
ar
X

iv
:q

-b
io

/0
60

80
37

v3
  [

q-
bi

o.
P

E
]  

10
 M

ar
 2

00
7 Network growth approach to macroevolution
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Abstract. We propose a novel coarse-grained network growth model coupled with the
competition interaction to simulate the macroevolution. Our work shows that the competition
plays an important role in the macroevolution and it is more rational to describe the relationship
between species by network structures. Our model presents acomplete picture of the
development of phyla and associated splitting process. It was found that periodic mass
extinction occurred in our networks without any extraterrestrial factors and the lifetime
distribution of species was very close to that seen in the fossil record. We also perturbed
the networks with two scenarios of mass extinctions on different hierarchic levels to study the
recovery.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The ecosystem, which is formed from a myriad of interactionsbetween various species, is
one of the best-known example of complexity. During last decade, theoretical research on
the coevolution of species and the statistics of extinctions has been strongly influenced by the
pioneering interdisciplinary works of Per Bak and his collaborators [1, 2, 3, 4]. Many simple
and delicate models have explained large numbers of the phenomena exhibited in the fossil
record. Notably, with the development of nonlinear dynamics and complex networks, it was
found that a food web model is the most suitable way to describe the ecosystem. More recent
models based on network structure and various types of interaction have presented convincing
results not only for macroevolution but also for microevolution. Although microevolution,
which focuses on the influence one species has on others, is more important in protecting
the environment, macroevolution, which focuses on speciescoevolution and periodic species
extinction, is more interesting and more important for species diversity.

Many remarkable phenomena in the history have been found in the fossil record but
until now no satisfactory explanation has been presented. These phenomena include the
Cambrian explosion that gave rise to most of all the known animal phyla, the periodicity
of mass extinctions and characteristics of the evolution, such as extinction rate, origination
rate, percent extinction, standing diversity, survivorship and lifetime distribution.

Recently, there have been attempts to study macroevolutionusing models equipped with
dynamics that operate at the level of individuals [5, 6, 7]. Lotka-Volterra models are relatively
successful in describing many aspects of population dynamics. Coppex introduced a simple
two-trophic network to describe an ecosystem withN species of predators and a single prey
species [8]. His numerical simulations show that there is a power-law distribution of intervals
between extinctions. Since the Lotka-Volterra model is a differential equation model, it is hard
to simulate the global-level processes with a large value ofN. Furthermore, his model does not
describe the macroevolution following the beginning of theCambrian. Luz-Burgoa and his
cooperators investigated the process of sympatric speciation in a simple food web model [9].
They found that sympatric speciation is obtained for the topspecies in both cases, and their
results suggested that the speciation velocity depends on how far up in the food chain the focus
population is feeding. However, this model investigated only the cause of species speciation
and cannot explain the splitting process of a phylum.

B.F De Blasio and F.V. De Blasio have introduced competitioninteraction into the
computer model of the influence of ecospace colonization on adaptive radiation designed by
J.W. Valentine and T.D. Walker [10, 11]. This macroevolution model presents a clear picture
of the simultaneous appearance of so many phyla in the Cambrian almost at the same time
and post-explosion evolution of the ecosystem. However this model cannot show an accurate
picture of macroevolution. It lacks periodicity extinction and the results presented did not
describe whether this model is consistent with the characteristics of the real fossil record.
Moreover, this competition rule seems too simple to describe the intricate interaction between
different species.

In fact, such interspecies competitive interactions play akey role in macroevolution
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whether considered as the sum of predator-prey interaction, host-parasite interaction or
competitions between species using the same resource. Competition also appears to
be essential for species proliferation. Laboratory bacterial experiments have suggested
that species branching is promoted by competition [12, 13].Competition among higher
taxonomical groups may also play a major role in macroevolution [14].

In this paper we present a macroevolution model also based oncompetitive interactions.
In contrast to the model in Ref. [11], our model is built on thegrowth of network structures.
From the simulation results of the properties of our model, such as degree distribution,
clustering coefficients, and especially the modularity dynamics, one can gain more insight
into the processes of creating and splitting phyla and the possible effects of mass extinction.
Additionally, we observe the periodicity of mass extinctions without any extraterrestrial
causes (not mentioned in the model of Ref. [11]). This phenomenon is suggested by Raup
and Sepkoski in 1984 [15]. Our model indicates that this phenomenon, periodicity of mass
extinctions, might be a natural consequence of the macroevolution and not the result of any
extraterrestrial causes as predicted by the model of Lipowski [16, 17]. Furthermore, the
simulation results of lifetime distribution are very similar to the fossil records and the normal
experiences of human beings. Finally, in order to study the effects of mass extinctions, large
numbers of species were removed from the network.

This article is organized as follows. We will explain how to build our model in Sec. 2.
In Sec. 3, we show and discuss the simulation results, including network structure properties,
lifetime distributions, extinction dynamics, and perturbations of the model. In the last Section,
we summarize our conclusions and suggest further extensions of our work.

2. NETWORK MODEL

We take every species as a point in 2-dimensional morphospace and let each dimension be
independent. Each dimension morphospace represents a phenotypic character of species
such as shape, form and structure and so on. We select 2-dimensional morphospace is an
compromise between integrated description of species and fast computation. Every species
is characterized by a point in the morphospace. Species who belong to the same phylum are
similar in phenotypic character, and they are close in morphospace. Phenotypic similarity
between species implies that they are likely to exploit the same resources [18]. However, even
species that are far morphologically may compete for commonresources, like the competition
for light among plants and water among animals. Long-range competition is accounted for
by allowing a finite tail in the possible competitive interaction for morphologically distant
species. The model dynamics are described subsequently.

(1) Architecture of the network. Every node in the network represents one species and
the weight of the connecting line edge indicates the competition strength between two species.
The evolution of the network represents evolution of all species. We give the weight on the
edges following a distribution like gaussian form. Its meanis 0.5 and variance is 0.5, but we
cast the random numbers larger than 1 and negative. Once an edge is built, it does not change.
However, when a species becomes extinct, we remove this nodeand all edges connected to it
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from the network.
(2) Initialization. At the beginning, three species with the same phenotype are connected

as the initial network. Then we assign the weights of three edges.
(3) Competition. Since not all species could compete with each other even if they are

very close in morphospace, the network model should not be a fully interconnected graph.
The competition strength is equal to the weight of the edges.The extinction probability per
steppext of speciessi depends on the total weight of edges connected with it. So theextinction
probability of one species is defined by,

pext(si) = ε
∑

j

fi j, (1)

where the fi j is the weight of the edge between speciessi and s j, and the fraction of
competitionε is constant. If one species becomes extinct, it will be erased from the network
immediately and other species will no longer experience competition from the extinct species.

(4) Speciation. In the short term, it appears to be approximately correct to say that
the whole world can support a certain number of species. Modern-day ecological data on
island biogeography support this view [19]. It is reasonable to assume that new species are
more difficult to evolve as the species number approaches to this upperlimit than that when
the species is rare. When a new species originate from an old species, the distance in the
morphospace between this new species and its parents is taken to be Gaussian distributed
with a small varianceσ. Here, the speciation rangeσ = 0.1 is same for all simulations. The
new species are formed at each time step with a speciation rate,

psp = β

(

1− N
N′

)

, (2)

whereβ is the fraction of the speciation rate,N′ is the maximal species number in the world
andN is the current species number or node number in the network. In this work, the maximal
species is set toN′ = 5500 for all simulations.

After a new species born, it becomes a part of the network, butit is isolated from other
nodes. The probabilityf (di j) that the new nodei will be connected to the old nodej depends
on the distance between them in the morphospace,

f (di j) =

{

f0, di j < R;
f∞, di j > R.

(3)

Here thedi j is the distance between speciessi and s j. We set short-range radiusR = 2 for
all simulations, which was chosen larger than the speciation rangeσ so that speciation takes
place within the range of the short-range competition. Thef0 should be much larger thanf∞.

In this model, the reason of species alive is not the intrinsic morphological advantages
but the morphological disparity of a species. In other words, the fitness landscape is flat. In
each time step, we chose a species randomly and decide whether it would evolve into a new
species based on the speciation rate. Then, we randomly selected another species and decided
whether it should be removed from the network at that time step. This procedure is repeated
millions of times in our simulations.
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3. Simulation Result and Discussion

In this section we present our simulation results of our network model, such as, degree
distribution, cluster coefficient, and community structure. Moreover, to study macroevolution
we consider the lifetime distribution, the extinction dynamics, and perturbation of network
growth in our simulations.

3.1. Time Evolution of Network Structure

In general, two statistical properties, degree distribution and clustering coefficient, are used
to measure the structures of complex networks. However, forstudying phylum splitting, we
calculate the community structure of networks.

Community structure is a mesoscopic description of networks. Newman and Girvan
[20, 21] refers to the fact that nodes in many real networks appear to group in subgraphs.
The community in the network represent phyla. In our model, there is only one taxonomic
grouping. So we can also believe community present genera, families, orders, classes, or
any other taxonomic grouping. We can use this property to measure the split of the phylum.
Newman and Girvan also proposed a divisive algorithm that used edge betweenness as a
metric to identify the boundaries of communities and introduced a measure, based on the
concept of modularityQ. This algorithm has been applied successfully to a variety of
networks. Theoretically, the concept of modularityQ cannot be used in weighted networks.
Even then, it is still observed the structure evolution fromthe different aspects via community
structure in our simulations. The main reason for this observation is that in our model the
connections among the nodes play a major role in the interspecies competition. Therefore we
focus our attention on the structures and ignore the differences between the edges.

It should be noted that our model is a network with dynamic node number. The
macroevolution is described by the process of network growth. As we will show, the main
characters of our model include the species outbreak in the beginning phase, the split of the
phylum, and the final saturation state. In additional, we used the algorithm to find community,
as in Ref. [22] which is based on an extremal optimization of the value of modularity and is
feasible for the accurate identification of community structure in large complex networks.

In Fig. 1, we present the simulation results of the time evolution of the main properties of
our network growth model. The biosphere gradually stabilizes after an initial period of strong
diversification. The early phase of the simulation reveals that the increase of species number
is a step-like behavior. The insets of Fig. 1(b) and Fig. 1(c)show these similar behaviors of
the network structure at the beginning stage. The species number in the saturation state is in
direct ratio to speciation rateβ and in inverse ratio to fraction of competitionε. Note that the
discrete transitions for species number, clustering coefficients, and modularity occur at the
same time.

Note that the definition of the modularity given by Newman,Q =
∑

i(eii − a2
i ), whereei j

is the fraction of all edges in network that link nodes in community i to nodes in community
j andai =

∑

j ei j . The parameterf0 = 0.9 is much larger thanf∞ = 0.03 in our network
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Figure 1. Temporal evolution of the structural properties of the network with parameters
β = 0.6, ε = 0.015, f0 = 0.9, and f∞ = 0.03. The insets show the magnification of the first
40000 steps. A step-like increase is observed in the inset picture and corresponds to the split
of the phyla.

growth. So one can assume that in every communityi the number of edgeszin
i that link nodes

in the same community is much larger than the number of edgeszex
i between the different

communities, or the internal structure of different communities is similar. As a result, we
make an estimate of the value ofQ,

Q =
∑

i















zin
i

2m
−

2zin
i + zex

j

(2m)2















, (4)

wherem = 1
2

∑

i(2zin
i + zex

i ) is the number of edges in the network. Using thezin
i ≫ zex

i , and
zin

i = zin
j , zex

i = zex
j with i , j, we get

Q(n) ≈ 1− 1/n, (5)
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Figure 2. Species distribution in morphospace at four different times. Top left, 10, 000
time steps after the beginning of simulation; top right, after 20, 000 time steps; bottom left,
after 100, 000 time steps; bottom right, after 1, 000, 000 time steps. The figure shows the
dynamics of phylum split and the phylum branching process inmorphospace. The parameters
of simulation are identical to those in Fig. 1.

wheren is the community number in the network. As shown in Fig. 1(b),we find empirically
found that at the beginning of the simulation the modularityQ at the plateau after the step
increase follows a similar form to Eq. (4), where then is the number of the sidesteps or the
number of the communities.

Thus, we can present a phenomenological picture of the phylum such split that the
species split into two different groups when the number of species or modularity ascends
to the next plateau. As the modularityQ approaches 1, the presence of many communities in
this network implies many phyla. Each phylum has a large number of species and the main
competition of each species is from other species in the samephylum.

After the rapid increase in the initial phase, species proliferation decelerates to a constant
value with little fluctuation. The modularity and cluster also decrease gradually while the
species number increases slowly. This suggests that the number of community is increasing
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Figure 3. (Color online) Degree distribution of our network model with saturation node
numberN ≈ 2600 after enough steps simulation. Parameter values areβ = 1.0, ε = 0.015,
f0 = 0.5, and f∞ = 0.01. The solid line is a Gaussian fitting result,P(k) = 0.00149+

1.88322
18.47469×

√
π/2
× exp(−2× ( k−68.26007

18.47469 )2).

and the long-term competition surmounts the interaction ofshort-term. In other words, the
number of phyla is increasing. In Fig. 2, we present the simulation results of the species
distribution in morphospace at different times. Every point in the morphospace denotes a
species. Obviously, species congregate around to form a newphylum. Furthermore we find
that every species belongs to a phylum.

In order to understand the properties of the network model for biology, one must have
some knowledge about the degree distributionP(k), which is the probability that a node
chosen uniformly at random has degreek. Note that the number of vertices of this network
model is dynamic. To studyP(k), it should be assigned a largeβ relative and small other
parameters to generate a network with large number of nodes.In fact, the network growth and
the final saturation state of network structure are decided by two factors. One is the short-term
competition, which has a large connecting probabilityf0 and small number of nodes. Another
is the long-term competition, which has a small connecting probability f∞ and a large number
of nodes (it is almost equal to the sum of the number of the nodes of network). In Fig. 3, we
present the degree distribution of the network withN ≈ 2600 at the final saturation state. It
was found thatP(k) is very close to a Gaussian distribution with mean valuek0 ≈ 68. This
suggests that the degree distribution of our network model is similar to the random network
with large modularity because the network growth has conspicuous stochasticity. We know
that in random networks, the modularity is very small and even close to 0 in most cases.
Therefore, it is difficult to categorize our network model as a type of network suchas random,
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Figure 4. (Color online) Histogram of lifetimes of marine genera during the Phanerozoic
(black circles). The black dash line is the best power-law fitto the points between 10 and 100
My and the black solid line is the best exponential fit to all the points [23, 24]. The red and
blue solid lines are our simulation results from the networkgrowth model using two different
parameters.

scale-free, or small-world.

3.2. Lifetime Distribution

One of the properties frequently studied in macroevolutionmodels is lifetime distribution
of species. Newman and Sibani mathematically derived a number of relations between the
normal quantities (extinction rates, diversity, lifetimedistribution, etc.) and show how these
different trends are inter-related [24]. Since the lifetime distribution is easy to calculate, it
becomes a canonical simulation result in most models of multispecies ecosystems.

Using simulations based on various models, many scholars have measured the lifetimes
of competing species and suggested that their distributionis well approximated by a power-
law form [24]. Similar estimations demonstrate that this distribution is equivalent to the
power-law distribution of genus lifetimes, since the longer lived genera give rise on average
to larger numbers of species [25]. However, the real fossil records are fit equally well by an
exponential form [24].

In Fig. 4 we show a histogram of species lifetime distributions for the network growth
model with two different parametersβ. As the plot shows, the distribution closely follows an
exponential law. Note that two simulation results of the lifetime distribution of species for
differentβ are very similar. We conjecture that the lifetime distribution of species is not under
the influence of the fraction of the speciation rateβ, but depends on the correlation betweenf0
and f∞ (or the relation between competition within a phylum and competition for resources).
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Figure 5. (Color online) Periodicity of mass extinctions without an extraterrestrial cause.
Parameter values areβ = 0.9, ε = 0.05, f0 = 0.9, andf∞ = 0.14. (a) Time series of the cluster
coefficient, modularityQ, and species numberN. (b) Fourier transform of the data in (a) after
filtering the high frequency component. (c) The maximal periodicity of oscillationτ from the
time series of species numberN as a function off∞. The other parameters are same as in(a).

Moreover, this observation emphasizes that the competitive interactions play a key role in
ecological dynamics.

3.3. Extinct Dynamics

Of the estimated one to four billion species which have existed on the Earth since life
first appeared here, less than 50 million are still alive today. Paleontological data, which



Network growth approach to macroevolution 11

show broad distributions of the extinct events in the Earth’s history, suggest the existence of
strong correlations between extinctions [26]. Normally, the majority of researchers prefer the
alternative explanation that the extinctions appear because of external stresses imposed on the
ecosystems by the environment. Recently, the occurrence ofextinctions in the absence of
periodic external perturbation was suggested by Lipowski in a lattice model [16, 17].

Fig. 5 shows temporal evolution ofN, Q, and the cluster coefficient at the saturation
state of the network with parametersβ = 0.9, ε = 0.05, f0 = 0.9, and f∞ = 0.14. Note
that we omit the initial phase of the network growth in Fig. 5(a). The Fourier transform of
the data is presented in Fig. 5(b). In order to give prominence to oscillation and compare
the periodicity ofN, Q and the cluster coefficient, we subtract their means and normalize the
data before Fourier transform. We observe that three curveshave the same peak at frequency
3.35693(×10−6Hz). The maximal periodicity of oscillationsτ for various f∞ is shown in Fig.
5(c). The red dashed line is a fitted resultτ = 351410− 375.074exp(38.81× f∞).

The peak in Fig. 5(b) shows that species numberN and the modularityQ and cluster
coefficient of the network have same periodicity and amplitude. Asis well known, the
oscillation of the clustering coefficients and modularity indicates changing network structures.
Note that in our network these parameters denote the phylum number in the whole world and
the average species number in one phylum. Therefore this oscillation indicates an extinction at
the phylum level. The oscillation of the network structure parameter reflects phylum changing
of the number and the scale. Phylum which bears intense competition will decrease its scale
or even that this phylum extinct. In most instances, large numbers of phyla do not routinely
go extinct, and they may belong to extant groups rather than constituting distinct phyla.

It should be noted that the species number in Fig. 5(a) is verysmall, N ≈ 140, due to
the larger long-distance competitionf∞ = 0.14. In fact, by enlarging the simulation results
of the saturation phase in Fig. 1 withf∞ = 0.03, it was found that the similar oscillation
behaviors take place in the large networks. However, the oscillation in Fig. 1 appears to be
small-amplitude fluctuations.

It is clear from Fig. 5(c) that the periodicity of oscillation is a function off∞. Moreover,
our extensive simulation results demonstrate that there are no obvious correlation between the
periodicity and other parameters. Therefore we conjecturethat the long-distance competitions
for public resources induce the oscillation of the species number. In the case of largerf∞,
which means the resources are scarce or lacking, this species number oscillation is strong
enough to produce similar oscillation of the modularityQ and the cluster coefficient. This
demonstrates the existence of periodic extinctions of the phyla. However, smallerf∞ or a
scenario with abundant public resources would not only increase the system sizeN and the
phylum number, but also would not only increase the system size and the phylum number, but
would also decrease the probability of extinction of species and phyla. As a result, only the
small fluctuation of species and phyla exists.
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Figure 6. (Color online) The network growth with a random extinction at 3 × 106 steps. (a)
Time series of the species number. The inset shows a magnification of the extinction region.
(b) The modularity and cluster in the extinction region. Thedotted line is the time of extinction.
The parameters areβ = 0.5, ε = 0.015, f0 = 0.7, andf∞ = 0.015 .

3.4. Perturbing the Model

In order to study the effect of mass extinctions on the macroevolution within the network
growth approach, a large number of species were removed fromthe network at the saturation
state. Such a scenario is designed to mimic the influence of anexternal factor, such as the
change of climate, the impacts of comets or meteorites, etc.We discuss the following two
cases.

Case I:Random perturbation on species. In this case, half of the species were removed
randomly. Such a situation is appropriate for biosphere in which the species become extinct
because of ’bad luck’. Clearly, the dynamics of the network should be reduced to the
saturation state quickly since each species has the same probability of extinction.

Case II:Random perturbation on community. In this case, the artificial perturbations
act on the community. We remove half of the community in the network randomly. The
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Figure 7. (Color online) The network growth with a random community extinction at 3× 106

steps. (a) The time evolution of the species number. The inset shows a magnification of the
extinction region. (b) The modularity and cluster dynamicsin the extinction region. The dotted
line is the time of extinction. The parameters are identicalto those used in Fig. 6.

motivation for this case is based on the idea that some phyla have ’bad genes’ and cannot
adapt to the sudden change of environment.

Figs. 6-7 show the simulation results of the time series of the species number and the
network structure for both cases. Obviously, even though both scenarios of mass extinction
act on different hierarchic levels, the species in the world will eventually recover and the
response to an extinction will include a rapid expansion of species diversity. However, there
is a noticeable difference, which can be seen in Fig. 6-7, in the detailed recovery process.

In case I, after removing the nodes in the network, the species number quickly returned to
the pre-perturbation level (see Fig. 6(a)). Fig. 6(b) depicts the response of network structure
to extinction. There is not any significant change of the modularity and cluster and both are
still in normal fluctuation range.

In contrast to case I, the recovery in case II is slow and difficult. Many more steps are
necessary for the species number to reach the saturation stage (see Fig. 7 (a)). However, note
that there is also a sharply rising stage (as shown in the inset of Fig. 7(a)). The initial stage
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of the response to the extinction, when compared with the inset of Fig. 6(a), is similar for
both cases. In Fig. 7(b), we present the responses of the modularity and clustering coefficient
to this extinction. These curves represent a sudden increase preceding the decrease of the
diversity at the phylum level.

As demonstrated by the arguments given above, it is clear that the response of the
biological evolution for two scenarios of mass extinction is completely different. Although
both perturbations erase almost the same ratio of the species number, in Case I, the
perturbation does not breaks down the structure of the network. However, in Case II, a number
of whole communities are removed, or some phyla become extinct. Therefore the network
structure is destroyed and the perturbation of Case II is more deleterious to the recovery of
the .

The statement above, implies that forming phyla is a way for species to avoid or replace
the short-term competition in order to increase the speciesnumber in the long-term. Therefore
it is much easier for species to conquer short-term competition for speciation than to develop
long-term competition. In fact, in Case I, removing the nodes in the network decreases both
long- and short- term competition. In fact, in Case I, removing the nodes in the network
decreases both long- and short- term competition. So Case I exactly takes the place for
new species. These new species did not need to develop new phyla, which explains why
the recovery after disturbance is so fast. In contrast, CaseII only decreases the long-term
competition. The new species will develop in their phylum because the absence of long-term
competition decreases the short-term competition below saturation and the smallσ make
the new species remain within their phylum. After this stage, when every phylum is full of
species and reaches saturation, the new species must keep away from the phylum to decrease
short-term competition. These new species will develop newphyla which are booming and
forcing old phyla until they have the same scale with the existed phyla. Thus, the behaviors of
the modularity and cluster are different in the two scenarios following disturbances, and the
species number increases slowly to the saturation level after the initial sharply rising stage.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we present a simple network growth model with competitive interactions to
approximate the biological evolution. This model is characterized by four tunable parameters:
the fraction of competitionε, the fraction of speciation rateβ, the short-term competition
f0, and the long-term competitionf∞. We start with a few species, and then let our model
grow in diversity and complexity until it reaches the saturation state. In our simulation, the
species number is much smaller than the limitation. It should be noted that the limitation
plays an important role in the evolution. Without this parameter, periodical extinction can not
be displayed. These simulation results are not presented inthis paper.

Based on the simulation results of our network growth model,we demonstrate several
different aspects of biological evolution, such as the species number, phyla, cluster, the
lifetime distribution, etc. With simulations up to sufficiently long times (at least several 106

steps), one can observe a semi-periodic mass extinction from the combination of the close
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phyla. Finally, the network model is perturbed in two different ways: random perturbation
species and random perturbation on community. The effects of these different extinction
scenarios on the two taxonomic hierarchic levels, species and phyla, may be useful for
interpretation of the causes of historical mass extinction.

Our model is aimed at emphasizing the importance of the competition and network
structure in the biological evolution. Competition not only decides the species number in
the whole system, but also makes the species split to different phyla. As there are two kinds
of different competitions, the response of the biological evolution for two mass extinctions is
completely different. Competition coupled with network structure drive the number of species
to fluctuate periodically.

Although many of the properties shown in our model are similar to the fossil records
especially the lifetime distribution, it is difficult to compare the model with the actual history
of phyla diversities and real world. Since this model is a macroevolution model, it cannot
include all the properties and details of the biology.

Further extensions of our model offer interesting opportunities. For example, one can
change the form of the competing function or differently implement the interaction among
species. This could complicate the simulation tremendously, and we believe that the results
would have the similar qualitative properties. In the real world, the climate switches between
the ice age and warmth with a period of about 10,000 years[27]. Comparably, our model could
also use the periodic change parameters instead of the constant form. Such a modification
would likely result in other thought-provoking phenomena.However this modification is not
currently reasonable because we cannot asses whether the changing climate is strong enough
to affect the parameters in our model or whether a relationship exists between the climate and
the model.
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[4] R. V. Solé, S. C. Manrubia, M. Benton, S. Kauffman, and P. Bak,Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 14,

156(1999).
[5] D. Chowdhury, D. Stauffer, and A. Kunwar, Phys. Rev. Lett.90, 068101(2003).
[6] P. A. Rikvold and R. K. P. Zia, Phys. Rev. E.68, 031913(2003).
[7] M. Hall, K. Christensen, S. A. di Collobiano, and H. J. Jensen Phys. Rev. E66, 011904(2002).
[8] F. Coppex, M. Droz, and A. Lipowski, Phy. Rev. E69, 061901(2004).
[9] K. Luz-Burgoa, T. Dell, and S. M. de Oliveira, Phy. Rev. E72, 011914(2005).

[10] J. W. Valentine, Paleobiology6, 444(1980); J. W. Valentine and T. D. Walker, Physica D22, 31(1986).



Network growth approach to macroevolution 16

[11] B. F. De Blasio and F. V. De Blasio, Phy. Rev. E72, 031916(2005).
[12] R. E. Lenski and M. Travisano, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 91, 6808(1994).
[13] D. Schluter, Science266, 798(1994).
[14] M. J. Benton, Biol. Rev. Cambridge Philos. Soc.62, 305(1987); J. J. Sepkoski, inPaleobiology II: A

Synthesis, edited by D.E. G. Briggs and P. R. Crowther (Blackwell Science, Malden, 2000).
[15] D. M. Raup and J. J. Sepkoski, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 81, 801(1984).
[16] A. Lipowski, Phy. Rev. E71, 052902(2005).
[17] A. Lipowski and D. Lipowska, Theor. Biosci.125, 67(2006).
[18] A. R. H. Swan, inPaleobiology II: A Synthesis.
[19] M. L. RosenzweigSpecies Diversity in Space and Time. Cambridge University Press (Cambridge).(1995)
[20] M. E. J. Newman and M. Girvan, Phy. Rev. E69, 026113(2004).
[21] M. Girvan and M. E. J. Newman, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 99, 7821(2002).
[22] J. Duch and A. Arenas, Phy. Rev. E72, 027104(2005).
[23] J. J. Jr Sepkoski,Milwaukee Public Museum Contributions in Biology and Geology 83, (1992).
[24] M. E. J. Newman and P. Sibani, Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B266, 1593(1999). B. Burlando, J. Theor, Biol.146,

99(1990); M. E. J. Newman and K. Sneppen, Phys. Rev. E54, 6226(1996).
[25] C. Adami, Phys. Lett. A203, 29(1995); K. Sneppen, P. Bak, H. Flyvbjerg, and M. H. Jensen, Proc. Nat.

Acad. Sci.92, 5209(1995); M. E. J. Newman, Physica D107, 293(1997).
[26] M. E. J. Newman and R. G. Palmer,Modelling Extinction (Oxford University Press, New York, 2003); M.

E. J. Newman and R. G. O. Palmer, e-print adap-org/9908002.
[27] P. M. Grootes and M. Stuiver, J. Geophys. Res.102, 26455(1997).

http://arxiv.org/abs/adap-org/9908002

	INTRODUCTION
	NETWORK MODEL
	Simulation Result and Discussion
	Time Evolution of Network Structure
	Lifetime Distribution
	Extinct Dynamics
	Perturbing the Model

	Conclusion

