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Recent research has extended methods from the fields of thermodynamics and statistical mechanics
into other disciplines. Most notably, one recent work creates a unified theoretical framework to
understand evolutionary biology, machine learning, and thermodynamics. We present simulations
of biological evolution used to test this framework. The test simulates organisms whose behavior
is determined by specific parameters that play the role of genes. These genes are passed on to
new simulated organisms with the capacity to mutate, allowing adaption of the organisms to the
environment. With this simulation, we are able to test the the framework in question. The results
of our simulation are consistent with the work being tested, providing evidence for it.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Thermodynamics and statistical mechanics have made
significant progress in describing the emergent behav-
ior of particles. Similarly, the study of evolutionary
biology also requires an understanding of the rates of
emergent macroscopic properties in a very large system.
There has been a longstanding effort to develop a rig-
orous quantitative framework to describe rates of pro-
cesses in evolution. A large body of research has been
devoted to this goal, both from previous decades [1–3],
as well as from more recent work [4–16]. Notably, equi-
libria and phase-transition-like changes in evolution have
been studied [17, 18]. The work has been extended to
biological systems in other contexts as well [19, 20]. In
addition, research has made progress relating the frame-
work of evolution and other complex biological systems
to issues in physics [21], neuroscience, [22–24], and other
areas.

Some research has focused on relating thermodynam-
ics and evolution directly [25, 26]. One of the most
cited works in this field is Ref. [27], expanded upon by
Ref. [28].These papers present a model which adapts a
statistical mechanics formalism to evolution. In Ref. [27],
multiple parallels are drawn between thermodynamic
variables and evolutionary variable, the most relevant to
this work being their identification of population size as
the evolutionary equivalent of temperature. The work
being tested here, Ref. [29], makes a contrary claim about
the nature of evolutionary temperature, instead identify-
ing it with the stochasticity of an evolutionary system.

The attempt to develop a mathematical framework for
rates of evolution is part of a broader effort to understand
and describe thermodynamic systems out of equilibrium.
There have been many recent advances in these fields, es-
pecially in terms of spin glasses [30–33], and the Mpemba
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effect [34–36].
The field of machine learning also studies the emergent

properties of a large number of individual components.
One example is the well-known evolutionary algorithm.
[37, 38] Many further parallels can be drawn between bi-
ological evolution and neural networks, as both systems
are constantly ”learning” and adapting to their environ-
ments. Because of these similarities, some research has
worked to develop a theory unifying these fields [39, 40]
and apply advances from one field to another [41–44].
Additional work has been done relating physical and

chemical systems to neural networks [45–48] as well as
towards a general framework for neural networks [49, 50].
This paper tests the work of Ref. [29],Thermodynamics

of Evolution and the Origin of Life, and [51], Towards a
Theory of Evolution as Multilevel Learning, which relate
the principles of thermodynamics, machine learning, and
biological evolution as optimization processes. This work
has been applied to the evolution and spread of SARS-
CoV-2 in in Ref. [52].

B. Thermodynamics of Evolution

This section summarizes Ref. [29], which gives a frame-
work for unifying thermodynamics, evolution, and ma-
chine learning. The article makes the case that this
framework could be used to understand the origin of life.
Our simulations only test the Thermodynamics of Evo-
lution, and do not test applications to the origin of life.
As such, we will only summarize the Thermodynamics of
Evolution in this section.
The major principle of Refs. [29] is the minimization

of entropy subject to constraints. Entropy is identified
as

S = −
∫

dNx p(x|q) log (p(x|q)) , (1)

where x represent non-trainable variables describing the
environment and q representing trainable variables that
adapt to the environment through the evolution process.
p(x|q) is the probability distribution of x given q.
The minimization of entropy is subject to two con-

straints: first, that the integral over all probabilities is
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equal to 1, and second, that an evolutionary quantity
called the additive fitness, H, (which is made analogous
to energy in thermodynamics), can be averaged with

U(q) =

∫
dNx H(x,q)p(x|q), (2)

where U(q) does not depend on p(x|q). The entropy is
minimized subject to these constraints from which the
probability is derived:

p(x|q) = e−βH(x,q)

Z(β,q)
, (3)

where, β is the Lagrange Multiplier for the constraint U .
The symbol β is chosen because it is identified as being
equivalent to β in thermodynamics which is the inverse
temperature. In the context of evolution, the tempera-
ture is the ”extent of the stochasticity of the system.”

Z, the evolutionary partition function in Eq. (3), is
given by

Z(β|q) =
∫

dNx ϕ(x,q), (4)

where ϕ is identified as the Malthusian Fitness. Just as
in thermodynamics and statistical mechanics, the quan-
tity Z contains information about many other quantities.
One such quantity is the free energy, F , defined as

F ≡ −T logZ. (5)

Ref. [29] proposes an empirical test within the context
of an ideal mutation model. Like the ideal gas model, the
ideal mutation model makes assumptions to simplify cal-
culations. The test in the ideal mutation model assumes
the following: both the population size and number of
genes are sufficiently large, there is no epistasis (genes
cannot suppress the effects of other genes), the popula-
tion remains fixed, and, finally, that most mutations are
not beneficial, but beneficial mutations take a negligible
amount of time to spread to the rest of the population.

From these assumptions, the work derives the follow-
ing equation for the partition functions of a system that
evolves from temperature 1 to temperature 2, Z(1) and
Z(2).

logZ(1)(q)

logZ(2)(q)
=

β1F (q)

β2F (q)
=

β1

β2
=

T2

T1
(6)

It follows from this equation that the ratio of the initial
and final partition functions does not depend on the ini-
tial or final genes. This concrete prediction can be tested.
We test a modified version of this equation described in
Sec. II.

Additionally, the work accounts for an evolutionary
potential, µ, which is the amount of evolutionary work
needed to add an additional gene, however, it is irrele-
vant to our work, in which the number of genes is held
constant.

FIG. 1. Visualization of the simulation. Large circles rep-
resent the organisms, whose motion is controlled by parame-
ters that are analogous to genes. Small dots represent food.
Arrows show the general movement of the organisms. Over
time, the mutation of ”genes” during reproduction adapts the
organisms to the sources of food. Generating the food in a
smaller area as shown in the figure on the right changes the
evolutionary equivalent of temperature.

II. METHODS

We created a simulation to test the claims of Ref. [29].
This simulation tracks ”organisms” whose behavior is
controlled by a set of ”genes.” These organisms are ca-
pable of reproduction when certain conditions are met.
When reproducing, the resulting organism will have a
mutated version of the ”parent” organism’s genes. The
evolution process adjusts these genes so the organisms
are more capable of survival and reproduction in their
environment. As a result, this simulation is an ideal test
case because it can test predictions while being able to
track all existing information about the system. This
simulation is described qualitatively in the main body
of the text with technical, numerical details described in
Appendix A.
Each organism accelerates in proportion to its net

force, the sum of all the component ”forces” on it. These
forces are designed to create an emergent system, that is,
an environment which cannot be understood by looking
at an individual organism without performing the com-
plete calculation. We have created a system where the
forces governing the behaviors follow the rules for Boid
motion, employed in a number of works, including Refs.
[53–56]. A pedagogical explanation with pseudocode is
given in Ref. [57]. Along with the forces from Boid mo-
tion, the organisms experience a random force. The rel-
ative strengths of the forces from the Boid motion and
the random force are determined by the genes of a given
organism.
The principles of Boid motion have been chosen for

this simulation because of their ability to create an emer-
gent environment. The purpose of this simulation was to
provide a complex testing environment. If the environ-
ment had been too simple, the results could have been
predicted with statistical methods such as Brownian mo-
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tion. If the simulation’s results could be exactly calcu-
lated without running, it, the methods Ref. [29] presents
would provide no insights.

Each organism has an ”energy” value. If the energy
of a given organism decreases to below 0, the organism
is removed from the simulation. This energy decreases
when the organism moves or reproduces, and increases
with the consumption of ”food”. Units of food, (which
can be thought of as producers), are generated at random
points in a portion of the simulation.

A visualization of the motion of each organism is shown
in Fig. 1. If an organism passes over a unit of food, the
food will be consumed and the organism will gain the
food’s energy. The area covered by an organism depends
on its size, which is determined by genes. If one organism
moves over another one, it might be able to gain energy
by consuming the smaller organism. The greater the size
of the consuming organism, the higher the likelihood of
it consuming the smaller one. The smaller organism is
removed from the simulation once it has been consumed.
The specific rules for the amounts of energy gained or lost
during these interactions are described in the appendix.

As mentioned in Sec. I B, the evolutionary temper-
ature is identified as the stochasticity of the system.
This stochasticity should not be confused with amount
of randomness involved in individual steps in the code.
Sometimes, a simulation in which organisms have many
randomly determined behaviors can lead to very pre-
cisely determined, non-random result, because the ran-
dom choices average out. Such a simulation would have
a low temperature not a high one. Instead, the stochas-
ticity in this context should be understood as the unpre-
dictability of the macrostate.

To vary the temperature in our simulation, we vary
the area in which food is generated. This can be seen
in Fig. 1,where the left side shows a case where food is
generated in a smaller central region and the right side
shows a case where food is generated throughout the area.
We have chosen 5 temperatures of various food areas,
given in Tab I. The area of food generation corresponding
to minimum stochasticity is neither the largest nor the
smallest area. For the smallest 2 of the 5 chosen values,
the area is small enough that there is a significant chance
that no organism with fit genes will reproduce in the
food-generation area in which their offspring will likely
survive. A large stochasticity results from the large gap
in fitness between the case where organisms do reproduce
in the food area and the case where they do not. On the
other hand, in the largest 2 of the food generation areas,
there is greater uncertainty about where each food will
be generated. Organisms can adapt less readily to less
predictable environment. The genes of organisms can less
effectively be adapted to consume this food, resulting in
more cases where the organisms quickly die off. This
uncertainty about the growth rate also results in a larger
stochasticity. Thus, the middle food area results in the
lowest temperature.

The simulation employed in this work does not exactly

match the ideal mutation model presented in Ref. [29].
There are several notable differences, including that, in
the ideal mutation model, the population does not change
whereas in our simulation, it does. We have differed from
the ideal mutation model to allow for the calculation of
the partition function using Eq. (4). The Malthusian fit-
ness, ϕ, is defined for evolutionary biology in Ref. [51] as
”the rate of change of the prevalence of the given geno-
type in an evolving population.” In order for ϕ to be
nonzero, either the population under study must change
or other populations must change. Thus, the population
of this simulation is allowed to change. Additionally, the
genes in the ideal mutation model remain unchanged un-
til a relevant mutation occurs. When this mutation oc-
curs, it proceeds quickly to fixation. In our simulation,
we have chosen genes to create an emergent environment.
If we were to impose this condition in our simulation,
we would be altering the environment. Thus, there is a
non-negligible change in genes as the organisms evolve.
Furthermore, because we are simulating evolution of or-
ganisms with asexual reproduction, the time to fixation is
longer because genes cannot be spread as quickly through
a population as they can in organisms that reproduced
sexually [58]. The differences between this simulation
and the ideal mutation model should be understood as
small variations left after attempting to reach as close as
possible to the idealization.
Because of the distinctions between our simulation and

the ideal mutation model, the proposed test from Ref.
[29], given in Eq. (6), can no longer be taken as an ex-
act equality. Because of this, we perform a very similar
experiment to the one proposed in the original work. In-
stead of taking a population at a temperature, T1, and
letting it evolve to temperature T2 and then comparing
logZ(1)

logZ(2) to T2

T1
, we choose a starting set of genes, qi and

put the organisms with these genes into environments of
different stochasticities, corresponding to different tem-
peratures. Over a short amount of time, qi will change
slightly in response to its environment. We can call the
new genes qT

f , where the final set of genes will depend on
the temperature as well as the initial genes. If the simu-
lation is only run for a short time, then qT

f = qi +∆qT ,

where ∆qT is small. We then take the ratios of the logs
of the partition functions for qT1

f and qT2

f . Thus, the test

condition, Eq. (6), modified for this simulation becomes

logZ(1)(qT1

f )

logZ(2)(qT2

f )
=

β1F (qT1

f )

β2F (qT2

f )
=

T2F (qi +∆qT1)

T1F (qi +∆qT2)

=
T2F (qi)

T1F (qi)
+O(∆qT1) +O(∆qT2) ≈ T2

T1
. (7)

In the last equals sign, we have done a Taylor expansion
of the term, remembering that ∆qT

f is small because we
have run the simulation only for a short time.
The simulation was run for 6 different starting sets of

genes, q. The values for qi are given in Tab. A. These
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q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 q6 Food Area
T1 174 174 174 174 174 174 1.00
T2 133 133 133 133 133 133 0.75
T3 142 142 142 141 141 141 0.52
T4 167 167 167 166 166 166 0.19
T5 108 108 108 108 108 108 0.07

TABLE I. The number of times the simulations was run for
each q and T .The right column gives the area in which food
is generated as a fraction of the total area. Varying this area
varies the evolutionary temperature.

genes were chosen by the following process: A list of ran-
dom genes is generated. Then, the simulation is run once
for each entry in this list with the organisms having the
starting genes of the entry in the list. Genes which led to
the organisms immediately dying were removed from the
list. Once this process was complete, 6 sets of genes were
randomly selected from the list. This process was used
to decrease the likelihood that the starting population
would immediately die out. Most randomly generated
genes lead to a high probability of all organisms dying
before reproduction. The process we have used does re-
duces the probability of immediate extinction although
it does not eliminate the possibility.

For each of the six genes, we repeatedly use them as
the starting genes for 30 organisms for each of 5 differ-
ent temperatures. Tab. I gives the number of times the
simulation was run for each gene and area of food which
determines the evolutionary temperature.

III. RESULTS

Repeatedly running the simulation provides results
which are used to test Eq. (7). Because the approximate
equals sign only holds for small changes in genes, ∆qT ,
there is a narrow range of times over which the simula-
tion ought to be analyzed. If the simulation is run for
too long a time, the genes will change considerably and
Eq. (7) ceases to be a valid approximation. However, if
the simulation is terminated after too short a time, cer-
tain fit combinations of genes that might eventually lead
to population growth have not done so. In this situa-
tion, the true fitness of these genes will not be measured.
The method employed here is to run the simulation and
stop it once the population size has reached a local max-
imum. This ensures that the simulation will account for
the fitness of the genes, but prevents the simulation from
running too long.

The partition function from Eq. 7 can be calculated
from the Malthusian fitness, ϕ following Eq. (4). The
Malthusian fitness is defined in Ref. [51] as ”the expected
reproductive success of a given genotype: that is, the
rate of change of the prevalence of the given genotype in
an evolving population,” following the work of Ref. [59].
To make this definition quantitative, we calculate the
Malthusian fitness for a given trial number ℓ with

ϕℓ = en̄ℓ , (8)

where, n̄ is the average number of offspring each organism
has. The calculation of the this number is complicated by
the question of how to treat organisms that survive at the
end of the simulation. These organisms would continue
to have offspring if the simulation were run longer. We
do not count these organism towards the average. This is
effectively the same as assuming that the average number
of offspring of surviving organisms will be the same as the
average number of offspring throughout the simulation.
Thus, the average number of offspring for a simulation
that has reached its peak could be written

n̄ =
nt

nt + ni − ns
, (9)

where nt is the total number of organisms to be created
during the simulation, ns is the number of organisms sur-
viving at the peak population of the simulation, and ni

is the number of organisms at the start of the simulation.
Note that if the population only declines, the peak will

occur at the start of the simulation. If Eq. (9) is evaluated
at the start of the simulation, nt + ni − ns = 0 and n̄
becomes undefined. To prevent these scenarios, n̄ is set
to 0 if the peak occurs in the first five time steps.
With the Malthusian fitness, the partition function can

be calculated by integrating over all variables describing
the environment, as stated in Eq. (4). The environment
employed in this work involves generating food at ran-
dom locations and letting the organisms adapt to the
environment. Numerically, this integral is done using
Monte Carlo methods, by summing over the randomly
generated environments. Thus, the partition function is
calculated with

Z =
1

N

N∑
ℓ=1

ϕℓ, (10)

where N is the number of trials. As mentioned in the
previous section, the number of trials for each set of genes
and temperature is given in Tab. I.
The ratios of logs of partition functions (used for

Eq. (7)) are shown with their uncertainties in Fig. 2.
These uncertainties are calculated using methods de-
scribed in a standard metrology or mathematical statis-
tics textbooks such as Ref. [60]. We first show our cal-
culation of the uncertainty for the partition function for
a given set of starting genes and temperature, uZqiTj .
There are two contributions to this uncertainty. Firstly,
there is the random uncertainty coming from the stan-
dard deviation of the partition function, urqiTj . This
uncertainty is

urqiTj =
σqiTj√
NqiT1

(11)

where σqiTj
is the standard deviation of ϕ for the given

temperature and genes and NqiTi
is the number of times
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FIG. 2. Plot of ratios of temperatures with respect to each set of genes. One-standard-deviation uncertainties are shown. If
predictions are correct, each temperature ratio will be approximately independent of the starting gene set. The horizontal lines
correspond to values of x that return minimum χ2(x). This values gives the best prediction for the ratio Tj/T1.

that the simulation was run for the given q and T . This
number is given in Tab. I. In addition to this uncer-
tainty, there is the uncertainty coming from the stop-
ping point for our calculations for the simulation. As
discussed previously, the Malthusian fitness is calculated
over the range of time from the beginning of the simula-
tion until the population reaches a local maximum. This
decision is made to prevent the simulation from running
for too large or small a time, however, the choice of what
range of time over which to evaluate the simulation is
somewhat arbitrary. Because of this, we introduce an
uncertainty associated with the time over which the sim-
ulation was run. This uncertainty, uc is smaller than ur,
but it is non-negligible. We calculate it with the following
formula

ucqiTj
=

1

NqiTj

√√√√ N∑
k=1

σ2
cqiTj

, (12)

where σcqiTj
is the standard deviation of three values of

ϕ, one calculated with ϕ when the population is at the
local maximum for population, one calculated one time
step before that, and one calculated two time steps before
that. In most cases, this standard deviation is very close
to 0 because ϕ is not very sensitive to the exact time at
which it is calculated, however, for some ϕ it is sensitive
enough to provide a small but non-negligible uncertainty.

The combined uncertainty for these two sources is

uZqiTj
=

√
u2
rqiTj

+ u2
cqiTj

(13)

The total uncertainty for ratio of log which is plotted in
Fig. 2 is given by

ur =

√∣∣∣∣uZqiT1

∂

∂Z1

(
logZ1

logZ2

)∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣uZqiT2

∂

∂Z2

(
logZ1

logZ2

)∣∣∣∣2.
(14)

These one-standard-deviation uncertainties are shown in
Fig. 2. If the test equation, Eq. (7) is satisfied, the ratios
will not depend strongly on q. This means that each of
the ratios Ti/T1 should be similar regardless of which q
is used.
We start by finding the most probable value for the

ratio, Ti/T1, if it is constant. This is done by minimizing
a χ2(x) value.

χ2(x) =

n∑
i=1

R2
i (x), Ri(x) =

x− T2qi/T1qi

uri
, (15)

where n is the number of data points and Ri are known
as the residuals. The value of x that gives the smallest
χ2(x) is the best prediction for Ti/T1.



6

T2 T3 T4 T5

Ti/T1 0.93471 0.895286 0.945315 1.13011
uTi/T1

0.0226957 0.0238207 0.0300963 0.0484969
χ2(x) 10.8206 14.3142 13.2294 5.60171
p-value 0.0550546 0.0137319 0.0213212 0.346922

TABLE II. The temperature ratios, Ti/T1 with corresponding
uncertainties uTi/T1

, χ2 values, and p-values for each temper-
ature. Calculation for each of these quantities is described in
the text.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

ΔqT

|R
i(
x)
|

FIG. 3. Plot of the absolute value of the residuals, |Ri(x)| of
each temperature ratio and set of starting genes with respect
to the average change in genes, ∆qT . Even though the data
are non-linear, a best fit line is shown to demonstrate that
the relationship between the variables is even stronger than
the correlation coefficient indicates.

This estimate is used rather than taking the average of
Ti/T1 for each q, because the different values have differ-
ent uncertainties. The χ2(x) minimization weights each
point according to the confidence from the uncertainties.
We can then test how likely it is that, if this is the true
value, the ratios with the given uncertainties and values
would result. From the χ2(x), we can find the uncertain-
ties on the temperature ratios, uTi/T1

, and the p-value. A
low p-value indicates that it is unlikely that the ratios are
independent of the starting genes. Note that the p-values
are calculated neglecting the O(∆qT ) terms in Eq. (7).
In other words, they are the probability of obtaining this
result if the calculated ratio were the true and if Eq. (7)
were an exact equality. The ratios Tj/T1, the minimum
χ2(x) values, and the p-values are given in Tab. II.
As previously argued, Eq. (7) is not an exact equal-

ity. If the equation is true, one would expect that the
ratio of logs calculated for a temperatures and starting
genes in the instances where the average genes change
substantially, there would be a greater deviation from the
average value, (which can be quantified with the resid-
ual, Ri from Eq. (15)) than in cases without substantial
change in genes. Fig. 3 shows data testing this expecta-
tion. This figure plots the residual, Ri for each of the 24
data points in Fig. 2 vs. the the average change in genes.
The average, percentage change in genes for a given trial

is calculated with

∆qT =

ng∑
j=1

2|qTf j
− qTi j |

|qTf j
+ qTi j |

, (16)

where qTi j is the initial value for gene j for temperature

T in a starting set of genes and qTf j
is the final value for

gene j at temperature T that evolved from the starting
set of genes. If this quantity is averaged over all trials, it

is denoted with an overline: ∆qT

IV. ANALYSIS

In this section, the results from the previous section
are interpreted. While the results are not conclusive,
they are entirely consistent with the claims of Ref. [29].
These tests could have proven this reference false and did
not, giving evidence in favor of the work.
The p-values values in Tab. II (which quantify how

likely the data points in Fig. 2 match the lines) are small
enough that it is difficult to reasonably conclude that
Eq. (6) is true as an exact equality. Two of the four are
above the more restrictive, traditional 5% threshold and
two of the four are not. However, of the two that are
not, both are above the more permissive traditional 1%
threshold. From this we can conclude that it is not rea-
sonable to conclude that logZ1

logZ2
is completely independent

of q, however, if the values for each ratio were slightly
different, it would be independent of Temperature. This
is exactly what would be predicted by Eq. (7).
Further confirmation of this equation is given in Fig. 3.

The values of Ri show a clear dependence on ∆q. There
is a strong correlation coefficient of 0.598. It should be
noted that a correlation coefficient is a measure of how
closely the data follow a line. Because the data visibly fol-
low a pattern that is not a line, there is an even stronger
relationship between the two quantities than would be
expected by the correlation coefficient. There is no rea-
sonable chance that these two quantities are unrelated.
This is noteworthy because the smaller ∆q is, the

closer Eq. (7) is to an exact equality. One would ex-
pect that if Eq. (7) is true, the p-values in Tab. II would
be close to the cutoff threshold because some of the cases
where ∆q is large, the residuals contributing to χ2(x),
(which are the source of the small p-value) are larger
than they would be if (7) were an exact equality. Thus,
the cases with large change in genes would also have large
residuals. This is exactly what is observed, which pro-
vides a strong confirmation of the theory.
The data in this research are consistent with the claims

that are being tested. However, this consistency does not
necessarily prove that any other explanations are incon-
sistent with the data observed. The data still have rel-
atively large uncertainties, which could mean that there
are alternative explanations for the results. We investi-
gate two alternative explanations and find that neither
of them can account for the results.



7

One explanation is that the values of logZT , in the
limit of infinite data, would all be so similar to each
other for each temperature that the ratios of these logs
approaches 1. If this were the case, any deviation of
the ratio of logs from 1 in the present data is merely
a statistical fluctuation. This explanation can be tested
quantitatively. The χ2(1) distributions is used for each of
the four ratios to calculate probability of observing data
as extreme as those plotted. These probabilities are re-
spectively: 0.00184421, 2.81022×10−6, 0.00548093, and
0.0253279. These probabilities are much smaller than the
p-values in Tab. II and far too small for this explanation
to be reasonable.

We next consider the explanation that any set of ran-
dom data would give results that could be interpreted as
being close to independent of the starting genes. To test
this, we perform the following steps.

1. We randomly select a list of 6 data points out of
the 24 total data points that are plotted in Tab. 2. In-
stead of comparing each data point to others of the same
temperature ratios, a random set is selected.

2. An x is found that minimizes χ2(x) for these ran-
domly selected data points and a p-value is calculated for
this data set in exactly the same way that the actual χ2

and p-values are calculated.
3. Steps 1. and 2. are repeated 1000 times and the

p-values are averaged.
We find the average p-value is 0.012. This value is

smaller than any of the p-values given in Tab. II. This re-

sult indicates that the differences in temperatures are not
merely random fluctuations. Instead, they are true dif-
ferences for the various temperatures. However, it should
be noted that this p-value is quite close to the p-value for
the ratio T3/T1. This indicates that the differences in
temperatures are somewhat subtle.
With these two tests, we can conclude that the ratios

of temperatures are close to independent of the start-
ing genes and the small variation from independence can
be explained by changes in the genes during evolution.
These results are completely consistent with the work of
Refs. [29, 51].

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we performed computational simulations
of organisms evolving in response to an environment.
The goal was to test a claim in the paper Thermodynam-
ics of Evolution and the Origin of Life. The tested work
defined an evolutionary partition function and claimed
that ratios of these partition functions do not depend on
starting genes. Results of the computational simulations
are exactly consistent with the predictions of the work
we test. Tests have been performed to falsify obvious al-
ternative explanations. Although further investigation is
warranted, these results provide strong evidence in sup-
port of the framework of The Thermodynamics of Evo-
lution.
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Appendix A: Simulation and Data Analysis Details

In this appendix we explain the technicalities of the simulation. Tab. A lists the starting parameters for the 6
gene combinations used. The organism follow the following rules for survival: Organisms’ survival is determined by
their energy. If an organism’s energy drops below zero, the organism is removed from the simulation. One way that
organisms gain energy is by passing over food which is randomly generated. If an organism consumes a unit of food,
its energy is increased by 5 and the food is removed.

Every time step, each organism loses energy according to the following formula:

∆E = −0.015r3 − 0.001v2 − 0.03,

where E is the energy, v is the velocity and r is the size. The v2 term is inspired by the kinetic energy for motion, the
r3 term is inspired by volume-proportional metabolism, and the constant term is inspired by fixed energy processes.
However, these terms are not intended as an exact model. Instead, the rate of energy loss should be understood as a
function chosen to create an emergent environment rather than a representation of any specific system. The v and r
terms in the energy loss mean that there is an upper bound, (that varies based on the environment) for the size and
maximum velocity genes.

Every time step, the position of each organism increases in proportion to its velocity. The velocity increases in
proportion to its acceleration, however, the velocity may not exceed a magnitude determined by the maximum speed
given by the organism’s genes. The force, as mentioned in the main text, is determined by Boid motion. The
genes giving separation distance, neighbor radius, alignment weight, cohesion weight, and separation weight are the
parameters for this motion. In addition to this force, a force in a random direction is added with a magnitude given
by a uniform distribution between zero and the gene for random force. This force is applied at an angle rotated by
an angle rotated in either direction from the angle of velocity. This angle is determined randomly from a uniform
distribution between 0 and the gene for random steering.

If an organism’s energy is greater than 2, it has a chance to reproduce. For each organism, a uniform random
number is generated between 0 and 1. If that number is less than the reproduction rate, the organism reproduces.
If it does reproduce, the newly created organism and the old organism will split the energy of the old organism.
The new organism will have a set of genes that is either identical to or mutated from the old organism’s genes. A
random number between 0 and 1 is generated. If this number is less than the value for mutation rate, the organism
will mutate. If it does, the genes is incremented by the product of the old organism’s mutation degree gene, the old
organisms gene, and a random number between -0.01 and 0.01.

If an organism passes over another organism, it has a chance to consume that organism. A uniform random number
between 1 and 4 is generated. If that number is greater than the ratio of the sizes of the organisms, the organism is
consumed. In that case, the consumed organism is removed and its energy goes to the consuming organism.

Using the simulation described here the data is generated. It is then analyzed as described in the main text.
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q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 q6

maximum speed 14.55 15.44 20.36 17.63 0.3903 12.02
maximum force 0.7832 0.4027 0.1234 0.9971 0.5124 0.4146
separation distance 50.72 121.6 18.78 75.32 48.39 41.62
neighbor radius 91.82 140.5 48.37 161.2 92.92 121.7
alignment weight 0.1000 0.02586 0.09101 0.0582 0.1046 0.071113
cohesion weight 0.04432 0.0596 0.04048 0.1087 0.0859 0.07735
separation weight 0.06947 0.1185 0.1044 0.1018 0.0766 0.1287
reproduction rate 0.1284 0.1935 0.08321 0.2025 0.1389 0.3327
mutation rate 0.9022 0.2672 0.2201 0.1227 0.5858 0.6683
mutation degree 0.6777 0.6098 0.8496 0.6604 0.7929 0.6406
random force 5.506 2.903 3.128 10.37 2.798 8.236
random steering 0.2907 0.09617 0.9360 0.4094 0.7702 0.0686
size 0.7853 0.7688 0.6687 0.5105 0.9020 0.4186

TABLE III. List of initial gene values for each gene set qi.
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