PA (2013) Plant species
richness–productivity relationships in a low-productive boreal re-
gion. Plant Ecol 214(2):207–219

Borda-de-Água L, Borges PAV, Hubbell SP, Pereira HM (2012) Spatial
scaling of species abundance distributions. Ecography 35(6):549–
556

Cardinale BJ, Hillebrand H, Harpole WS, Gross K, Ptacnik R (2009a)
Separating the influence of resource ‘availability’ from resource
‘imbalance’ on productivity–diversity relationships. Ecol Lett
12(6):475–487

Cardinale BJ, Bennett DM, Nelson CE, Gross K (2009b) Does produc-
tivity drive diversity or vice versa? A test of the multivariate
productivity–diversity hypothesis in streams. Ecology 90(5):1227–
1241

Cavanaugh KC, Gosnell JS, Davis SL, Ahumada J, Boundja P, Clark DB,
Mugerwa B, Jansen PA, O'Brien TG, Rovero F, Sheil D, Vasquez R,
Andelman S (2014) Carbon storage in tropical forests correlates
with taxonomic diversity and functional dominance on a global
scale. Glob Ecol Biogeogr 23(5):563–573

Chapin FS (1980) The mineral nutrition of wild plants. Annu Rev Ecol
Evol Syst 11:233–260

Chase JM, Leibold MA (2002) Spatial scale dictates the productivity–
biodiversity relationship. Nature 416(6879):427–430

Chisholm RA, Lichstein JW (2009) Linking dispersal, immigration and
scale in the neutral theory of biodiversity. Ecol Lett 12(12):1385–
1393

Chisholm RA, Muller-Landau HC, Abdul Rahman K, Bebber DP, Bin Y,
Bohlman SA, Bourg NA, Brinks J, Bunyavejchewin S, Butt N, Cao
H, CaoM, Cárdenas D, Chang LW, Chiang JM, Chuyong G, Condit
R, Dattaraja HS, Davies S, Duque A, Fletcher C, Gunatilleke N,
Gunatilleke S, Hao Z, Harrison RD, Howe R, Hsieh CF, Hubbell
SP, Itoh A, Kenfack D, Kiratiprayoon S, Larson AJ, Lian J, Lin D,
Liu H, Lutz JA, Ma K, Malhi Y, McMahon S, McShea W,
Meegaskumbura M, Mohd. Razman S, Morecroft MD, Nytch CJ,
Oliveira A, Parker GG, Pulla S, Punchi-Manage R, Romero-Saltos
H, SangW, Schurman J, Su SH, Sukumar R, Sun IF, Suresh HS, Tan
S, Thomas D, Thomas S, Thompson J, Valencia R, Wolf A, Yap S,
Ye W, Yuan Z, Zimmerman JK (2013) Scale-dependent relation-
ships between tree species richness and ecosystem function in for-
ests. J Ecol 101(5):1214–1224

Chisholm RA, Lim F, Yeoh YS, Seah WW, Condit R, Rosindell J (2018)
Species–area relationships and biodiversity loss in fragmented land-
scapes. Ecol Lett 21(6):804–813

Clark JS, Silman M, Kern R, Macklin E, HilleRisLambers J (1999) Seed
dispersal near and far: patterns across temperate and tropical forests.
Ecology 80(5):1475–1494

Connell JH (1978) Diversity in tropical rain forests and coral reefs.
Science 199(4335):1302–1310

Fraser LH, Pither J, Jentsch A, Sternberg M, Zobel M, Askarizadeh D,
Bartha S, Beierkuhnlein C, Bennett JA, Bittel A, Boldgiv B,
Boldrini II, Bork E, Brown L, Cabido M, Cahill J, Carlyle CN,
Campetella G, Chelli S, Cohen O, Csergo AM, Diaz S, Enrico L,
Ensing D, Fidelis A, Fridley JD, Foster B, Garris H, Goheen JR,

Henry HAL, Hohn M, Jouri MH, Klironomos J, Koorem K,
Lawrence-Lodge R, Long R, Manning P, Mitchell R, Moora M,
Muller SC, Nabinger C, Naseri K, Overbeck GE, Palmer TM,
Parsons S, Pesek M, Pillar VD, Pringle RM, Roccaforte K,
Schmidt A, Shang Z, Stahlmann R, Stotz GC, Sugiyama SI,
Szentes S, Thompson D, Tungalag R, Undrakhbold S, van
Rooyen M, Wellstein C, Wilson JB, Zupo T (2015) Worldwide
evidence of a unimodal relationship between productivity and plant
species richness. Science 349(6245):302–305

Gillman LN, Wright SD (2006) The influence of productivity on the
species richness of plants: a critical assessment. Ecology 87(5):
1234–1243

Grace JB, Anderson TM, Seabloom EW, Borer ET, Adler PB, Harpole
WS, Hautier Y, Hillebrand H, Lind EM, Pärtel M, Bakker JD,
Buckley YM, Crawley MJ, Damschen EI, Davies KF, Fay PA,
Firn J, Gruner DS, Hector A, Knops JMH, MacDougall AS,
Melbourne BA, Morgan JW, Orrock JL, Prober SM, Smith MD
(2016) Integrative modelling reveals mechanisms linking productiv-
ity and plant species richness. Nature 529(7586):390–393

Grime JP (1973) Competitive exclusion in herbaceous vegetation. Nature
242(5396):344–347

Grime JP (1977) Evidence for the existence of three primary strategies in
plants and its relevance to ecological and evolutionary theory. Am
Nat 111(982):1169–1194

Grime JP (1979) Plant strategies and vegetation processes. JohnWiley &
Sons, New York

Gross K, Cardinale BJ (2007) Does species richness drive community
production or vice versa? Reconciling historical and contemporary
paradigms in competitive communities. Am Nat 170(2):207–220

Hodapp D, Hillebrand H, Blasius B, Ryabov AB (2016) Environmental
and trait variability constrain community structure and the
biodiversity–productivity relationship. Ecology 97(6):1463–1474

Hubbell SP (2001) The unified neutral theory of biodiversity and bioge-
ography. Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey

Huston M (1979) A general hypothesis of species diversity. Am Nat
113(1):81–101

Huston MA (1994) Biological diversity: the coexistence of species on
changing landscapes. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Huston MA, DeAngelis DL (1994) Competition and coexistence: the
effects of resource transport and supply rates. Am Nat 144(6):954–
977

Kadmon R, Benjamini Y (2006) Effects of productivity and disturbance
on species richness: a neutral model. Am Nat 167(6):939–946

Kondoh M (2001) Unifying the relationships of species richness to pro-
ductivity and disturbance. P R Soc B 268(1464):269–271

Levin SA, Muller-Landau HC, Nathan R, Chave J (2003) The ecology
and evolution of seed dispersal: a theoretical perspective. Annu Rev
Ecol Evol Syst 34:575–604

Lewandowska AM, Biermann A, Borer ET, Cebrián-Piqueras MA,
Dederck SAJ, De Meester L,Van Donk E, Gamfeldt L, Gruner DS,
Hagenah N, Harpole WS, Kirkman KP, Klausmeier CA, Kleyer M,
Knops JMH, Lemmens P, Lind EM, Litchman E, Mantilla-
Contreras J, Martens K, Meier S, Minden V, Moore JL, Venterink
HO, Seabloom EW, Sommer U, Striebel M, Trenkamp A, Trinogga
J, Urabe J, Vyverman W, Van de Waal DB, Widdicombe CE,
Hillebrand H (2016) The influence of balanced and imbalanced
resource supply on biodiversity–functioning relationship across eco-
systems. Philos T R Soc B 371:20150283

Loreau M, Naeem S, Inchausti P, Bengtsson J, Grime JP, Hector A,
Hooper DU, Huston MA, Raffaelli D, Schmid B, Tilman D,
Wardle DA (2001) Biodiversity and ecosystem functioning: current
knowledge and future challenges. Science 294(5543):804–808

Mittelbach GG, Steiner CF, Scheiner SM, Gross KL, Reynolds HL,
Waide RB, Willig MR, Dodson SI, Gough L (2001) What is the
observed relationship between species richness and productivity?
Ecology 82(9):2381–2396

Theor Ecol



O’Dwyer JP, Green JL (2010) Field theory for biogeography: a spatially
explicit model for predicting patterns of biodiversity. Ecol Lett
13(1):87–95

O’Dwyer JP, Cornell SJ (2018) Cross-scale neutral ecology and the main-
tenance of biodiversity. Sci Rep 8(1):10200

Poorter L, van der Sande MT, Thompson J, Arets EJMM, Alarcón A,
Álvarez-Sánchez J, Ascarrunz N, Balvanera P, Barajas-Guzmán G,
Boit A, Bongers F, Carvalho FA, Casanoves F, Cornejo-Tenorio G,
Costa FRC, de Castilho CV, Duivenvoorden JF, Dutrieux LP,
Enquist BJ, Fernández-Méndez F, Finegan B, Gormley LHL,
Healey JR, Hoosbeek MR, Ibarra-Manríquez G, Junqueira AB,
Levis C, Licona JC, Lisboa LS, Magnusson WE, Martínez-Ramos
M, Martínez-Yrizar A, Martorano LG, Maskell LC, Mazzei L,
Meave JA, Mora F, Muñoz R, Nytch C, Pansonato MP, Parr TW,
Paz H, Pérez-García EA, Rentería LY, Rodríguez-Velazquez J,
Rozendaal DMA, Ruschel AR, Sakschewski B, Salgado-Negret B,
Schietti J, Simões M, Sinclair FL, Souza PF, Souza FC, Stropp J, ter
Steege H, Swenson NG, Thonicke K, Toledo M, Uriarte M, van der
Hout P, Walker P, Zamora N, Peña-Claros M (2015) Diversity en-
hances carbon storage in tropical forests. Glob Ecol Biogeogr
24(11):1314–1328

Preston FW (1960) Time and space and the variation of species. Ecology
41(4):612–627

Rosindell J, Cornell SJ (2013) Universal scaling of species-abundance
distributions across multiple scales. Oikos 122(7):1101–1111

Schamp BS, Aarssen LW, Lee H (2003) Local plant species richness
increases with regional habitat commonness across a gradient of
forest productivity. Folia Geobot 38(3):273–280

Schenk HJ, Jackson RB (2002) Rooting depths, lateral root spreads and
below-ground/above-ground allometries of plants in water-limited
ecosystems. J Ecol 90(3):480–494

Simões NR, Colares MAM, Lansac-Tôha FA, Bonecker CC (2013)
Zooplankton species richness–productivity relationship: confronting
monotonic positive and hump-shaped models from a local perspec-
tive. Austral Ecol 38(8):952–958

Srivastava DS, Lawton JH (1998) Why more productive sites have more
species: an experimental test of theory using tree-hole communities.
Am Nat 152(4):510–529

Storch D, Bohdalková E, Okie J (2018) The more-individuals hypothesis
revisited: the role of community abundance in species richness reg-
ulation and the productivity–diversity relationship. Ecol Lett 21(6):
920–937

Taylor DR, Aarssen LW, Loehle C (1990) On the relationship between r/
K selection and environmental carrying capacity: a new habitat
templet for plant life history strategies. Oikos 58(2):239–250

Thackeray SJ (2007) Crustacean zooplankton species richness and pro-
ductivity: to what extent do the conclusions depend upon the choice
of metric. Oikos 116(4):614–628

Tilman D (1982) Resource competition and community structure.
Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey

Tilman D, Pacala S (1993) The maintenance of species richness in plant
communities. In: Ricklefs RE, Schluter D (eds) Species diversity in

ecological communities: historical and geographical perspectives.
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois, USA, pp 13–25

Tucker MA, Böhning-Gaese K, Fagan WF, Fryxell JM, Van Moorter B,
Alberts SC, Ali AH, Allen AM, Attias N, Avgar T, Bartlam-Brooks
H, Bayarbaatar B, Belant JL, Bertassoni A, Beyer D, Bidner L, van
Beest FM, Blake S, Blaum N, Bracis C, Brown D, de Bruyn PJN,
Cagnacci F, Calabrese JM, Camilo-Alves C, Chamaille-Jammes S,
Chiaradia A, Davidson SC, Dennis T, DeStefano S, Diefenbach D,
Douglas-Hamilton I, Fennessy J, Fichtel C, Fiedler W, Fischer C,
Fischhoff I, Fleming CH, Ford AT, Fritz SA, Gehr B, Goheen JR,
Gurarie E, Hebblewhite M, Heurich M, Hewison AJM, Hof C,
Hurme E, Isbell LA, Janssen R, Jeltsch F, Kaczensky P, Kane A,
Kappeler PM, Kauffman M, Kays R, Kimuyu D, Koch F,
Kranstauber, B, LaPoint S, Leimgruber P, Linnell JDC, Lopez-
Lopez P, Markham AC, Mattisson J, Medici EP, Mellone U,
Merrill E, de Mirando Mourao G, Morato RG, Morellet N,
Morrison TA, Diaz-Munoz SL, Mysterud A, Nandintsetseg D,
Nathan R, Niamir A, Odden J, O’Hara RB, Oliveira-Santos LGR,
Olson KA, Patterson BD, de Paula RC, Pedrotti L, Reineking B,
Rimmler M, Rogers TL, Rolandsen CM, Rosenberry CS,
Rubenstein DI, Safi K, Said S, Sapir N, Sawyer H, Schmidt NM,
Selva N, Sergiel A, Shiilegdamba E, Silva JP, Singh N, Solberg EJ,
Spiegel O, Strand O, Sundaresan S, Ullmann W, Voigt U, Wall J,
Wattles D, Wikelski M, Wilmers CC, Wilson JW, Wittemyer G,
Zieba F, Zwijacz-Kozica T, Mueller T (2018) Moving in the
Anthropocene: global reductions in terrestrial mammalian move-
ments. Science 359(6374):466–469

Vilà M, Vayreda J, Comas L, Ibáñez JJ, Mata T, Obón B (2007) Species
richness and wood production: a positive association in
Mediterranean forests. Ecol Lett 10(3):241–250

Volkov I, Banavar JR, Hubbell SP, Maritan A (2007) Patterns of relative
species abundance in rainforests and coral reefs. Nature 450(7166):
45–49

Waide RB, Willig MR, Steiner CF, Mittelbach G, Gough L, Dodson SI,
Juday GP, Parmenter R (1999) The relationship between productiv-
ity and species richness. Annu Rev Ecol Evol Syst 30:257–300

Weitz JS, Rothman DH (2003) Scale-dependence of resource-
biodiversity relationships. J Theor Biol 225(2):205–214

Wennekes PL, Rosindell J, Etienne RS (2012) The neutral–niche debate:
a philosophical perspective. Acta Biotheor 60:257–271

Whittaker RJ, Heegaard E (2003) What is the observed relationship be-
tween species richness and productivity? Comment. Ecology
84(12):3384–3390

Whittaker RJ (2010) Meta-analyses and mega-mistakes: calling time on
meta-analysis of the species richness–productivity relationship.
Ecology 91(9):2522–2533

Wright DH (1983) Species-energy theory: an extension of species-area
theory. Oikos 41(3):496–506

Yee DA, Juliano SA (2007) Abundance matters: a field experiment test-
ing the more individuals hypothesis for richness–productivity rela-
tionships. Oecologia 153(1):153–162

Theor Ecol


	Spatial scaling of species richness–productivity relationships for local communities: analytical results from a neutral model
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Overview of neutral model used
	Extending the neutral model to include productivity and spatial scale
	Examining the spatial scaling of the species richness–productivity relationship

	Results
	Examining how the species richness–productivity relationship changes with spatial scale
	Partitioning effects of productivity on species richness according to underlying mechanisms

	Discussion
	References


