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Abstract 

The evolution of species habitat range is an important topic over a wide range of research 
fields. In higher organisms, habitat range evolution is generally associated with genetic 
events such as gene duplication. However, the specific factors that determine habitat 
variability remain unclear at higher levels of biological organization (e.g., biochemical 
networks). One widely accepted hypothesis developed from both theoretical and 
empirical analyses is that habitat variability promotes network modularity; however, this 
relationship has not yet been directly tested in higher organisms. Therefore, I investigated 
the relationship between habitat variability and metabolic network modularity using 
compound and enzymatic networks in flies and mammals. Contrary to expectation, there 
was no clear positive correlation between habitat variability and network modularity. As 
an exception, the network modularity increased with habitat variability in the enzymatic 
networks of flies. However, the observed association was likely an artifact, and the 
frequency of gene duplication appears to be the main factor contributing to network 
modularity. These findings raise the question of whether or not there is a general 
mechanism for habitat range expansion at a higher level (i.e., above the gene scale). This 
study suggests that the currently widely accepted hypothesis for habitat variability should 
be reconsidered. 
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1. Introduction 

The evolution of species habitat range is an important topic of scientific inquiry at several 
scales of biological research, from fundamental biological processes to ecology (Bridle & 
Vines, 2007; Root et al., 2003; Roy, Hunt, Jablonski, Krug, & Valentine, 2009), 
particularly in the context of predictions related to biodiversity and climate change. 
Therefore, understanding the factors that determine species habitat use is a relevant topic 
for advancing these research fields. In particular, it is important to identify the molecular 
(microscopic) mechanisms that contribute to determining a species habitat range, because 
the behavior of a species (macroscopic) may result from complex biological systems. For 



example, some previous studies (Barrett & Schluter, 2008; Kellermann, van Heerwaarden, 
Sgrò, & Hoffmann, 2009) suggested the importance of genetic variation to the ability to 
adapt and exploit new environments. Moreover, recent studies reported that gene 
duplication promotes habitat variability in flies (Drosophila species) (Makino & Kawata, 
2012) and mammals (Tamate, Kawata, & Makino, 2014). This work was inspired by the 
proposed importance of gene duplication to increasing biological robustness and 
evolvability (Wagner, 2008), which are themselves related to habitat variability. 

However, it remains unclear how these genetic events affect species habitat variability at 
a higher level of biological organization. In this context, evaluation of modular 
organization in biological systems (Hartwell, Hopfield, Leibler, & Murray, 1999) is 
useful because it is also generally considered to be related to robustness (Hintze & Adami, 
2008) and evolvability (Yang, 2001), despite some opinions to the contrary(Hansen, 
2003; Holme, 2011). The evolution of modularity in cellular networks has been 
specifically intriguing to researchers in the context of network biology(Barabási & Oltvai, 
2004; Takemoto, 2012a). In particular, a hypothesis has been proposed that variability in 
natural habitats promotes network modularity. For example, in a theoretical model, 
Kashtan and Alon (Kashtan & Alon, 2005) showed that modular networks spontaneously 
evolved when a fitness peak determined by the environment changes over time in a 
manner that preserves the same subgoals but in different permutations. Similarly, Lipson 
et al. (Lipson, Pollack, & Suh, 2002) suggested that changing environments could 
promote modularity. Hintze and Adami (Hintze & Adami, 2008) showed that modularity 
evolves in biological networks (modeled as metabolic networks) to deal with a multitude 
of functional goals, with the degree of modularity depending on the extent of 
environmental variability.  

In this context, metabolic networks are particularly interesting because metabolic 
processes are essential for physiological functions and for maintaining homeostasis in 
living organisms (Takemoto & Oosawa, 2012; Takemoto, 2012a). Metabolic networks 
also determine the behavior of organisms, such as the space use (Jetz, Carbone, Fulford, 
& Brown, 2004) and feeding rate (Brown, Gillooly, Allen, Savage, & West, 2004) of 
animals, which may in turn be related to habitat variability. In addition, analyses can be 
performed using actual empirical data, because metabolic networks are available for a 
wide diversity of species in databases such as the Kyoto Encyclopedia of Genes and 
Genomes (KEGG) (Kanehisa et al., 2014) and the Encyclopedia of Metabolic Pathways 
(MetaCyc) (Caspi et al., 2012). In fact, using network analysis, Parter et al. (Parter, 
Kashtan, & Alon, 2007) showed that variability in natural habitats promotes the 
modularity observed in metabolic networks. This result clearly supports the predictions 
derived from theoretical models, and several researchers have actively investigated the 
ecological interactions underlying metabolic networks according to habitat variability 
(Chave, 2013; Levy & Borenstein, 2012). 

Despite this recent attention to this relationship between modularity and habitat viability, 
more comprehensive examinations are required to resolve some outstanding questions. 
Indeed, recent studies have cast doubt on this relationship. For example, several 
alternative theories for explaining the origin and evolution of modularity have been 



proposed, including the neutral theories of protein (Solé & Valverde, 2008) and 
metabolic networks (Takemoto, 2012b), connection-cost theory (Clune, Mouret, & 
Lipson, 2013), and multiplicative-mutation theory (Friedlander, Mayo, Tlusty, & Alon, 
2013). Furthermore, a study conducted in archaea, a type of prokaryote distinct from 
bacteria, did not find a positive correlation between habitat variability and metabolic 
network modularity (Takemoto & Borjigin, 2011). Similarly, in bacteria, no positive 
correlation was observed using the latest version of the metabolic database (Takemoto, 
2013; Zhou & Nakhleh, 2012). In short, the observed associations between metabolic 
network modularity and habitat variability (Parter et al., 2007) may be the result of an 
artifact due to lack of available data on metabolic reactions. More importantly, the studies 
conducted thus far are limited to lower organisms such as bacteria and archaea. 

Therefore, the aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between habitat 
variability and metabolic network modularity in higher organisms, including data from 
flies (Makino & Kawata, 2012) and mammals (Tamate et al., 2014). In addition to the 
potential effect on habitat variability in promoting network modularity, an association 
between gene duplication and habitat variability has also been observed. Given that gene 
duplication also influences the metabolic network structure (Barabási & Oltvai, 2004; 
Díaz-Mejía, Pérez-Rueda, & Segovia, 2007; Papp, Pál, & Hurst, 2004; Takemoto, 2012a), 
it is reasonable to hypothesize that habitat variability may be linked to not only gene 
duplication but also metabolic network modularity. To investigate these relationships, 
data related to habitat variability were collected from the published literature; data were 
collected only from species for which metabolic network data are also available (see 
Section 2). Using these data, I evaluated whether habitat variability increases metabolic 
network modularity and how the association between gene duplication and habitat 
variability might influence the modularity of the metabolic network. 

2. Material and Methods 

2.1 Collection of data related to habitat variability and fraction of duplicated genes 

The data on habitat variability and fraction of duplicated genes in flies and mammals 
were obtained from Makino and Kawata (Makino & Kawata, 2012) and Tamate et 
al.(Tamate et al., 2014), respectively. Habitat variability was measured based on the 
Köppen climate classification in habitat areas for living organisms (see (Makino & 
Kawata, 2012; Tamate et al., 2014) for details). In this study, the Brillouin index was 
used for measuring habitat variability, because such indices tend to follow a normal 
distribution for species, which is important for statistical analyses. Previous studies have 
considered two definitions of habitat variability: the Brillouin index and climate envelope. 
However, similar conclusions were generally obtained using these two definitions, 
because of a strong positive correlation between them (Supplementary Tables S1 and S2). 

For this analysis, species were selected based on the availability of metabolic network 
data in the KEGG database (Kanehisa et al., 2014). Finally, data were collected for 11 fly 
species (Drosophila spp.) (Supplementary Table S1) and 14 mammalian species 
(Supplementary Table S2). 



2.2 Construction of metabolic networks 

The procedure for metabolic network construction is generally the same as that reported 
previously (Takemoto, 2013). XML files (version 0.7.1) containing the metabolic 
network data were downloaded from the KEGG database (Kanehisa et al., 2014) 
(ftp://ftp.genome.jp/pub/kegg/xml/kgml/metabolic/organisms/) on August 11, 2015, and 
two types of metabolic networks were constructed: compound networks and enzymatic 
networks. As of July 1, 2011, the KEGG FTP site is only available to paid subscribers. 
Since the use of such data may be desirable to ensure reproducibility, the present dataset 
on metabolic networks is available upon request. 

Compound networks are represented as directed networks, in which the nodes and edges 
correspond to metabolites and reactions (i.e., substrate–product relationships), 
respectively. R numbers (e.g., R00010) were extracted from the XML files, which 
indicate metabolic reactions. On the basis of the R numbers, substrate–product 
relationships and reversibility/irreversibility of chemical reactions were identified as 
carbon traces using the metabolic reaction database (Stelzer, Sun, Kamphans, Fekete, & 
Zeng, 2011). Currency (ubiquitous) metabolites such as H2O, ATP, and NADH were 
removed, as described previously (Takemoto, Nacher, & Akutsu, 2007). 

Enzymatic networks are also represented as directed networks, in which the nodes and 
edges are metabolic enzymes (reactions) and the presence of interjacent chemical 
compounds, respectively. In brief, an edge is drawn between 2 enzymes (nodes) if at least 
1 product of a reaction catalyzed by an enzyme corresponds to at least 1 substrate of the 
reaction catalyzed by another enzyme (see (Takemoto, Niwa, & Taguchi, 2011; 
Takemoto, 2012a) for details). Substrate–product relationships and 
reversibility/irreversibility of chemical reactions were defined as carbon traces using the 
metabolic reaction database (Stelzer et al., 2011) in order to avoid the emergence of 
biologically unsuitable edges (see (Takemoto et al., 2011; Takemoto, 2012a) for details 
of the importance of this handling procedure and an example). 

The largest (weakly) connected component (giant component) was extracted from each 
metabolic network to accurately calculate network modularity, and for comparison with 
the previous study (Parter et al., 2007). In particular, network modularity may be 
overestimated or underestimated due to isolated components (Parter et al., 2007; 
Takemoto & Borjigin, 2011; Takemoto, 2013); thus, the use of entire networks was 
avoided in the present study. However, similar conclusions were also obtained using 
entire networks. 

2.3 Network modularity 

The modularity of networks is often measured using the Q-value (reviewed by Fortunato 
(Fortunato, 2010)). Q is defined as the fraction of edges that lie within, rather than 
between, modules relative to that expected by chance (see Equations (14) and (37) in 
Fortunato (Fortunato, 2010) for the definitions of Qs for undirected networks [Qd] and 
directed networks [Qud], respectively). 



A network with a higher Q-value indicates a higher modular structure. Thus, the global 
maximum Q over all possible divisions should be identified. Since it is hard to find the 
optimal division with the maximum Q in general, approximate optimization techniques 
are required (Fortunato, 2010). In this study, spectral decomposition methods were used 
for undirected networks (Newman, 2006) and directed networks (Leicht & Newman, 
2008) in order to avoid the resolution limit problem in community (or module) detection 
(Fortunato & Barthélemy, 2007; Fortunato, 2010) as much as possible (and to facilitate 
comparison with previous studies (Clune et al., 2013; Parter et al., 2007)). The maximum 
Q-value is thus defined as the network modularity. 

In general, the normalized network modularity value (Qm), calculated by comparing the 
Q-value of an empirical network with the mean Q-value of randomized (null model) 
networks, is used, which allows for comparison of network modularity among networks 
of variable size and connectivity (Parter et al., 2007; Takemoto & Borjigin, 2011; 
Takemoto, 2013). However, Qm was not considered in this study because network size 
and connectivity are similar between species of flies (Supplementary Table S1) and 
mammals (Supplementary Table S2). In addition, the use of randomized networks can 
cause problems. For example, Artzy-Randrup et al. (Artzy-Randrup, 2004) and Beber et 
al.(Beber et al., 2012) reported that network measures were overestimated due to the use 
of biologically implausible null model (randomized) networks. However, similar 
conclusions were also obtained using Qm values calculated based on randomized 
networks that were generated using a simple edge-switching algorithm (Milo et al., 2002). 
Therefore, this limitation does not affect the conclusions. 

2.4 PICs 

To remove any phylogenetic effects on the association between biological variables, PICs 
of the variables were computed from phylogenetic trees, using the function pic in the R-
package ape (version 3.3). A robust phylogenetic tree of flies (Drosophila spp.) was 
obtained from the Drosophila 12 Genomes Consortium (Clark et al., 2007), according to 
a previous study (Makino & Kawata, 2012) (Supplementary Data S1). The phylogenetic 
tree of mammals was constructed using the matrix extracellular phosphoglycoprotein 
precursor (MEPE) gene (Bardet, Delgado, & Sire, 2010), according to a previous 
study(Tamate et al., 2014). In particular, the MEPE gene sequences of 13 mammal 
species were obtained from the KEGG database (Kanehisa et al., 2014) on August 19, 
2015. Since the MEPE gene is not found in the platypus Ornithorhynchus anatinus 
(Bardet et al., 2010), this species was omitted from this analysis. After the multiple 
alignments of the 13 MEPE nucleotide sequences using ClustalW2 software (Larkin et al., 
2007), the phylogenetic tree was constructed (Supplementary Data S2) using NJplot 
(doua.prabi.fr/software/njplot). 

2.5 Statistical analyses 

To measure the statistical dependence between biological variables (considering PICs), 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) and its associated p-value were computed using R 
software (version 3.2.2) (www.r-project.org). Similar conclusions were obtained using 



Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (a non-parametric measure, which is relatively 
robust to outliers and can be used to analyze nonlinear relationships). 

ANCOVAs were performed to evaluate the influences of biological variables on 
metabolic network modularity (considering PICs). In particular, the function lm in R 
software was used. 

3. Results 

3.1 Habitat variability promotes compound network modularity in flies and mammals   

After the data collection and integration procedures, data on habitat variability, the 
fraction of duplicated genes, and metabolic networks were obtained for 11 different fly 
and 14 mammal species (see Section 2.1 and Supplementary Tables S1 and S2). 

For these living organisms, compound metabolic networks were constructed, which are 
represented as directed networks in which the nodes and edges correspond to metabolites 
and reactions (i.e., substrate–product relationships), respectively (see Section 2.2).  

The network modularity of these metabolic networks was computed using the Q-value, 
which is generally defined as the fraction of edges that lie within, rather than between, 
modules relative to that expected by chance (see Section 2.3). Both the directed version 
(Qd) and undirected version (Qud) of the Q-value was considered, to allow for effective 
comparison with previous studies. Qd is suitable for analyzing metabolic networks 
because the networks are directed (Clune et al., 2013). For example, unlike Qud, Qd can 
characterize input (i.e., nutrient) modules, core modules, and output (i.e., product) 
modules (Leicht & Newman, 2008) (e.g., a bow-tie structure, which is related to 
biological robustness (Friedlander, Mayo, Tlusty, & Alon, 2014; Ma & Zeng, 2003)) in 
metabolic networks by considering edge direction. Nonetheless, some previous studies 
(Parter et al., 2007; Takemoto & Borjigin, 2011; Takemoto, 2013; Wagner & Fell, 2001) 
focused on the undirected version of the Q-value because of some apparent problems 
with Qd; for example, the reversibility/irreversibility of metabolic reactions may change 
with environmental conditions (Parter et al., 2007; Wagner & Fell, 2001), and Qd cannot 
distinguish between situations with and without directed flow (Arenas, Duch, Fernández, 
& Gómez, 2007) (e.g., Fig. 14 in Fortunato (Fortunato, 2010)). Since both Qd and Qud 
have different advantages and disadvantages, both values were used to evaluate the 
robustness of the results. 

Although the Q-value is generally affected by the network size (i.e., the number of nodes) 
and the number of edges (Guimerà, Sales-Pardo, & Amaral, 2004), in this study, these 
network parameters did not influence Qd and Qud because they are similar between 
species of flies and mammals (see Methods and Supplementary Tables S1 and S2). For 
example, in mammals, the Qd value of compound networks was not correlated with either 
network size (Pearson’s product correlation coefficient r = 0.0099, p = 0.97) or the 
number of edges (r = –0.0018, p = 1.0), and was also not correlated with genome size (r 
= 0.0073, p = 0.98) and the number of protein-coding genes (r = 0.034, p = 0.91). Similar 
conclusions were obtained with respect to the Qud value of compound networks, and for 



the Qd and Qud values of enzymatic networks (Supplementary Tables S1 and S2). These 
same results were obtained when considering Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient 
(see Section 2.5). 

In contrast to expectation based on the hypothesis that habitat variability increases 
network modularity, no positive correlation was observed between Qd and habitat 
variability in the compound networks (Figure 1 and Table 1). To perform more 
comprehensive examinations, the effect of the phylogenetic relationship was considered. 
The importance of a phylogeny for evaluating associations among biological parameters 
is well known in terms of comparative phylogenetic analysis (Felsenstein, 1985; T. 
Garland, Harvey, & Ives, 1992; Theodore Garland, Bennett, & Rezende, 2005). Such 
analyses generally assume a simple evolutionary model in which random Brownian 
motion-like traits are considered to change on a phylogenetic tree with accurate branch 
lengths. In particular, the phylogenetically independent contrasts (PICs) were computed 
for these parameters (see Section 2.4). However, the results were not changed when the 
PICs were considered, in that there was still no positive correlation between network 
modularity habitat variability. Similar conclusions were also obtained when using Qud 
(Figure 2 and Table 1). 

3.2 No general association between network modularity and habitat variability in 
enzymatic networks, despite positive associations in flies 

Enzymatic networks were also considered, which are represented as directed networks in 
which the nodes and edges are metabolic enzymes (reactions) and the presence of 
interjacent chemical compounds, respectively (see Section 2.2). As for the compound 
networks described above, the relationship between network modularity and habitat 
variability in the enzymatic networks was investigated (Table 2). Overall, there was no 
association between enzymatic network modularity and habitat variability (considering 
both Qd and Qud); however, some exceptions were found. 

Qd showed a weakly positive correlation with habitat variability in mammals. However, 
this positive relationship was only observed when the PICs were not considered. Thus, 
the observed positive correlation between Qd and habitat variability might have been an 
artifact caused by the phylogenetic relationship among mammals. 

By contrast, Qd was negatively correlated with habitat variability in flies when the PICs 
were considered. However, this correlation might also be an artifact caused by some 
outliers, because no correlation was found when using Spearman’s rank correlation 
coefficient (rs = –0.25, p = 0.49). 

In support of the hypothesis that habitat variability promotes network modularity, a 
positive relationship between Qud and habitat variability was observed in flies when 
considering the PICs (Table 2 and Figure 3). In this case, the outliers did not affect the 
observed correlation, because a positive correlation was also found when using 
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (rs = 0.78, p = 0.012 when PICs were considered). 



3.3 Enzymatic network modularity is related to the fraction of duplicated genes rather 
than to habitat variability in flies  

The results described above indicated that more careful examinations are required to 
resolve the relationship between network modularity and habitat variability. In particular, 
it was necessary to evaluate whether the observed positive association between Qud and 
habitat variability in the enzymatic networks of flies (Figure 3) is a unique finding (i.e., 
whether the observed correlation is independent of gene duplication, which is also 
associated with habitat variability). 

Thus, the correlation between Qud and the fraction of duplicated genes was investigated, 
and a strong positive correlation was found (Figure 4). Figures 3 and 4 show that both 
habitat variability and the fraction of duplicated genes are related to Qud. 

Analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs; see Section 2.5) were performed to evaluate the 
independent influences of habitat variability and the fraction of duplicated genes on Qud, 
in order to determine which of the factors is the main determinant of Qud. The results 
showed that Qud is mostly determined by the fraction of duplicated genes rather than by 
habitat variability when PICs are considered (Table 3). This result implies that the 
observed positive correlation between Qud and habitat variability was an artifact caused 
by the primary association between the fraction of duplicated genes and habitat 
variability. 

However, the effect of the fraction of duplicated genes on the increase in Qud may not be 
conserved among living organisms, given that no positive relationship between Qud and 
the fraction of duplicated genes was found for mammals when considering PICs (r = 0.41, 
p = 0.18). 

4. Discussion 

The results of this study did not confirm an association between metabolic network 
modularity and habitat variability, thereby rejecting the hypothesis derived from previous 
analytic results (Parter et al., 2007) and theoretical models (Hintze & Adami, 2008; 
Kashtan & Alon, 2005; Lipson et al., 2002) that habitat variability should promote 
network modularity. Although a positive correlation between the undirected version of 
network modularity and habitat variability was observed in the enzymatic networks of 
flies, this may be an artifact caused by the underlying known relationship between gene 
duplication and habitat variability in flies (Makino & Kawata, 2012). These results are 
consistent with the conclusions obtained from recent theoretical (Clune et al., 2013; 
Friedlander et al., 2013; Solé & Valverde, 2008; Takemoto, 2012b) and empirical  
(Takemoto & Borjigin, 2011; Takemoto, 2013) studies that cast doubt on the effect of 
habitat variability on network modularity. Furthermore, most of these previous studies 
(Takemoto & Borjigin, 2011; Takemoto, 2013) were limited to data from lower 
organisms such as archaea and bacteria. Therefore, the present results show that the 
limited impact of habitat variability on metabolic network modularity is also applicable to 



higher organisms such as flies and mammals. The fact that habitat variability does not 
generally promote metabolic network modularity may be common to all living organisms. 

Moreover, these results imply that the factors that determine a species’ habitat range are 
not consistent between a higher level of organization (i.e., biochemical network structure) 
and the gene level (i.e., genetic variation (Barrett & Schluter, 2008; Kellermann et al., 
2009) and gene duplication (Makino & Kawata, 2012; Tamate et al., 2014)). This finding 
may be explained by a study conducted by Blank et al. (Blank, Kuepfer, & Sauer, 2005), 
who showed that network redundancy through duplicated genes was the major 
mechanism contributing to metabolic network robustness in yeast, with a minor 
contribution from alternative molecular pathways. In compound networks, network 
redundancy corresponds to multiple edges between a specific substrate–product pair (i.e., 
the number of enzymes catalyzing a specific metabolic reaction); thus, the network 
structure does not change in the face of gene duplication, although metabolic network 
robustness increases because of the high number of redundant enzymes (i.e., isozymes). 
On the other hand, alternative pathways resulting from gene duplication would increase 
network modularity (Takemoto, 2012b) because reactions are dense among a metabolite 
group; however, such pathways have a negligible contribution to the increase of 
compound network modularity because they have a minor contribution. In enzymatic 
networks, on the other hand, the redundancy through duplicated genes may increase 
metabolic network modularity. According to the definition (see Section 2.3), enzyme 
networks have dense subgraphs (modules) that consist of enzymes (nodes) catalyzing 
similar metabolic reactions, because several enzymes can share a similar substrate and/or 
product. Since such similar enzymes often result from gene duplication, more duplicated 
genes may increase the enzymatic network modularity (Qud). In fact, Díaz-Mejía et al. 
(Díaz-Mejía et al., 2007) reported a high retention of duplicates within functional 
modules in enzymatic networks. This fact also explains the observed positive relationship 
between enzymatic network modularity and the fraction of duplicated genes in flies 
(Figure 3). However, as described above, the effect of gene duplication on enzymatic 
network modularity may be not be a general phenomenon, because no positive 
association was observed between enzymatic network modularity and the fraction of 
duplicated genes. Therefore, it is likely that several factors determine metabolic network 
modularity. 

Horizontal gene transfer is also an important evolutionary event occurring at the gene 
level that can be related to environmental adaptation (Kreimer, Borenstein, Gophna, & 
Ruppin, 2008; Pál, Papp, & Lercher, 2005); in particular, the resulting increased genetic 
diversity could increase the types of habitats available, and thus a species’ habitat 
variability. However, such events are not expected to influence the metabolic network 
modularity of higher organisms because the major driving force of metabolic network 
evolution in eukaryotes, including higher organisms, is gene duplication (Pál et al., 2005; 
Papp et al., 2004) rather than horizontal gene transfer. Moreover, I previously reported 
the limited effect of horizontal gene transfer on compound and enzymatic network 
modularity (Takemoto, 2013) in bacteria. Note that Kreimer et al. (Kreimer et al., 2008) 
found a positive correlation between the degree of horizontal gene transfer and enzymatic 



network modularity in bacteria; however, we proposed that the observed correlation was 
probably due to a lack of available data on metabolic reactions (Takemoto, 2013). 

Alternative theories are required to explain the origin and evolution of network 
modularity. The current theory (Kashtan & Alon, 2005) that habitat variability promotes 
network modularity was originally developed based on a genetic programming approach 
assuming an edge-switching mechanism; however, this basic assumption may be not 
satisfied. Although the rate of edge rewiring may vary slightly at each estimated 
divergence time, the ratio of the edge-rewiring rate in metabolic networks (Shou et al., 
2011) to that in gene regulatory networks ranges from 3.2 × 10–4 to 8.4 × 10–3. Thus, it 
may be difficult to completely explain the origin and evolution of network modularity 
using this theory. The following alternative theories can be considered. First, the 
connection-cost theory (Clune et al., 2013) predicts that network modularity evolves 
under selection pressure to maximize network performance and minimize connection 
costs. Second, the multiplicative-mutation theory (Friedlander et al., 2013) predicts that 
multiplicative mutations lead to network modularity. Both theories may be biologically 
plausible because of the optimality mechanism of evolution (de Vos, Poelwijk, & Tans, 
2013) and common observations of multiplicative mutations (Friedlander et al., 2013). 
However, more careful examinations (involving tests with empirical data) may be 
required. In particular, appropriate definitions of performance and connection costs will 
be needed to accurately test the connection-cost theory. In this context, flux balance 
analysis (Bordbar, Monk, King, & Palsson, 2014) and databases of the thermodynamic 
properties of biochemical compounds and reactions (e.g., eQuilibrator (Flamholz, Noor, 
Bar-Even, & Milo, 2012)) may be useful for quantifying the performance and connection 
costs in metabolic networks. On the other hand, it may be difficult to test the 
multiplicative-mutation theory because of the inherent product-rule nature of biological 
mutations, as the authors originally mentioned when this theory was proposed 
(Friedlander et al., 2013). The neutral theory for metabolic networks (Takemoto, 2012b) 
can quantitatively demonstrate that metabolic network modularity can arise from simple 
evolutionary processes, using empirical data. Therefore, the neutral theory, which 
predicts that network modularity can be acquired neutrally, is the most plausible 
hypothesis at present. The fact that metabolic networks appear to be modular in nature 
but not significantly so (Holme, Huss, & Lee, 2011) also supports this hypothesis. 

The present results do not entirely discount the effect of habitat variability on metabolic 
network modularity. Rather, they highlight the need for more detailed examination of the 
relationships between habitat variability and metabolic networks (biological systems, in 
general). In particular, higher-level metabolic network analyses are needed. Although 
metabolic network analysis based on network science is powerful, the simplification 
required to visualize and represent such a network (i.e., a graph) results in several gaps in 
biological information (Takemoto, 2012a). In this context, the following methods may be 
useful: flux balance analysis (Bordbar et al., 2014) and Scope (Handorf, Ebenhöh, & 
Heinrich, 2005), a computational framework used to characterize the biosynthetic 
capability of a network when it is provided with certain external resources. In particular, 
the Scope algorithm has identified a functional group of metabolic networks that 
determines biologically important physiological parameters such as metabolic rate 



(especially respiratory rate) and lifespan (Takemoto & Kawakami, 2015). These methods 
may help to understand the relationship between metabolic network structure and 
metabolic/physiological functions. In addition, the expression and activity of metabolic 
enzymes could also be considered using microarray and mass spectrometry. 

The present analysis has some limitations that should be acknowledged. For example, the 
definition of modularity and modules is controvertible. Therefore, any of the conclusions 
reached are limited to the context of network modularity. For metabolic networks, 
however, biologically functional modules (i.e., functional categories of genes/proteins, 
curated manually) may not be accurately defined through module detection methods 
based on network topology (i.e., in the context of network modularity). In particular, the 
definition of modularity used in this study and many previous studies might not be 
topologically intuitive due to the locality and limited resolution (Fortunato & Barthélemy, 
2007). Methods based on linked communities (Ahn, Bagrow, & Lehmann, 2010) may be 
more useful to avoid these limitations, because they show better accuracy in the 
prediction of biologically functional modules (or related categories such as pathways). In 
addition, it is important to consider biological information such as reaction mechanisms, 
the direction of reaction (i.e., reversible vs. irreversible), the chemical structure of 
metabolites, and gene clusters. In this context, methods for finding biologically 
meaningful modules of biological networks based on gene clusters and chemical 
transformation patterns (Kanehisa, 2013; Muto et al., 2013) may be useful. 

Comparative phylogenetic analysis (i.e., PICs) also has limitations. In particular, this 
analysis assumed a Brownian motion-like evolution of biological traits on a phylogenetic 
tree with accurate branch lengths; thus, the phylogenetic analysis may result in 
misleading conclusions. For instance, Griffith et al. (Griffith, Moodie, & Civetta, 2003) 
pointed out that loss of statistical power can occur when a dataset is reduced in size 
owing to phylogenetic corrections. Because the present dataset contained only a few 
samples, it falls into the condition described by Griffith et al. However, similar 
conclusions were obtained when considering the phylogenetic analysis and simple 
correlation analysis; thus, it is expected that this limitation did not influence the 
conclusions. 

The results of the present study also depend on the quality of the genome annotation and 
metabolic reaction databases. For example, opposite conclusions have been observed 
when using an earlier version and the latest version of metabolic networks in the same 
analysis (Takemoto, 2013, 2014). Furthermore, it is possible that these results were 
influenced by the percentage of proteins with no known function in the study organisms. 
For metabolic networks, the difference in the fraction of functionally unknown proteins 
between species categories was confirmed in a previous study of our research group 
(Takemoto & Yoshitake, 2013). Thus, the quality of the annotation and databases are not 
considered to affect the present conclusions; however, more careful examinations are 
required. For example, the metabolic networks themselves are not fully understood. In 
particular, the existence of enzyme promiscuity (Khersonsky & Tawfik, 2010), which 
implies that enzymes can catalyze multiple reactions, act on more than one substrate, or 
exert a range of suppressions (Patrick, Quandt, Swartzlander, & Matsumura, 2007), 



suggests the possibility of many hidden metabolic reactions, which may in turn be related 
to metabolic robustness against changing environments (Nam et al., 2012). Consideration 
of these hidden metabolic reactions will be important for designing metabolic pathways 
and for developing a deeper understanding of metabolic evolution. 

It will also be necessary to test the relationship between habitat variability and biological 
systems (e.g., metabolic networks) using additional organisms. For example, it is not 
possible to determine whether the present conclusions are general or due to specific 
effects in a few individuals. Therefore, the continuous sequencing of genomes from a 
wide range of organisms (e.g., mammals, birds, fish, and insects) is clearly important for 
this field to progress. Further development of high-throughput sequencing techniques will 
enable the rapid collection of such data. For example, metagenomics techniques are now 
available to complete the sequencing of an organism’s genome. 

Despite the limitations of the present analysis mentioned above, these findings 
nonetheless encourage a reconsideration of the widely accepted hypothesis that habitat 
variability promotes network modularity. Furthermore, these results enhance general 
understanding of adaptive and evolutionary mechanisms (i.e., mechanisms for habitat 
variability) in metabolic networks. 

Acknowledgements 

This study was supported by a Grant-in-Aid for Young Scientists (A) from the Japan 
Society for the Promotion of Science (no. 25700030). KT thanks J.-B. Mouret for 
providing an executable file for calculating Qd. 
 

References 
Ahn, Y.-Y., Bagrow, J. P., & Lehmann, S. (2010). Link communities reveal multiscale 

complexity in networks. Nature, 466(7307), 761–764. 
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature09182 

Arenas, A., Duch, J., Fernández, A., & Gómez, S. (2007). Size reduction of complex 
networks preserving modularity. New Journal of Physics, 9(6), 176–176. 
http://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/9/6/176 

Artzy-Randrup, Y. (2004). Comment on “Network Motifs: Simple Building Blocks of 
Complex Networks” and “Superfamilies of Evolved and Designed Networks.” 
Science (New York, N.Y.), 305(5687), 1107c–1107c. 
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1099334 

Barabási, A.-L., & Oltvai, Z. N. (2004). Network biology: understanding the cell’s 
functional organization. Nature Reviews Genetics, 5(2), 101–113. 
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrg1272 



Bardet, C., Delgado, S., & Sire, J. Y. (2010). MEPE evolution in mammals reveals 
regions and residues of prime functional importance. Cellular and Molecular Life 
Sciences, 67(2), 305–320. http://doi.org/10.1007/s00018-009-0185-1 

Barrett, R., & Schluter, D. (2008). Adaptation from standing genetic variation. Trends in 
Ecology & Evolution, 23(1), 38–44. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2007.09.008 

Beber, M. E., Fretter, C., Jain, S., Sonnenschein, N., Müller-Hannemann, M., & Hütt, M.-
T. (2012). Artefacts in statistical analyses of network motifs: general framework and 
application to metabolic networks. Journal of the Royal Society, Interface / the 
Royal Society, 9(77), 3426–35. http://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2012.0490 

Blank, L. M., Kuepfer, L., & Sauer, U. (2005). Large-scale 13C-flux analysis reveals 
mechanistic principles of metabolic network robustness to null mutations in yeast. 
Genome Biology, 6(6), R49. http://doi.org/10.1186/gb-2005-6-6-r49 

Bordbar, A., Monk, J. M., King, Z. a, & Palsson, B. O. (2014). Constraint-based models 
predict metabolic and associated cellular functions. Nature Reviews Genetics, 15(2), 
107–120. http://doi.org/10.1038/nrg3643 

Bridle, J. R., & Vines, T. H. (2007). Limits to evolution at range margins: when and why 
does adaptation fail? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 22(3), 140–147. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2006.11.002 

Brown, J. H., Gillooly, J. F., Allen, A. P., Savage, V. M., & West, G. B. (2004). Toward 
a metabolic theory of ecology. Ecology, 85(7), 1771–1789. 

Caspi, R., Altman, T., Dreher, K., Fulcher, C. A., Subhraveti, P., Keseler, I. M., … Karp, 
P. D. (2012). The MetaCyc database of metabolic pathways and enzymes and the 
BioCyc collection of pathway/genome databases. Nucleic Acids Research, 
40(November 2011), 742–753. http://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkr1014 

Chave, J. (2013). The problem of pattern and scale in ecology: what have we learned in 
20 years? Ecology Letters, 16, 4–16. http://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12048 

Clark, A. G., Eisen, M. B., Smith, D. R., Bergman, C. M., Oliver, B., Markow, T. a, … 
MacCallum, I. (2007). Evolution of genes and genomes on the Drosophila 
phylogeny. Nature, 450(7167), 203–218. http://doi.org/10.1038/nature06341 

Clune, J., Mouret, J.-B., & Lipson, H. (2013). The evolutionary origins of modularity. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society B, 280(1755), 20122863. 
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.2863 



de Vos, M. G., Poelwijk, F. J., & Tans, S. J. (2013). Optimality in evolution: new insights 
from synthetic biology. Current Opinion in Biotechnology, 24(4), 797–802. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.copbio.2013.04.008 

Díaz-Mejía, J. J., Pérez-Rueda, E., & Segovia, L. (2007). A network perspective on the 
evolution of metabolism by gene duplication. Genome Biology, 8(2), R26. 
http://doi.org/10.1186/gb-2007-8-2-r26 

Felsenstein, J. (1985). Phylogenies and the comparative method. The American Naturalist, 
125(1), 1–15. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/2461605 

Flamholz, A., Noor, E., Bar-Even, A., & Milo, R. (2012). eQuilibrator--the biochemical 
thermodynamics calculator. Nucleic Acids Research, 40(Database issue), D770–5. 
http://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkr874 

Fortunato, S. (2010). Community detection in graphs. Physics Reports, 486(3-5), 75–174. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2009.11.002 

Fortunato, S., & Barthélemy, M. (2007). Resolution limit in community detection. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 
104(1), 36–41. http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0605965104 

Friedlander, T., Mayo, A. E., Tlusty, T., & Alon, U. (2013). Mutation rules and the 
evolution of sparseness and modularity in biological systems. PloS ONE, 8(8), 
e70444. http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0070444 

Friedlander, T., Mayo, A. E., Tlusty, T., & Alon, U. (2014). Evolution of bow-tie 
architectures in biology. PLoS Computational Biology, 11(3), e1004055. 
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004055 

Garland, T., Bennett, A. F., & Rezende, E. L. (2005). Phylogenetic approaches in 
comparative physiology. Journal of Experimental Biology, 208(Pt 16), 3015–3035. 
http://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01745 

Garland, T., Harvey, P. H., & Ives, A. R. (1992). Procedures for the analysis of 
comparative data using phylogenetically independent contrasts. Systematic Biology, 
41(1), 18–32. http://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/41.1.18 

Griffith, O. L., Moodie, G. E. E., & Civetta, A. (2003). Genome size and longevity in fish. 
Experimental Gerontology, 38(3), 333–337. Retrieved from 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12581799 

Guimerà, R., Sales-Pardo, M., & Amaral, L. (2004). Modularity from fluctuations in 
random graphs and complex networks. Physical Review E, 70(2), 025101(R). 
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.70.025101 



Handorf, T., Ebenhöh, O., & Heinrich, R. (2005). Expanding metabolic networks: scopes 
of compounds, robustness, and evolution. Journal of Molecular Evolution, 61(4), 
498–512. http://doi.org/10.1007/s00239-005-0027-1 

Hansen, T. F. (2003). Is modularity necessary for evolvability? Remarks on the 
relationship between pleiotropy and evolvability. Biosystems, 69(2-3), 83–94. 
Retrieved from http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12689723 

Hartwell, L. H., Hopfield, J. J., Leibler, S., & Murray, A. W. (1999). From molecular to 
modular cell biology. Nature, 402(6761 Suppl), C47–C52. 
http://doi.org/10.1038/35011540 

Hintze, A., & Adami, C. (2008). Evolution of complex modular biological networks. 
PLoS Computational Biology, 4(2), e23. http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.0040023 

Holme, P. (2011). Metabolic robustness and network modularity: a model study. PLoS 
ONE, 6(2), e16605. http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0016605 

Holme, P., Huss, M., & Lee, S. H. (2011). Atmospheric reaction systems as null-models 
to identify structural traces of evolution in metabolism. PLoS ONE, 6(5), e19759. 
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0019759 

Jetz, W., Carbone, C., Fulford, J., & Brown, J. H. (2004). The scaling of animal space use. 
Science (New York, N.Y.), 306(5694), 266–268. 
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1102138 

Kanehisa, M. (2013). Chemical and genomic evolution of enzyme-catalyzed reaction 
networks. FEBS Letters, 587(17), 2731–2737. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.febslet.2013.06.026 

Kanehisa, M., Goto, S., Sato, Y., Kawashima, M., Furumichi, M., & Tanabe, M. (2014). 
Data, information, knowledge and principle: back to metabolism in KEGG. Nucleic 
Acids Research, 42(Database issue), D199–D205. 
http://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkt1076 

Kashtan, N., & Alon, U. (2005). Spontaneous evolution of modularity and network 
motifs. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 
America, 102(39), 13773–13778. http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0503610102 

Kellermann, V., van Heerwaarden, B., Sgrò, C. M., & Hoffmann, A. A. (2009). 
Fundamental evolutionary limits in ecological traits drive Drosophila species 
distributions. Science (New York, N.Y.), 325(5945), 1244–1246. 
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1175443 



Khersonsky, O., & Tawfik, D. S. (2010). Enzyme promiscuity: a mechanistic and 
evolutionary perspective. Annual Review of Biochemistry, 79, 471–505. 
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-biochem-030409-143718 

Kreimer, A., Borenstein, E., Gophna, U., & Ruppin, E. (2008). The evolution of 
modularity in bacterial metabolic networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America, 105(19), 6976–6981. 
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0712149105 

Larkin, M. A., Blackshields, G., Brown, N. P., Chenna, R., Mcgettigan, P. A., 
McWilliam, H., … Higgins, D. G. (2007). Clustal W and Clustal X version 2.0. 
Bioinformatics, 23(21), 2947–2948. http://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btm404 

Leicht, E., & Newman, M. (2008). Community structure in directed networks. Physical 
Review Letters, 100(11), 118703. http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.118703 

Levy, R., & Borenstein, E. (2012). Reverse ecology: from systems to environments and 
back. Advances in Experimental Medicine and Biology, 751, 329–345. 
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-3567-9_15 

Lipson, H., Pollack, J. B., & Suh, N. P. (2002). On the origin of modular variation. 
Evolution, 56(8), 1549–56. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2002.tb01466.x 

Ma, H.-W., & Zeng, A.-P. (2003). The connectivity structure, giant strong component 
and centrality of metabolic networks. Bioinformatics, 19(11), 1423–1430. 
http://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btg177 

Makino, T., & Kawata, M. (2012). Habitat variability correlates with duplicate content of 
Drosophila genomes. Molecular Biology and Evolution, 29(10), 3169–3179. 
http://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/mss133 

Milo, R., Shen-Orr, S., Itzkovitz, S., Kashtan, N., Chklovskii, D., & Alon, U. (2002). 
Network motifs: simple building blocks of complex networks. Science (New York, 
N.Y.), 298(5594), 824–827. http://doi.org/10.1126/science.298.5594.824 

Muto, A., Kotera, M., Tokimatsu, T., Nakagawa, Z., Goto, S., & Kanehisa, M. (2013). 
Modular architecture of metabolic pathways revealed by conserved sequences of 
reactions. Journal of Chemical Information and Modeling, 53(3), 613–622. 
http://doi.org/10.1021/ci3005379 

Nam, H., Lewis, N. E., Lerman, J. A., Lee, D.-H., Chang, R. L., Kim, D., & Palsson, B. 
O. (2012). Network context and selection in the evolution to enzyme specificity. 
Science (New York, N.Y.), 337(6098), 1101–4. 
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1216861 



Newman, M. E. J. (2006). Modularity and community structure in networks. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 103(23), 
8577–8582. http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0601602103 

Pál, C., Papp, B., & Lercher, M. J. (2005). Adaptive evolution of bacterial metabolic 
networks by horizontal gene transfer. Nature Genetics, 37(12), 1372–1375. 
http://doi.org/10.1038/ng1686 

Papp, B., Pál, C., & Hurst, L. D. (2004). Metabolic network analysis of the causes and 
evolution of enzyme dispensability in yeast. Nature, 429(6992), 661–664. 
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature02636 

Parter, M., Kashtan, N., & Alon, U. (2007). Environmental variability and modularity of 
bacterial metabolic networks. BMC Evolutionary Biology, 7, 169. 
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-7-169 

Patrick, W. M., Quandt, E. M., Swartzlander, D. B., & Matsumura, I. (2007). Multicopy 
suppression underpins metabolic evolvability. Molecular Biology and Evolution, 
24(12), 2716–2722. http://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msm204 

Root, T. L., Price, J. T., Hall, K. R., Schneider, S. H., Rosenzweig, C., & Pounds, J. A. 
(2003). Fingerprints of global warming on wild animals and plants. Nature, 
421(6918), 57–60. http://doi.org/10.1038/nature01333 

Roy, K., Hunt, G., Jablonski, D., Krug, A. Z., & Valentine, J. W. (2009). A 
macroevolutionary perspective on species range limits. Proceedings of the Royal 
Society B: Biological Sciences, 276(1661), 1485–1493. 
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.1232 

Shou, C., Bhardwaj, N., Lam, H. Y. K., Yan, K.-K., Kim, P. M., Snyder, M., & Gerstein, 
M. B. (2011). Measuring the evolutionary rewiring of biological networks. PLoS 
Computational Biology, 7(1), e1001050. 
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1001050 

Solé, R. V, & Valverde, S. (2008). Spontaneous emergence of modularity in cellular 
networks. Journal of the Royal Society Interface, 5(18), 129–133. 
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2007.1108 

Stelzer, M., Sun, J., Kamphans, T., Fekete, S. P., & Zeng, A.-P. (2011). An extended 
bioreaction database that significantly improves reconstruction and analysis of 
genome-scale metabolic networks. Integrative Biology, 3(11), 1071–1086. 
http://doi.org/10.1039/c1ib00008j 



Takemoto, K. (2012a). Current understanding of the formation and adaptation of 
metabolic systems based on network theory. Metabolites, 2(3), 429–457. 
http://doi.org/10.3390/metabo2030429 

Takemoto, K. (2012b). Metabolic network modularity arising from simple growth 
processes. Physical Review E, 86(3), 036107. 
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.86.036107 

Takemoto, K. (2013). Does habitat variability really promote metabolic network 
modularity? PLoS ONE, 8(4), e61348. http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0061348 

Takemoto, K. (2014). Metabolic networks are almost nonfractal: A comprehensive 
evaluation. Physical Review E, 90(2), 022802. 
http://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.90.022802 

Takemoto, K., & Borjigin, S. (2011). Metabolic network modularity in Archaea depends 
on growth conditions. PLoS ONE, 6(10), e25874. 
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0025874 

Takemoto, K., & Kawakami, Y. (2015). The proportion of genes in a functional category 
is linked to mass-specific metabolic rate and lifespan. Scientific Reports, 5(May), 
10008. http://doi.org/10.1038/srep10008 

Takemoto, K., Nacher, J. C., & Akutsu, T. (2007). Correlation between structure and 
temperature in prokaryotic metabolic networks. BMC Bioinformatics, 8, 303. 
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-8-303 

Takemoto, K., Niwa, T., & Taguchi, H. (2011). Difference in the distribution pattern of 
substrate enzymes in the metabolic network of Escherichia coli, according to 
chaperonin requirement. BMC Systems Biology, 5(1), 98. 
http://doi.org/10.1186/1752-0509-5-98 

Takemoto, K., & Oosawa, C. (2012). Modeling for evolving biological networks. In 
Statistical and Machine Learning Approaches for Network Analysis (pp. 77–108). 
http://doi.org/10.1002/9781118346990.ch3 

Takemoto, K., & Yoshitake, I. (2013). Limited influence of oxygen on the evolution of 
chemical diversity in metabolic networks. Metabolites, 3(4), 979–992. 
http://doi.org/10.3390/metabo3040979 

Tamate, S. C., Kawata, M., & Makino, T. (2014). Contribution of nonohnologous 
duplicated genes to high habitat variability in mammals. Molecular Biology and 
Evolution, 31(7), 1779–1786. http://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msu128 



Wagner, A. (2008). Gene duplications, robustness and evolutionary innovations. 
BioEssays, 30(4), 367–373. http://doi.org/10.1002/bies.20728 

Wagner, A., & Fell, D. A. (2001). The small world inside large metabolic networks. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society B, 268(1478), 1803–1810. 
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1711 

Yang, A. S. (2001). Modularity, evolvability, and adaptive radiations: a comparison of 
the hemi- and holometabolous insects. Evolution and Development, 3(2), 59–72. 
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-142x.2001.003002059.x 

Zhou, W., & Nakhleh, L. (2012). Convergent evolution of modularity in metabolic 
networks through different community structures. BMC Evolutionary Biology, 12, 
181. http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2148-12-181 

 

 

 



 
Tables 
 
Table 1: Correlations between habitat variability (Brillouin index) and modularity 
of compound networks. 
Qd and Qud indicate the modularity scores for directed networks and undirected networks, 
respectively. Correlation analyses were performed with and without consideration of 
phylogenetically independent contrasts (PICs). Pearson’s correlation coefficient r is 
shown. Parenthetic values indicate the associated p-values. 
          

Species category Flies Mammals 

Modularity PICs Considered PICs Not 
Considered PICs Considered PICs Not 

Considered 
Qd –0.56 (0.094) –0.32 (0.33) –0.37 (0.23) 0.24 (0.42) 
Qud –0.61 (0.063) –0.42 (0.20) –0.45 (0.14) –0.27 (0.36) 

 
Table 2: Correlations between habitat variability (Brillouin index) and modularity 
of enzymatic networks. 
See Table 1 for description of the method of calculation and table elements. 
          

Species category Flies Mammals 

Modularity  PICs Considered PICs Not 
Considered PICs Considered PICs Not 

Considered 
Qd –0.70 (0.023) 0.13 (0.71) 0.17 (0.61) 0.59 (0.035) 
Qud 0.91 (0.00031) 0.78 (0.0042) –0.059 (0.86) –0.31 (0.30) 

 
 
Table 3: Influences of habitat variability and fraction of duplicated genes on the 
modularity (Qud) of enzymatic networks in flies.  
SE indicates the standard error. 
              

Variable 
PICs Considered PICs Not considered 

Estimate SE P-value Estimate SE P-value 

Habitat variability –0.0023 0.0024 0.38 0.0060 0.0043 0.20 

Fraction of duplicated genes 0.83 0.13 0.00041 0.30 0.21 0.20 
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Figure 1: Relationships between the modularity score for directed networks (Qd) 
and habitat variability. 
The horizontal axes represent habitat variability (Brillouin index) (top panels) and 
phylogenetically independent contrasts (PICs) in the index (lower panels). The vertical 
axes indicate Qd (top panels) and PICs in Qd

 (bottom panels) of compound networks in 
flies (left panels) and mammals (right panels). Pearson’s correlation coefficients (r) and 
associated p-values are shown. 
 
 



−0.050

−0.025

0.000

0.025

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
Contrasts in habitat variability

Co
nt

ra
sts

 in
 Q

−2

−1

0

−5 0 5
Contrasts in habitat variability

Co
nt

ra
sts

 in
 Q

ud
ud

(A) Flies

(B) Mammals

 
Figure 2: Relationship between modularity score for undirected networks (Qud) and 
habitat variability. 
The horizontal and vertical axes indicate phylogenetically independent contrasts (PICs) in 
habitat variability (Brillouin index) and PICs in the Qud of compound networks, 
respectively, in flies (A) and mammals (B). A weak negative correlation and no 
correlation were observed for flies (r = –0.61, p = 0.063) and mammals (r = –0.45, p = 
0.14), respectively. 
 
 



−0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
Contrasts in habitat variability

Co
nt

ra
sts

 in
 Q

0.58

0.60

0.62

0 1 2
Habitat variability

Q

3

ud
ud

(A)

(B)

 
Figure 3: Correlation between modularity score (Qud) and habitat variability in the 
enzymatic networks of flies. 
A positive correlation was observed both when phylogenetically independent contrasts 
(PICs) were not considered (A; r = 0.78, p = 0.042) and when the PICs were considered 
(B; r = 0.91, p = 3.1 × 10–3). 
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Figure 4: Correlation between modularity score (Qud) and the fraction of duplicated 
genes in the enzymatic networks of flies. 
A positive correlation was observed both when phylogenetically independent contrasts 
(PICs) were not considered (A; r = 0.78, p = 0.0043) and when the PICs were considered 
(B; r = 0.98, p = 2.4 × 10–7). 
 
 
 
 


