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A bstract

W ereview recentwork aim ed atm odelling speciesextinction overgeologicaltim e.W ediscussa num ber
ofm odelswhich,ratherthan dealing with the directcausesofparticularextinction events,attem ptto
predictoverallstatisticaltrends,such asthe relative frequenciesoflarge and sm allextinctions,orthe
distribution ofthe lifetim esofspecies,genera orhighertaxa. W e also describe the available fossiland
otherdata,and com parethe trendsvisible in these data with the predictionsofthe m odels.
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O f the estim ated one to four billion species which
haveexisted on theEarth sincelife�rstappeared here
(Sim pson 1952),lessthan 50 m illion are stillalive to-
day (M ay 1990). Allthe othersbecam e extinct,typi-
cally within aboutten m illion years(M y)oftheir�rst
appearance. It is clearly a question ofsom e interest
what the causes are ofthis high turnover,and m uch
research has been devoted to the topic (see for ex-
am ple Raup (1991a) and G len (1994) and references
therein).M ostofthiswork hasfocussed on thecauses
ofextinction ofindividualspecies,oron the causesof
identi�able m ass extinction events,such as the end-
Cretaceousevent.However,a recentbody ofwork has
exam ined instead thestatisticalfeaturesofthehistory
ofextinction,using m athem aticalm odelsofextinction
processesand com paring theirpredictionswith global
propertiesofthefossilrecord.In thispaperwereview
a num berofthesem odels,describing theirm athem at-
icalbasis,the extinction m echanism s which they in-
corporate,and their predictions. W e also discussthe
trendsin fossiland otherdata which they attem ptto
predict and ask how wellthey achieve that goal. As
wewillsee,a num berofthem giveresultswhich arein
reasonableagreem entwith the generalfeaturesofthe
data.
The outline ofthe paperisasfollows. In Section 1

wegivea briefsynopsisofthecurrentdebateoverthe
causesofextinction.In Section 2 we describe the fos-
silrecord asitpertainsto the m odels we willbe dis-
cussing,as wellas a num ber ofother types ofdata
which have been cited in supportofthese m odels. In
Sections 3 to 8 we describe in detail the m odelling
work which istheprincipaltopicofthisreview,start-
ing with early work such asthatofW illis(1922)and
van Valen (1973),butconcentratingm ainly on new re-
sultsfrom thelast�veyearsorso.In Section 9wegive
ourconclusions.

1 C auses ofextinction

There are two prim ary colleges ofthought about the
causes ofextinction. The traditionalview,stillheld
by m ost palaeontologists as well as m any in other
disciplines, is that extinction is the result of exter-
nalstressesim posed on theecosystem by theenviron-
m ent(Benton 1991,Ho�m ann and Parsons1991,Par-
sons 1993). There are indeed excellent argum ents in
favourofthisviewpoint,since we have good evidence
forparticularexogenouscausesfora num berofm ajor
extinction eventsin theEarth’shistory,such asm arine
regression (sea-leveldrop) for the late-Perm ian event
(Jablonski1985,Hallam 1989),and bolide im pactfor
theend-Cretaceous(Alvarezetal.1980,Alvarez1983,
1987).Theseexplanationsareby nom eansuniversally

accepted (G len 1994),but alm ost allofthe alterna-
tives are also exogenous in nature,ranging from the
m undane(clim ate change(Stanley 1984,1988),ocean
anoxia (W ildeand Berry 1984))to theexotic(volcan-
ism (Duncan and Pyle 1988,Courtillot et al.1988),
tidalwaves(Bourgeoisetal.1988),m agnetic �eld re-
versal(Raup 1985,Loperetal.1988),supernovae(El-
lisand Schram m 1995)).There seem sto be little dis-
agreem entthat,whateverthecausesofthesem assex-
tinction events,they are the resultofsom e change in
theenvironm ent.However,them assextinction events
accountforonly about35% ofthetotalextinction ev-
ident in the fossilrecord at the fam ily level,and for
therem aining 65% wehaveno �rm evidencefavouring
one cause over another. M any believe, nonetheless,
that allextinction can be accounted for by environ-
m entalstresson the ecosystem .The extrem e pointof
view has been put forward (though not entirely seri-
ously) by Raup (1992),who used statisticalanalyses
offossilextinction and ofthee�ectsofasteroid im pact
to show that,within theaccuracy ofourpresentdata,
itisconceivablethatallterrestrialextinction hasbeen
caused by m eteorsand com ets.Thishoweverism orea
dem onstration oftheuncertaintyin ourpresentknowl-
edgeofthefrequencyofim pactsand theirbiotice�ects
than a realistictheory.
At the other end ofthe scale,an increasing num -

berofbiologistsand ecologistsaresupporting theidea
thatextinction hasbiotic causes| thatextinction isa
naturalpartofthedynam icsofecosystem sand would
take place regardless ofany stresses arising from the
environm ent.Thereisevidencein favourofthisview-
pointalso,although itis to a large extentanecdotal.
M aynard Sm ith (1989)hasgiven a variety ofdi�erent
exam plesofm odern-day extinctionscaused entirely by
speciesinteractions,such asthe e�ectsofoverzealous
predators,ortheintroduction ofnew com petitorsinto
form erly stable system s. The problem is thatextinc-
tion eventsofthisnatureusually involveno m orethan
a handfulofspeciesatthem ost,and arethereforetoo
sm allto be picked outoverthe \background" levelof
extinction in the fossildata,m aking itdi�cultto say
with any certainty whetherthey constitute an im por-
tantpartofthisbackground extinction.(The distinc-
tion between m ass and background extinction events
is discussed in m ore detailin Section 2.2.1.) The re-
centm odelling work which istheprim ary focusofthis
review attem ptstoaddressthisquestion by lookingin-
stead atstatisticaltrendsin theextinction record,such
astherelativefrequenciesoflargeand sm allextinction
events. Using m odels which m ake predictions about
these trends and com paring the results against fossil
and other data, we can judge whether the assum p-
tions which go into the m odels are plausible. Som e
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ofthe m odels which we discuss are based on purely
biotic extinction m echanism s,others on abiotic ones,
and stillotherson som em ixtureofthetwo.W hilstthe
resultsofthiswork are by no m eansconclusive yet|
thereareanum berofm odelsbased on di�erentextinc-
tion m echanism swhich agreem oderately wellwith the
data| there hasbeen som e encouraging progress,and
itseem sa prom ising line ofresearch.

2 T he data

In thissection we review the palaeontologicaldata on
extinction.W ealso discussa num berofothertypesof
data which m ay havebearingon them odelswewillbe
discussing.

2.1 Fossildata

The discovery and cataloguing offossilsisa painstak-
ing business, and the identi�cation of a single new
species is frequently the sole subject of a published
article in the literature. The m odels with which we
arehereconcerned,however,predictstatisticaltrends
in speciesextinction,origination,diversi�cation and so
on.In orderto study such statisticaltrends,a num ber
of authors have therefore com piled databases ofthe
origination and extinction tim es ofspecies described
in the literature. The two m ost widely used such
databases are those of Sepkoski(1992) and of Ben-
ton (1993).Sepkoski’sdata arelabelled by both genus
and fam ily,although the genus-leveldata are,at the
tim e ofwriting,unpublished. The database contains
entries forapproxim ately forty thousand m arine gen-
era,prim arily invertebrates,from about�vethousand
fam ilies. M arine invertebratesaccountforthe largest
partofthe known fossilrecord,and ifone isto focus
one’s attention in any single area,this is the obvious
area to choose. Benton’sdatabase by contrastcovers
both m arine and terrestrialbiotas,though it does so
only atthefam ily level,containingdataon som eseven
thousand fam ilies. The choice oftaxonom ic levelin a
com pilation such as this is inevitably a com prom ise.
Certainly we would like data atthe �nestlevelpossi-
ble,and afew studieshaveeven been attem pted atthe
specieslevel(e.g.,Patterson and Fowler1996). How-
ever,the accuracy with which we can determ ine the
origination and extinction datesofa particulartaxon
depend on the num beroffossilrepresentativesofthat
taxon. In a taxon for which we have very few spec-
im ens, the chances of one of those specim ens lying
close to the taxon’s extinction date are slim ,so that
our estim ate ofthis date willtend to be early. This
bias is known as the Signor{Lipps e�ect (Signor and
Lipps1982).Thereversephenom enon,som etim eshu-

m orously referred to as the \Lipps{Signor" e�ect,is
seen in the origination tim esoftaxa,which in general
err on the late side in poorly represented taxa. By
grouping fossilspecies into higher taxa,we can work
with denser data sets which give m ore accurate esti-
m ates oforigination and extinction dates,at the ex-
pense ofthrowing out any inform ation which is spe-
ci�c to the lower taxonom ic levels (Raup and Boya-
jian 1988). (Higher taxa do,however,su�er from a
greater tendency to paraphyly| see the discussion of
pseudoextinction in Section 2.2.5.)

2.1.1 B iases in the fossildata

The tim esoforigination and extinction ofspeciesare
usuallyrecordedtothenearestgeologicalstage.Stages
are intervals ofgeologicaltim e determ ined by strati-
graphic m ethods,orin som e casesby exam ination of
the fossilspecies present. W hilst this is a convenient
and widely accepted m ethod ofdating,it presents a
num ber of problem s. First, the dates of the stan-
dard geologicalstagesarenotknown accurately.They
aredeterm ined m ostly by interpolation between a few
widely-spaced calibration points, and even the tim -
ings ofthe m ajor boundaries are stillcontested. In
the widely-used tim escaleofHarland etal.(1990),for
exam ple,the Vendian{Cam brian boundary,which ap-
proxim ately m arks the beginning ofthe explosion of
m ulti-cellular life,is set at around 625 m illion years
ago (M a). However,m ore recentresultsindicate that
itsdatem ay benearer545 M a,a fairly signi�cantcor-
rection (Bowring etal.1993).
Another problem , which is particularly annoying

where studiesofextinction are concerned,isthatthe
stages are not ofeven lengths. There are 77 stages
in the Phanerozoic (the intervalfrom the startofthe
Cam brian tillthepresent,from which virtually allthe
data are drawn) with a m ean length of7.3 M y,but
they rangein length from about1 M y to 20 M y.Ifone
is interested in calculating extinction rates, i.e.,the
num berofspeciesbecom ingextinctperunittim e,then
clearly oneshould dividethenum berdyingoutin each
stageby thelength ofthe stage.However,if,asm any
suppose, extinction occurs not in a gradualfashion,
butin intensebursts,thiscan giveerroneousresults.A
singlelargeburstofextinction which happenstofallin
a shortstage,would givean anom alously high extinc-
tion rate,regardlessofwhethertheaverageextinction
ratewasactuallyanyhigherthan in surroundingtim es.
Benton (1995)forexam ple hascalculated fam ilialex-
tinction ratesin thisway and �ndsthatthe apparent
largest m ass extinction event in the Earth’s history
wasthelateTriassicevent,which ism easured to be20
tim es the size ofthe end-Cretaceousone. This result
isentirely an artifactoftheshortduration (1 to 2 M y)
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oftheRhaetian stageattheend oftheTriassic.In ac-
tualfactthe late Triassic eventkilled only abouthalf
as m any fam ilies as the end-Cretaceous. In order to
m inim izee�ectssuch asthese,ithasbecom ecom m on
in studiesofextinction to exam inenotonly extinction
rates(taxabecom ingextinction perunittim e)butalso
totalextinction (taxa becom ing extinctin each stage).
W hile the totalextinction does not su�er from large

uctuationsin shortstagesasdescribed above,itob-
viously givesa higherextinction �gurein longerstages
in a way which rate m easuresdo not. However,som e
features ofthe extinction record are found to be in-
dependent of the m easure used, and in this case it
is probably safe to assum e that they are reale�ects
ratherthan artifactsofthe variation in stagelengths.
The use of the stages as a tim e scale has other

problem s associated with it as well. For exam ple,
it appears to be quite com m on to assign a di�erent
nam e to specim ens ofthe sam e species found before
and after a m ajor stage boundary (Raup and Boya-
jian 1988),with theresultthatstageboundaries\gen-
erate"extinctions| even specieswhich did notbecom e
extinctduring a m assextinction eventm ay appearto
do so,by virtue ofbeing assigned a new nam e after
the event.
There are m any other shortcom ings in the fos-

sil record. G ood discussions have been given by
Raup (1979a), Raup and Boyajian (1988) and Sep-
koski(1996).Herewejustm ention brie
y a few ofthe
m ost glaring problem s. The \pullofthe recent" is a
nam ewhich refersto thefactthatspeciesdiversity ap-
pearsto increase towardsrecenttim esbecause recent
fossilstend tobebetterpreserved and easiertodigup.
W hether this in fact accounts for allofthe observed
increasein diversity isan open question,onewhich we
discussfurtherin Section 2.2.3.A related phenom enon
a�ecting recent species (or higher taxa) is that som e
ofthem arestillalivetoday.Sinceoursam pling ofliv-
ing speciesism uch m ore com plete than oursam pling
offossilones,this biases the recentrecord heavily in
favourofliving species.Thisbiascan becorrected for
by rem oving living speciesfrom ourfossildata.
The \m onograph" e�ect is a source of signi�cant

biasin studies oftaxon origination. The nam e refers
to the apparentburstofspeciation seen asthe result
ofthe work ofone particularly zealous researcher or
group ofresearchersinvestigating a particularperiod;
the record willshow a peak ofspeciation overa short
period ofgeologicaltim e,butthisisonly becausethat
period has been so extensively researched. A closely
related phenom enon istheso-called \Lagerst�atten"ef-
fect,which refersto the burstofspeciation seen when
the fruits of a particularly fossil-rich site are added
to the database. These and other 
uctuations in the

num beroftaxa| thestanding diversity| overgeologic
tim e can be partly corrected forby m easuring extinc-
tion asa fraction ofdiversity.Such \pertaxon" m ea-
suresofextinction m ay howeverm issreale�ectssuch
asthe slow increase in overalldiversity overtim e dis-
cussed in Section 2.2.3.Forthisreason itiscom m on in
factto calculateboth pertaxon and actualextinction
when looking fortrendsin fossildata.Along with the
two waysoftreating tim e described above,this gives
us four di�erent extinction \m etrics": totalnum ber
oftaxa becom ing extinctperstage,percentageoftaxa
becom ingextinctperstage,num berperunittim e,and
percentageperunittim e.
A source ofbias in m easures ofthe sizes ofm ass

extinction events is poor preservation of fossils af-
ter a large event because of environm ental distur-
bance.Itisbelieved thatm any largeextinction events
are caused by environm entalchanges,and that these
sam e changes m ay upset the depositionalregim e un-
derwhich organism sare fossilized.In som e casesthis
results in the poor representation of species which
actually survived the extinction event perfectly well,
thereby exaggerating the m easured size ofthe event.
There are a num ber ofexam ples ofso-called Lazarus
taxa (Flessa and Jablonski1983)which appearto be-
com eextinctforexactly thisreason,onlytoreappeara
few stageslater.O n theotherhand,theSignor{Lipps
e�ectdiscussed above tendsto biasresultsin the op-
posite direction.Since itisunlikely thatthe lastrep-
resentativeofa poorly-represented taxon willbefound
veryclosetotheactualdateofam ass-extinctionevent,
itsom etim esappearsthatspeciesare dying outfora
num berofstagesbeforetheeventitself,even ifthisis
notin factthecase.Thusextinction eventstend toget
\sm eared"backwardsin tim e.In fact,theexistenceof
Lazarus taxa can help us to estim ate the m agnitude
ofthis problem ,since the Signor{Lipps e�ect should
apply to these taxa also,even though we know that
they existed right up untilthe extinction event (and
indeed beyond).
W ith allthese biasespresentin the fossildata,one

m ay wellwonderwhetheritispossible to extractany
inform ationatallfrom thefossilrecordaboutthekinds
ofstatisticaltrends with which our m odels are con-
cerned. However,m any studies have been perform ed
which attem pttoelim inateoneorm oreofthesebiases,
and som e resultsare com m on to allstudies.Thishas
been taken asan indication thatatleastsom e ofthe
trendsvisible in the fossilrecord transcend the rather
large error bars on their m easurem ent. In the next
section we discuss som e ofthese trends,particularly
thosewhich havebeen used asthe basisform odelsof
extinction,orcited asdata in favourofsuch m odels.
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Figure 1 Thenum beroffam iliesofknown m arineorgan-

ism sbecom ing extinctperstratigraphicstageasa function

oftim e during the Phanerozoic. The positionsofthe \big

�ve" m ass extinctions discussed in the text are m arked

with letters. The data are from the com pilation by Sep-

koski(1992).

2.2 Trends in the fossildata

There are a num ber ofgeneraltrends visible in the
fossil data. G ood discussions have been given by
Raup (1986)and by Benton (1995). Here we discuss
som e ofthe m ost im portantpoints,as they relate to
the m odelswith which thisreview isconcerned.

2.2.1 Extinction rates

In Figure 1 we show a plotofthe num ber offam ilies
ofm arineorganism sbecom ing extinctin each geologi-
calstagesince the startofthe Phanerozoic.The data
are taken from an updated version ofthe com pilation
by Sepkoski(1992). It is clear from this plot that,
even allowing forthe irregularsizesofthe stagesdis-
cussed above,thereism orevariation in theextinction
ratethan could beaccounted forby sim plePoissonian

uctuations. In particular,a num ber ofm assextinc-
tion events can be seen in the data,in which a sig-
ni�cantfraction oftheknown fam ilieswerewiped out
sim ultaneously.Palaeontologytraditionally recognizes
�velargeextinction eventsin terrestrialhistory,along
with quite a num ber ofsm allerones (Raup and Sep-
koski1982).The\big�ve"areled by thelatePerm ian
event (indicated by the letter P in the �gure) which
m ay havewiped outm ore than 90% ofthe specieson
the planet (Raup 1979b). The others are the events
which ended the O rdovician (O ),the Devonian (D),
the Triassic (Tr)and the Cretaceous(K ).A sixth ex-
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Figure 2 The percentageofgenera ofbivalvesbecom ing

extinctin each stageplotted againstthepercentageextinc-

tion ofallothergenera.Thepositivecorrelation (r= 0:78)

indicatesofa com m on causeofextinction.AfterRaup and

Boyajian (1988).

tinction peak at about 525 M a is also visible in the
�gure (the leftm ost large peak),but it is stilla m at-
ter ofdebate whether this peak represents a genuine
historicaleventorjusta sam pling error.
Asdiscussed in Section 1,the causeofm assextinc-

tion events is a topic of m uch debate. However, it
seem sto be widely accepted thatthose causes,what-
everthey are,areabiotic,which lendsstrength to the
view,held by m any palaeontologists,that allextinc-
tion m ay have been caused by abiotic e�ects. The
opposing view is that large extinction events m ay be
abioticin origin,butthatsm allerevents,perhapseven
atthe levelofsinglespecies,havebioticcauses.Raup
and Boyajian (1988)haveinvestigated thisquestion by
com paring theextinction pro�lesoftheninem ajorin-
vertebrategroupsthroughoutthe Phanerozoic.W hile
the sim ilaritiesbetween these pro�lesisnotasstrong
as between the extinction pro�les ofdi�erent subsets
ofthe sam e group,they nonetheless �nd strong cor-
relations between groups in the tim ing ofextinction
events. This m ay be taken as evidence that there is
com paratively little taxonom ic selectivity in the pro-
cesses giving rise to m ass extinction, which in turn
favoursabioticratherthan biotic causes.In Figure 2,
for exam ple,reproduced from data given in their pa-
per,weshow thepercentageextinction ofbivalvefam -
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Figure 3 Histogram ofthenum beroffam iliesofm arine

organism sbecom ing extinctperstratigraphic stage during

thePhanerozoic.Thedataaredrawn from Sepkoski(1992).

iliesagainstpercentageextinction ofallotherfam ilies,
for each stage ofthe Phanerozoic. The positive cor-
relation (r2 = 0:78) ofthese data suggest a com m on
causeforthe extinction ofbivalvesand otherspecies.
The shortcom ing ofthese studies is that they can

stillonly yield conclusionsaboutcorrelationsbetween
extinction eventslargeenough to be visible abovethe
noise levelin the data. It is perfectly reasonable to
adopt the position that the large extinction events
haveexogenouscauses,butthatthereisacertain level
of\background" events which are endogenous in ori-
gin. In order to address this issue a num ber of re-
searchershaveconstructed plotsofthe distribution of
thesizesofextinction events;non-uniform ity in such a
distribution m ighto�ersupportfordistinctm assand
backgroundextinction m echanism s(Raup 1986,K au�-
m an 1993,Sol�e and Bascom pte 1996). O ne such dis-
tribution is shown in Figure 3,which is a histogram
ofthe num beroffam iliesdying outperstage.Thisis
not strictly the sam e thing as the sizes ofextinction
events,sinceseveraldistincteventsm ay contributeto
thetotalin a given stage.However,sincem ostextinc-
tion datesare only accurate to the neareststage itis
the best we can do. Ifm any independent extinction
eventswereto occurin each stage,then onewould ex-
pect,from Poisson statistics(see,forinstance,G rim -
m ettand Stirzaker1992),thatthehistogram would be
approxim ately norm ally distributed.In actualfact,as
the�gurem akesclear,thedistribution ishighlyskewed
and very farfrom a norm aldistribution (Raup 1996).
This m ay indicate that extinction at di�erent tim es
iscorrelated,with a characteristic correlation tim e of
the sam e order of m agnitude as or larger than the
typicalstage length so that the extinctions within a

singlestagearenotindependentevents(Newm an and
Eble1999a).
Thehistogram in Figure3 showsno visibledisconti-

nuities,within thesam pling errors,and thereforegives
noevidenceforanydistinction between m assand back-
ground extinction events. An equivalent result has
been derived by Raup (1991b)who calculated a \kill
curve" for m arine extinctions in the Phanerozoic by
com paringM onteCarlocalculationsofgenussurvivor-
ship with survivorship curves drawn from the fossil
data. The killcurve is a cum ulative frequency dis-
tribution ofextinctionswhich m easuresthe frequency
with which one can expectextinction eventsofa cer-
tain m agnitude. Clearly thiscurve containsthe sam e
inform ation asthedistribution ofextinction sizes,and
it can be shown that the conversion from one to the
otherinvolvesonly a sim ple integraltransform (New-
m an 1996).O n thebasisofRaup’scalculations,there
isagain noevidenceforaseparation between m assand
background extinction eventsin the fossilrecord.
Thisresultisnotnecessarily astrokeagainstextinc-

tion m odels which are based on biotic causes. First,
it has been suggested (Jablonski1986,1991)that al-
though there m ay be no quantitative distinction be-
tween m ass and background events,there could be a
qualitative one;it appearsthat the traits which con-
fer survivaladvantagesduring periods ofbackground
extinction m ay be di�erent from those which allow
species to survive a m ass extinction,so that the se-
lection ofspecies becom ing extinction under the two
regim esisdi�erent.
Second,there are a num ber ofm odels which pre-

dict a sm ooth distribution ofthe sizes ofextinction
events allthe way from the single species levelup to
the size ofthe entire ecosystem sim ply as a result of
biotic interactions.In fact,the distribution ofextinc-
tion sizesisoneofthefundam entalpredictionsofm ost
ofthe m odels discussed in this review. Although the
details vary,one ofthe m ost striking features which
these m odelshave in com m on istheirprediction that
the extinction distribution should follow a powerlaw,
at least for large extinction events. In other words,
theprobability p(s)thata certain fraction softheex-
tant species/genera/fam ilieswillbecom e extinct in a
certain tim e interval(orstage)should go like

p(s)/ s
� �
; (1)

forlarges,where � isan exponentwhose value isde-
term ined by thedetailsofthem odel.Thisisa conjec-
ture which we can test against the fossilrecord. In
Figure 4 we have replotted the data from Figure 3
using logarithm ic scales,on which a power-law form
should appear as a straight line with slope � �. As
pointed outby Sol�eand Bascom pte(1996),and aswe
can seefrom the�gure,thedataareindeed com patible
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Figure 4 The data from Figure 3 replotted on logarith-

m icscales,with Poissonian errorbars.Thesolid lineisthe

bestpower-law �tto the data.The dashed line isthe best

exponential�t.

with thepower-law form ,1 buttheerrorbarsarelarge
enough thatthey are com patible with otherform sas
well,including the exponentialshown in the �gure.
In cases such as this, where the quality of the

data m akes it di�cult to distinguish between com -
peting form s for the distribution,a usefultoolis the
rank/frequency plot.A rank/frequency plotforextinc-
tion is constructed by taking the stratigraphic stages
and num bering them in decreasing order of num ber
of taxa becom ing extinct. Thus the stage in which
the largest num ber of taxa becom e extinct is given
rank 1,the stage with the second largest num ber is
given rank 2,and so forth. Then we plotthe num ber
oftaxa becom ing extinct as a function ofrank. It is
straightforward to show (Zipf1949)thatdistributions
which appearas powerlawsor exponentialsin a his-
togram such asFigure4 willappearaspowerlawsand
exponentialson a rank/frequency plotalso.However,
the rank frequency plothasthe signi�cantadvantage
thatthedatapointsneed notbegroupedintobinsasin
thehistogram .Binningthedatareducesthenum berof
independentpointson theplotand throwsaway m uch
oftheinform ation contained in ouralreadysparsedata
set.Thustherank/frequency plotoften givesa better
guide to the realform ofa distribution.
In Figure5weshow arank/frequencyplotofextinc-

tionsofm arine fam iliesin each stage ofthe Phanero-
zoic on logarithm ic scales. As we can see,this plot

1In this case we have excluded the �rst point on the graph
from our �t, which is justi�able since the power law is only
expected forlarge values ofs.
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Figure 5 M ain �gure:arank/frequency plotofthenum -

bers offam ilies ofm arine organism s becom ing extinct in

each stratigraphic stage ofthe Phanerozoic. The straight

line isa power-law �tto the points. Inset: the sam e data

replotted on sem i-logarithm ic axes.

doesindeed providea clearerpicture ofthe behaviour
ofthe data,although ultim ately the conclusions are
rathersim ilar.Thepointsfollow apowerlaw quitewell
over the initialportion ofthe plot,up to extinctions
on theorderof40 fam iliesorso,butdeviatem arkedly
from powerlaw beyond thispoint.Theinsetshowsthe
sam e data on sem i-logarithm ic scales,and it appears
that they m ay fallon quite a good straight line,al-
though there aredeviationsin thiscaseaswell.Thus
itappearsagain thatthe fossildata could indicate ei-
thera power-law oran exponentialform (and possibly
otherform saswell).
M oresophisticated analysis(Newm an 1996)hasnot

settled thisquestion,although itdoesindicatethatthe
M onte Carlo resultsofRaup (1991b)are in favourof
the power-law form ,ratherthan the exponentialone,
and alsoallowsforareasonablyaccuratem easurem ent
oftheexponentofthepowerlaw,giving � = 2:0� 0:2.
Thisvaluecan becom pared againstthepredictionsof
the m odels.

2.2.2 Extinction periodicity

In an intriguing paper published in 1984,Raup and
Sepkoski have suggested that the m ass extinction
events seen in the m ost recent 250 M y or so ofthe
fossilrecord occur in a periodic fashion, with a pe-
riod ofabout26 M y (Raup and Sepkoski1984,1986,
1988,Sepkoski1989,1990).Figure 6 showsthe curve
of extinction intensity for m arine invertebrate gen-
era from the m iddle Perm ian to the Recent from
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Figure 6 The num berofgenera ofm arine invertebrates

becom ing extinct per stratigraphic stage over the last

270 M y. The verticalscale is in units ofstandard devi-

ationsfrom them ean extinction rate.Theverticalbarsin-

dicate the positions ofthe periodic extinctions postulated

by Raup and Sepkoski(1984).AfterSepkoski(1990).

Sepkoski’s data, with the postulated periodicity in-
dicated by the verticallines. A num ber of theories
have been putforward,m ostly based on astronom ical
causes,to explain how such a periodicity m ightarise
(Davisetal.1984,Ram pino and Stothers1984,W hit-
m ireand Jackson1984,Hutetal.1987).M orerecently
however,ithasbeen suggested thattheperiodicity has
m ore m undane origins. Patterson and Sm ith (1987,
1989),forinstance,have theorized thatitm ay be an
artifactofnoiseintroduced into thedata by poortax-
onom ic classi�cation (Sepkoskiand K endrick (1993)
argue otherwise),while Stanley (1990) has suggested
that it m ay be a result ofdelayed recovery following
largeextinction events.
A quantitativetestforperiodicity ofextinction isto

calculatethepowerspectrum ofextinction overtheap-
propriateperiod and look fora peak atthe frequency
correspondingto26M y.W ehavedonethisin Figure7
using data form arinefam iliesfrom theSepkoskicom -
pilation.Asthe �gure shows,there isa sm allpeak in
the spectrum around the relevantfrequency (m arked
with an arrow),butitisnotsigni�cantgiven thelevel
ofnoise in the data.O n the otherhand,sim ilaranal-
ysesby Raup and Sepkoski(1984)and by Fox (1987)
using sm aller databases do appear to produce a sig-
ni�cant peak. The debate on this question is stillin
progress.
Thepowerspectrum offossilextinction isinteresting

for other reasons. Sol�e et al.(1997) have suggested
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Figure 7 The power spectrum offam ilialextinction for

m arineanim alsoverthelast250 M y,calculated using data

from the database com piled by Sepkoski(1992). The ar-

row m arksthefrequency corresponding to the conjectured

26 M y periodicity ofextinctions. Note that the scales on

both axesare logarithm ic.

on the basisofcalculationsusing fossildata from the
com pilation by Benton (1993)thatthespectrum hasa
1=f form ,i.e.,itfollowsapowerlaw with exponent� 1.
Thisresultwould be intriguing iftrue,since itwould
indicate thatextinction atdi�erenttim esin the fossil
record was correlated on arbitrarily long tim e-scales.
However,it now appears likely that the form found
by Sol�e etal.isan artifactofthe m ethod ofanalysis,
rather than a realresult (K irchner and W eil1998).
Spectra calculated using other m ethods do not show
the 1=f form and can be explained withoutassum ing
any long-tim e correlations: they are consistent with
an exponentialform at low frequencies crossing over
to a 1=f2 behaviourathigh frequencies(Newm an and
Eble1999a).

2.2.3 O rigination and diversity

The issue oforigination rates ofspecies in the fossil
record isin a sense com plem entary to thatofextinc-
tion rates,buthasbeen investigated in som ewhatless
depth.Interestingstudieshavebeen carried outby,for
exam ple,G ilinsky and Bam bach (1987),Jablonskiand
Bottjer(1990a,1990b,1990c),Jablonski(1993),Sep-
koski(1998)and Eble(1998,1999).O necleartrend is
thatpeaksin theorigination rateappearin theim m e-
diateafterm ath oflargeextinction events.In Figure8
we show the num ber offam ilies ofm arine organism s
appearing perstage.Com parison with Figure1 shows
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Figure 8 The num ber offam ilies ofknown m arine or-

ganism s appearing for the �rst tim e in each stratigraphic

stage as a function of tim e throughout the Phanerozoic.

The data com e from the com pilation by Sepkoski(1992).

thattherearepeaksoforigination correspondingto all
ofthe prom inent extinction peaks,although the cor-
respondence between the two curves is by no m eans
exact.
The usualexplanation for these bursts oforigina-

tion isthatnew species�nd iteasierto geta toe-hold
in thetaxonom ically under-populated world which ex-
ists after a large extinction event. As the available
niches in the ecosystem �llup,this is no longer the
case, and origination slows. M any researchers have
interpreted this to m ean that there is a saturation
levelabove which a given ecosystem can support no
m ore new species,so that,apartfrom 
uctuations in
the im m ediate vicinity ofthe large extinction events,
thenum berofspeciesisapproxim ately constant.This
principlehasbeen incorporated into m ostofthem od-
elsconsidered in thisreview;them odelsassum eacon-
stantnum berofspeciesand replaceany which becom e
extinctby an equalnum berofnewly-appearing ones.
(The \reset" m odelconsidered in Section 8 is an im -
portantexception.)
However,thehypothesisofconstantspeciesnum ber

is notuniversally accepted. In the shortterm ,it ap-
pearsto beapproxim atelycorrecttosay thatacertain
ecosystem can support a certain num ber of species.
M odern-day ecological data on island biogeography
supportthisview (seeforexam pleRosenzweig(1995)).
However,on longertim escales,the diversity ofspecies
on the planetappearsto have been increasing,asor-
ganism sdiscoverforthe�rsttim ewaysto exploitnew
habitats or resources. In Figure 9 we show the to-
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Figure 9 The totalnum ber of fam ilies of known fossil

organism s as a function of tim e during the Phanerozoic.

The verticalaxisis logarithm ic,and the dashed line is an

exponential�tto the data.AfterBenton (1995).

talnum ber ofknown fossilfam ilies as a function of
geologicaltim e. The verticalaxis is logarithm ic,and
theapproxim atelystraight-lineform indicatesthatthe
increase in diversity is roughly exponential,although
logistic and linear growth form s have been suggested
aswell(Sepkoski1991,Newm an and Sibani1999).As
discussed in Section 2.1.1,one m ust be carefulabout
the conclusionswe draw from such �gures,because of
the apparentdiversity increase caused by the \pullof
therecent".However,currentthinking m ostly re
ects
the view thatthere isa genuine diversity increase to-
wards recent tim es associated with the expansion of
life into new dom ains. As Benton (1995) has put it:
\Thereisno evidence in the fossilrecord ofa lim itto
the ultim ate diversity oflife on Earth".

2.2.4 Taxon lifetim es

Another quantity which has been com pared with the
predictionsofa variety ofextinction m odelsisthedis-
tribution ofthelifetim esoftaxa.In Figure10weshow
a histogram ofthe lifetim es ofm arine genera in the
Sepkoskidatabase.Theaxesofthe�gurearelogarith-
m ic and the solid and dotted lines represent respec-
tively power-law and exponential�tsto the data.
At �rst glance it appears from this �gure that the

lifetim edistribution isbetter�tted by theexponential
form .Thisexponentialhasatim econstantof40:1M y,
which isofthe sam e orderofm agnitude asthe m ean
genuslifetim eof30:1 M y.An exponentialdistribution
ofthistype isprecisely whatone would expectto see
iftaxa are becom ing extinct at random with a con-
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Figure 10 Frequency distribution ofm arine genus life-

tim esin thefossilrecord.The solid line isthe bestpower-

law �ttothedatabetween 10and 100M y,whilethedotted

line isthe bestexponential�tto allthe data. AfterNew-

m an and Sibani(1999).

stant average rate (a Poisson process). A num ber of
authors have howeverargued in favourofthe power-
law �t(Sneppen etal.1995,Bak1996).Thepower-law
�tin the�gureisa �tonly to thedata between 10and
100 M y. In thisintervalitactually m atchesthe data
quitewell,butforlongerorshorterlifetim estheagree-
m entispoor.W hy then should wetakethissuggestion
seriously? Theansweristhatboth very long and very
short lifetim es are probably under-represented in the
databasebecauseofsystem aticbiases.First,sincethe
appearance and disappearance ofgenera are recorded
only to the nearest stage, lifetim es of less than the
length ofthecorresponding stageareregistered asbe-
ing zero and do not appear on the histogram . This
m eans that lifetim es shorter than the average stage
length ofabout7 M y are under-represented. Second,
asm entioned brie
y in Section 2.1.1,a taxon issom e-
tim esgiven a di�erentnam e before and aftera m ajor
stage boundary,even though little or nothing about
that taxon m ay have changed. This m eans that the
num berofspecieswith lifetim eslongerthan the typi-
calseparation ofthesem ajorboundariesisalsounder-
estim ated in ourhistogram . Thisa�ectsspecieswith
lifetim es greater than about 100 M y. Thus there are
plausible reasonsforperform ing a �tonly in the cen-
tralregion ofFigure10 and in thiscasethepower-law
form isquitea sensibleconjecture.
The exponent ofthe power law for the centralre-

gion ofthe �gure is m easured to be � = 1:6 � 0:1.
This value is questionable however,since it depends
on which data we chooseto exclude atlong and short

tim es. In fact,a case can be m ade for any value be-
tween about� = 1:2 and 2:2. In this review we take
a working �gure of�= 1:7� 0:3 forcom parison with
theoreticalm odels. Severalofthese m odels provide
explanationsfora power-law distribution oftaxon life-
tim es,with �guresfor�in reasonableagreem entwith
thisvalue.
W eshould pointoutthatthereisa very sim plepos-

sibleexplanation fora power-law distribution oftaxon
lifetim eswhich doesnotrely on any detailed assum p-
tionsaboutthenatureofevolution.Iftheaddition and
rem ovalofspeciesfrom a genus(orany sub-taxa from
a taxon)arestochastically constantand take place at
roughly the sam e rate, then the num ber of species
in the genus willperform an ordinary random walk.
W hen this random walk reaches zero| the so-called
�rst return tim e| the genus becom es extinct. Thus
the distribution ofthe lifetim es ofgenera is also the
distribution of�rstreturn tim esofa one-dim ensional
random walk.Asiseasilydem onstrated(seeG rim m ett
and Stirzaker(1992),forexam ple),thedistribution of
�rst return tim es follows a power law with exponent
3

2
,in reasonable agreem ent with the �gure extracted

from the fossilrecord above. An alternative theory is
that speciation and extinction should be m ultiplica-
tive,i.e.,proportionalto the num berofspeciesin the
genus. In this case the logarithm ofthe size ofthe
genus perform s a random walk,but the end result is
the sam e: the distribution oflifetim es isa powerlaw
with exponent 3

2
.

2.2.5 P seudoextinction and paraphyly

O nepossiblesourceofdiscrepancybetween them odels
considered in thispaperand thefossildata istheway
in which an extinction isde�ned.In thepalaeontologi-
calliterature a distinction is usually drawn between
\true extinction" and \pseudoextinction". The term
pseudoextinction refers to the evolution ofa species
into a new form ,with the resultant disappearance of
the ancestralform .The classic exam ple isthatofthe
dinosaurs.If,asissupposed bysom e,m odern birdsare
thedescendantsofthedinosaurs(G authier1986,Chi-
appe 1995),then the dinosaursdid not truly becom e
extinct,but only pseudoextinct. Pseudoextinction is
ofcoursea norm alpartofthe evolution process;Dar-
win’s explanation ofthe origin ofspecies is precisely
the replacem entofstrainsby theirown �tter m utant
o�spring.And certainly thisisa form ofextinction,in
thatthe ancestralstrain willno longerappearin the
fossilrecord.However,palaeontology m akesa distinc-
tion between thisprocessand trueextinction| thedis-
appearanceofan entirebranch ofthephylogenetictree
without issue| presum ably because the causes ofthe
two are expected to be di�erent. Pseudoextinction is
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undoubtedlyabioticprocess(althoughtheevolutionof
aspeciesand subsequentextinction oftheparentstrain
m ay wellbe broughton by exogenouspressures| see
Roy (1996),for exam ple). O n the other hand,m any
believe thatwe m ustlook to environm entale�ectsto
�nd the causesoftrue extinction (Benton 1991).
Som eofthem odelsdiscussed in thisreview arem od-

els oftrue extinction,with species becom ing extinct
and beingreplaced by speciation from other,unrelated
species.O thershoweverdealprim arily with pseudoex-
tinction,predicting varying ratesofevolution overthe
courseoftim e,with m assextinction arising asthe re-
sultofperiodsofintenseevolutionaryactivity in which
m any species evolve to new form s,causing the pseu-
doextinction of their parent form s. It m ay not be
strictly fair to com pare m odels such as these to the
fossildata on extinction presented above.To be sure,
the data on extinction datesfrom which the statistics
are drawn do notdistinguish between true extinction
and pseudoextinction;allthat is recorded is the last
dateatwhich a specim en ofa certain speciesisfound.
However,thegrouping ofthedata into highertaxa,as
discussed in Section 2.1,doesintroducesuch a distinc-
tion. W hen a species evolvesto a new form ,causing
the pseudoextinction ofthe ancestralform ,the new
speciesisnorm ally assigned to thesam ehighertaxa|
genusand fam ily| astheancestor.Thusacom pilation
ofdataatthegenusorfam ily levelwillnotregisterthe
pseudoextinction ofa species at this point. The ex-
tinction ofa genusorfam ily can norm ally only occur
when itsvery lastconstituentspeciesbecom es(truly)
extinct,and thereforethedata on theextinction tim es
ofhighertaxa re
ectprim arily true extinctions.
However, the situation is not entirely straightfor-

ward.Theassignm entofspeciesto genera and genera
to fam ilies is,to a large extent,an arbitrary process,
with the result that whilst the argum ent above m ay
apply to a large portion ofthe data,there are m any
anom aliesoftaxonom y which give rise to exceptions.
Strictly,thecorrectway to constructa taxonom ictree
is to use cladistic principles. A clade is a group of
specieswhich allclaim descendencefrom oneancestral
species. In theory one can construct a tree in which
each taxon is m onophyletic,i.e.,is com posed only of
m em bersofoneclade.Such a treeisnotunique;there
is stilla degree ofarbitrariness introduced by di�er-
encesofopinion overwhen a speciesshould beconsid-
ered the founding m em berofa new taxon. However,
to the extentthatsuch speciesare a sm allfraction of
the total,the argum ents given above for the absence
of pseudoextinction from the fossilstatistics, at the
genusleveland above,arevalid.In practice,however,
cladistic principlesare hard to apply to fossilspecies,
whose taxonom ic classi�cation is based on m orphol-

ogy rather than on a direct knowledge oftheir lines
ofdescent. In addition, a large part ofour present
classi�cation schem ehasbeen handed down to usby a
tradition which predates the introduction ofcladism .
The distinction between dinosaurs and birds,for ex-
am ple,constitutesexactly such a traditionaldivision.
As a result,m any| indeed m ost| taxonom ic groups,
particularly higherones,tend to be paraphyletic:the
m em bers ofthe taxa are descended from m ore than
onedistinctancestralspecies,whoseown com m on an-
cestorbelonged to anothertaxon. Notonly doesthis
failing upsetourargum entsconcerning pseudoextinc-
tion above,butalso,by virtue ofthe resulting unpre-
dictablenatureofthetaxonom ichierarchy,introduces
errorsinto ourstatisticalm easuresofextinction which
arehard toquantify (Sepkoskiand K endrick1993).As
Raup and Boyajian (1988)putit:\Ifallparaphyletic
groupswereelim inated from taxonom y,extinction pat-
ternswould certainly change".

2.3 O ther form s ofdata

Therearea few otherform sofdata which areofinter-
estin connection with them odelswewillbediscussing.
Chiefam ongst these are taxonom ic data on m odern
species, and sim ulation data from so-called arti�cial
life experim ents.

2.3.1 Taxonom ic data

As long ago as 1922,it was noted that ifone takes
the taxonom ic hierarchy ofcurrentorganism s,counts
the num ber ofspeciesns in each genus,and m akesa
histogram ofthenum berofgenerang foreach valueof
ns,then the resulting graph hasa form which closely
followsa powerlaw (W illis1922,W illiam s1944):

ng � n
� �
s : (2)

In Figure 11,for exam ple, we reproduce the results
ofW illis forthe num berofspeciesper genusof
ow-
ering plants. The m easured exponent in this case is
� = 1:5 � 0:1. Recently,Burlando (1990,1993) has
extended these results to higher taxa, showing that
the num ber ofgenera per fam ily,fam ilies per order,
and so forth,also follow power laws,suggesting that
the taxonom ic tree hasa fractalstructure,a resultof
som einterestto thoseworking on \critical" m odelsof
extinction (see Section 5.5).
In certain cases,for exam ple ifone m akes the as-

sum ption that speciation and extinction rates are
stochastically constant,itcan beshown thattheaver-
age num ber ofspecies in a genus bears a power-law
relation to the lifetim e of the genus, in which case
W illis’s data are m erely another consequence ofthe
genus lifetim e distribution discussed in Section 2.2.4.
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Figure 11 Histogram ofthenum berofspeciespergenus

of
owering plants.The solid line isthebestpower-law �t

to the data.AfterW illis(1922).

Even ifthis is true however,these data are nonethe-
less im portant,since they are derived from a source
entirely di�erent from the ones we have so far con-
sidered,nam ely from living species rather than fossil
ones.
Notethatweneed to becarefulabouttheway these

distributionsarecalculated.A histogram ofgenussizes
constructed using fossildata drawn from a long pe-
riod ofgeologictim eisnotthesam ething asonecon-
structed from a snapshot ofgenera at a single point
in tim e. A snapshottendsto favourlongerlived gen-
era which also tend to be larger,and this produces
a histogram with a lower exponent than ifthe data
aredrawn from a long tim e period.M ostofthe m od-
els discussed in this review dealwith long periods of
geologic tim e and therefore m im ic data ofthe latter
kind better than those ofthe form er. W illis’s data,
which are taken from living species,are inherently of
the \snapshot" variety,and hence m ay have a lower
value of� than thatseen in fossildata and in m odels
ofextinction.

2.3.2 A rti�ciallife

Arti�cial life (Langton 1995) is the nam e given to
a class ofevolutionary sim ulations which attem pt to
m im ic the processesofnaturalselection,without im -
posing a particularselection regim efrom outside.(By
contrast,m ostothercom putation techniquesem ploy-
ing ideas drawn from evolutionary biology callupon
the program m erto im pose �tness functions or repro-
ductive selection on the evolving population. G enetic
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Figure 12 Plotoftheintegrated distribution of\species"

lifetim esin runsoftheTierra arti�ciallifesim ulation.The

plotisapproxim ately power-law in form exceptforafall-o�

at large tim es due to the �nite length ofthe runs. After

Adam i(1995).

algorithm s(M itchell1996)area good exam pleofsuch
techniques.) Probably the work ofm ost relevance to
the evolutionary biologististhatofRay and collabo-
rators (Ray 1994a,1994b),who created a sim ulation
environm entknown asTierra,in which com puterpro-
gram s reproduce and com pete for the com putational
resources ofCPU tim e and m em ory. The basic idea
behind Tierra is to create an initial\ancestor" pro-
gram which m akes copies ofitself. The sole function
ofthe program isto copy the instructionswhich com -
prise itinto a new area ofthe com puter’sm em ory,so
that,aftersom etim ehasgoneby,therewillbea large
num berofcopiesofthesam eprogram runningatonce.
However,thetrick isthatthesystem issetup so that
the copies are m ade in an unreliable fashion. Som e-
tim esa perfectcopy ism ade,butsom etim esa m istake
occurs,sothatthecopydi�ersfrom theancestor.Usu-
allysuch m istakesresultin aprogram which isnotable
to reproduce itselfany further.However,occasionally
they result in a program which reproduces m ore ef-
�ciently than its ancestor,and hence dom inates over
theancestoraftera num berofgenerations.In system s
such asthis,m any ofthefeaturesofevolvingbiological
system shave been observed,such asprogram swhich
cooperatein orderto aid oneanother’se�cientrepro-
duction and parasitic program swhich stealresources
from othersin orderto reproducem oree�ciently.
In the context of the kinds of m odels we willbe

studying here, the recent work ofAdam i(1995) us-
ing the Tierra system hasattracted attention. In his
work,Adam iperform ed a num ber oflengthy runs of
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theTierra sim ulation and observed thelifetim esofthe
species appearing throughout the course ofthe sim -
ulations. In Figure 12 we show som e ofhis results.
The distribution oflifetim es appears again to follow
a power law, except for a fall-o� at long lifetim es,
which m ay be accounted for by the �nite length of
the sim ulations.2 This result appears to agree with
the fossilevidence discussed in Section 2.2.4, where
the lifetim es oftaxa were also found to follow a dis-
tribution approxim ately power-law in form . Possible
explanationsofthisresulthavebeen discussed byNew-
m an etal.(1997).

3 Early m odels ofextinction

M ost discussion ofextinction has taken place at the
specieslevel,which isnaturalsinceextinction isintrin-
sically a species-levele�ect| by extinction we m ean
precisely the disappearance ofa species,although the
concept is frequently extended to cover higher taxa
aswell. O urdiscussion willalso take place m ostly at
thespeciesand highertaxonom iclevels,butweshould
bearin m ind thatthe processesunderlying extinction
occuratthe levelofthe individual. M cLaren (1988),
forinstance,hasargued thatitwould bebetterto use
theterm \m asskilling",ratherthan \m assextinction",
since itisthe death ofindividualsratherthan species
which isthe fundam entalprocesstaking place.
Although m any fossils ofextinct species were un-

earthed during the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, it was not until the theory of evolution
gained currency in the latter half of the nineteenth
century thatextinction becam ean accepted featureof
the history oflife on Earth.
O ne ofthe earliest serious attem pts to m odelex-

tinction wasthatofLyell(1832)whoseideas,in som e
respects,stillstand up even today. He proposed that
when species�rstappear (he did nottackle the then
vexed question ofexactly how they appear)they pos-
sess varying �tnesses, and that those with the low-
est�tnessultim ately becom e extinctasa resultofse-
lection pressure from other species,and are then re-
placed by new species. W hile this m odel does not
explain m any ofthe m ost interesting features ofthe
fossilrecord,it does already take a stand on a lotof
thecrucialissuesin today’sextinction debates:itisan
equilibrium m odelwith (perhaps)a roughly constant
num berofspeciesand ithasan explicitm echanism for
extinction (speciescom petition)which isstillseriously
considered as one ofthe causes ofextinction. It also

2A lthough the integrated distribution in Figure 12 does not
appearto follow a straightlinevery closely,A dam i(1995)shows
thatin factithasprecisely theform expected ifthe lifetim esare
cut o� exponentially.

hintsatofa way ofquantifying the m odelby using a
num erical�tnessm easure.
A few yearsafterLyellputforward hisideasabout

extinction,Darwin extended them by em phasizing the
appearanceofnew speciesthrough speciation from ex-
isting ones. In his view,extinction arose as a result
ofcom petition between speciesand theirdescendants,
and wasthereforedom inated by theprocesswhich we
referred toas\pseudoextinction"in Section 2.2.5.The
Darwin{Lyellviewpointisessentially a gradualistone.
Species change gradually,and becom e extinct one by
one asthey are superseded by new �ttervariants.As
Darwin wrotein the O rigin ofSpecies(Darwin 1859):
\Species and groups of species gradually disappear,
one after another,�rst from one spot,then from an-
other,and �nally from the world." Theobviousprob-
lem with thistheory isthe regularoccurrenceofm ass
extinctionsin thefossilrecord.Although theexistence
ofm assextinctionswaswell-known in Darwin’stim e,
Darwin and Lyellboth argued strongly thatthey were
probably a sam pling artifact generated by the inac-
curacy ofdating techniques rather than a reale�ect.
Today we know this notto be the case,and a purely
gradualistpicture no longero�ersan adequate expla-
nation ofthe facts. Any serious m odelofextinction
m usttakem assextinction into account.
W ith the advent of reasonably com prehensive

databasesoffossilspecies,aswellascom putersto aid
in theiranalysis,a num berofsim ple m odelsdesigned
to help interpretand understand extinction data were
putforward in the1970sand 1980s.In 1973,van Valen
proposed whathecalled the\Red Q ueen hypothesis":
the hypothesis that the probability per unit tim e of
a particular species becom ing extinct is independent
oftim e. This \stochastically constant" extinction is
equivalent to saying that the probability ofa species
surviving for a certain length oftim e t decays expo-
nentially with t. This is easy to see,since ifp is the
constant probability per unit tim e ofthe species be-
com ing extinct,then 1 � p is the probability that it
doesnotbecom eextinctin any unittim einterval,and

P (t)= (1� p)t = e� t=� (3)

is the probability that it survives t consecutive tim e
intervals,where

� = �
1

log(1� p)
’
1

p
; (4)

where the second relation applies for sm all p.
Van Valen used thisargum entto validate hishypoth-
esis,by plotting \survivorship curves"form any di�er-
ent groups ofspecies (van Valen 1973). A survivor-
ship curve is a plot ofthe num ber ofspecies surviv-
ing outofan initialgroup asa function oftim e start-
ing from som e arbitrary origin. In other words,one
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Figure 13 The num berofgenera ofm am m alssurviving

out of an initialgroup of1585, over a period of 36 M y.

The dotted line isthe best�texponential,and hasa tim e

constantof4:41� 0:08 M y.Aftervan Valen (1973).

takesa group ofspeciesand countshow m any ofthem
are stillpresent in the fossilrecord after tim e t. It
appears that the tim e constant � is di�erent for the
di�erentgroupsoforganism sexam ined by van Valen
but roughly constant within groups,and in this case
the survivorship curves should fallo� exponentially.
In Figure 13 we reproduce van Valen’sresultsforex-
tinctgeneraofm am m als.Theapproxim atelystraight-
lineform ofthesurvivorship curveon sem i-logarithm ic
scalesindicatesthatthecurveisindeed exponential,a
resultnow knownas\van Valen’slaw".Van Valen con-
structed sim ilarplotsform any othergroupsofgenera
and fam iliesand found sim ilarstochastically constant
extinction thereaswell.
Van Valen’sresult,thatextinction isuniform in tim e

hasbeen used asthe basisfora num berofothersim -
ple extinction m odels,som e ofwhich are discussed in
thispaper.However,fora num berofreasons,itm ust
certainly be incorrect. First,itisnotm athem atically
possibleforvan Valen’slaw to beobeyed atm orethan
one taxonom ic level. As Raup (1991b) has dem on-
strated,ifspecies becom e extinct at a stochastically
constant rate p,the survivorship curve S for genera
willnotin generalbe exponential,because itdepends
notonly on theextinction ratebutalso on thespecia-
tion rate.Thegeneralform forthegenussurvivorship
curveis

S = 1�
p[e(q� p)t� 1]

qe(q� p)t� p
; (5)

where q is the average rate ofspeciation within the
genus.A sim ilarform appliesforhighertaxa aswell.
Second,van Valen’slaw clearlycannottellthewhole

story since, just like the theories of Lyelland Dar-
win, it is a gradualist m odel and takes no account
ofknown m ass extinction events in the fossilrecord.
Raup (1991b,1996)givesthe appropriate generaliza-
tion ofvan Valen’sworktothecasein which extinction
is notstochastically constant. In this case,the m ean
survivorship curve follows van Valen’s law (or Equa-
tion (5) for higher taxa),but individualcurves show
a dispersion around thism ean whose width isa m ea-
sureofthedistribution ofthesizesofextinction events.
Itwasin thisway thatRaup extracted the killcurve
discussed in Section 2.2.1 for Phanerozoic m arine in-
vertebrates.
These m odels however,are allfundam entally just

di�erent ways oflooking at em piricaldata. None of
them o�eractualexplanationsoftheobserveddistribu-
tionsofextinction events,orexplain thevariousform s
discussed in Section 2.In therem ainderofthisreview
wediscussa variety ofquantitativem odelswhich have
been proposed in the last ten years to address these
questions.

4 Fitness landscape m odels

K au�m an (1993, 1995, K au�m an and Levin 1987,
K au�m an and Johnsen 1991)hasproposed and stud-
ied in depth a classofm odelsreferred to asNK m od-
els,which arem odelsofrandom �tnesslandscapeson
which one can im plem ent a variety oftypesofevolu-
tionary dynam icsand study the developm entand in-
teraction of species. (The letters N and K do not
stand foranything,they are the nam esofparam eters
in the m odel.) Based on the resultsofextensive sim -
ulationsofNK m odelsK au�m an and co-workershave
suggested a num ber ofpossible connections between
the dynam icsofevolution and the extinction rate.To
a largeextentitisthiswork which hassparked recent
interestin biotic m echanism sfor m ass extinction. In
thissection wereview K au�m an’swork in detail.

4.1 T he N K m odel

An NK m odelisa m odelofa singlerugged landscape,
which issim ilarin construction to thespin-glassm od-
elsofstatisticalphysics(Fischerand Hertz1991),par-
ticularly p-spin m odels(Derrida1980)and random en-
ergym odels(Derrida1981).Used asam odelofspecies
�tness3 the NK m odel m aps the states of a m odel
genom e onto a scalar�tness W . This is a sim pli�ca-
tion ofwhathappensin reallife,where the genotype
is�rstm apped onto phenotypeand only then onto �t-

3
N K m odels have been used as m odels of a num ber of

other things as well| see, for instance, K au�m an and W ein-
berger(1989) and K au�m an and Perelson (1990).
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genotype w1 w2 w3 W

000 0.487 0.076 0.964 0.509
001 0.851 0.372 0.398 0.540
010 0.487 0.097 0.162 0.249
011 0.851 0.566 0.062 0.493
100 0.235 0.076 0.964 0.425
101 0.311 0.372 0.398 0.360
110 0.235 0.097 0.162 0.165
111 0.311 0.566 0.062 0.313

1

2 3

Figure 14 Calculation ofthe �tnesses for an NK m odelwith three binary genes.

In this case K = 1 with the epistatic interactions as indicated in the �gure on the

right.

ness.However,itisausefulsim pli�cation which m akes
sim ulation ofthem odelforlargesystem stractable.As
long as we bear in m ind that this sim pli�cation has
been m ade,the m odelcan stillteach us m any useful
things.
The NK m odel is a m odel of a genom e with N

genes. Each gene has A alleles. In m ost of K au�-
m an’s studies ofthe m odelhe used A = 2,a binary
geneticcode,buthisresultsarenotlim ited tothiscase.
Them odelalso includesepistaticinteractionsbetween
genes| interactionswhereby the state ofone gene af-
fectsthe contribution ofanotherto the overall�tness
ofthespecies.In fact,itistheseepistaticinteractions
which areresponsibleforthe ruggednessofthe�tness
landscape. W ithout any interaction between genes it
ispossible(aswewillsee)to optim izeindividually the
�tness contribution ofeach single gene,and hence to
dem onstrate thatthe landscape hasthe so-called Fu-
jiyam a form ,with only a singleglobal�tnesspeak.
In the sim plest form ofthe NK m odel,each gene

interactsepistatically with K others,which arechosen
atrandom .The �tnesscontribution w j ofgene j isa
function ofthe state ofthe geneitselfand each ofthe
K otherswith which itinteracts.Foreach oftheA K + 1

possible statesofthese K + 1 genes,a value forwj is
chosen random ly from a uniform distribution between
zeroand one.Thetotal�tnessisthen theaverageover
allgenesoftheirindividual�tnesscontributions:

W =
1

N

NX

j= 1

wj: (6)

Thisprocedureisillustrated in Figure 14 fora sim ple
three-genegenom ewith A = 2 and K = 1.
Som e pointsto noticeaboutthe NK m odelare:

1.The choices of the random num bers wj are
\quenched",which is to say thatonce they have
been chosen they do not change again. The

choices ofthe K other genes with which a cer-
tain gene interacts are also quenched. Thus the
�tness attributed to a particulargenotype is the
sam eevery tim e welook atit.

2.There is no correlation between the contribution
wj ofgenejto thetotal�tnessfordi�erentalleles
ofthe gene,or for di�erent alleles ofany ofthe
geneswith which itinteracts.Ifany singleoneof
these K + 1 genesischanged to a di�erentstate,
thenew valueofwj iscom pletely unrelated to its
value beforethe change.Thisisan extrem ecase.
In reality,epistatic interactionsm ay have only a
sm alle�ecton the �tnesscontribution ofa gene.
Again,however,this is a sim plifying assum ption
which m akesthe m odeltractable.

3.In orderto think ofthe NK m odelasgenerating
a �tness \landscape" with peaks and valleys,we
havetosaywhich genotypesareclosetogetherand
which farapart.In biologicalevolution,wherethe
m ost com m on m utations are m utations ofsingle
genes,it m akes sense to de�ne the distance be-
tween twogenotypestobethenum berofgenesby
which they di�er. This de�nition ofdistance,or
\m etric",isused in allthestudiesdiscussed here.
A (local)peak isthen a genotypethathashigher
�tnessthan allN (A � 1)ofitsnearestneighbours,
those atdistance1 away.

4.Thefactoftaking an average overthe�tnesscon-
tributionsofallthegenesin Equation(6)iscrucial
to the behaviourofthe m odel. Taking the aver-
agehasthee�ectthatthetypicalheightof�tness
peaksdim inisheswith increasing N . In fact,one
can im agine de�ning the m odelin a num ber of
other ways. O ne could sim ply take the total�t-
ness to be the sum ofthe contributions from all
the genes| organism swith m any genestherefore
tending to be �tterthan oneswith fewer.In this
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case one would expect to see the reverse ofthe
e�ectdescribed above,with theaverageheightof
adaptivepeaksincreasingwith increasingN .O ne
m ightalsonotethatsinceW isthesum ofa num -
ber ofindependent random variables,its values
should,by the centrallim ittheorem ,be approxi-
m ately norm allydistributed with astandard devi-
ation increasing as

p
N with thenum berofgenes.

Therefore,it m ight m ake sense to norm alize the
sum with a factorofN � 1=2,so thatthe standard
deviation rem ainsconstantasN isvaried.Either
ofthese choiceswould changesom e ofthe details
ofthe m odel’s behaviour. For the m om ent how-
ever,we stick with the m odelasde�ned above.

W hatkind oflandscapesdoesthe NK m odelgener-
ate? Let us begin by considering two extrem e cases.
First,considerthecaseK = 0,in which allofthegenes
are entirely non-interacting. In this case,each gene
contributes to the total�tness an am ount w j,which
m aytakeanyofA valuesdependingon thealleleofthe
gene.Them axim um �tnessin thiscaseisachieved by
sim ply m axim izing the contribution of each gene in
turn,since theircontributionsare independent. Even
ifweassum ean evolutionary dynam icsofthem ostre-
strictivekind,in which wecan only changethestateof
onegeneatatim e,wecan reach thestateofm axim um
�tnessoftheK = 0 m odelstarting from any pointon
thelandscapeand only m akingchangeswhich increase
the �tness. Landscapesofthistype are known asFu-
jiyam a landscapes,afterJapan’sM ountFuji:they are
sm ooth and havea singleglobaloptim um .
Now considerthe other extrem e,in which K takes

thelargestpossiblevalue,K = N � 1.In thiscaseeach
gene’scontribution totheoverall�tnessW dependson
itselfand allN � 1 othergenesin thegenom e.Thusif
any singlegenechangesallele,the �tnesscontribution
ofeverygenechangestoanew random num ber,uncor-
related with itspreviousvalue. Thusthe total�tness
W isentirely uncorrelated between di�erentstatesof
the genom e. This gives us the m ost rugged possible
�tnesslandscapewith m any �tnesspeaksand valleys.
TheK = N � 1m odelisidenticaltotherandom energy
spin-glassm odelofDerrida (1981)and hasbeen stud-
ied in som edetail(K au�m an and Levin 1987,M acken
and Perelson 1989). The �tnessW in thiscase isthe
average ofN independent uniform random variables
between zeroand one,which m eansthatforlargeN it
willbe norm ally distributed aboutW = 1

2
with stan-

dard deviation 1=
p
12N . Thism eansthatthe typical

heightofthe �tnesspeakson the landscape decreases
as N � 1=2 with increasing size ofthe genom e. It also
decreases with increasing K ,since for larger K it is
notpossible to achieve the optim um �tness contribu-
tion ofevery gene,so that the average overallgenes

hasa lowervalue than K = 0 case,even atthe global
optim um .
For values ofK interm ediate between the two ex-

trem es considered here,the landscapes generated by
theNK m odelpossessinterm ediatedegreesofrugged-
ness. Sm allvalues of K produce highly correlated,
sm ooth landscapeswith a sm allnum berofhigh �tness
peaks. High values ofK produce m ore rugged land-
scapes with a larger num ber oflower peaks and less
correlation between the �tnessesofsim ilargenotypes.

4.2 Evolution on N K landscapes

In order to study the evolution of species using his
NK landscapes,K au�m an m ade a num ber ofsim pli-
fying assum ptions. First,he assum ed that evolution
takesplaceentirely by them utation ofsinglegenes,or
sm allnum bers ofgenes in an individual. That is,he
neglected recom bination.(Thisisareasonable�rstap-
proxim ation since,aswem entioned above,singlegene
m utations are the m ost com m on in biologicalevolu-
tion.) He also assum ed thatthe m utation ofdi�erent
genesarea prioriuncorrelated,thattherateatwhich
genesm utate isthe sam e forallgenes,and thatthat
rate is low com pared to the tim e-scale on which se-
lection acts on the population. This last assum ption
m eansthatthe population can be approxim ated by a
singlegenotype,and population dynam icale�ectscan
be ignored. (Thism ay be valid forsom e populations,
butiscertainly nottruein general.)
In addition to these assum ptions it is also neces-

sarytostatehow theselection processtakesplace,and
K au�m an exam ined three speci�c possibilities,which
hecalled the\random ",\�tter" and \greedy" dynam -
ics. If,as discussed above,evolution proceedsby the
m utationsofsingle genes,these three possibilitiesare
asfollows.In therandom dynam ics,single-genem uta-
tionsoccuratrandom and,ifthem utantgenotypepos-
sessesahighervalueofW than itsancestralstrain,the
m utantreplacesthe ancestorand the species\m oves"
on the landscape to the new genotype. A slightvari-
ation on this schem e is the �tter dynam ics,in which
a speciesexam inesallthegenotypeswhich di�erfrom
thecurrentgenotypeby them utation ofa singlegene,
its \neighbours", and then chooses a new genotype
from these,eitherin proportion to�tness,orrandom ly
am ongstthosewhich havehigher�tnessthan thecur-
rent genotype. (This last variation di�ers from the
previous schem e only in a m atter oftim e-scale.) In
the greedy dynam ics,a species exam ines each ofits
neighboursin turn and choosestheonewith thehigh-
est�tnessW .Noticethatwhilsttherandom and �tter
schem esarestochasticprocesses,thegreedy oneisde-
term inistic;thisgivesrise to qualitative di�erencesin
the behaviourofthe m odel.
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The generic behaviour ofthe NK m odelof a sin-
gle speciesis for the �tness ofthe species to increase
untilitreachesa local�tness peak| a genotype with
higher �tness than allofthe neighbouring genotypes
on the landscape| at which point it stops evolving.
For the K = 0 case considered above (the Fujiyam a
landscape), it willtypically take on the order of N
m utations to �nd the single �tness peak (or N logN
forthe random dynam ics).Forinstance,in the A = 2
case,halfoftheallelesin arandom initialgenotypewill
on averagebefavourableand halfunfavourable.Thus
ifevolution proceedsby the m utation ofsingle genes,
1

2
N m utationsarenecessary to reach the�tnessm axi-

m um .In theotherextrem e,when K = N � 1,onecan
show that, starting from a random initialgenotype,
the num ber ofdirections which lead to higher �tness
decreases by a constant factor at each step,so that
the num ber ofsteps needed to reach one ofthe local
m axim a of�tness goesaslogN . Forlandscapespos-
sessing interm ediatevaluesofK ,thenum berofm uta-
tionsneeded to reach a localm axim um liessom ewhere
between these lim its. In other words,as N becom es
large,the length ofan adaptivewalk to a �tnesspeak
decreases sharply with increasing K . In fact,it ap-
pears to go approxim ately as 1=K . This point will
beim portantin ourconsideration ofthem any-species
case. Recallalso thatthe heightofthe typical�tness
peak goesdown with increasing K . Thus when K is
high,a species does not have to evolve far to �nd a
local�tnessoptim um ,butin generalthatoptim um is
notvery good.

4.3 C oevolving �tness landscapes

Therealinterestin NK landscapesariseswhen wecon-
siderthebehaviourofa num berofcoevolving species.
Coevolution arisesasa resultofinteractionsbetween
di�erentspecies.The m ostcom m on such interactions
are predation,parasitism ,com petition for resources,
and sym biosis.Asaresultofinteractionssuch asthese,
theevolutionary adaptation ofonespeciescan prom pt
theadaptationofanother(Verm eij1987).M anyexam -
plesarefam iliarto us,especially onesinvolvingpreda-
tory or parasitic interactions. Plotnick and M cK in-
ney (1993) have given a num ber of exam ples of co-
evolution in fossilspecies,including predator-prey in-
teractions between echinoids and gastropods (M cNa-
m ara1990)and m utualisticinteractionsbetween algae
and foram inifera (Hallock 1985).
How iscoevolution introduced into the NK m odel?

Consider S species,each evolving on a di�erent NK
landscape. For the m om ent,let us take the sim plest
casein which eachspecieshasthesam evaluesofN and
K ,buttherandom �tnessesw j de�ningthelandscapes
are di�erent. Interaction between species is achieved

by coupling their landscapes so that the genotype of
one species a�ects the �tness ofanother. Following
K au�m an and Johnsen (1991),we introduce two new
quantities: Si which is the num ber of neighbouring
species with which species iinteracts,4 and C which
is the num ber ofgenes in each ofthose neighbouring
species which a�ect the �tness contribution of each
gene in species i. O n account ofthese two variables
thisvariation ofthem odelissom etim esreferred to as
the NKCS m odel.
Each gene in species iis \coupled" to C random ly

chosen genes in each ofthe Si neighbouring species,
so that,forexam ple,ifC = 1 and Si = 4,each ofi’s
genesiscoupled tofourothergenes,onerandom lycho-
sen from each offourneighbouring species. The cou-
pling works in exactly the sam e way as the epistatic
interactions ofthe last section| the �tness contribu-
tion wj which a particular gene j m akes to the total
�tnessofitshostisnow a function ofthealleleofthat
gene,ofeach oftheK genesto which itiscoupled and
ofthe alleles ofthe C Si genes in other species with
which itinteracts.Asbefore,thevalueswj arechosen
random ly foreach ofthepossiblestatesofthesegenes.
The result is that when a species evolves so as to

im prove its own �tness,itm ay in the processchange
the allele ofone ofits genes which a�ects the �tness
contribution ofa genein anotherspecies.Asa result,
the�tnessoftheotherspecieswillchange.Clearly the
further a species m ust evolve to �nd a �tness peak,
them oreallelesitchanges,and them orelikely itisto
a�ectthe �tnessofitsneighbours.Since the distance
to a �tness peak depends on the value ofK ,so also
does the chance ofone species a�ecting another,and
this is the root cause ofthe novelbehaviour seen in
K au�m an’scoevolution m odels.
TheSi neighbouring speciesofspeciesican becho-

sen in a variety of di�erent ways. The m ost com -
m on are either to chose them at random (but in a
\quenched" fashion| once chosen,they rem ain �xed)
orto place the species on a regularlattice,such as a
square lattice in two dim ensions,and then m ake the
nearestneighboursofa specieson thelatticeitsneigh-
boursin the evolutionary sense.
In their originalwork on coevolving NK system s,

K au�m an and Johnsen (1991)exam ined a num berof
di�erentvariationson thebasicm odeloutlined above.
Here we considerthe sim plestcase ofrelevance to ex-

4A lthough thisquantity isdenoted Si,itisin facta constant
over allspecies in m ost ofK au�m an’s studies; the subscript i
serves only to distinguish it from S,which is the totalnum ber
ofspecies. O fcourse,there is no reason why one cannot study
a generalized m odel in which Si (or indeed any of the other
variablesin the m odel,such asN orK )isvaried from speciesto
species,and K au�m an and Johnsen (1991)give som e discussion
and results for m odels of this type, although this is not their
m ain focus.
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tinction,the caseofuniform K and Si.

4.4 C oevolutionary avalanches

Considerthecaseofbinary genes(A = 2),with single-
genem utations.Startingfrom an initialrandom state,
species take turns in strict rotation,and attem pt by
m utation to increase their own �tness irrespective of
anyoneelse’s.Itisclearthatifatany tim eallspecies
in the system sim ultaneously �nd them selvesatlocal
�tnessoptim a then allevolution willstop,since there
willbe no furtherm utationsofany specieswhich can
increase �tness. This state is known as a Nash equi-
librium ,a nam e taken from gam e theoretic m odelsin
which sim ilarsituationsarise.5 Thefundam entalques-
tion is whether such an equilibrium is ever reached.
This,itturnsout,dependson the valueofK .
ForlargevaluesofK ,individualspecieslandscapes

arevery rugged,and thedistancethata speciesneeds
to go to reach a local�tnessm axim um isshort. This
m eans that the chance ofit a�ecting its neighbours’
�tness is rather sm all, and hence the chance of all
species sim ultaneously �nding a �tness m axim um is
quite good. O n the otherhand,ifK issm all,species
m ustchangem any genesto reach a �tnessm axim um ,
and sothechancesarehigh thatthey willa�ectthe�t-
nessesoftheirneighbours.Thisin turn willforcethose
neighbours to evolve,by m oving the position ofthe
m axim a in their landscapes. They in turn m ay have
to evolvea long way to �nd a new m axim um ,and this
willa�ectstillotherspecies,resulting in an avalanche
ofcoevolution which forsm allenough K neverstops.
ThusasK isdecreased from largevaluesto sm all,the
typicalsize ofthe coevolutionary avalanche resulting
from arandom initialstateincreasesuntilatsom ecrit-
icalvalueK c itbecom esin�nite.
W hat is this critical value? The product C Si is

the num berofgenesin otherspecieson which the �t-
nesscontribution ofa particulargene in specieside-
pends.A roughestim ateofthechancethatatleastone
ofthese genes m utates during an avalanche is C SiL,
where L is the typicallength ofan adaptive walk of
an isolated species (i.e.,the num ber of genes which
change in the process ofevolving to a �tness peak).
Assum ing,as discussed in Section 4.2,that L varies
inversely with K ,the criticalvalue K c at which the
avalanchesizedivergesshould vary asK c � C Si.This
seem sto be supported by num ericalevidence: K au�-
m an and Johnsen found that K c ’ C Si in the par-

5A related conceptisthatofthe \evolutionarily stable strat-
egy" (M aynard Sm ith and Price1973),which issim ilarto a N ash
equilibrium but also im plies non-invadability at the individual
level.Thesim ulationsofK au�m an and Johnsen considered here
take place entirely atthe specieslevel,so \N ash equilibrium " is
the appropriate nom enclature in this case.
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Figure 15 The average �tness of species in an NKCS

m odelas a function of K . Twenty-�ve species were ar-

ranged in a 5 � 5 array so that each one interacted with

Si = 4 neighbours(exceptforthoseon theedges,forwhich

Si = 3,and those atthe corners,forwhich Si = 2). Each

specieshad N = 24 and C = 1.The �tnessplotted isthat

oftheNash equilibrium ifreached,orthetim eaverageafter

transientsifnot.AfterK au�m an and Johnsen (1991).

ticularcase where every speciesisconnected to every
other(Si = S).
The transition from the high-K \frozen" regim e in

which avalanches are �nite to the low-K \chaotic"
regim e in which they run forever appears to be
a continuous phase transition of the kind m uch
studied in statistical physics (Binney et al. 1992).
Bak etal.(1992)haveanalysed thistransition in som e
detail,showingthatitdoesindeed possessgenuinecrit-
icalproperties.Precisely atK c,thedistribution ofthe
sizess ofthe avalanchesappearsto be scale free and
takes the form ofa power law,Equation (1),which
is typicalofthe \criticalbehaviour" associated with
such a phase transition. K au�m an and Johnson also
pointed outthattherearelarge
uctuationsin the�t-
nessofindividualspeciesnearK c,anothercharacter-
istic ofcontinuousphasetransitions.
Figure15showstheaverage�tnessofthecoevolving

speciesasafunction ofK foroneparticularcaseinves-
tigated by K au�m an and Johnsen. Forecosystem sin
thefrozen K > K c regim etheaverage�tnessoftheco-
evolvingspeciesincreasesfrom theinitialrandom state
untila Nash equilibrium isreached,atwhich pointthe
�tnessstopschanging. Aswe pointed outearlier,the
typical�tnessoflocaloptim aincreaseswith decreasing
K ,and thisisre
ected in the average�tnessatNash
equilibria in the frozen phase: the average �tness of
species at equilibrium increases as K approaches K c
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from above.
In thechaoticK < K c regim ea Nash equilibrium is

never reached,but K au�m an and Johnsen m easured
the \m ean sustained �tness",which isthe average�t-
nessofspeciesovertim e,afteran initialtransientpe-
riod in which thesystem settlesdown from itsstarting
state. They found thatthis�tnessm easure decreased
with decreasing K in the chaotic regim e,presum ably
because speciesspend lessand lesstim e close to local
�tness optim a. Thus,there should be a m axim um of
the average �tness at the point K = K c. This be-
haviour is visible in Figure 15,which shows a clear
m axim um around K = 10. The boundary between
frozen and chaoticregim eswasseparately observed to
occurataround K c = 10 forthissystem .
O n the basis ofthese observations,K au�m an and

Johnsen then argued asfollows.Ifthelevelofepistatic
interactions in the genom e is an evolvable property,
just asthe functions ofindividualgenesare,and our
species are able to \tune" the value oftheir own K

param eterto achievem axim um �tness,then Figure15
suggeststhat they willtune it to the point K = K c,
which is precisely the criticalpoint at which we ex-
pectto seea power-law distribution ofcoevolutionary
avalanches.Aswesuggested in Section 2.2.5,m assex-
tinction could becaused bypseudoextinction processes
in which alargenum berofspeciesevolveto new form s
nearly sim ultaneously.The coevolutionary avalanches
oftheNKCS m odelwould presum ably giveriseto just
such large-scale pseudoextinction. Another possibil-
ity,also noted by K au�m an and Johnson is that the
large
uctuationsin species�tnessin thevicinityofK c

m ightbea causeoftrueextinction,low �tnessspecies
being m ore susceptible to extinction than high �tness
ones.
These ideas are intriguing,since they suggest that

by tuning itselfto thepointatwhich average�tnessis
m axim ized,theecosystem also tunesitselfprecisely to
thepointatwhich speciesturnoverism axim ized,and
indeed thisspeciesturnoverisa largepartofthe rea-
son why K = K c isa �tplace to be in �rstplace.Al-
though extinction and pseudoextinction can certainly
becaused by exogenouse�ects,even withouttheseef-
fectsweshould stillseem assextinction.
Som ee�ortshavebeen m adeto determ inefrom the

fossilevidence whether realevolution has a dynam -
ics sim ilar to the one proposed by K au�m an and co-
workers. For exam ple,Patterson and Fowler (1996)
analysed fossildata for planktic foram inifera using a
variety oftim e-series techniques and concluded that
the resultswere atleastcom patible with criticalthe-
ories such as K au�m an’s,and Sol�e et al.(1997) ar-
gued thatthe form ofthe extinction powerspectrum
m ay indicate an underlying critical m acroevolution-

ary dynam ics,although thislattersuggestion hasbeen
questioned (K irchner and W eil 1998, Newm an and
Eble 1999a).

4.5 C om petitive replacem ent

Thereishowevera problem with thepicturepresented
above. Num erically, it appears to be true that the
average �tness of species in the m odelecosystem is
m axim ized when they allhave K close to the critical
valueK c.However,itwould be a m istaketo conclude
that the system therefore m ust evolve to the critical
pointunderthe in
uence ofselection pressure.Natu-
ralselection doesnotdirectly actto m axim izethe av-
erage�tnessofspeciesin the ecosystem ,butratherit
actsto increaseindividual�tnessesin a sel�sh fashion.
K au�m an and Johnsen in factperform ed sim ulations
in which only two species coevolved,and they found
thatthe �tnessofboth specieswasgreaterifthe two
had di�erent values ofK than ifboth had the value
ofK which m axim ized m ean �tness. Thus,in a sys-
tem in which m any speciescould freely vary theirown
K underthe in
uence ofselection pressure,we would
expectto �nd a range ofK values,ratherthan allK
taking the value K c.
There are also som e otherproblem swith the origi-

nalNKCS m odel.Forinstance,thevaluesofK in the
m odelwere not actually allowed to vary during the
sim ulations,but one would like to include this possi-
bility.In addition,them echanism by which extinction
arises is rather vague; the m odelreally only m im ics
evolution and theidea ofextinction istacked on som e-
whatasan afterthought.
To tackle allofthese problem sK au�m an and Neu-

m ann (unpublished) proposed a re�nem ent of the
NKCS m odelin which K can change and an explicit
extinction m echanism isincluded,thatofcom petitive
replacem ent. (An accountofthis work can be found
in K au�m an (1995).) In this variation ofthe m odel,
a num ber S ofspecies coevolve on NK �tness land-
scapes just as before. Now however,at each turn in
the sim ulation,each species m ay change the state of
one ofits genes,change the value ofits K by � 1,it
m ay be invaded by another species (see below),or it
can do nothing. In their calculations,K au�m an and
Neum ann used the\greedy"dynam icsdescribed above
and choosethechangewhich m ostim provesthe�tness,
but \�tter" and \random " variants are also possible.
Allowing K to vary givesspeciesthe ability to evolve
theruggednessoftheirown landscapesin orderto op-
tim ize their�tness.
Extinction takesplace in the m odelwhen a species

invades the niche occupied by another. Ifthe invad-
ing species is better at exploiting the particular set
ofresources in the niche, it drives the niche’s origi-
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naloccupant to extinction. In this m odel,a species’
nicheisdeterm ined by itsneighbouring species| there
is no environm ental com ponent to the niche, such
as clim ate, terrain, or food supply. Extinction by
com petitive replacem ent is actually not a very well-
docum ented m ode ofextinction (Benton 1987). M ay-
nard Sm ith (1989)hasdiscussed the question atsom e
length,but concludesthat itis far m ore com m on for
a species to adapt to the invasion ofa new com peti-
torthan for itto becom e extinct. Nonetheless,there
areexam plesofextinction bycom petitivereplacem ent,
and to the extentthatitoccurs,K au�m an and Neu-
m ann’swork providesa m odelofthe process. In the
m odel,they add an extra\m ove"which can takeplace
when aspecies’turn com estoevolve:itcan beinvaded
byanotherspecies.A random lychosenspeciescan cre-
ate a copy ofitself(i.e.,ofits genom e)which isthen
placed in the sam e niche as the �rst species and its
�tness is calculated with respect to the genotypes of
the neighbours in that niche. Ifthis �tness exceeds
the�tnessoftheoriginalspeciesin thatniche,thein-
vadersupersedestheoriginaloccupant,which becom es
extinct. In this way,�t species spread through the
ecosystem m aking the average �tness overallspecies
higher,butatthesam etim em aking the speciesm ore
uniform ,since over tim e the ecosystem willcom e to
contain m any copiesofa sm allnum ber of�tspecies,
ratherthan a wide diversity ofless�tones.
In num ericalsim ulationsthism odelshowsanum ber

ofinteresting features.First,regardlessoftheirinitial
values,theK softheindividualspeciesappearto con-
vergeon an interm ediate �gure which putsallspecies
close to the phase boundary discussed in the lastsec-
tion.Thislendssupportto theideasofK au�m an and
Johnsen that �tness is optim ized at this point (even
though otherargum entsindicated thatthism ightnot
be the best choice for sel�shly evolving species| see
above). Interestingly,the m odelalso shows a power-
law distribution ofthesizesofextinction eventstaking
place; ifwe count up the num ber ofspecies becom -
ing extinct at each tim e-step in the sim ulation and
m ake a histogram ofthese �gures over the course of
a long sim ulation,the result is ofthe form shown in
Figure16.Thepower-law hasa m easured exponentof
� ’ 1,which isnotin good agreem entwith the �gure
of� ’ 2 found in the fossildata (see Section 2.2.1),
but the m ere existence ofthe power-law distribution
is quite intriguing. K au�m an and Neum ann explain
its appearance as the result ofavalanches ofextinc-
tion which arise because the invasion ofa niche by a
new species(with theresultingextinction oftheniche’s
previous occupier) disturbs the neighbouring species,
perhaps m aking them susceptible to invasion by fur-
therspecies. Anotherpossible m echanism arisesfrom
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Figure 16 The distribution of the sizes of extinction

events m easured in a sim ulation of the m odel described

in the text. The distribution is approxim ately power-law

in form with an exponentm easured to be � = 1:18� 0:03.

AfterK au�m an (1995).

the uniform ity ofgenotypeswhich the invasion m ech-
anism gives rise to. As noted above,the invasion of
m any niches by one particularly �t species tends to
producean ecosystem with m any sim ilarspeciesin it.
Ifa new species arises which is able to com pete suc-
cessfully with these m any sim ilar species,then they
m ay allbecom e extinct over a short period oftim e,
resulting in an extinction avalanche.
W hy avalanches such as these should possess a

power-law distribution is not clear. K au�m an and
Neum ann connectthephenom enon with theapparent
adaptation oftheecosystem tothephaseboundarybe-
tween the ordered and chaotic regim es| the \edge of
chaos" asK au�m an hascalled it.A m ore generalex-
planation m ay com efrom the study of\self-organized
critical"system s,which isthetopicofthenextsection.
K au�m an and Neum ann did nottake the interm e-

diate step ofsim ulating a system in which speciesare
perm itted tovary theirvaluesofK ,butin which there
is no invasion m echanism . Such a study would be
usefulforclarifying the relative im portance ofthe K -
evolution and invasion m echanism s. Bak and K au�-
m an (unpublished,butdiscussed by Bak (1996))have
carried outsom esim ulationsalong theselines,butap-
parentlyfound noevidencefortheevolution ofthesys-
tem tothecriticalpoint.Bak etal.(1992)haveargued
on theoreticalgroundsthatsuch evolution should not

occur in the m axim ally rugged case K = N � 1,but
the argum entdoesnotextend to sm allervaluesofK .
In the generalcase the question has not been settled
and deservesfurtherstudy.
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5 T he B ak{Sneppen m odeland

variations

Them odelsdiscussed in thelastsection areintriguing,
butpresenta num berofproblem s.In particular,m ost
oftheresultsaboutthem com efrom com putersim ula-
tions,and littleisknown analyticallyabouttheirprop-
erties. Results such as the power-law distribution of
extinction sizesand theevolution ofthesystem to the
\edgeofchaos"areonly asaccurateasthesim ulations
in which they are observed. M oreover,it is not even
clearwhatthem echanism sresponsiblefortheseresults
are,beyond the rathergeneralargum entswe have al-
ready given. In orderto address these shortcom ings,
Bak and Sneppen (1993,Sneppen et al.1995,Snep-
pen 1995,Bak1996)havetakenK au�m an’sideas,with
som e m odi�cation,and used them to create a consid-
erably sim plerm odeloflarge-scale coevolution which
also showsa power-law distribution ofavalanchesizes
and which is sim ple enough that its properties can,
to som e extent,be understood analytically.Although
the m odeldoes not directly address the question of
extinction, a num ber ofauthors have interpreted it,
using argum entssim ilarto thoseofSection 2.2.5,asa
possiblem odelforextinction by biotic causes.
The Bak{Sneppen m odelis one ofa class ofm od-

elsthatshow \self-organized criticality",which m eans
that regardlessofthe state in which they start,they
alwaystune them selvesto a criticalpointofthe type
discussed in Section 4.4,where power-law behaviour
isseen. W e describe self-organized criticality in m ore
detailin Section 5.2. First however,we describe the
Bak{Sneppen m odelitself.

5.1 T he B ak{Sneppen m odel

In the m odelof Bak and Sneppen there are no ex-
plicit �tness landscapes,as there are in NK m odels.
Instead the m odel attem pts to m im ic the e�ects of
landscapes in term s of \�tness barriers". Consider
Figure 17,which is a toy representation ofa �tness
landscape in which there isonly one dim ension in the
genotype(orphenotype)space.Ifthem utation rateis
low com pared with the tim e-scale on which selection
takesplace(asK au�m an assum ed),then a population
willspend m ostofitstim e localized around a peak in
the landscape (labelled P in the �gure). In order to
evolve to another,adjacent peak (Q ),we m ust pass
through an intervening \valley" oflower�tness. This
valley presentsabarriertoevolution becauseindividu-
alswith genotypeswhich fallin thisregion areselected
against in favour of�tter individuals closer to P.In
theirm odel,Bak and Sneppen assum ed thatthatthe
averagetim ettaken to m utateacrossa �tnessbarrier
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Figure 17 In orderto reach a new adaptivepeak Q from

an initialgenotype P,a species m ust pass through an in-

tervening �tness \barrier", or region oflow �tness. The

height B ofthis barrier is a m easure ofhow di�cult it is

forthe speciesto reach the new peak.

ofthis type goes exponentially with the height B of
the barrier:

t= t0e
B =T

; (7)

where t0 and T are constants.The value oft0 m erely
setsthetim escale,and isnotim portant.Theparam e-
terT on theotherhand dependson them utation rate
in thepopulation,and theassum ption thatm utation is
low im pliesthatT issm allcom pared with the typical
barrierheightsB in the landscape. Equation (7)was
proposed by analogy with the so-called Arrheniuslaw
ofstatisticalphysicsratherthan by appealing to any
biologicalprinciples,and in the case ofevolution on
a rugged �tness landscape it m ay wellnotbe correct
(see Section 5.3). Nonetheless,aswe willargue later,
Equation (7)m ay stillbe a reasonableapproxim ation
to m ake.
Based on Equation (7),Bakand Sneppen then m ade

a furtherassum ption.Ifm utation rate (and hence T)
issm all,then thetim e-scalestforcrossingslightly dif-
ferentbarriersm ay be widely separated. In this case
a species’behaviour is to a good approxim ation de-
term ined by thelowestbarrierwhich ithasto crossto
gettoanotheradaptivepeak.Ifwehavem any species,
then each speciesiwillhavesom elowestbarriertom u-
tation B i,and the�rsttom utatetoanew peak willbe
theonewith thelowestvalueofB i (the\lowestofthe
low",ifyou like). The Bak{Sneppen m odelassum es
thistobethecaseand ignoresallotherbarrierheights.
Thedynam icsofthem odel,which wenow describe,

have been justi�ed in di�erent ways, som e of them
m ore reasonablethan others.Probably the m ostcon-
sistent is thatgiven by Bak (private com m unication)
which isasfollows.In them odeltherearea�xed num -
berN ofspecies. Initially each speciesiis allotted a
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random num ber 0 � Bi < 1 to represent the lowest
barrierto m utation forthatspecies. The m odelthen
consistsofthe repetition oftwo steps:

1.W eassum ethatthespecieswith thelowestbarrier
to m utation B i isthe �rstto m utate.In doing so
it crossesa �tness barrierand �nds its way to a
new adaptive peak. From this new peak it will
have som e new lowest barrier for m utation. W e
representthisprocessin them odelby �nding the
specieswith the lowestbarrierand assigning ita
new value 0 � Bi < 1 atrandom .

2.W eassum ethateach speciesiscoupled to a num -
ber ofneighbours. Bak and Sneppen called this
num ber K . (The nom enclature is rather confus-
ing;the variablesN and K in the Bak{Sneppen
m odelcorrespond to thevariablesS and Si in the
NK m odel.) W hen a speciesevolves,itwilla�ect
the �tness landscapes ofits neighbours,presum -
ably altering theirbarriersto m utation. W e rep-
resent this by also assigning new random values
0� Bi < 1 forthe K neighbours.

And thatisallthere isto the m odel.The neighbours
ofaspeciescan bechosen in avarietyofdi�erentways,
butthe sim plestis,asK au�m an and Johnsen (1991)
also did,to putthe specieson a lattice and m ake the
nearest neighbours on the lattice neighbours in the
ecologicalsense. For exam ple,on a one dim ensional
lattice| a line| each species has two neighbours and
K = 2.
So what is specialabout this m odel? W ell,let us

consider what happens as we repeat the steps above
m any tim es. Initially the barrier variables are uni-
form ly distributed overthe intervalbetween zero and
one. IfN is large,the lowestbarrierwillbe close to
zero.SupposethislowestbarrierB i belongsto species
i. W e replace it with a new random value which is
very likely to be higher than the old value. W e also
replace the barriers of the K neighbours of i with
new random values. Suppose we are working on a
one-dim ensionallattice,so that these neighbours are
species i� 1 and i+ 1. The new barriers we choose
forthese two speciesare also very likely to be higher
than B i,although notnecessarily higherthan the old
valuesofB i� 1 and B i+ 1. Thus,the steps(i)and (ii)
willon averageraise the value ofthe lowestbarrierin
the system ,and willcontinue to do so as we repeat
them again and again. This cannot continue forever
however,sinceasthevalueofthelowestbarrierin the
system increases,it becom es less and less likely that
it willbe replaced with a new value which is higher.
Figure 18 shows what happens in practice. The ini-
tialdistribution ofbarriers gets eaten away from the
bottom at�rst,resulting in a \gap" between zero and

theheightofthelowestbarrier.Aftera tim ehowever,
the distribution com esto equilibrium with a value of
about 2

3
for the lowest barrier. (The actual�gure is

m easured tobeslightly over 2

3
;thebestavailablevalue

atthe tim e ofwriting is0:66702� 0:00003 (Paczuski,
M aslov and Bak 1996).)
Now considerwhathappenswhen we m ake a m ove

starting from a state which hasa gap like thisatthe
bottom end of the barrier height distribution. The
specieswith the lowestbarrierto m utation isrighton
the edge ofthe gap. W e �nd this species and assign
it and its K neighbours new random barrier values.
There is a chance that at leastone ofthese new val-
ueswilllie in the gap,which necessarily m akesitthe
lowest barrier in the system . Thus on the next step
ofthe m odel,this species willbe the one to evolve.
W ebegin to seehow avalanchesappearin thism odel:
there is a heightened chance that the next species to
evolve willbe one ofthe neighbours ofthe previous
one.In biologicalterm stheevolution ofonespeciesto
a new adaptive peak changesthe shape ofthe �tness
landscapesofneighbouringspecies,m akingthem m ore
likely to evolve too. The process continues,until,by
chance,allnew barrier values fallabove the gap. In
thiscasethenextspeciesto evolvewillnot,in general,
be a neighbourofoneofthe otherspeciestaking part
in theavalanche,and forthisreason wedeclareittobe
the �rstspeciesin a new avalanche,the old avalanche
being �nished.
Asthesizeofthegap increases,thetypicallength of

an avalanche also increases,because the chances ofa
random lychosen barrierfallingin thegap in thedistri-
bution becom elarger.Asweapproach theequilibrium
value B c = 0:667 the m ean avalanche size diverges,a
typicalsign ofa self-organized criticalsystem .

5.2 Self-organized criticality

So whatexactly isself-organized criticality? Thephe-
nom enon was�rststudied by Bak,Tang and W iesen-
feld (1987),who proposed what has now becom e the
standard exam ple of a self-organized critical (SO C)
m odel,the self-organizing sand-pile.Im agine a pile of
sand which growsslowly as individualgrainsofsand
are added to it one by one at random positions. As
m ore sand is added,the height ofthe pile increases,
and with itthesteepnessofthepile’ssides.Avalanches
started by single grains increase in size with steep-
ness untilat som e point the pile is so steep that the
avalanchesbecom eform ally in�nitein size,which isto
say thereisbulk transportofsand down thepile.This
bulk transportin turn reducesthesteepnessofthepile
so thatsubsequentavalanchesaresm aller.Thenetre-
sult is that the pile \self-organizes" precisely to the
pointatwhich the in�nite avalanche takesplace,but
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Figure 18 The barrier values (dots) for a 100 species Bak{Sneppen m odelafter

50,100,200,400,800 and 1600 stepsofa sim ulation.The dotted line in each fram e

representsthe approxim ate position ofthe upperedge ofthe \gap" described in the

text.In som efram esa few specieshavebarriersbelow thislevel,indicating thatthey

were taking part in an avalanche at the m om ent when our snapshot ofthe system

wastaken.
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neverbecom esany steeperthan this.
A sim ilarphenom enon takesplace in the evolution

m odelofBak and Sneppen,and indeed thenam e\co-
evolutionary avalanche" is derived from the analogy
between the two system s. The size ofthe gap in the
Bak{Sneppen m odelplaysthe roleofthe steepnessin
the sandpile m odel. Initially,the gap increasesasde-
scribed above,and as it increases the avalanches be-
com e largerand largeron average,untilwe reach the
criticalpointatwhich an in�niteavalanchecan occur.
Atthispointtheratesatwhich barriersareadded and
rem oved from the region below the gap exactly bal-
ance,and the gap stops growing,holding the system
atthe criticalpointthereafter.
Itisinteresting to com paretheBak{Sneppen m odel

with the NKCS m odeldiscussed in Section 4.3. Like
the Bak{Sneppen m odel, the NKCS m odelalso has
a critical state in which power-law distributions of
avalanchesoccur,butitdoesnotself-organizeto that
state. It can be critical,but not self-organized criti-
cal. However the essence ofboth m odels is that the
evolution ofone species distorts the shape ofthe �t-
nesslandscape ofanother(represented by the barrier
variables in the Bak{Sneppen case),thus som etim es
causing itto evolvetoo.So whatisthe di�erence be-
tween the two? The crucialpointseem sto be thatin
theBak{Sneppen casethespecieswhich evolvesisthe
onewith thesm allestbarrierto m utation.Thischoice
ensuresthatthe system isalwaysdriven towardscrit-
icality.
At �rst sight, one apparent problem with the

Bak{Sneppen m odel is that the delineation of an
\avalanche" seem s som ewhat arbitrary. However the
avalanches are actually quite wellseparated in tim e
because of the exponential dependence of m utation
tim escale on barrierheightgiven by Equation (7).As
de�ned above,an avalancheisoverwhen nospeciesre-
m ain with a barrierB i in thegap atthebottom ofthe
barrierheightdistribution,and thetim euntilthenext
avalanche then depends on the �rstbarrier B i above
the gap. Ifthe \tem perature" param eter T is sm all,
then theexponentialin Equation (7)m akesthisinter-
avalanche tim e m uch longer than typicalduration of
a single avalanche. If we m ake a plot of the activ-
ity ofthe Bak{Sneppen m odelasa function of\real"
tim e,(i.e.,tim e m easured in the increm ents speci�ed
by Equation (7)),the result looks like Figure 19. In
this�guretheavalanchesin thesystem areclearly vis-
ible and arewellseparated in tim e.
O ne consequence ofthe divergence ofthe average

avalanchesize asthe Bak{Sneppen m odelreachesthe
criticalpointisthatthedistribution ofthesizesofco-
evolutionary avalanches becom es scale-free| the size
scale which norm ally describesitdivergesand we are
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Figure 19 A tim e-seriesofevolutionary activity in asim -

ulation oftheBak{Sneppen m odel.Each dotrepresentsthe

action ofchoosinganew barriervalueforonespecies.Tim e

in this�gure runsdown the page from top to bottom .

left with a distribution which has no scale param e-
ter. The only (continuous) scale-free distribution is
thepowerlaw,Equation (1),and,asFigure20 shows,
the m easured distribution isindeed a powerlaw. Al-
though them odelm akesno speci�cpredictionsabout
extinction,itsauthorsargued,aswehavedonein Sec-
tion2.2.5,thatlargeavalanchespresum ablygiveriseto
large-scalepseudoextinction,and m ay also cause true
extinction via ecologicalinteractionsbetween species.
They suggested that a power-law distribution ofco-
evolutionary avalanches m ight give rise in turn to a
power-law distribution ofextinction events.Theexpo-
nent� ofthepowerlaw generated bytheBak{Sneppen
m odelliesstrictlywithin therange1� � � 3

2
(Bakand

Sneppen 1993,Flyvbjerg etal.1993),and ifthe sam e
exponent describes the corresponding extinction dis-
tribution thism akesthe m odelincom patible with the
fossildata presented in Section 2,which give � ’ 2.
However,since the connection between the coevolu-
tionary avalanchesand the extinction pro�le has not
been m ade explicit,it is possible that the extinction
distribution could be governed by a di�erent,but re-
lated exponentwhich iscloserto the m easured value.
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Figure 20 Histogram of the sizes of avalanches taking

place in a sim ulation ofan N = 100 Bak{Sneppen m odel

on a one-dim ensionallattice.Thedistribution isvery close

to power-law overa large partofthe range,and the best-

�t straight line (the dashed line above) gives a �gure of

� = 1:04� 0:01 forthe exponent.

O ne ofthe elegant properties ofSO C m odels,and
criticalsystem sin general,isthatexponentssuch as�
aboveareuniversal.Thism eansthatthe value ofthe
exponentisindependentofthedetailsofthedynam ics
ofthe m odel,a point which has been em phasized by
Bak (1996). Thus,although the Bak{Sneppen m odel
is undoubtedly an extrem ely sim pli�ed m odelofevo-
lutionary processes,itm ay stillbeableto m akequan-
titativepredictionsaboutrealecosystem s,becausethe
m odeland the realsystem sharesom euniversalprop-
erties.

5.3 T im e-scales for crossing barriers

Bak and Sneppen certainly m ake no claim sthattheir
m odelis intended to be a realistic m odelofcoevolu-
tion,and thereforeitm ay seem unfairto leveldetailed
criticism atit.Nonetheless,a num berofauthorshave
pointed outshortcom ingsin them odel,som eofwhich
have since been rem edied by extending the m odelin
variousways.
Probably thebiggestcriticism which can belevelled

atthe m odelisthatthe crucialEquation (7)isnota
good approxim ation to the dynam icsofspeciesevolv-
ing on rugged landscapes. W eisbuch (1991)hasstud-
ied thisquestion in detail.Heconsiders,asthem odels
ofK au�m an and ofBak and Sneppen both also do,
species evolving under the in
uence ofselection and
m utation on a rugged landscapein thelim itwherethe
rateofm utation islow com pared with thetim escaleon

which selection actson populations.In thisregim ehe
dem onstrates that the tim escale t for m utation from
one �tness peak across a barrier to another peak is
given by

t=
1

qP0

Y

i

F0 � Fi

q
; (8)

whereq istherateofm utation pergene,P0 isthesize
ofthepopulation attheinitial�tnesspeak,and Fi are
the �tnesses ofthe m utant species at each genotype
i= 0;1;2;:::along the path in genotype space taken
by the evolving species. The product over iis taken
along thissam epath.Clearly thisexpression doesnot
vary exponentially with the heightofthe �tness bar-
rier separating the two �tness peaks. In fact,it goes
approxim ately asa powerlaw,with the exponentde-
pending on the num ber ofsteps in the evolutionary
path taken by the species. Ifthisisthe case then the
approxim ation im plicit in Equation (7) breaks down
and thedynam icsoftheBak{Sneppen m odelisincor-
rect.
This certainly appears to be a worrying problem ,

buttherem ay beasolution.Bak (1996)hassuggested
thatthecrucialpointisthatEquation (8)variesexpo-
nentially in the num ber ofsteps along the path from
onespeciesto another,i.e.,thenum berofgeneswhich
m ustchange to getusto a new genotype;in term sof
the lengths ofthe evolutionary paths taken through
genotypespace,the tim escalesform utation areexpo-
nentially distributed. The assum ption thatthe \tem -
perature" param eter T appearing in Equation (7) is
sm all then corresponds to evolution which is dom i-
nated by shortpaths.In otherwords,m utationsoccur
m ostly between �tness peaks which are separated by
changesin only asm allnum berofgenes.W hetherthis
is in fact the case historically is unclear,though itis
certainly wellknown thatm utationalm echanism ssuch
asrecom bination which involvethesim ultaneousalter-
ation oflarge num bersofgenesarealso an im portant
factorin biologicalevolution.

5.4 T he exactly solvable m ulti-trait

m odel

The intriguing contrastbetween the sim plicity ofthe
rules de�ning the Bak{Sneppen m odeland the com -
plexity ofitsbehaviourhasled an extraordinary num -
berofauthorstopublish analysesofitsworkings.(See
M aslovetal.(1994),deBoeretal.(1995),Pang(1997)
and references therein for a subset ofthese publica-
tions.) In this review we will not delve into these
m athem aticaldevelopm ents in any depth, since our
prim ary concern isextinction.However,therearesev-
eralextensionsofthem odelwhich are ofinteresttous.
The �rst one is the \m ulti-trait" m odelofBoettcher



5.5 M odelsincorporating speciation 27

and Paczuski(1996a,1996b). This m odelis a gener-
alization oftheBak{Sneppen m odelin which a record
is kept of severalbarrier heights for each species|
barriersform utation to di�erent�tnesspeaks.
In them odelofBoettcherand Paczuski,each ofthe

N species hasM independent barrierheights. These
heights are initially chosen at random in the interval
0 � B < 1. O n each step of the m odelwe search
through allM N barriersto �nd the onewhich islow-
est.W ereplacethisonewith a new value,and wealso
change the value ofone random ly chosen barrier for
each ofthe K neighbouring species. Notice that the
otherM � 1 barriervariablesforeach speciesare left
untouched. This seem s a little strange; presum ably
ifa species is m utating to a new �tness peak,allits
barriervariablesshould changeatonce.However,the
prim ary aim ofBoettcherand Paczuski’sm odelisnot
to m im ic evolution m ore faithfully. The pointisthat
theirm odelisexactly solvablewhen M = 1 ,which al-
lowsusto dem onstratecertain propertiesofthem odel
rigorously.
Theexactsolution ispossiblebecausewhen M = 1

the dynam icsofthe m odelseparatesinto two distinct
processes.Aslong astherearebarriervariableswhose
valuesliein thegap atthebottom ofthebarrierdistri-
bution,then theprocedureof�ndingthelowestbarrier
willalwayschoose a barrierin the gap. However,the
second step ofchoosingatrandom oneoftheM barri-
ersbelongingtoeachofK neighbourswillneverchoose
a barrierin thegap,sincetherearean in�nitenum ber
ofbarriersforeach species,and only evera �nitenum -
berin thegap.Thisseparation oftheprocessestaking
place allowed Boettcher and Paczuskito write exact
equationsgoverningthedynam icsofthesystem and to
show thatthe m odeldoesindeed possesstrue critical
behaviourwith apower-law distribution ofavalanches.
The Bak{Sneppen m odelisthe M = 1 lim itofthe

m ulti-traitgeneralization,and itwould be very satis-
fying ifitshould turn outthatthe analytic resultsof
Boettcherand Paczuskicould beextended tothiscase,
or indeed to any case of�nite M . Unfortunately,no
such extension hasyetbeen found.

5.5 M odels incorporating speciation

O ne of the other criticism s levelled at the Bak{
Sneppen m odelisthatitfailstoincorporatespeciation.
W hen abiologicalpopulation givesrisetoam utantin-
dividualwhich becom esthe founderofa new species,
theoriginalpopulation doesnotalwaysdieout.Fossil
evidence indicatesthatitiscom m on forboth species
to coexistforsom etim e aftersuch a speciation event.
This processis absentfrom the Bak{Sneppen m odel,
and in order to address this shortcom ing Vandewalle
and Ausloos(1995,K ram eretal.1996)suggested an
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Figure 21 An

exam ple ofa

phylogenetic tree

generated by the m odel

ofVandewalle and

Ausloos(1995).The
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orderofgrowth ofthe

tree.

extension ofthe m odelin which species coexist on a
phylogenetic tree structure,rather than on a lattice.
Thedynam icsoftheirm odelisasfollows.
Initially thereisjusta sm allnum berofspecies,per-

haps only one,each possessing a barrier to m utation
B i whose value is chosen random ly in the range be-
tween zero and one. The specieswith the lowestbar-
rier m utates �rst,but now both the originalspecies
and the m utantare assum ed to survive,so thatthere
isa branching ofthe tree leading to a pairofcoexist-
ing species (Figure 21). O ne m ight im agine that the
originalspecies should retain its barrier value,since
this species is assum ed not to have changed. How-
ever,ifthis were the case the m odelwould neverde-
velop a \gap" asthe Bak{Sneppen m odeldoesand so
never self-organize to a criticalpoint. To avoid this,
Vandewalle and Ausloos speci�ed that both species,
the parent and the o�spring should be assigned new
random ly-chosen barrier values after the speciation
event. W e m ight justify this by saying for exam ple
that the environm ent ofthe parent species is altered
by thepresenceofa closely-related (and possibly com -
peting) o�spring species,thereby changing the shape
oftheparent’s�tnesslandscape.W hateverthejusti�-
cation,them odelgivesrisetoabranchingphylogenetic
tree which containsa continuously increasing num ber
ofspecies,by contrastwith the otherm odelswe have
exam ined sofar,in which thenum berwas�xed.Aswe
pointed outin Section 2.2.3,the num berofspeciesin
thefossilrecord doesin factincreaseslowly overtim e,
which m ay be regarded aspartialjusti�cation forthe
presentapproach.
In addition to the speciation process,there is also

a second process taking place,sim ilar to that ofthe
Bak{Sneppen m odel: after �nding the species with
the lowest barrier to m utation,the barrier variables
B i ofallspecies within a distance k ofthat species
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are also given new,random ly-chosen values between
zero and one.Distanceson thetreestructurearem ea-
sured as the num ber ofstraight-line segm ents which
one m ust traverse in order to get from one species
to another (see Figure 21 again). Notice that this
m eansthattheevolution ofonespeciesto a new form
is m ore likely to a�ect the �tness landscape ofother
specieswhich areclosely related to itphylogenetically.
Thereissom ejusti�cation forthis,sincecloselyrelated
speciestend to exploitsim ilarresourcesand arethere-
forem orelikely tobein com petition with oneanother.
O n theotherhand predator-preyand parasiticinterac-
tionsare also very im portantin evolutionary dynam -
ics,and these interactionstend notto occurbetween
closely related species.
M any ofthe basic predictionsofthe m odelofVan-

dewalle and Ausloos are sim ilarto those ofthe Bak{
Sneppen m odel, indicating perhaps that Bak and
Sneppen were correct to ignore speciation events to
begin with.Itisfound again thatavalanchesofcoevo-
lution take place,and thatthe system organizesitself
to a criticalstatein which thedistribution ofthesizes
oftheseavalanchesfollowsapowerlaw.Them easured
exponentofthispowerlaw is� = 1:49� 0:01 (Vande-
walleand Ausloos1997),which isvery closeto theup-
perbound of3

2
calculated byFlyvbjergetal.(1993)for

theBak{Sneppen m odel.However,therearealsosom e
interesting features which are new to this m odel. In
particular,itisfound thatthe phylogenetictreespro-
duced bythem odelareself-sim ilar.In Section 2.3.1we
discussed thework ofBurlando (1990),which appears
to indicate that the taxonom ic trees ofliving species
are also self-sim ilar. Burlando m ade estim ates ofthe
fractal(orHausdorf)dim ension D H oftaxonom ictrees
for44 previously-published cataloguesofspeciestaken
from a wide range oftaxa and geographic areas,and
found values ranging from 1:1 to 2:1 with a m ean of
1:6.6 (Thetypicalcon�denceintervalforvaluesofD H

was on the order of� 0:2.) These �gures are in rea-
sonableagreem entwith thevalueofD H = 1:89� 0:03
m easured by Vandewalle and Ausloos(1997)fortheir
m odel,suggesting thata m echanism ofthe kind they
describe could be responsible for the observed struc-
ture oftaxonom ictrees.
The m odelas described does notexplicitly include

extinction,and furtherm ore,since species are not re-
placed by their descendents as they are in the Bak{
Sneppen m odel, there is also no pseudoextinction.
However,Vandewalle and Ausloosalso discussa vari-
ation on them odelin which extinction isexplicitly in-
troduced.In thisvariation,they �nd the specieswith
the lowestbarrierto m utation B i and then they ran-

6In fact, D H is num erically equal to the exponent � for a
plot such as that shown in Figure 11 for the appropriate group
ofspecies.

dom ly chooseeitherto havethisspeciesspeciatewith
probability1� exp(� Bi=r)ortohaveitbecom eextinct
with probability exp(� Bi=r),where r is a param eter
which they choose.Thusthe probability ofextinction
decreases with increasing height ofthe barrier. It is
notat�rstclearhow weareto understand thischoice.
Indeed,itseem slikely from readingthepapersofVan-
dewalleetal.thatthereissom econfusion between the
barrierheightsand the conceptof�tness;the authors
arguethatthespecieswith higher�tnessshould beless
likely to becom e extinct,butthen equate �tnesswith
the barrier variables B i. O ne way out ofthis prob-
lem m ay be to note that on rugged landscapes with
bounded �tnessthereisa positivecorrelation between
the heights ofbarriersand the �tness ofspecies: the
higherthe �tnessthe m ore likely itisthatthe lowest
barrierto m utation willalso be high.
W hen r = 0, this extinction m odel is equal to

the �rstm odeldescribed,in which no extinction took
place.W hen risabovesom ethreshold valuerc,which
ism easured to beapproxim ately 0:48� 0:01 fork = 2
(the only case the authorsinvestigated in detail),the
extinction rateexceedsthespeciation rateand thetree
ceases to grow after a shorttim e. In the intervening
range 0 < r < rc evolution and extinction processes
com pete and the m odelshows interesting behaviour.
Again there is a power-law distribution of coevolu-
tionary avalanches,and a fractaltree structure rem -
iniscent ofthat seen in nature. In addition there is
now apower-law distribution ofextinction events,with
the sam e exponent as the coevolutionary avalanches,
i.e.,close to 3

2
. Aswith the Bak{Sneppen m odelthis

isin disagreem entwith the�gureof2:0� 0:2extracted
from thefossildata.
Anothervariation oftheBak{Sneppen m odelwhich

incorporates speciation has been suggested by Head
and Rodgers(1997).In thisvariation,they keep track
ofthetwo lowestbarriersto m utation foreach species,
ratherthan justthe single lowest. The m utation ofa
speciesproceedsin the sam e fashion asin the norm al
Bak{Sneppen m odelwhen oneofthesetwo barriersis
signi�cantly lowerthan theother.However,ifthetwo
barriers are close together in value,then the species
m ay splitand evolvein two di�erentdirectionson the
�tnesslandscape,resulting in speciation.How sim ilar
the barriers have to be in order for this to happen
is controlled by a param eter �s,such that speciation
takesplacewhen

jB 1 � B2j< �s; (9)

where B 1 and B 2 are the two barrier heights. The
m odel also incorporates an extinction m echanism ,
which, strangely, is based on the opposite assum p-
tion to the one m ade by Vandewalle and Ausloos. In
them odelofHead and Rodgers,extinction takesplace
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when specieshave particularly high barriersto m uta-
tion. To be precise,a species becom es extinct ifits
neighbourm utates (which would norm ally change its
�tness landscape and therefore its barrier variables)
but both its barriers are above som e predeterm ined
threshold value. Thisextinction criterion seem sa lit-
tle surprising at�rst: if,aswe suggested above,high
barriersarepositivelycorrelated with high �tness,why
should specieswith high barriersbecom eextinct? The
argum ent put forward by Head and Rodgers is that
specieswith high barriersto m utation �nd itdi�cult
to adapt to changes in their environm ent. To quote
from theirpaper,\A specieswith only very largebar-
riers against m utation has becom e so in
exible that
it is no longerable to adaptand dies out". It seem s
odd however,thatthisextinction processshould take
placepreciselyin thespecieswhich areadjacenttooth-
ers which are m utating. In the Bak{Sneppen m odel,
these specieshave theirbarrierschanged to new ran-
dom values as a result ofthe change in their �tness
landscapes brought about by the m utation of their
neighbour. Thus,even ifthey did indeed have high
barriersto m utation initially,their barrierswould be
changed when their neighbour m utated, curing this
problem and so one would expect that these species
would notbecom e extinct.7

The m odelhasotherproblem saswell.O neissue is
that,because ofthe way the m odelisde�ned,itdoes
notallow forthe rescaling oftim e according to Equa-
tion (7).Thism eansthatevolution in the m odelpro-
ceedsata uniform rate,ratherthan in avalanchesas
in the Bak{Sneppen m odel.Asa directresultofthis,
thedistribution ofthesizesofextinction eventsin the
m odelfollows a Poisson distribution,ratherthan the
approxim ate power law seen in the fossildata (Fig-
ure 3). The m odeldoes have the nice feature that
the num ber ofspecies in the m odeltends to a nat-
uralequilibrium ; there is a balance between specia-
tion and extinction events which causes the num ber
ofspecies to stabilize. This contrasts with the Bak{
Sneppen m odel(and indeed alm ostalltheotherm od-
elswe discuss)in which the num berofspeciesisarti-
�cially held constant,and also with them odelofVan-
dewalle and Ausloos,in which the num ber ofspecies
eithershrinksto zero,orgrowsinde�nitely,depending
on the value ofthe param eter r. Head and Rodgers
gavean approxim ateanalyticexplanation fortheirre-
sultsusinga\m ean �eld"techniquesim ilartothatem -
ployed by Flyvbjergetal.(1993)fortheBak{Sneppen
m odel. However,the question ofwhether the num -
berofspeciespredicted by theirm odelagreeswith the
known taxon carrying capacity ofrealecosystem shas

7A later paper on the m odelby H ead and R odgers (unpub-
lished)hasaddressed thiscriticism to som e extent.

notbeen investigated.

5.6 M odels incorporating external

stress

Another criticism ofthe approach taken in Bak and
Sneppen’swork (and indeed in the work ofK au�m an
discussed in Section 4)isthatrealecosystem sarenot
closed dynam icalsystem s,but are in reality a�ected
by m any externalfactors,such as clim ate and geog-
raphy. Indeed, as we discussed in Section 2.2.1, a
num ber ofthe larger extinction events visible in the
fossilrecord havebeen tied quite convincingly to par-
ticular exogenous events,so that any m odelignoring
these e�ects is necessarily incom plete. Newm an and
Roberts(1995,Robertsand Newm an 1996)have pro-
posed a variation on the Bak{Sneppen m odelwhich
attem pts to com bine the ideasofextinction via envi-
ronm entalstressand large-scalecoevolution.The ba-
sicidea behind thism odelisthata largecoevolution-
ary avalanchewillcausem any speciesto m oveto new
�tnesspeaks,som eofwhich m ay possesslower�tness
than the peaksthey previousoccupied. Thusa large
avalanche produces a num ber of new species which
have low �tness and therefore m ay be m ore suscep-
tible to extinction asa resultofenvironm entalstress.
This in fact is not a new idea. K au�m an for exam -
ple has m ade this point clearly in his book The O ri-

ginsofO rder(K au�m an 1993):\During coevolution-
ary avalanches,speciesfallto lower�tnessand hence
are m ore likely to becom e extinct. Thusthe distribu-
tion ofavalanchesizesm ay bearon thedistribution of
extinction eventsin the fossilrecord."
Newm an and Roberts incorporated this idea into

their m odelas follows. A �xed num ber N ofspecies
each possessa barrierB i to m utation,along with an-
other variable Fi which m easures their �tness at the
currentadaptivepeak.O n each step ofthesim ulation
the species with the lowest barrier B i for m utation,
and itsK neighbours,areselected,justasin theBak{
Sneppen m odel.TheB iand FivariablesoftheseK + 1
species are allgiven new independent random values
between zeroand one,representingtheevolutionofone
speciesand the changed landscapesofitsneighbours.
Then,apositiverandom num ber�ischosen which rep-
resentsthelevelofenvironm entalstressatthecurrent
tim e,and allspecies with Fi < � are wiped out and
replaced by new specieswith random ly chosen Fi and
B i.
The net result is that species with low �tness are

rapidly rem oved from the system . However, when
a large coevolutionary avalanche takes place, m any
species receive new, random ly-chosen �tness values,
som eofwhich willbelow,and thisprocessprovidesa
\source" oflow-�tnessspeciesforextinction events.
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Figure 22 The distribution ofsizes ofextinction events

in asim ulation ofthem odelofNewm an and Roberts(1995)

with N = 10000 and K = 3.Them easured exponentofthe

power law is � = 2:02 � 0:03,which is in good agreem ent

with the�gureforthesam equantity drawn from fossildata

(see Section 2.2.1).

Interestingly,thedistribution ofextinction eventsin
thism odelfollowsa powerlaw,apparently regardless
ofthe distribution from which the stress levels � are
chosen (Figure 22). Roberts and Newm an (1996)of-
fered an analyticalexplanation of this result within
a \m ean �eld" fram ework sim ilar to the one used by
Flyvbjerg etal.(1993) for the originalBak{Sneppen
m odel. However, what is particularly intriguing is
that,even though the distribution ofavalanche sizes
in the m odelstillpossessesan exponentin the region
of3

2
orless,theextinction distribution issteeper,with

a m easured exponent of� = 2:02� 0:03 in excellent
agreem entwith theresultsderived from thefossildata.
The m odelhoweverhassom e disadvantages. First,

the source of the power-law in the extinction dis-
tribution is alm ost certainly not a critical process,
even though theBak{Sneppen m odel,from which this
m odelisderived,iscritical.In fact,them odelofNew-
m an and Robertsisjustaspecialcaseoftheextinction
m odelproposed later by Newm an (see Section 7.1),
which doesnotcontain any coevolutionary avalanches
at all. In other words,the interesting behaviour of
theextinction distribution in thism odelisentirely in-
dependent ofthe coevolutionary behaviour inherited
from the Bak{Sneppen m odel.
A m ore seriousproblem with the m odelisthe way

in which the environm entalstress is im posed. As we
pointed outin Section 5.1,the tim e-stepsin the Bak{
Sneppen m odel correspond to di�erent durations of
geologicaltim e. This m eans that there should be a

greater chance ofa large stress hitting during tim e-
stepswhich correspond tolongerperiods.In them odel
ofNewm an and Robertshowever,thisisnotthecase;
the probability ofgenerating a given levelofstressis
the sam e in every tim e-step. In the m odelofstress-
driven extinction discussed in Section 7.1 this short-
com ing isrecti�ed.
Another,very sim ilarextension oftheBak{Sneppen

m odel was introduced by Schm oltzi and Schus-
ter (1995). Their m otivation was som ewhatdi�erent
from that ofNewm an and Roberts| they were inter-
ested in introducinga\realtim escale"intothem odel.
As they put it: \The [Bak{Sneppen]m odeldoes not
describeevolution on a physicaltim escale,becausean
update step always correspondsto a m utation ofthe
species with the sm allest �tness and its neighbours.
This im plies that we would observe constant extinc-
tion intensityin m orphologicaldataand thattherewill
neverbeperiodsin which thesystem doesnotchange."
Thisisin factisonly true ifone ignoresthe rescaling
oftim e im plied by Equation (7).AsFigure 19 shows,
there are very clearperiodsin which the system does
notchange ifone calculatesthe tim e in the way Bak
and Sneppen did.
The m odelofSchm oltziand Schusteralso incorpo-

ratesan externalstressterm ,butin theircase itisa
localstress�i,varying from speciesto species. O ther
than that however,their approach is very sim ilar to
thatofNewm an and Roberts;specieswith �tnessbe-
low �i arerem oved from thesystem and replaced with
new species,and allthevariablesf�ig arechosen anew
ateach tim estep.Theirresultsalso arerathersim ilar
to thoseofNewm an and Roberts,although theirm ain
interestwasto m odelneuronaldynam icsin thebrain,
rather than evolution, so that they concentrated on
som ewhat di�erent m easurem ents. There is no m en-
tion ofextinction,orofavalanchesizes,in theirpaper.

6 Inter-species connection

m odels

In the Bak{Sneppen m odel, there is no explicit no-
tion ofan interaction strength between two di�erent
species. It is true that if two species are closer to-
gether on the lattice then there is a higher chance of
theirparticipating in thesam eavalanche.Butbeyond
this there is no variation in the m agnitude ofthe in-

uence ofone specieson another.Realecosystem son
the otherhand have a wide range ofpossible interac-
tions between species,and as a result the extinction
of one species can have a wide variety of e�ects on
other species. These e�ects m ay be helpfulor harm -
ful,aswellasstrong orweak,and there isin general
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no sym m etry between the e�ectofA on B and B on
A.Forexam ple,ifspeciesA isprey forspeciesB ,then
A’sdem isewould m akeB lessableto survive,perhaps
drivingitalsotoextinction,whereasB ’sdem isewould
aid A’ssurvival.O n the otherhand,ifA and B com -
pete for a com m on resource,then either’s extinction
would help theother.O rifA and B arein a m utually
supportive orsym biotic relationship,then each would
be hurtby theother’srem oval.
A num ber ofauthors have constructed m odels in-

volving speci�c species{species interactions,or \con-
nections". Ifspeciesidependson speciesj,then the
extinction ofjm ay alsolead to theextinction ofi,and
possiblygiverisetocascadingavalanchesofextinction.
M ostoftheseconnection m odelsneitherintroducenor
haveneed ofa �tnessm easure,barrier,viability ortol-
eranceforthesurvivalofindividualspecies;theextinc-
tion pressureon onespeciescom esfrom theextinction
ofother species. Such a system stillneeds som e un-
derlying driving force to keep itsdynam icsfrom stag-
nating,butthiscan beintroduced by m aking changes
to theconnectionsin them odel,withoutrequiring the
introduction ofany extra param eters.
Sincetheinteractionsin thesem odelsareecological

in nature (taking place atthe individuallevel)rather
than evolutionary (taking place atthe specieslevelor
the levelofthe �tness landscape),the characteristic
tim e-scale ofthe dynam icsisquite short.Extinctions
produced byecologicale�ectssuch aspredation and in-
vasion can takeonlyasingleseason,whereasthosepro-
duced by evolutionary pressuresare assum ed to take
m uch longer,m aybethousandsofyearsorm ore.
Them odelsdescribed in thissection varyprincipally

in theirconnection topology,and in theirm echanism s
for replacing extinct species. Sol�e and co-workers
havestudied m odelswith no organized topology,each
speciesinteracting with allothers,orwith a m ore-or-
lessrandom subsetofthem (Sol�eand M anrubia 1996,
Sol�e,Bascom pte and M anrubia 1996,Sol�e 1996). By
contrast, the m odels of Am aral and M eyer (1998)
and Abram son (1997)involvevery speci�c food-chain
topologies.Them odelsofSol�eetal.keep a �xed total
num ber ofspecies,re�lling em pty niches by invasion
ofsurviving species.Abram son’sm odelalso keepsthe
total�xed, but �lls em pty niches with random new
species,whileAm araland M eyerusean invasion m ech-
anism ,but do not attem pt to keep the totalnum ber
ofspecies�xed.

6.1 T he Sol�e{M anrubia m odel

Sol�e and M anrubia (1996,Sol�e,Bascom pte and M an-
rubia 1996,Sol�e 1996)have constructed a m odelthat
focuseson species{speciesinteractionsthrough a\con-
nection m atrix" J whoseelem entsgivethestrength of

coupling between each pairofspecies.Speci�cally,the
m atrix elem entJij m easuresthe in
uence ofspeciesi
on speciesj,and Jji thatofjon i.A positivevalueof
Jij im plies that i’s continued existence helps j’s sur-
vival,whereas a negative value im plies that j would
be happy to seeidisappear.The Jij valuesrangebe-
tween � 1and 1,chosen initially atrandom .In m ostof
theirwork,Sol�eand M anrubia letevery speciesinter-
actwith every other species,so allJijs are non-zero,
though som e m ay be quite sm all. Alternatively it is
possibleto de�nem odelsin which theconnectionsare
m orerestricted,forinstanceby placing allthe species
on asquarelatticeand perm ittingeach tointeractonly
with itsfourneighbours(Sol�e1996).
A speciesibecom esextinctifitsnetsupport

P

j
Jji

from others drops below a certain threshold �. The
sum overjhereisofcourseonlyoverthosespeciesthat
(a)arenotextinctthem selves,and (b)interactwith i
(in the caseofrestricted connections).Sol�eand M an-
rubia introduce a variable Si(t) to representwhether
speciesiisalive(Si = 1)orextinct(Si = 0)attim et,
so the extinction dynam icsm ay be written

Si(t+ 1)= �
hX

j

JjiSj(t)� �

i

; (10)

where �(x)isthe Heaviside step function,which is1
forx > 0and zerootherwise.Asthisequation im plies,
tim e progressesin discrete steps,with allupdatesoc-
curring sim ultaneously ateach step.W hen avalanches
ofcausallyconnected extinctionsoccur,theyareneces-
sarily spread overa sequenceofsuccessivetim e steps.
To com plete the m odel,Sol�e and M anrubia intro-

ducetwo furtherfeatures,oneto drivethesystem and
onetoreplaceextinctspecies.Thedrivingforceissim -
ply a slow random m utation ofthe coupling strengths
in the connection m atrix J. At each tim e step, for
each speciesi,one ofthe incom ing connectionsJji is
chosen at random and given a new random value in
the intervalbetween � 1 and 1. This m ay cause one
orm ore speciesto becom e extinctthough lossofpos-
itive support from other species or through increase
in the negative in
uences on it. Itis notessentialto
think ofthesem utationsasstrictly biotic;externalen-
vironm entalchanges could also cause changes in the
coupling between species(and hencein species’viabil-
ity).
Thereplacem entofextinctspeciesisanotherdistin-

guishingfeatureofSol�eand M anrubia’sm odel.Allthe
niches that are left em pty by extinction are im m edi-
atelyre�lled with copiesofoneofthesurvivingspecies,
chosen at random . This is sim ilar to the speciation
processes studied by K au�m an and Neum ann in the
variation oftheNKCS m odeldescribed in Section 4.5,
and in fact Sol�e and M anrubia referto it as \specia-
tion".However,becausetheSol�e{M anrubiam odelisa
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m odelofecologicalratherthan evolutionaryprocesses,
itisprobably betterto think ofthe repopulation pro-
cessesasbeing an invasion ofem pty nichesby survivor
species,ratherthan a speciation event. Speciation is
inherently an evolutionary process,and,as discussed
above,takesplace on longertim e-scalesthan the eco-
logicale�ects which are the prim ary concern ofthis
m odel.
Invading speciesarecopied to theem pty slotsalong

with alltheirincom ing and outgoing connections,ex-
ceptthata littlenoiseisadded to theseconnectionsto
introduce diversity. Speci�cally,ifspecies k is copied
to �lla num berofopen nichesi,then

Jij = Jkj + �ij; Jji = Jjk + �ji; (11)

where j rangesoverthe specieswith which each iin-
teracts,and the �sare allchosen independently from
a uniform random distribution in the interval(� �;�).
Because em pty niches are im m ediately re�lled,the

Si(t) variables introduced on the right hand side of
Equation (10)areactually always1,and aretherefore
super
uous. They do however m ake the form ofthe
dynam icsform ally very sim ilarto thatofspin-glasses
in physics (Fischer and Hertz 1991),and to that of
Hop�eld arti�cialneuralnetworks(Hertz etal.1991),
and it is possible that these sim ilarities willlead to
usefulcross-fertilization between these areasofstudy.
Sol�e and M anrubia studied their m odelby sim ula-

tion,generally using N = 100 to 150 species,� = 0,
and � = 0:01. Starting from an initialrandom state,
they waited about10000 tim e steps for transientsto
die down before taking data.Extinction eventsin the
m odelwere found to range widely in size s,including
occasionallarge \m ass extinction" events that wiped
out over 90% of the population. Such large events
were often followed by a long period with very lit-
tle activity. The distribution p(s) ofextinction sizes
was found to follow a powerlaw,as in Equation (1),
with � = 2:3 � 0:1 (see Figure 23). Later work by
Sol�eetal.(1996)using �= 0:05 gave� = 2:05� 0:06,
consistentwith the value � = 2:0� 0:2 from the fossil
data (Section 2.2.1).
The diversi�ed descendantsofa parentspeciesm ay

be thoughtofasa single genus,allsharing a com m on
ancestor. Since the num ber ofo�spring ofa parent
speciesisproportionalto the num berofnicheswhich
need to be �lled following a extinction event,the dis-
tribution ofgenussizesisexactly the sam e asthatof
extinction sizes.ThusSol�eand M anrubia�nd an expo-
nentin thevicinity of2 forthetaxonom icdistribution
aswell(seeEquation (2)),to becom pared to 1:5� 0:1
forW illis’sdata (Figure11)and to valuesbetween 1:1
and 2:1 forBurlando’sanalysis(Section 5.5).
The waiting tim e between two successiveextinction

events in the Sol�e{M anrubia m odelis also found to

1 10 100

extinction size s

10
0

10
1

10
2

10
3

10
4

10
5

fr
eq

ue
nc

y 
of

 o
cc

ur
en

ce
 p

(s
)

Figure 23 The distribution ofsizes ofextinction events

in a sim ulation ofthe m odelofSol�e and M anrubia (1996)

with N = 150 species. The distribution follows a power

law with a m easured exponentof� = 2:3� 0:1.

haveapower-law distribution,with exponent3:0� 0:1.
Thus events are correlated in tim e| a random (Pois-
son) process would have an exponentialdistribution
ofwaiting tim es.Thedistribution ofboth speciesand
genuslifetim escan in theory alsobem easured in these
sim ulations,although Sol�eand M anrubia did notpub-
lish any results for these quantities. Further studies
would be helpfulhere.
Sol�e and M anrubia claim on the basis oftheir ob-

served power laws that their m odelis self-organized
critical. However, it turns out that this is not the
case(Sol�e,privatecom m unication).In fact,them odel
is an exam ple ofan ordinary criticalsystem which is
tuned to criticality by varying theparam eter�,which
is the threshold at which species becom e extinct. It
is just coincidence that the value � = 0 which Sol�e
and M anrubia used in alloftheir sim ulations is pre-
cisely the criticalvalue ofthe m odelat which power
laws are generated. Away from this value the distri-
butionsofthesizesofextinction eventsand ofwaiting
tim esarecuto�exponentially atsom e�nitescale,and
therefore do not follow a power law. This then begs
the question ofwhether there is any reason why in a
realecosystem this threshold param eter should take
precisely the value which producesthe powerlaw dis-
tribution,ratherthan any othervalue.Atpresent,no
persuasivecasehasbeen m adein favourof�= 0,and
so the question rem ainsopen.
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6.2 Variations on the Sol�e{M anrubia

m odel

A num berofvariationson thebasicm odelofSol�eand
M anrubia are m entioned brie
y in the originalpaper
(Sol�e and M anrubia 1996). The authors tried relax-
ingtheassum ptionsoftotalconnectivity (letting som e
pairs ofspecies have no in
uence on each other),of
� = 0,and ofdiversi�cation (letting � = 0). They
also tried letting each Jij take only the values + 1 or
� 1.In allthese casesthey reportthatthey found the
sam e behaviour with the sam e power-law exponents
(although as m entioned above, later results showed
that in fact the power-law behaviour is destroyed by
m aking � 6= 0). Thisrobustnessto changing assum p-
tionsisto be expected forcriticalphenom ena,where
typically there occur large \universality classes" of
sim ilar behaviour with identicalexponents (see Sec-
tion 5.2).
Sol�e (1996)presentsa m ore signi�cantextension of

the m odelwhich does change som e ofthe exponents:
heproposesadynam icalrulefortheconnectivityitself.
Atany tim e som epairsofsitesi;j arenotconnected,
so thatin e�ectJij = Jji = 0.(Sol�eintroducesa new
connection variable to represent this,but that is not
strictly necessary.) Initially thenum berofconnections
persiteischosen random ly between 1and N � 1.Dur-
ing thepopulation ofan em pty nicheiby a speciesk,
allbutoneofk’snon-zero connectionsarereproduced
with noise,as in Equation (11),but the last is dis-
carded and replaced entirely by a new random link
from ito a site to which k isnotconnected.
Sol�ealsoreplacesthem utationofJij,whichprovides

the fundam ental random driving force in the Sol�e{
M anrubia m odel,by a rule that rem oves one ofthe
existingspeciesatrandom atany step when noextinc-
tion takesplace.W ithoutthisdrivingforcethesystem
would in generalbecom efrozen.Theem ptied nicheis
re�lled by invasion asalways,butthese \random " ex-
tinction eventsarenotcounted in the statisticalanal-
ysisofextinction.(The waiting tim e would alwaysbe
1 ifthey were counted.) It is not clear whether this
di�erence between the m odels has a signi�cante�ect
on the results.
The observed behaviour ofthis m odelis sim ilar to

that of the Sol�e{M anrubia m odel as far as extinc-
tion sizes are concerned; Sol�e reports an exponent
� = 2:02 � 0:03 for the extinction size distribution.
Howeverthewaiting-tim edistribution fallsm uch m ore
slowly(sotherearecom parablym orelongwaits),with
an exponent1:35� 0:07 com pared to 3:0� 0:1 forthe
Sol�e{M anrubia m odel. The sm aller exponent seem s
m ore reasonable,though ofcourse experim entalwait-
ing tim e data is not available for com parison. The
num berofconnectionsitselfvariesrandom ly through

tim e,and a Fourieranalysisshowsa powerspectrum
ofthe form 1=f� with � = 0:99� 0:08. Powerspec-
tra ofthistypeareanothercom m on featureofcritical
system s(Sol�eetal.1997).

6.3 A m araland M eyer’s food chain

m odel

W hereas the Sol�e{M anrubia m odel and its variants
have a m ore orlessarbitrary connection topology be-
tween species,realecosystem s have very speci�c sets
ofinterdependencies. An im portant part ofthe nat-
uralcase can be expressed in term s of food chains,
specifying who eatswhom . O fcourse food chainsare
not the only type ofinter-species interaction,but it
is nevertheless of interest to consider m odels of ex-
tinction based on food-chain dynam ics. Am araland
M eyer (1998) and Abram son (1997) have both con-
structed and studied such m odels.
Am araland M eyer (1998) have proposed a m odel

in which species are arranged in L trophic levels la-
belled l = 0;1;:::;L � 1. Each levelhas N niches,
each ofwhich m ay be occupied or unoccupied by a
species. A species in levell(except l= 0) feeds on
up to k speciesin levell� 1;these are itsprey. Ifall
ofa species’prey becom eextinct,then ittoo becom es
extinct,so avalanches ofextinction can occur. This
processisdriven by random ly selecting one speciesat
level0 ateach tim e-step and m aking itextinction ex-
tinction with probability p.Thereisnosenseof�tness
orofcom petition between speciesgoverningextinction
in thism odel.
To replace extinct species,Am araland M eyer use

a speciation m echanism . At a rate �, each existing
speciestriesto engenderan o�spring speciesby pick-
ing a niche atrandom in its own levelorin the level
aboveorbelow.Ifthatrandom ly selected nicheisun-
occupied,then thenew speciesiscreated and assigned
k preys at random from the existing species on the
levelbelow.Theparam eter�needstobelargeenough
thattheaverageoriginationrateexceedstheextinction
rate, or allspecies willbecom e extinct. Note that,
aspointed outearlier,speciation isinherently an evo-
lutionary process and typically takes place on longer
tim e-scalesthan extinction through ecologicalinterac-
tions,so there is som e question about whether it is
appropriatein a m odelsuch asthis.Aswith theSol�e{
M anrubia m odel,it m ight be preferable to view the
repopulation ofniches as an invasion process,rather
than a speciation one.
Them odelisinitialized by populating the�rstlevel

l= 0 with som enum berN 0 ofspeciesatrandom .As-
sum ingalargeenough origination rate,thepopulation
willthen grow approxim ately exponentially untillim -
ited by the num berofavailableniches.
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Am araland M eyer presented results for a sim ula-
tion oftheir m odelwith param eters L = 6,k = 3,
N = 1000,N 0 � 50,p = 0:01 and � = 0:02. The
statisticsofextinction eventsaresim ilarto thoseseen
in m any otherm odels.Thetim esseriesishighly inter-
m ittent,with occasionallargeextinction eventsalm ost
up to the m axim um possible size N L. The distribu-
tion ofextinction sizess�tsapowerlaw,Equation (1),
with exponent� = 1:97� 0:05. O rigination ratesare
also highly interm ittent,and strongly correlated with
extinction events.8

An advantage ofthis m odelis that the num ber of
speciesisnot�xed,and its
uctuationscan bestudied
and com pared with em piricaldata.Am araland M eyer
com pute a powerspectrum forthe num berofspecies
and �nd that it �ts a power law p(f) / 1=f� with
� = 1:95� 0:05. The authorsargue that this reveals
a \fractalstructure" in the data,butitisworth not-
ing that a power-spectrum exponent of� = 2 occurs
form any non-fractalprocesses,such assim plerandom
walks,and a self-sim ilarstructureonly needsto bein-
voked if�< 2.
Am araland M eyeralso com pute a powerspectrum

forthe extinction rate,forcom parison with the fossil
data analysisofSol�e etal.(1997).They �nd a power
law with � ’ 1 for short sequences,but then see a
crossover to � ’ 0 at longer tim es, suggesting that
there isno long-tim ecorrelation.
Drossel (1999) has analysed the Am aral{M eyer

m odelin som edetail.Thek = 1caseism ostam enable
to analysis, because then the food chains are sim -
ple independent trees,each rooted in a single species
at level0. The extinction size distribution is there-
fore equal to the tree size distribution, which can
be com puted by m asterequation m ethods,leading to
p(s)/ s� 2 (i.e.,� = 2)exactly in the lim itsN ! 1 ,
L ! 1 . Finite size e�ects (when N or L are not
in�nite) can also be evaluated,leading to a cuto� in
the power law at sm ax � N logN if L � logN or
sm ax � eL ifL � logN .Theseanalyticalresultsagree
wellwith the sim ulation studies.
Theanalysisfork > 1 isharder,butcan bereduced

in the caseoflargeenough L and N (with L � lnN )
to a recursion relation connecting the lifetim e distri-
bution ofspecies on successive levels. This leads to
the conclusion that the lifetim e distribution becom es
invariantafterthe�rstfew levels,which in turn allows
fora solution.Theresultisagain a power-law extinc-
tion sizedistribution with � = 2 and cuto� sm ax � eL.
DrosselalsoconsidersavariantoftheAm aral{M eyer

m odelin which a species becom es extinct ifany (in-
stead ofall)ofitsprey disappear.Sheshowsthatthis

8The authors reportthat they obtained sim ilarresults,with
the sam e exponents,for larger values ofk too (A m aral,private
com m unication).

too leads to a power law with � = 2,although very
large system sizes would be needed to m ake this ob-
servable in sim ulation. She also pointsoutthatother
variationsofthem odel(such asm aking thespeciation
ratedepend on thedensity ofspeciesin alayer)donot
givepowerlawsatall,soonem ustbecarefulaboutat-
tributingtoom uch universalitytothe\critical"nature
ofthism odel.

6.4 A bram son’s food chain m odel

Abram son (1997)hasproposed a di�erentfood chain
m odelin which each speciesisexplicitly represented as
a population ofindividuals. In this way Abram son’s
m odel connects extinction to m icroevolution, rather
than being a purely m acroevolutionary m odel. There
isnotyetaconsensusonwhetheratheoryofm acroevo-
lution can bebuiltsolely on m icroevolutionary princi-
ples;seeStenseth (1985)fora review.
Abram son considers only linear food chains, in

which a seriesofspeciesatlevelsi= 1;2;:::;N each
feed on the one below (except i= 1) and are fed on
by the one above (except i= N ). Ifthe population
density atleveliattim etisdesignated by ni(t),then
the changesin onetim e step aregiven by

ni(t+ 1)� ni(t) = kini� 1(t)ni(t)[1� ni(t)=ci]

� gini+ 1(t)ni(t): (12)

Hereki and gi representthepredation and prey rates,
and ci isthe carrying capacity ofleveli.These equa-
tions are typicalofpopulation ecology. At the end-
points ofthe chain,boundary conditions m ay be im -
posed by adjoining two �ctitiousspecies,0 and N + 1
with n0 = nN + 1 = 1. Forsim plicity Abram son takes
ci = 1foralli,and setsgi = ki+ 1.Thespeciesarethen
param eterized sim ply by theirki and by theirpopula-
tion size ni(t).These areinitially chosen random ly in
the interval(0;1).
The population dynam ics typically leads to som e

ni(t)’s dropping asym ptotically to 0. W hen they
drop below a sm allthreshold,Abram son regardsthat
species as extinct and replaces it with a new species
with random ly chosen ni and ki,drawn from uniform
distributionsin theintervalbetween zeroand one.But
an additionaldrivingforceisstillneeded topreventthe
dynam ics from stagnating. So with probability p at
each tim e-step,Abram son also replacesone random ly
chosen species,asifithad becom eextinct.
Thereplacem entofan extinctspeciesby a new one

with a larger population size has in generala nega-
tive im pacton the speciesbelow itin the food chain.
Thus one extinction event can lead to an avalanche
propagating down the food chain. Note that this is
the precise opposite ofthe avalanchesin the Am aral{
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M eyerm odel,which propagateupwardsdue to lossof
food source.
Abram son studiesthe statisticsofextinction events

in sim ulationsofhism odelforvaluesofN from 50 to
1000.9 He �ndspunctuated equilibrium in the extinc-
tion eventsizes,butthesizedistribution p(s)doesnot
�ta powerlaw. Itdoesshow som e scaling behaviour
with N ,nam ely p(s)= N �f(sN �),where� and � are
param etersand f(x)isa particular\scalingfunction".
Abram son attributesthisform to the system being in
a \criticalstate". The waiting tim e between succes-
sive extinctions �ts a power law overseveraldecades
oftim e,butthe exponentseem sto vary with the sys-
tem size. O verall,this m odeldoes not have strong
claim sforcriticality and doesnotagreevery wellwith
the extinction data.

7 Environm entalstress m odels

In Sections 4 to 6 we discussed several m odels of
extinction which m ake use of ideas drawn from the
study of criticalphenom ena. The prim ary im petus
for this approach was the observation of apparent
power-law distributionsin a variety ofstatisticsdrawn
from the fossilrecord, as discussed in Section 2; in
other branches ofscience such power laws are often
indicators of critical processes. However, there are
also a num ber ofother m echanism s by which power
laws can arise,including random m ultiplicative pro-
cesses (M ontroll and Shlesinger 1982, Sornette and
Cont 1997),extrem alrandom processes (Sibaniand
Littlewood 1993)and random barrier-crossingdynam -
ics (Sneppen 1995). Thus the existence ofpower-law
distributionsin the fossildata isnoton itsown su�-
cientto dem onstrate the presence ofcriticalphenom -
ena in extinction processes.
Criticalm odelsalsoassum ethatextinction iscaused

prim arilyby biotice�ectssuch ascom petition and pre-
dation,an assum ption which is in disagreem entwith
the fossilrecord. As discussed in Section 2.2.1, all
theplausiblecausesforspeci�cprehistoricextinctions
are abiotic in nature. Therefore an obvious question
to ask is whether it is possible to construct m odels
in which extinction iscaused by abioticenvironm ental
factors,ratherthan by critical
uctuationsarising out
ofbiotic interactions,but which stillgive power-law
distributionsofthe relevantquantities.
Such m odelshavebeen suggested by Newm an (1996,

1997) and by M anrubia and Paczuski(1998). Inter-
estingly, both of these m odels are the result of at-
tem pts at sim plifying m odels based on criticalphe-

9Sol�e(privatecom m unication)hasm adethe pointthatthese
values are unrealistically large for realfood chains. R ealfood
chains typically have lessthan ten trophic levels.

nom ena. Newm an’s m odelis a sim pli�cation ofthe
m odelofNewm an and Roberts(seeSection 5.6),which
included both bioticand abiotice�ects;thesim pli�ca-
tion arisesfrom therealization thatthebioticpartcan
beom itted withoutlosingthepower-law distributions.
M anrubia and Paczuski’s m odelwas a sim pli�cation
of the connection m odel of Sol�e and M anrubia (see
Section 6.1),butin factalldirectspecies-speciesinter-
actionswere dropped,leaving a m odelwhich one can
regard as driven only by abiotic e�ects. W e discuss
thesem odelsin turn.

7.1 N ew m an’s m odel

The m odelproposed by Newm an (1996,1997) has a
�xed num berN ofspecieswhich in the sim plestcase
arenon-interacting.Realspeciesdo interactofcourse,
butaswewillseethepredictionsofthem odelarenot
greatly changed ifoneintroducesinteractions,and the
non-interacting version m akes a good starting point
because ofits extrem e sim plicity. The absence ofin-
teractionsbetween speciesalsom eansthatcritical
uc-
tuationscannotarise,so any powerlawsproduced by
the m odelarede�nitely ofnon-criticalorigin.
As in the m odelof Newm an and Roberts (1995),

the levelofthe environm entalstressisrepresented by
a single num ber �,which is chosen independently at
random from som edistribution pstress(�)ateach tim e-
step.Each speciesi= 1:::N possessessom ethreshold
toleranceforstressdenoted xi which ishigh in species
which arewellabletowithstand stressand low in those
which arenot.(SeeJablonski(1989)foradiscussion of
theselectivity ofextinction eventsin thefossilrecord.)
Extinction takesplaceviaasim plerule:ifatanytim e-
step the num ericalvalue ofthe stress levelexceeds a
species’tolerance forstress,� > xi,then thatspecies
becom esextinctatthattim e-step.Thuslargestresses
(sea-levelchange,bolideim pact)can giveriseto large
m assextinction events,whilstlowerlevelsofstresspro-
duce lessdram aticbackground extinctions.Note that
sim ultaneousextinction ofm any speciesoccursin this
m odelbecausethesam elargestressa�ectsallspecies,
and notbecauseofany avalancheordom ino e�ectsin
the ecosystem .
In orderto m aintain a constantnum ber ofspecies,

the system is repopulated after every tim e-step with
asm any new speciesashavejustbecom eextinct.The
extinction thresholdsxi forthenew speciescan either
beinherited from survivingspecies,orcan bechosen at
random from som e distribution pthresh(x). To a large
extentitappearsthatthepredictionsofthem odeldo
not depend on which choice is m ade; here we focus
on the uniform case with pthresh(x) a constant inde-
pendent of x over som e allowed range of x, usually
0 � x < 1. In addition,itis safe to assum e thatthe
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initialvalues of the variables xi are also chosen ac-
cording to pthresh(x),since in any case the e�ects of
the initialchoices only persist as long as it takes to
turn overallthe speciesin the ecosystem ,which hap-
pensm anytim esduringarun ofthem odel(and indeed
m any tim esduring the known fossilrecord).
There is one further elem ent which needs to be

added to the m odelin orderto m ake itwork. Asde-
scribed,the species in the system start o� with ran-
dom ly chosen tolerances xi and,through the extinc-
tion m echanism described above,thosewith thelowest
tolerance are system atically rem oved from the popu-
lation and replaced by new species. Thus,the num -
ber ofspecies with low thresholds for extinction de-
creases overtim e,in e�ect creating a gap in the dis-
tribution,asin the Bak{Sneppen m odel. As a result
the sizeofthe extinction eventstaking placedwindles
and ultim ately extinction ceasesalm ostentirely,a be-
haviour which we know not to be representative ofa
realecosystem .Newm an suggeststhatthesolution to
this problem com es from evolution. In the intervals
between large stress events,species willevolve under
otherselection pressures,and thiswillchangetheval-
uesofthe variablesxi in unpredictable ways. Adapt-
ing to any particular selection pressure m ight raise,
lower,orleaveunchanged a species’toleranceto envi-
ronm entalstresses.M athem atically thisisrepresented
by m aking random changesto thexi,eitherby chang-
ing them allslightly ateach tim e-step,orby changing
a sm allfraction f ofthem to totally new valuesdrawn
from pthresh(x),and leavingtherestunchanged.These
two approachescan bethoughtofascorresponding to
gradualistand punctuationalistviewsofevolution re-
spectively,butitappearsin practice thatthe m odel’s
predictionsarelargely independentofwhich ischosen.
In his work Newm an focused on the punctuationalist
approach,replacing a fraction f ofthespeciesby ran-
dom new values.
This description fully de�nes Newm an’s m odelex-

cept for the speci�cation ofpstress(�) and pthresh(x).
Howeveritturnsoutthatwecan,withoutlossofgen-
erality,choose pthresh(x)to have the sim ple form ofa
uniform distribution in the intervalfrom 0 to 1,since
any other choice can be m apped onto this with the
transform ation

x ! x
0=

Z x

� 1

pthresh(y)dy: (13)

The stresslevelm ustofcourse be transform ed in the
sam e way,� ! �0,so that the condition �0 > x0i cor-
respondsprecisely to � > xi. This in turn requiresa
transform ation

pstress(�
0)= pstress(�)

d�

d�0
=

pstress(�)

pthresh(�)
(14)
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Figure 24 D istribution ofthe sizes ofextinction events

taking place in the m odelof Newm an (1996). The dis-

tribution is power-law in form with an exponent of � =

2:02� 0:02 exceptforextinctionsofvery sm allsize,where

itbecom es
at.

forthe stressdistribution.
The choice of pstress(�) rem ains a problem , since

it is not known what the appropriate distribution of
stresses is in the real world. For som e particular
sources of stress, such as m eteor im pacts, there are
reasonably good experim entalresultsforthe distribu-
tion (M orrison 1992,G rieveand Shoem aker1994),but
overallwehaveverylittleknowledgeaboutstressesoc-
curring eithertoday orin the geologicpast. Newm an
thereforetested them odelwith awidevariety ofstress
distributionsand found that,in a fashion rem iniscent
ofthe self-organized criticalm odels,m any ofits pre-
dictions are robust against variations in the form of
pstress(�),within certain lim its.
In Figure24 we show sim ulation resultsforthe dis-

tribution p(s)ofthesizess ofextinction eventsin the
m odelfor one particularchoice ofstressdistribution,
the G aussian distribution:

pstress(�)/ exp

�

�
�2

2�2

�

: (15)

Thisisprobably thecom m onestnoisedistribution oc-
curring in naturalphenom ena. Itarisesasa resultof
thecentrallim ittheorem whenevera num berofdi�er-
entindependentrandom e�ectscom bine additively to
give one overallstresslevel. As the �gure shows,the
resulting distribution ofthe sizesofextinction events
in Newm an’s m odelfollows a power law closely over
m any decades.Theexponentofthepowerlaw ism ea-
sured to be � = 2:02� 0:02,which is in good agree-
m entwith thevalueof2:0� 0:2found in thefossildata.
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Figure 25 D istribution ofthe sizes ofextinction events

for a variety of di�erent stress distributions, includ-

ing G aussian, Lorentzian, Poissonian, exponential and

stretched exponential.In each casethedistribution follows

a powerlaw closely overm any decades.

Theonly deviation from thepower-law form isforvery
sm allsizes s,in this case below about one species in
108,where the distribution 
attens o� and becom es
independentofs. The pointatwhich thishappensis
controlled prim arily by the value ofthe param eterf,
which governstherateofevolution ofspecies(Newm an
and Sneppen 1996).No 
atregion isvisiblein thefos-
silextinction distribution,Figure1,which im pliesthat
thevalueoff m ustbesm all| sm allerthan thesm allest
fractionalextinction which can beobserved reliably in
fossildata. However,thisisnota very stringentcon-
dition,since it is not possible to m easure extinctions
sm allerthan a few percentwith any certainty.
In Figure 25 we show resultsforthe extinction size

distribution for a wide variety ofother distributions
pstress(�)oftheapplied stress,including variousdi�er-
entG aussian form s,exponentialand Poissonian noise,
powerlawsand stretched exponentials. As the �gure
shows,thedistribution takesa power-law form in each
case. The exponent ofthe power law varies slightly
from one curve to another,butin allcasesitisfairly
closetothevalueof� ’ 2found in thefossilrecord.In
fact,Sneppen and Newm an (1997)haveshown analyti-
callythatforallstressdistributionspstress(�)satisfying

Z
1

�

pstress(x)dx � pstress(�)
� (16)

for large � and som e exponent �,the distribution of
extinction sizes willtake a power law form for large
s. This condition is exactly true for exponentialand
power-law distributions ofstress,and approxim ately
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Figure 26 The distribution ofthe lifetim esofspeciesin

the m odelofNewm an (1997). The distribution follows a

powerlaw with an exponentin the vicinity of1.

true forG aussian and Poissonian distributions. Since
thislistcoversalm ostallnoisedistributionswhich oc-
cur com m only in naturalsystem s,the predictions of
the m odelshould be reasonably robust,regardlessof
the ultim ate sourceofthe stresses.
Itisalso straightforward to m easurethelifetim esof

speciesin sim ulationsofthism odel. Figure 26 shows
thedistribution oflifetim esm easured in oneparticular
run. The distribution ispower-law in form asitisin
thefossildata,with am easuredexponentof1:03� 0:05.
Newm an (1997) has given a num ber ofother pre-

dictionsofhism odel. In particular,he hassuggested
how taxonom y can be incorporated into the m odelto
allow one to study the birth and death ofgenera and
higher taxa,in addition to species. W ith this exten-
sion them odelpredictsadistribution ofgenuslifetim es
sim ilarto thatofspecies,with a power-law form and
exponent in the vicinity ofone. Note that although
the power-law form is seen also in the fossildata,an
exponentofone isnotin agreem entwith the value of
1:7� 0:3m easuredin thefossillifetim edistribution (see
Section 2.2.4).Them odeldoeshowevercorrectly pre-
dict W illis’s power-law distribution ofthe num ber of
speciespergenus(seeSection 2.3.1)with an exponent
closeto the m easured valueof�= 3

2
.

Anotherinteresting prediction ofthe m odelis that
of\aftershock extinctions"| stringsofsm allerextinc-
tionsarisingin theafterm ath ofalargem assextinction
event(Sneppen and Newm an 1997,W ilkeetal.1998).
Them echanism behind theseaftershock extinctionsis
that the repopulation ofecospace after a large event
tendstointroducean unusuallyhigh num berofspecies
with low tolerance for stress. (At other tim es such
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species are rarely present because they are rem oved
by the frequentsm allstressesapplied to the system .)
The rapid extinction ofthese un�tspeciesproducesa
high turnoverofspeciesfora shortperiod aftera m ass
extinction,which we see asa seriesofsm aller\after-
shocks". The m odelm akes the particular prediction
thattheintervalsbetween theseaftershock extinctions
should fallo� with tim e as t� 1 following the initial
largeevent.Thisbehaviourisquitedi�erentfrom that
ofthecriticalm odelsofearliersections,and therefore
it could provide a way ofdistinguishing in the fossil
record between thetwo processesrepresented by these
m odels. So far,however,no serious e�ort has been
m ade to look for aftershock extinctions in the fossil
data,and indeed it is not even clear that the avail-
able data areadequateforthe task.In addition,later
work by W ilke and M artinetz (1997) calls into ques-
tion whether one can expect aftershocks to occur in
realecosystem s. (This point is discussed further in
Section 7.4.)

7.2 Shortcom ings ofthe m odel

Although Newm an’s m odelis sim ple and m akes pre-
dictions which are in m any cases in good agreem ent
with the fossildata,there are a num ber ofproblem s
associated with it.
First,one could criticise the assum ptions which go

into the m odel.Forexam ple,the m odelassum esthat
species are entirely non-interacting, which is clearly
false. In the version we have described here it also
assum es a \punctuated" view of evolution in which
species rem ain constant for long periods and then
change abruptly. In addition,the way in which new
species are added to the m odelis questionable: new
speciesaregiven a tolerancexi forstresswhich ischo-
sen purely atrandom ,whereasin reality new species
are presum ably descended from other earlier species
and therefore one m ight expect som e correlation be-
tween the valuesofxi fora speciesand itsancestors.
These criticism s lead to a num ber of generaliza-

tionsofthem odelwhich havebeen exam ined by New-
m an (1997).To investigate the e�ectofspeciesinter-
actions,Newm an looked at a variation ofthe m odel
in which the extinction ofa speciescould give rise to
theextinction ofa neighbouringspecies,in a way rem -
iniscent ofthe avalanches ofK au�m an’s NK m odel.
He placed the m odelon a lattice and added a step to
the dynam ics in which the extinction ofa species as
a resultofexternalstresscaused the knock-on extinc-
tion (and subsequent replacem ent) ofallthe species
on adjacentlatticesites.In sim ulationsofthisversion
ofthe m odel,Newm an found,inevitably,spatialcor-
relationsbetween the speciesbecom ing extinctwhich
are not present in the originalversion. O ther than

this however,it appears that the m odel’s predictions
arelargely unchanged.Thedistributionsofextinction
event sizes and taxon lifetim es for exam ple are still
power-law in form and stillpossessapproxim ately the
sam eexponents.
Sim ilarly itispossible to constructa version ofthe

m odelin which evolution proceeds in a \gradualist"
fashion,with thevaluesofthevariablesxi perform ing
a slow random walk rather than m aking punctuated
jum ps to unrelated values. And one can also create
a version in which the valuesofxi assum ed by newly
appearing speciesare inherited from survivors,rather
than chosen com pletely atrandom . Again itappears
thatthese changeshavelittle e�ecton the m ajorpre-
dictionsofthem odel,although theseresultscom epri-
m arily from sim ulationsofthem odel;the analyticre-
sultsforthesim plestversion donotextend tothem ore
sophisticated m odelsdiscussed here.

7.3 T he m ulti-trait version of

the m odel

A m oreseriouscriticism ofNewm an’sm odelisthatit
m odelsdi�erenttypesofstressusing only a singlepa-
ram eter�.W ithin thism odelonecan onlysaywhether
the stresslevelishigh orlow ata particulartim e. In
therealworld therearem any di�erentkindsofstress,
such asclim atic stress,ecologicalstresseslike com pe-
tition and predation,disease,bolide im pact,changes
in ocean chem istry and m any m ore. And there is no
guaranteethataperiod when onetypeofstressishigh
willnecessarily correspond to high stress ofanother
type. This clearly has an im pact on extinction pro-
�les, since som e species willbe m ore susceptible to
stresses of a certain kind than others. To give an
exam ple, it is thought that large body m ass was a
contributing factor to extinction at the Cretaceous{
Tertiary boundary (Clem ens 1986). Thus the partic-
ularstresswhich caused the K {T extinction,thought
to betheresultofa m eteorim pact,should correspond
to tolerancevariablesxi in ourm odelwhich arelower
forlarge-bodied anim als.Anothertypeofstress| sea-
levelchange, say| m ay have little or no correlation
with body size.
To address this problem ,Newm an (1997) has also

looked ata variation ofhis m odelin which there are
a num ber M ofdi�erent kinds ofstress. In this case
each speciesalso hasa separatetolerancevariablex(k)i

foreach typeofstressk and becom esextinctifany one
ofthe stress levels exceeds the corresponding thresh-
old.Aswith the othervariationson the m odel,itap-
pearsthatthis\m ulti-trait"versionreproducestheim -
portantfeaturesofthe sim plerversions,including the
power-law distributionsofthesizesofextinction events
and ofspecieslifetim es.Sneppen and Newm an (1997)
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haveexplained thisresultwith thefollowingargum ent.
To a �rstapproxim ation,onecan treattheprobability
ofa speciesbecom ing extinctin the m ulti-traitm odel
astheprobability thatthestresslevelexceedsthelow-
estofthethresholdsforstresswhich thatspeciespos-
sesses.In thiscase,them ulti-traitm odelisidenticalto
the single-traitversion butwith a di�erentchoice for
the distribution pthresh(x) from which the thresholds
aredrawn (onewhich re
ectstheprobability distribu-
tion ofthelowestofM random num bers).However,as
we argued earlier,the behaviourofthe m odelisinde-
pendentofpthresh(x)sincewecan m ap anydistribution
on theuniform oneby asim pleintegraltransform ation
ofx (see Equation (13)).

7.4 T he �nite-grow th version of

the m odel

Anothershortcom ing ofthe m odelproposed by New-
m an is thatthe species which becom e extinct are re-
placed instantly by an equalnum ber ofnew species.
In reality,fossildata indicate that the process ofre-
placem ent of species takes a signi�cant am ount of
tim e,som etim esasm uch asa few m illion years(Stan-
ley 1990,Erwin 1996). W ilke and M artinetz (1997)
have proposed a generalization of the m odel which
takesthisinto account. In thisversion,specieswhich
becom e extinct are replaced slowly according to the
logisticgrowth law

dN

dt
= gN (1� N =Nm ax); (17)

whereN isthenum berofspeciesasbefore,and g and
N m ax are constants. Logistic growth appears to be
a reasonable m odelforrecovery afterlarge extinction
events(Sepkoski1991,CourtillotandG audem er1996).
W hen the growth param eter g is in�nite,we recover
them odelproposed by Newm an.W ilkeand M artinetz
�nd,asonem ightexpect,thatthereisa transition in
the behaviourofthe system ata criticalvalue g = gc

wheretherateofrepopulation ofthesystem equalsthe
averagerateofextinction.They givean analytictreat-
m entofthem odelwhich showshow gc varieswith the
otherparam etersin theproblem .Forvaluesofgbelow
gc lifeeventually diesoutin them odel,and itisproba-
bly reasonableto assum ethattheEarth isnot,forthe
m om entatleast,in thisregim e.Forvaluesofg above
gc itisfound thatthepower-law behaviourseen in the
sim plestversionsofthe m odelisretained. The value
ofthe extinction size exponent� appearsto decrease
slightly with increasing g,butisstillin thevicinity of
the value � ’ 2 extracted from the fossildata. Inter-
estingly they also �nd thatthe aftershock extinctions
discussed in Section 7.1 becom e less well-de�ned for

�nite valuesofg,calling into question Newm an’scon-
tention that the existence ofaftershocks in the fossil
recordcould beused asevidencein favourofhism odel.
Thispointisdiscussed furtherby W ilkeetal.(1998).

7.5 T he m odelofM anrubia and

Paczuski

Another variation on the ideas contained in New-
m an’s m odel has been proposed by M anrubia and
Paczuski(1998).Interestingly,although thism odelis
m athem atically sim ilarto the otherm odelsdiscussed
in this section,its inspiration is com pletely di�erent.
In fact,itwasoriginally intended asa sim pli�cation of
the connection m odelofSol�eand M anrubia discussed
in Section 6.1.
In Newm an’s m odel, there are a large num ber of

specieswith essentially constant�tnessortoleranceto
externalstress,and thosewhich fallbelow som etim e-
varying threshold levelbecom e extinct. In the m odel
ofM anrubiaand Paczuskibycontrast,thethreshold at
which speciesbecom eextinctis�xed and their�tness
isvaried overtim e.In detail,the m odelisasfollows.
The m odelcontains a �xed num ber N ofspecies,

each with a �tnessxi,or\viability" asM anrubia and
Paczuskihave called it. This viability m easures how
far a species is from becom ing extinct,and m ightbe
thought ofas a m easure ofreproductive success. All
species are subject to random coherent stresses, or
\shocks",which additively increaseordecreasethevi-
ability ofallspeciesby the sam e am ount�. Ifatany
point the viability ofa species falls below a certain
threshold x0,that species becom es extinct and is re-
placed by speciation from oneofthesurviving species.
In Newm an’sm odeltherewasalsoan \evolution"pro-
cess which caused species with high viability to drift
to lowervaluesoverthecourseoftim e,preventing the
system from stagnating when allspecieswith low via-
bility had been rem oved.Them odelofM anrubia and
Paczuskicontains an equivalent m echanism ,whereby
the viabilitiesofallspeciesdrift,in a stochastic fash-
ion,toward lowervaluesoverthe courseoftim e.This
also preventsstagnation ofthe dynam ics.
Although no one has shown whether the m odelof

M anrubia and Paczuskican be m apped exactly onto
Newm an’sm odel,itisclearthatthe dynam icsofthe
two areclosely sim ilar,and thereforeitisnotsurpris-
ingtolearnthatthebehaviourofthetwom odelsisalso
sim ilar.Figure27 showsthedistribution ofthesizess
ofextinction eventsin a sim ulation ofthe m odelwith
N = 3200 species.The distribution isclose to power-
law in form with an exponent of� = 1:9 sim ilar to
that ofNewm an’s m odel,and in agreem entwith the
result � ’ 2 seen in the fossildata. The m odelalso
generates a power-law distribution in the lifetim es of
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Figure 27 The distribution of the sizes of extinction

events in a sim ulation of the m odel of M anrubia and

Paczuski, with N = 3200 species (circles). The best �t

powerlaw (solid line)hasan exponentof� = 1:88� 0:09.

AfterM anrubia and Paczuski(1998).

speciesand,asin Newm an’sm odel,asim plede�nition
ofgenuscan be introduced and itcan be shown that
thedistribution ofnum berofspeciespergenusfollows
a powerlaw aswell.The exponentofthe lifetim e dis-
tribution turnsouttobeapproxim ately2,which isnot
farfrom the valueof1:7� 0:3 found in the fossildata
(see Section 2.2.4).10

W hat is interesting about this m odel however, is
that its dynam ics is derived using a com pletely dif-
ferent argum entfrom the one em ployed by Newm an.
Thebasicjusti�cation ofthem odelgoeslikethis.W e
assum e �rst ofallthat it is possible to de�ne a via-
bility xi forspeciesi,which m easuresin som efashion
how fara speciesisfrom the pointofextinction.The
pointofextinction itselfisrepresented by the thresh-
old value x0. The gradualdownward driftofspecies’
viability can be then be accounted forasthe resultof
m utation;them ajorityofm utationslowertheviability
ofthe host.
M anrubia and Paczuskijustify thecoherentstresses

in the system by analogy with the m odelofSol�e and
M anrubia (1996) in which species feelthe ecological
\shock" ofthe extinction ofother nearby species. In
thecurrentm odel,theorigin oftheshocksissim ilarly
taken to be the extinction ofotherspeciesin the sys-
tem .In otherwordsitistheresultofbioticinteraction,

10The exponent for the distribution of genus sizes is also 2
which isperhapsa shortcom ing ofthism odel;recallthatW illis’s
value for 
owering plants was 1:5 (Figure 11),and the com pre-
hensive studiesby Burlando (1990,1993) gave an average value
of1:6.

ratherthan exogenousenvironm entalin
uences.How-
ever,by representing these shocks as coherente�ects
which in
uenceallspeciessim ultaneously to thesam e
degree, M anrubia and Paczuski have rem oved from
the dynam ics the direct interaction between species
which was present in the originalconnection m odel.
Am ongstotherthings,thisallowsthem to givean ap-
proxim ate analytic treatm ent oftheir m odelusing a
tim e-averaged approxim ation sim ilar to the one em -
ployed by Sneppen and Newm an (1997)forNewm an’s
m odel.
O ne furthernice feature ofthe M anrubia{Paczuski

m odel is that it is particularly easy in this case to
see how large extinction eventsarise.Because species
are replaced by speciation from others,the values of
theirviabilitiestend to clustertogether:m ostspecies
are copies,ornearcopies,ofotherspeciesin the sys-
tem .Such clustersofspeciestend alltobecom eextinct
around the sam e tim e because they allfeelthe sam e
coherent shocks and are alldriven below the extinc-
tion threshold together. (A sim ilar behaviouris seen
in theSol�e{M anrubiam odelofSection 6.1.) Thisclus-
tering and avalanche behaviourin the m odelis rem i-
niscentoftheso-called \phase-coherent"m odelswhich
have been proposed as a m echanism for the synchro-
nization ofthe
ashing of�re
ies(Strogatzand Stew-
art 1993). Although no one has yet m ade a direct
connection between these two classes ofm odels,it is
possiblethatm athem aticaltechniquessim ilarto those
em ployed with phase-coherentm odelsm ay proveprof-
itablewith m odelsoftypeproposed by M anrubia and
Paczuski.

8 Sibani’s reset m odel

Sibaniand co-workers have proposed a m odelofthe
extinction process,which they callthe \resetm odel"
(Sibanietal.1995,1998),which di�ersfrom thosedis-
cussed in theprecedingsectionsin a fundam entalway;
itallowsfor,and indeed reliesupon,non-stationarity
in theextinction process.Thatis,itacknowledgesthat
the extinction record is not uniform in tim e,as it is
assum ed to be (exceptforstochastic variation)in the
other m odels we have considered. In fact,extinction
intensity has declined on average over tim e from the
beginning ofthePhanerozoicuntiltheRecent.W ithin
them odelofSibanietal.,thedistributionsofSection 2
are allthe result ofthis decline,and the challenge is
then to explain the decline,ratherthan the distribu-
tionsthem selves.



8.1 Extinction ratedecline 41

600 400 200 0

age (My)

0

20

40

60

ex
tin

ct
io

n 
pe

r 
M

y 
(f

am
ili

es
)

Figure 28 The num ber offam ilies ofm arine organism s

becom ing extinctperm illion yearsin each ofthe stagesof

the Phanerozoic. The decline in average extinction rate is

clearly visible in thisplot.Thedata arefrom thecom pila-

tion by Sepkoski(1992).

8.1 Extinction rate decline

In Figure 9 we showed the num berofknown fam ilies
as a function oftim e over the last 600 M y. O n the
logarithm ic scale ofthe �gure, this num ber appears
to increasefairly steadily and although,aswepointed
out,som eofthisincreasecan be accounted forby the
biasknown asthe \pullofthe recent",there isprob-
ably a realtrend presentaswell. Itis lessclearthat
there is a sim ilar trend in extinction intensity. The
extinctionsrepresented by the pointsin Figure 1 cer-
tainly vary in intensity,but on average they appear
fairly constant. Recallhowever,that Figure 1 shows
thenum beroffam iliesbecom ing extinctin each stage,
and that the lengths of the stages are not uniform .
In Figure28 weshow the extinction intensity norm al-
ized by the lengthsofthe stages| the extinction rate
in fam ilies per m illion years| and on this �gure it is
m uch clearerthatthereisan overalldeclinein extinc-
tion towardsthe Recent.
In order to quantify the decline in extinction rate,

weconsiderthecum ulative extinction intensity c(t)as
a function oftim e.The cum ulativeextinction attim e
tisde�ned to be the num beroftaxa which have be-
com e extinct up to that tim e. In other words,ifwe
denote the extinction intensity attim e tby x(t)then
the cum ulativeextinction intensity is

c(t)=

Z t

0

x(t0)dt0: (18)

Figure29showsthisquantityforthem arinefam iliesin
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Figure 29 M ain �gure:thecum ulative extinction inten-

sity asa function oftim eduringthePhanerozoicon linear{

log scales. The straight line is the best logarithm ic �t to

the data. Inset: the sam e data on log{log scales. After

Newm an and Eble (1999b).

Sepkoski’sdatabase.Clearly theplothasto bem ono-
tonically increasing. Sibanietal.suggested thatitin
fact has a power-law form ,with an exponent in the
vicinity of 0:6. Newm an and Eble (1999b) however
have pointed out that it m ore closely follows a loga-
rithm ic increaselaw| a straightline on the linear{log
scalesofFigure29.(Forcom parison weshow thesam e
dataon log{logscalesin theinset.Thepower-law form
proposed by Sibanietal.would appear as a straight
line on these scales.) This im plies that c(t) can be
written in the form

c(t)= A + B log(t� t0); (19)

where A and B are constants and t0 is the point of
intercept ofthe line in Figure 29 with the horizontal
axis. (Note that t0 lies before the beginning ofthe
Cam brian.Iftim eism easured from t= 0 atthestart
ofthedataset,which coincidesroughlywith thebegin-
ningoftheCam brian,then thebest�toftheform (19)
hast0 ’ � 260 M y.)
Com bining Equations (18) and (19) and di�erenti-

ating with respect to t we get an expression for the
extinction perunittim e:

x(t)=
B

t� t0
: (20)

In otherwordstheaverageextinction rateisfalling o�
overtim easapowerlaw with exponent1.Sibanietal.
have pointed out that a power-law decline in itself
could beenough toexplain thedistribution ofthesizes
ofextinction eventsseen in Figure3.Foran extinction
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pro�leoftheform ofEquation (20)thenum beroftim e
intervalsin which weexpectto seeextinction eventsof
a certain size s isgiven by

p(s)=
dt

dx

�
�
�
�
x= s

= �
B

s2
: (21)

In otherwords,thedistribution ofeventsizeshaspre-
cisely the power-law form see in Figure4,with an ex-
ponent � = 2 which is in good agreem ent with the
fossildata.(Ifweusethepower-law �tto thecum ula-
tiveextinction intensity suggested by Sibanietal.,the
exponentworksoutatabout� = 2:5,which isoutside
the standard erroron the value m easured in the fossil
record| anotherreason for preferring the logarithm ic
�t.)
Thereareproblem swith thisargum ent.Theanaly-

sisassum esthattheextinction ratetakestheidealized
form ofEquation (20),whereas in fact this equation
representsonly theaveragebehaviouroftherealdata.
In reality,thereisagreatdealof
uctuation aboutthis
form .Forexam ple,Equation (20)im pliesthatallthe
largeextinction eventshappened in theearliestpartof
the fossilrecord,whereasin factthisisnottrue.The
two largest events ofalltim e (the late-Perm ian and
end-Cretaceousevents)happened in thesecond halfof
thePhanerozoic.Clearly then thisanalysiscannottell
the entirestory.
A m ore seriousproblem isthatthistheory isreally

just\passing thebuck".Itdoesn’ttellushow,in bio-
logicalterm s,theobserved extinction sizedistribution
com esabout.Allitdoesistellusthatonedistribution
arises because ofanother. The extinction size distri-
bution m ay be a result ofthe fall-o� in the average
extinction rate,butwheredoesthefall-o� com efrom ?
The origin ofthe decline in the extinction rate has

been a topic ofdebate for m any years. It has been
suggested thatthe decline m ay be a sam pling biasin
thedata,arising perhapsfrom variation in thequality
ofthefossilrecord through geologictim e(Pease1992)
or from changes in taxonom ic structure (Flessa and
Jablonski1985).Aswith the increasein diversity dis-
cussed in Section 2.2.3, however,m any believe that
thesebiasesarenotenough to accountentirely forthe
observed extinction decline.Raup and Sepkoski(1982)
have suggested instead that the decline could be the
resultofa slow evolutionary increase in the m ean �t-
nessofspecies,�tterspeciesbecom ing extinctlesseas-
ily than theirless�tancestors. Thisappearsto be a
plausiblesuggestion,butithasa num berofproblem s.
W ith respectto whatare wem easuring �tnessin this
case? Do we m ean �tness relative to other species?
Surely not,since ifallspeciesareincreasing in �tness
atroughly the sam erate,then their�tnessrelativeto
oneanotherwillrem ain approxim atelyconstant.(This

isanotheraspectofvan Valen’s\Red Q ueen hypoth-
esis",which we m entioned in Section 3.) Do we then
m ean �tness with respect to the environm ent,and if
so, how is such a �tness de�ned? The reset m odel
attem pts to addressthese questionsand quantify the
theory ofincreasing species�tness.

8.2 T he reset m odel

The basic idea ofthe reset m odelis that species are
evolvingon high-dim ensionalrugged �tnesslandscapes
ofthekind consideredpreviouslyin Section 4.Suppose
a speciesisevolving on such a landscapeby m utations
which takeitfrom onelocalpeaktoanotheratapprox-
im ately regularintervalsoftim e.(Thiscontrastswith
thepictureproposed by Bak and Sneppen (1993)| see
Section 5.1| in which the tim e between evolutionary
jum psisnotconstant,butdependson a barriervari-
able which m easureshow di�cult a certain jum p is.)
Ifthe species m oves to a new peak where the �tness
is higher than the �tness at the previous peak,then
the new strain willreplace the old one. Ifthe dim en-
sionality ofthe landscape issu�ciently high then the
chance ofa speciesretracing its stepsand encounter-
ing thesam epeak twiceissm alland can beneglected.
In thiscase,theprocessofsam pling the�tnessatsuc-
cessive peaks is equivalent to drawing a series ofin-
dependentrandom �tnessvaluesfrom som e �xed dis-
tribution,and keeping a record ofthe highestone en-
countered so far.Each tim e the currenthighestvalue
is replaced by a new one,an evolutionary event has
taken placein them odeland such eventscorrespondto
pseudoextinction oftheancestralspecies.Sibanietal.
refer to this process as a \resetting" ofthe �tness of
thespecies(hencethenam e\resetm odel"),and tothe
entiredynam icsofthe m odelasa \record dynam ics".
Therecord dynam icsissim pleenough to perm itthe

calculation ofdistributions ofa num ber ofquantities
ofinterest. Firstofall,Sibanietal.showed thatthe
totalnum ber ofevolution/extinction events happen-
ing between an initialtim e t0 and a latertim e tgoes
as log(t� t0) on average,regardless ofthe distribu-
tion from which therandom num bersaredrawn.This
ofcourse isprecisely the form seen in the fossildata,
Equation (19),and im m ediately im pliesthatthenum -
berofeventsperunittim efallso� as1=(t� t0).Then
theargum entsleading up to Equation (21)tellusthat
we should expect a distribution ofsizes ofextinction
eventswith an exponent� = 2,asin the fossildata.
W ecanalsocalculatethedistribution ofthelifetim es

ofspecies. Assum ing that the lifetim e ofa species is
theintervalbetween theevolutionary eventwhich cre-
ates it and the next event,in which it disappears,it
turns out that the reset m odelim plies a distribution
oflifetim eswhich ispower-law in form with an expo-
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nent � = 1,again independent ofthe distribution of
therandom num bersused.Thisissom eway from the
value � = 1:7� 0:3 observed in the fossildata (Sec-
tion 2.2.4),butno m oreso than form ostofthe other
m odelsdiscussed previously.

8.3 Extinction m echanism s

The m odeldescribed so farcontainsonly a pseudoex-
tinction m echanism ;thereisno trueextinction taking
place,a situation which we know notto be represen-
tative ofthe fossilrecord. Sibanietal.suggested an
extension oftheirm odelto incorporate a true extinc-
tion m echanism based on com petition between species.
In thisversion ofthem odeleach speciesinteractswith
a num berofneighbouring species.Sibanietal.placed
the specieson a lattice and allowed each one to inter-
actwith itsnearestneighbourson the lattice. (O ther
choices would also be possible, such as the random
neighboursofthe NK and Sol�e{M anrubia m odels,for
instance.) Ifa speciesincreasesits�tnessto som enew
value through an evolutionary event,then any neigh-
bouring specieswith �tnesslowerthan thisnew value
becom es extinct. The justi�cation for this extinction
m echanism is that neighbouring species are in direct
com petition with one anotherand therefore the �tter
species tends to wipe out the less �t one by com pet-
itive exclusion. As in m ost ofthe other m odels we
haveconsidered,thenum berofspeciesin them odelis
m aintained ata constantlevelby repopulating em pty
niches with new species whose �tnesses are, in this
case,chosen at random . Curiously,Sibaniet al.did
notcalculatethedistribution ofthesizesofextinction
eventsin thisversion ofthe m odel,although they did
show thatthenew version hasasteeperspecieslifetim e
distribution;itisstillapowerlaw buthasan exponent
of�= 2,a valuesom ewhatcloserto the�= 1:7� 0:3
seen in the fossildata.

9 C onclusions

In this paperwe have reviewed a large num berofre-
centquantitativem odelsaim ed atexplaining a variety
oflarge-scale trends seen in the fossilrecord. These
trendsinclude the occurrenceofm assextinctions,the
distribution ofthesizesofextinction events,thedistri-
bution ofthe lifetim esoftaxa,the distribution ofthe
num bers ofspecies per genus,and the apparent de-
clinein theaverageextinction rate.Noneofthem od-
elspresented m atch allthefossildataperfectly,butall
ofthem o�ersom e suggestion ofpossible m echanism s
which m ay beim portantto theprocessesofextinction
and origination.In thissection weconcludeourreview
by brie
y running overthe propertiesand predictions

ofeach ofthem odelsoncem ore.M uch oftheinterest
in these m odels has focussed on their ability (or lack
ofability)to predictthe observed valuesofexponents
governing distributions ofa num ber ofquantities. In
Table 1 we sum m arize the values ofthese exponents
foreach ofthe m odels.
M ost ofthe m odels we have described attem pt to

provide possible explanationsfora few speci�c obser-
vations.(1)Thefossilrecord appearsto haveapower-
law (i.e.,scale-free)distribution ofthe sizesofextinc-
tion events,with an exponentcloseto2(Section 2.2.1).
(2)Thedistribution ofthelifetim esofgenera also ap-
pearsto follow a powerlaw,with exponentabout1:7
(Section 2.2.4). (3)The num ber ofspecies per genus
appearsto follow apowerlaw with exponentabout1:5
(Section 2.3.1).
O neofthe�rstm odelstoattem ptan explanation of

theseobservationswastheNK m odelofK au�m an and
co-workers.In thism odelextinctionisdrivenbycoevo-
lutionary avalanches.W hen tuned to thecriticalpoint
between chaoticand frozen regim es,them odeldisplays
a power-law distribution ofavalanchesizeswith an ex-
ponent ofabout 1. It has been suggested that this
could in turn lead to a power-law distribution ofthe
sizesofextinction events,although the value of1 for
theexponentisnotin agreem entwith thevalue2m ea-
sured in the fossilextinction record.Itisnotclearby
whatm echanism the extinction would be produced in
thism odel.
Building on K au�m an’s ideas, Bak and Sneppen

proposed a sim plerm odelwhich notonly producesco-
evolutionary avalanches,but also self-organizesto its
own criticalpoint,thereby autom atically producing a
power-law distribution ofavalanchesizes,regardlessof
other param etersin the system . Again the exponent
ofthedistribution isin thevicinity ofone,which isnot
in agreem entwith the fossilrecord. M any extensions
ofthe Bak{Sneppen m odelhave been proposed. W e
havedescribed them ulti-traitm odelofBoettcherand
Paczuskiwhich islessrealistic buthasthe advantage
ofbeing exactly solvable,them odelofVandewalleand
Auslooswhich incorporatesspeciation e�ectsand phy-
logenetictrees,the m odelofHead and Rodgerswhich
also proposesa speciation m echanism ,and the m odel
ofNewm an and Robertswhich introducestrueextinc-
tion via environm entalstress.
A di�erent, but stillbiotic, extinction m echanism

hasbeen investigated by Sol�eand M anrubia,who pro-
posed a \connection" m odelbased on ideasofecolog-
icalcom petition.Itisnotclearwhetherecologicalef-
fectshave m ade an im portantcontribution to the ex-
tinction we see in the fossilrecord,although the cur-
rentconsensusappearsto be thatthey havenot.The
Sol�e{M anrubia m odel,like K au�m an’s NK m odel,is
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exponentofdistribution
extinction size taxon lifetim e speciespergenus

� � �

fossildata 2:0� 0:2 1:7� 0:3 1:5� 0:1
NKCS ’ 1 { {
Bak and Sneppen 1 to 3

2
1 {

Vandewalleand Ausloos 1:49� 0:01 { 1:89� 0:03
Newm an and Roberts 2:02� 0:03 { {
Sol�eand M anrubia 2:05� 0:06 { 2:05� 0:06
Am araland M eyer 1:97� 0:05 { {
Newm an 2:02� 0:02 1:03� 0:05 1:6� 0:1
M anrubia and Paczuski 1:9� 0:1 ’ 2 ’ 2
Sibanietal. 2 1 {

Table 1 Exponentsofvariousdistributionsasm easured in thefossilrecord,and in

som e ofthe m odelsdescribed in thisreview.

a true criticalm odel,which only produces power-law
distributions when tuned to its critical point. Un-
likeK au�m an’sm odelhowever,them odelofSol�eand
M anrubiaproducesthecorrectvaluefortheextinction
size distribution when tuned to this point. W e have
also described two otherm odelsofextinction through
ecologicalinteraction:the food chain m odelsofAm a-
raland M eyerand ofAbram son.
A third distinctextinction m echanism isextinction

through environm entalstress,which has been inves-
tigated in m odelling work by Newm an. In Newm an’s
m odel,specieswith low toleranceforstressbecom eex-
tinctduring periodsofhigh stress,and no speciesin-
teractionsareincluded atall.Them odelgivesa value
of2 for the extinction size distribution,the sam e as
that seen in the fossilrecord. W ilke and M artinetz
have proposed a m ore realistic version of the sam e
m odelin which recovery after m ass extinctions takes
place gradually,ratherthan instantaneously.Another
related m odel is that of M anrubia and Paczuskiin
which extinction isalsocaused bycoherent\shocks"to
theecosystem ,although thebiologicaljusti�cation for
these shocksisdi�erentfrom thatgiven by Newm an.
Theirm odelalsogeneratesa power-law distribution of
extinction sizeswith exponent2.
Finally, we have looked at the \reset m odel" of

Sibanietal.,which proposes that the distribution of
sizes ofextinction events is a result ofdeclining ex-
tinction intensity during thePhanerozoic.Thedecline
is in turn explained as a result ofincreasing average
�tnessofspeciesasthey evolve.
Clearly therearea largenum berofcom peting m od-

elshere,andsim plystudyingquantitiessuchasthedis-
tribution ofthe sizesofextinction eventsisnotgoing

to allow usto distinguish between them .In particular,
the question ofwhetherthe dom inantm echanism sof
extinction are biotic orabiotic isinteresting and thus
farundecided.However,them odelswehavegiveusa
good feeling forwhatm echanism sm ightbeim portant
forgeneratingthesedistributions.A sensiblenextstep
would be to look forsignatures,in the fossilrecord or
elsewhere,which m ightallow ustodistinguish between
these di�erentm echanism s.
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