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A bstract

W e review recent work ain ed at m odelling species extinction over geologicaltinm e. W e discuss a num ber
ofm odels which, rather than dealing w ith the direct causes of particular extinction events, attem pt to
predict overall statistical trends, such as the relative frequencies of large and an all extinctions, or the
distrdbbution of the lifetin es of species, genera or higher taxa. W e also describe the availabl fossil and
other data, and com pare the trends visbl in these data w ith the predictions of the m odels.
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1 Causes of extinction

O f the estin ated one to four billion species which
have existed on the E arth since life rst appeared here
(Sin pson 1952), less than 50 m illion are still alive to—
day ™ ay 1990). A 11 the others becam e extinct, typi-
cally within about ten m illion years M y) oftheir rst
appearance. It is clearly a question of som e interest
w hat the causes are of this high tumover, and m uch
research has been devoted to the topic (see for ex—
ample Raup (1991a) and G len (1994) and references
therein) . M ost ofthis work has focussed on the causes
of extinction of individual species, or on the causes of
identi able m ass extinction events, such as the end-
C retaceous event. H owever, a recent body ofwork has
exam ined instead the statistical features of the history
ofextinction, using m athem aticalm odels of extinction
processes and com paring their predictions w ith global
properties of the fossil record. In this paper we review
a num ber of these m odels, describing theirm athem at-
ical basis, the extinction m echanisn s which they in-
corporate, and their predictions. W e also discuss the
trends In fossil and other data which they attem pt to
predict and ask how well they achieve that goal. As
wew ill see, a num ber ofthem give resultswhich are in
reasonable agreem ent w ith the general features of the
data. _

T he outline of the paper is as follow s. In Section :;'
we give a brief synopsis of the current debate over the
causes of extinction. In Section -'_2 w e describe the fos-
sil record as it pertains to the m odels we w ill be dis—
cussing, as well as a num ber of other types of data
which have been cited in support of these m odels. In
Sections :_3 to :_é we describe in detail the m odelling
work which is the principal topic of this review , start—
Ing with early work such as that of W illis (1922) and
van Valn (1973),but concentratingm ainly on new re—
sults from the Jast veyearsorso. In Section '@'wegjye
our conclisions.

1 Causes of extinction

T here are two prim ary colleges of thought about the
causes of extinction. The traditional view , still held
by m ost palaeontologists as well as many in other
disciplines, is that extinction is the result of exter-
nal stresses In posed on the ecosystem by the environ-
ment Benton 1991, Ho m ann and Parsons 1991, Par-
sons 1993). There are indeed excellent argum ents in
favour of this view point, since we have good evidence
for particular exogenous causes for a num ber ofm a pr
extinction events in the E arth’shistory, such asm arine
regression (sea—level drop) for the latePem ian event
(Jablonski 1985, Hallam 1989), and bolide in pact for
the end-C retaceous @ arez et al. 1980, A varez 1983,
1987). T hese explanations are by nom eansuniversally

accepted (G len 1994), but aln ost all of the altema-
tives are also exogenous in nature, ranging from the
mundane (clin ate change (Stanlky 1984, 1988), ocean
anoxia W ilde and Berry 1984)) to the exotic (volcan-—
isn @uncan and Pyl 1988, Courtillot et al 1988),
tidalwaves Bourgeois et al 1988), m agnetic eld re—
versal Raup 1985, Loperet al 1988), supemovae E -
lisand Schramm 1995)). There seem s to be little dis—
agream ent that, w hatever the causes of these m ass ex—
tinction events, they are the result of som e change in
the environm ent. H ow ever, the m ass extinction events
account for only about 35% of the totalextinction ev—
ident In the fossil record at the fam ily level, and for
the rem aining 65% wehaveno m evidence favouring
one cause over another. M any believe, nonetheless,
that all extinction can be accounted for by environ—
m ental stress on the ecosystem . T he extrem e point of
view has been put forward (though not entirely seri-
ously) by Raup (1992), who used statistical analyses
of fossilextinction and ofthe e ects ofasteroid im pact
to show that, within the accuracy of our present data,
It is conceivable that all terrestrialextinction hasbeen
caused by m eteorsand com ets. Thishoweverism ore a
dem onstration ofthe uncertainty in ourpresent know -
edge ofthe frequency of in pacts and theirbiotice ects
than a realistic theory.

At the other end of the scal, an Increasing num —
ber ofbiologists and ecologists are supporting the idea
that extinction has biotic causes| that extinction is a
naturalpart of the dynam ics of ecosystem s and would
take place regardless of any stresses arising from the
environm ent. T here is evidence in favour of this view —
point also, although it is to a large extent anecdotal.
M aynard Sm ih (1989) has given a variety of di erent
exam ples ofm odem-day extinctions caused entirely by
Soecies interactions, such as the e ects of overzealous
predators, or the Introduction ofnew com petitors into
form erly stable system s. The problem is that extinc-
tion events ofthis nature usually involre no m ore than
a handfiil of species at the m ost, and are therefore too
am all to be picked out over the \background" level of
extinction in the fossil data, m aking it di cul to say
w ith any certainty whether they constitute an inm por-
tant part of this background extinction. (T he distinc-
tion between m ass and background extinction events
is discussed In m ore detail In Section Q:Z:Zg) The re—
cent m odelling work which is the prim ary focus ofthis
review attem ptsto address this question by looking in—
stead at statisticaltrends in the extinction record, such
as the relative frequencies of large and an allextinction
events. Using m odels which m ake predictions about
these trends and com paring the results against fossil
and other data, we can jidge whether the assum p-
tions which go Into the m odels are plausble. Some



of the m odels which we discuss are based on purely
biotic extinction m echanism s, others on abiotic ones,
and stillotherson som em ixture ofthetwo. W hilst the
results of this work are by no m eans conclisive yet|
there are a num ber ofm odelsbased on di erent extinc—
tion m echanisn swhich agreem oderately wellw ith the
data| there has been som e encouraging progress, and
it seem s a prom ising line of research.

2 The data

In this section we review the palaeontologicaldata on
extinction. W e also discuss a num ber of other types of
data which m ay have bearing on them odelswe w illbe
discussing.

2.1 Fossildata

T he discovery and cataloguing of fossils is a painstak—
Ing bushess, and the identi cation of a single new

species is frequently the sole sub gct of a published
article In the literature. The m odels wih which we
are here concermed, how ever, predict statistical trends
In species extinction, origihation, diversi cation and so
on. In order to study such statisticaltrends, a num ber
of authors have therefore com piled databases of the
origination and extinction tim es of species described
In the lierature. The two most widely used such
databases are those of Sepkoski (1992) and of Ben-
ton (1993). Sepkoski’s data are labelled by both genus
and fam ily, although the genusJlevel data are, at the
tin e of w riting, unpublished. The database contains
entries for approxim ately forty thousand m arine gen-
era, prin arily Invertebrates, from about ve thousand
fam ilies. M arine invertebrates account for the largest
part of the known fossil record, and if one is to focus
one’s attention in any single area, this is the obvious
area to choose. Benton’s database by contrast covers
both m arine and terrestrial biotas, though i does so
only at the fam ily level, containing data on som e seven
thousand fam ilies. T he choice of taxonom ic level in a
com pilation such as this is nevitably a com prom ise.
Certainly we would like data at the nest level possi-
bl, and a few studieshave even been attem pted at the
species kvel (eg., Patterson and Fow ler 1996). How —
ever, the accuracy w ith which we can determm ine the
origination and extinction dates of a particular taxon
depend on the num ber of fossil representatives of that
taxon. In a taxon for which we have very few spec—
In ens, the chances of one of those specimn ens lying
close to the taxon’s extinction date are slin , so that
our estin ate of this date will tend to be early. This
bias is known as the Signor{Lips e ect (Signor and
Lipps 1982). T he reverse phenom enon, som etin es hu—

2 Thedata

m orously referred to as the \Lipps{Signor" e ect, is
seen iIn the origihation tin es of taxa, which in general
err on the late side in poorly represented taxa. By
grouping fossil species nto higher taxa, we can work
w ith denser data sets which give m ore accurate esti-
m ates of origihation and extinction dates, at the ex—
pense of throw ng out any infom ation which is spe—
ci ¢ to the Iower taxonom ic levels Raup and Boya—
Jan 1988). H gher taxa do, however, su er from a
greater tendency to paraphyly| see the discussion of
pseudoextinction in Section 2 2.3.)

2.1.1 Biases in the fossildata

T he tim es of originhation and extinction of species are
usually recorded to the nearest geologicalstage. Stages
are intervals of geological tin e determ ined by strati-
graphic m ethods, or in som e cases by exam ination of
the fossil species present. W hilst this is a convenient
and w idely acoepted m ethod of dating, it presents a
num ber of problem s. First, the dates of the stan—
dard geological stages are not know n accurately. T hey
are determ ined m ostly by interpolation between a few
w dely-spaced calbration points, and even the tim -
ings of the m apr boundaries are still contested. In
the w idely-used tin escale of Harland et al (1990), for
exam ple, the Vendian {C am brian boundary, which ap-
proxin ately m arks the beginning of the explosion of
multicellnlar life, is set at around 625 m illion years
ago M a). However, m ore recent results indicate that
s datem ay be nearer 545 M a, a fairly signi cant cor-
rection Bow ring et al 1993).

Another problem , which is particularly annoying
w here studies of extinction are concemed, is that the
stages are not of even lengths. There are 77 stages
in the Phanerozoic (the Interval from the start of the
C am brian till the present, from which virtually all the
data are drawn) wih a mean length of 73 My, but
they range in length from about 1M y to 20 M y. Ifone
is Interested In calculating extinction rates, ie., the
num ber of speciesbecom Ing extinct perunit tin e, then
clearly one should divide the num ber dying out In each
stage by the length ofthe stage. H owever, if, asm any
suppose, extinction occurs not In a gradual fashion,
but in intense bursts, this can give erroneocus resuts. A
single large burst ofextinction which happensto 2llin
a short stage, would give an anom alously high extinc—
tion rate, regardless of w hether the average extinction
ratewasactually any higherthan in surrounding tin es.
Benton (1995) for exam ple has calculated fam ilial ex—
tinction rates in this way and nds that the apparent
largest m ass extinction event in the Earth’s history
w as the late T riassic event, which ism easured to be 20
tim es the size of the end-€ retaceous one. This resul
is entirely an artifact ofthe short duration 1 to2M y)
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ofthe Rhaetian stage at the end ofthe T riassic. In ac—
tual fact the late T riassic event killed only about half
asmany fam ilies as the end-C retaceous. In order to
m inin ize e ects such as these, it has becom e com m on
In studies of extinction to exam ine not only extinction
rates (taxa becom Ing extinction perunit tim e) but also
totalextinction (taxa becom ing extinct in each stage).
W hile the total extinction does not su er from large

uctuations In short stages as descrbed above, i ob—
viously gives a higher extinction gure in longer stages
In a way which rate m easures do not. However, som e
features of the 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 real e ects
rather than artifacts of the varation In stage lengths.

The use of the stages as a tine scale has other
problem s associated wih i as well. For example,
it appears to be quie comm on to assign a di erent
nam e to specin ens of the sam e species found before
and affer a m apr stage boundary Raup and Boya-
Jan 1988), w ith the resul that stage boundaries \gen—
erate" extinctions| even specieswhich did not becom e
extinct during a m ass extinction event m ay appear to
do so, by virtue of being assigned a new nam e after
the event.

There are many other shortcom ings in the fos-
sil record. Good discussions have been given by
Raup (1979a), Raup and Boyajan (1988) and Sep-—
koski (1996). Herewe jist m ention brie v a few ofthe
m ost glaring problem s. The \pull of the recent" is a
nam e w hich refers to the fact that species diversity ap—
pears to increase tow ards recent tim es because recent
fossils tend to be better preserved and easier to dig up.
W hether this In fact accounts for all of the cbserved
Increase in diversity is an open question, one which we
discuss fiirther in Section :_2-;2-_5} . A related phenom enon
a ecting recent species (or higher taxa) is that som e
ofthem are still alive today. Since our sam pling of liv—
Ing species is m uch m ore com plete than our sam pling
of fossil ones, this biases the recent record heavily in
favour of living species. T hisbias can be corrected for
by rem oving living species from our fossildata.

The \m onograph" e ect is a source of signi cant
bias in studies of taxon origination. T he nam e refers
to the apparent burst of speciation seen as the result
of the work of one particularly zealous researcher or
group of researchers nvestigating a particular period;
the record w ill show a peak of speciation over a short
period of geologicaltin e, but this is only because that
period has been so extensively researched. A closely
related phenom enon is the so-called \Lagerstatten" ef-
fect, which refers to the burst of speciation seen when
the fruits of a particularly fossitrich site are added
to the database. These and other uctuations in the

num ber of taxa| the standing diversity | over geologic
tin e can be partly corrected for by m easuring extinc-
tion as a fraction of diversity. Such \per taxon" m ea—
sures of extinction m ay howeverm iss reale ects such
as the slow Increase in overall diversity over tim e dis—
cussed in Section :_2;2_.3. Forthis reason it iscomm on in
fact to calculate both per taxon and actual extinction
when looking for trends in fossildata. A Iong w ith the
two ways of treating tin e descrbed above, this gives
us fur di erent extinction \m etrics": total num ber
oftaxa becom Ing extinct per stage, percentage of taxa
becom ing extinct per stage, num ber perunit tin e, and
percentage per unit tin e.

A source of bias in m easures of the sizes of m ass
extinction events is poor preservation of fossils af-
ter a large event because of environm ental distur-
bance. It isbelieved that m any large extinction events
are caused by environm ental changes, and that these
sam e changes m ay upset the depositional regin e un—
der which organiasn s are fossilized. In som e cases this
results in the poor representation of species which
actually survived the extinction event perfectly well,
thereby exaggerating the m easured size of the event.
T here are a num ber of exam ples of socalled Lazarus
taxa ([ lessa and Jablonski1983) which appear to be-
com e extinct forexactly this reason, only to reappeara
few stages later. O n the other hand, the Signor{L Ipps
e ect discussed above tends to bias results in the op—
posite direction. Since it is unlkely that the last rep—
resentative of a poorly-represented taxon w illbe found
very close to the actualdate ofam ass-extinction event,
it som etin es appears that species are dying out for a
num ber of stages before the event itself, even ifthis is
not in fact the case. T hus extinction eventstend to get
\an eared" backw ards in tin e. In fact, the existence of
Lazarus taxa can help us to estin ate the m agniude
of this problem , since the Signor{Lipps e ect should
apply to these taxa also, even though we know that
they existed right up until the extinction event (and
indeed beyond).

W ih all these biases present in the fossil data, one
m ay wellwonder w hether it is possble to extract any
Inform ation atallfrom the fossilrecord about the kinds
of statistical trends w ith which our m odels are con-—
cemed. However, m any studies have been perform ed
w hich attem pt to elin lnate one orm ore ofthese biases,
and som e results are comm on to all studies. This has
been taken as an indication that at least som e of the
trends visble in the fossil record transcend the rather
large error bars on their m easurem ent. In the next
section we discuss som e of these trends, particularly
those which have been used as the basis form odels of
extinction, or cited as data in favour of such m odels.
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Figure 1l Thenumberoffam ilies ofknown m arine organ—
ism sbecom ing extinct per stratigraphic stage as a function
of tin e during the P hanerozoic. T he positions of the \big

ve" m ass extinctions discussed in the text are m arked
w ith letters. The data are from the com pilation by Sep-
koski (1992).

2.2 Trends in the fossil data

There are a num ber of general trends visble in the
fossil data. Good discussions have been given by
Raup (1986) and by Benton (1995). Here we discuss
som e of the m ost In portant points, as they relate to
the m odels w ith which this review is concemed.

2.2.1 Extinction rates

In Fjgure-'_]: we show a plot of the num ber of fam ilies
ofm arine organism sbecom ing extinct in each geologi-
cal stage since the start of the P hanerozoic. T he data
are taken from an updated version of the com pilation
by Sepkoski (1992). It is clear from this plot that,
even allow ing for the irreqular sizes of the stages dis-
cussed above, there ism ore variation in the extinction
rate than could be accounted orby sin ple P oissonian

uctuations. In particular, a num ber of m ass extinc—
tion events can be seen in the data, in which a sig-
ni cant fraction of the known fam ilies were w jped out
sin ultaneously. P alaeontology traditionally recognizes

ve large extinction events in terrestrial history, along
w ith quite a number of sm aller ones Raup and Sep—
koski1982). The \big ve" are kd by the late Pem ian
event (indicated by the ltter P in the gure) which
m ay have w Iped out m ore than 90% of the species on
the planet Raup 1979%). The others are the events
which ended the O rdovician (O ), the Devonian @),
the Trassic (Tr) and the C retacecous K).A sixth ex—
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Figure 2 The percentage of genera of bivalves becom ing
extinct in each stage plotted against the percentage extinc—
tion of allother genera. T he positive correlation (r= 0:78)
indicates ofa com m on cause of extinction. A fter R aup and
Boyajan (1988).

tinction peak at about 525 M a is also visbl In the

gure (the kfim ost large peak), but it is stilla m at—
ter of debate whether this peak represents a genuine
historical event or jist a sam pling error.

A s discussed In Section -'J,', the cause ofm ass extinc—
tion events is a topic of much debate. However, it
Seam s to be w idely accepted that those causes, what—
ever they are, are abiotic, which lends strength to the
view , held by m any palaeontologists, that all extinc-
tion m ay have been caused by abiotic e ects. The
opposing view is that large extinction events m ay be
abiotic in origin, but that am aller events, perhaps even
at the level of single species, have biotic causes. R aup
and Boya Jan (1988) have Investigated this question by
com paring the extinction pro lesofthe ninem apr in-
vertebrate groups throughout the P hanerozoic. W hilke
the sim ilarities between these pro les is not as strong
as between the extinction pro ls of di erent subsets
of the sam e group, they nonetheless nd strong cor—
relations between groups In the tin ing of extinction
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 tum
favours abiotic rather than biotic causes. In F igure d,
for exam ple, reproduced from data given in their pa—
per, we show the percentage extinction ofbivalve fam —
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Figure 3 Histogram ofthe num ber of fam ilies ofm arine
organism s becom ing extinct per stratigraphic stage during
theP hanerozoic. Thedata aredrawn from Sepkoski (1992).

ilies against percentage extinction ofallother fam ilies,
for each stage of the Phanerozoic. The positive cor-
relation (r? = 0:78) of these data suggest a comm on
cause for the extinction ofbivalves and other species.
T he shortcom ing of these studies is that they can
still only yield conclusions about correlations betw een
extinction events large enough to be visble above the
noise level in the data. It is perfectly reasonable to
adopt the position that the large extinction events
have exogenous causes, but that there is a certain level
of \background" events which are endogenous in ori-
gin. In order to address this issue a number of re-
searchers have constructed plots of the distrbution of
the sizes of extinction events; non-unifom iy in such a
distrbbution m ight o er support for distinct m ass and
background extinction m echanism s Raup 1986,Kau —
man 1993, Sole and Bascom pte 1996). O ne such dis—
trbbution is shown in Figure d, which is a histogram
of the num ber of fam ilies dying out per stage. This is
not strictly the sam e thing as the sizes of extinction
events, since several distinct events m ay contribute to
the totalin a given stage. H ow ever, since m ost extinc—
tion dates are only accurate to the nearest stage i is
the best we can do. Ifm any Independent extinction
events w ere to occur in each stage, then one would ex—
pect, from P oisson statistics (see, for Instance, G rim —
m ett and Stirzaker 1992), that the histogram would be
approxin ately nom ally distrdbbuted. In actual fact, as
the gurem akesclear, the distribution ishighly skewed
and very far from a nom aldistrbution Raup 1996).
This m ay indicate that extinction at di erent tim es
is correlated, w ith a characteristic correlation tin e of
the sam e order of m agnitude as or larger than the
typical stage length so that the extinctions wihin a

single stage are not independent events Newm an and
Eblk 1999%).

The histogram In F J'<_:11,u:e:§I show s no visble disconti-
nuities, w ithin the sam pling errors, and therefore gives
no evidence forany distinction betw een m assand back-
ground extinction events. An equivalent resul has
been derived by Raup (1991b) who calculated a \kill
curve" for m arine extinctions in the Phanerozoic by
com paring M onte C arlo calculations of genus survivor—
ship with survivorship curves drawn from the fossil
data. The kill curve is a cumulative frequency dis—
tribution of extinctions which m easures the frequency
w ith which one can expect extinction events of a cer—
tain m agniude. C learly this curve contains the sam e
inform ation as the distribution of extinction sizes, and
it can be shown that the conversion from one to the
other involres only a sim ple Integral transform ©New —
man 1996). O n the basis ofR aup’s calculations, there
isagain no evidence fora separation between m assand
background extinction events in the fossil record.

T his result isnot necessarily a stroke against extinc—
tion m odels which are based on biotic causes. First,
it has been suggested (Jablonski 1986, 1991) that al-
though there m ay be no quantiative distinction be-
tween m ass and background events, there could be a
qualitative one; it appears that the traits which con-
fer survival advantages during periods of background
extinction may be di erent from those which allow
Species to survive a m ass extinction, so that the se—
Jection of species becom ing extinction under the two
regin es is di erent.

Second, there are a num ber of m odels which pre—
dict a smooth distrdution of the sizes of extinction
events all the way from the single species level up to
the size of the entire ecosystem sinply as a resul of
biotic interactions. In fact, the distribbution of extinc—
tion sizes is one ofthe fiindam entalpredictions ofm ost
of the m odels discussed in this review . A lthough the
details vary, one of the m ost striking features which
these m odels have in comm on is their prediction that
the extinction distrbution should follow a power law,
at least for large extinction events. In other words,
the probability p (s) that a certain fraction s ofthe ex-
tant species/genera/fam ilies w ill becom e extinct in a
certain tin e interval (or stage) should go lke

p@)/ s ; @)

for arge s, where is an exponent whose value is de-
term Ined by the details ofthem odel. This isa conc-
ture which we can test against the fossil record. In
Figure :EJ: we have replotted the data from Fjgure:_j
using logarithm ic scales, on which a power-daw fom

should appear as a straight lne wih slope . As
pointed out by Sole and B ascom pte (1996), and aswe
can see from the gure, the data are indeed com patible
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Figure 4 The data from Fjgure:}l replotted on logarith-—
m ic scales, w ith P oissonian error bars. T he solid line is the
best powerdaw t to the data. T he dashed line is the best
exponential t.

w ith the power-law form ,,']_: but the error bars are large
enough that they are com patdble w ih other fom s as
well, including the exponential shown in the gure.

In cases such as this, where the quality of the
data m akes i di cul to distinguish between com -
peting form s for the distrbution, a usefiil tool is the
rank/frequency plbt. A rank/frequency plot for extinc-
tion is constructed by taking the stratigraphic stages
and num bering them in decreasing order of number
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 number is
given rank 2, and so forth. Then we plot the number
of taxa becom ing extinct as a function of rank. It is
straightforward to show (Zipf1949) that distrdbutions
which appear as power law s or exponentials n a his—
togram such asF jgure:ff w ill appear aspow er law s and
exponentials on a rank/frequency plot also. However,
the rank frequency plot has the signi cant advantage
that the data pointsneed notbe grouped into binsas in
the histogram . B inning the data reduces the num berof
Independent points on the plot and throw s away m uch
ofthe inform ation contained in ouralready sparse data
set. T hus the rank/frequency plot often gives a better
guide to the real form of a distrdbution.

InF jgure:_ﬂ we show a rank/frequency plot ofextinc—
tions of m arine fam ilies In each stage of the P hanero—
zolc on logarithm ic scales. As we can see, this plot

1In this case we have exclided the rst point on the graph
from our t, which is Justi able since the power law is only
expected for large values of s.

2 Thedata

extinction (families)

100

10

rank of stage

rank of stage

=
o

\\\\1

Figure 5 M ain gure: a rank/frequency plot ofthe num -
bers of fam ilies of m arine organism s becom ing extinct in
each stratigraphic stage of the P hanerozoic. The straight
line is a power-law t to the points. Inset: the sam e data
replotted on sem iHogarithm ic axes.

does Indeed provide a clearer picture of the behaviour
of the data, although ulim ately the conclusions are
rathersin ilar. Thepoints ©llow a power law quitewell
over the Iniial portion of the plot, up to extinctions
on the order of 40 fam ilies or so, but deviate m arkedly
from power law beyond thispoint. T he inset show sthe
sam e data on sam iHogarithm ic scales, and it appears
that they may f2all on quite a good straight line, al-
though there are deviations In this case aswell. Thus
it appears again that the fossil data could indicate ei-
ther a power-aw or an exponential form (and possibly
other form saswell).

M ore sophisticated analysis Newm an 1996) hasnot
settled this question, although it does indicate that the
M onte Carlo results of Raup (1991b) are In favour of
the power-law fom , rather than the exponential one,
and also allow s for a reasonably accurate m easurem ent
ofthe exponent ofthe power law , giving = 2:0 02.
T his value can be com pared aganst the predictions of
the m odels.

2.2.2 Extinction periodicity

In an Intriguing paper published in 1984, Raup and
Sepkoski have suggested that the mass extinction
events seen in the m ost recent 250 M y or so of the
fossil record occur in a periodic fashion, wih a pe-
riod of about 26 My Raup and Sepkoski 1984, 1986,
1988, Sepkoski 1989, 1990). Fjgure-'_é show s the curve
of extinction Intensity for m arine invertebrate gen-
era from the middle Pem ian to the Recent from
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Figure 6 The number of genera of m arine invertebrates
becom ng extinct per stratigraphic stage over the last
270 M y. The vertical scale is in units of standard devi-
ations from them ean extinction rate. T he verticalbars in—
dicate the positions of the periodic extinctions postulated
by Raup and Sepkoski (1984). A fter Sepkoski (1990).

Sepkoski’s data, wih the postulated periodicity in—
dicated by the vertical lines. A num ber of theories
have been put forward, m ostly based on astronom ical
causes, to explain how such a periodicity m ight arise
D aviset al 1984, Ram pino and Stothers 1984, W hi—
m ire and Jackson 1984, Hutetal 1987). M ore recently
how ever, i hasbeen suggested that the periodicity has
m ore m undane origins. Patterson and Sm ith (1987,
1989), for instance, have theorized that i m ay be an
artifact of noise Introduced into the data by poor tax—
onom ic classi cation (Sepkoski and K endrick (1993)
argue otherw ise), whilk Stanlky (1990) has suggested
that it m ay be a result of delayed recovery follow ing
large extinction events.

A quantitative test for periodicity of extinction is to
calculate the pow er spectrum ofextinction over the ap—
propriate period and look for a peak at the frequency
corresponding to 26 M y. W ehavedone thisin F jgure:]
using data form arine fam ilies from the Sepkoskicom —
pilation. A sthe gure shows, there isa am allpeak in
the spectrum around the relevant frequency m arked
w ith an arrow ), but it is not signi cant given the level
ofnoise In the data. O n the other hand, sim ilar anal-
yses by Raup and Sepkoski (1984) and by Fox (1987)
using an aller databases do appear to produce a sig-
ni cant peak. The debate on this question is still in
progress.

T hepow er spectrum of fossilextinction is interesting
for other reasons. Sole et al. (1997) have suggested
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Figure 7 The power spectrum of fam ilial extinction for
m arine anin als over the last 250 M y, calculated using data
from the database com piled by Sepkoski (1992). The ar-
row m arks the frequency corresponding to the con fectured
26 M y periodicity of extinctions. N ote that the scales on
both axes are logarithm ic.

on the basis of calculations using fossil data from the
com pilation by Benton (1993) that the spectrum hasa
1=f fom , ie., it ©llow sa power law w ith exponent 1.
This result would be intriguing if true, since i would
Indicate that extinction at di erent tin es in the fossil
record was correlated on arbitrarily long tin e-scales.
However, i now appears lkely that the form found
by Sol et al. is an artifact of the m ethod of analysis,
rather than a real result (K irchner and W eil 1998).
Spectra calculated using other m ethods do not show

the 1=f form and can be explained w ithout assum ing
any long-tin e correlations: they are consistent w ith

an exponential form at low frequencies crossing over
to a 1=f? behaviour at high frequencies N ewm an and
Eblk 1999%).

2.2.3 O rigination and diversity

T he issue of origihation rates of species in the fossil
record is In a sense com plem entary to that of extinc—
tion rates, but hasbeen nvestigated In som ewhat less
depth. Interesting studies have been carried out by, for
exam ple, G ilinsky and Bam bach (1987), Jablonskiand
Bottr (1990a, 1990b, 1990c), Jablonski (1993), Sep—
koski (1998) and Eble (1998, 1999). O ne clear trend is
that peaks In the origination rate appear n the Inm e~
diate afterm ath of large extinction events. In Fjgure:g
we show the number of fam ilies of m arine organisn s
appearing per stage. C om parison w ith F jgure-'}' show s
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Figure 8 The number of fam ilies of known m arine or—
ganism s appearing for the rst time in each stratigraphic
stage as a function of tin e throughout the P hanerozoic.
The data com e from the com pilation by Sepkoski (1992).

that there are peaks of origihation corresponding to all
of the prom nent extinction peaks, although the cor-
respondence between the two curves is by no m eans
exact.

T he usual explanation for these bursts of origina—
tion is that new species nd it easier to get a toe-hold
In the taxonom ically underpopulated world which ex—
ists after a large extinction event. A s the available
niches In the ecosystem 11 up, this is no longer the
case, and origihation slows. M any researchers have
Interpreted this to mean that there is a saturation
level above which a given ecosystem can support no
m ore new species, so that, apart from uctuations in
the Inm ediate vicinity of the large extinction events,
the num ber of species is approxim ately constant. T his
principle has been incorporated into m ost ofthe m od—
els considered in this review ; them odels assum e a con—
stant num ber of species and replace any w hich becom e
extinct by an equal num ber of new ly-appearing ones.
(The \reset" m odel considered in Section i is an in -
portant exception.)

H ow ever, the hypothesis of constant species num ber
is not universally acoepted. In the short tem , it ap—
pears to be approxin ately correct to say that a certain
ecosystam can support a certain number of species.
M odem-day ecological data on island biogeography
support thisview (see orexam pleRosenzweiy (1995)).
H owever, on longer tim escales, the diversity of species
on the planet appears to have been increasing, as or-
ganisn s discover for the rst tin e ways to exploi new
habitats or resources. In Fjgure:_§ we show the to-—
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Figure 9 The total number of fam ilies of known fossil
organism s as a function of tin e during the P hanerozoic.
T he vertical axis is logarithm ic, and the dashed line is an
exponential t to the data. A ffer Benton (1995).

tal num ber of known fossil fam ilies as a function of
geological tim e. The vertical axis is logarithm ic, and
the approxin ately straight-line form indicatesthat the
Increase In diversity is roughly exponential, although
logistic and linear growth form s have been suggested
aswell (Sepkoskil99]l,Newm an and Sibanil999).As
discussed In Section :_Z-Ll-_i:, one m ust be carefiil about
the conclusions we draw from such gures, because of
the apparent diversity increase caused by the \pull of
the recent". H ow ever, current thinking m ostly re ects
the view that there is a genuine diversity increase to—
wards recent tim es associated with the expansion of
life Into new dom ains. A s Benton (1995) has put i:
\T here is no evidence in the fossil record ofa lim it to
the ultin ate diversity of life on Earth".

2.2.4 Taxon lifetim es

A nother quantity which has been com pared w ith the
predictions ofa variety ofextinction m odels is the dis-
tribution ofthe lifetin es oftaxa. In FJgure:;Ld w e show
a histogram of the lifetin es of m arine genera in the
Sepkoskidatabase. T he axes ofthe gure are logarith-—
m ic and the solid and dotted lines represent respec—
tively power-law and exponential tsto the data.

At rst glance i appears from this gure that the
lifetim e distrdbution isbetter tted by the exponential
form . Thisexponentialhasa tin e constant 0of40:1 M y,
which is of the sam e order of m agniude as the m ean
genus lifetin e 0£30:1 M y. An exponential distribution
of this type is precisely what one would expect to see
if taxa are becom Ing extinct at random wih a con—
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Figure 10 Frequency distrbution of m arine genus life—
tin es in the fossil record. T he solid line is the best power—
law ttothedatabetween 10 and 100 M y, while the dotted
line is the best exponential t to allthe data. A ffer New —
m an and Sbani (1999).

stant average rate (@ Poisson process). A number of
authors have however argued In favour of the power—
law t (Sneppen etal 1995,Bak 1996). T he pow er-law
tin the gureisa tonly to the data between 10 and

100 M y. In this Interval it actually m atches the data
quite well, but for longer or shorter lifetin es the agree—
m ent ispoor. W hy then should we take this suggestion
seriously? T he answer is that both very long and very
short lifetin es are probably underrepresented in the
database because of systam atic biases. F irst, sihce the
appearance and disappearance of genera are recorded
only to the nearest stage, lifetim es of less than the
length of the corresponding stage are registered as be—
Ing zero and do not appear on the histogram . This
m eans that lifetim es shorter than the average stage
Iength of about 7 M y are under-represented. Second,
asm entioned brie y In Section 2;_.13, a taxon is som e—
tin es given a di erent nam e before and aftera m a pr
stage boundary, even though little or nothing about
that taxon m ay have changed. This m eans that the
num ber of species w ith lifetim es longer than the typi-
calseparation ofthese m a prboundaries is also under—
estin ated in our histogram . This a ects soecies w ith
lifetim es greater than about 100 M y. Thus there are
plausble reasons for perform Ing a t only in the cen—
tralregion of F igure :_igi and in this case the pow er-law

form is quite a sensble congcture.

T he exponent of the power law for the central re—
gion of the gure ismeasured to be = 1% 01.
T his value is questionable however, since i depends
on which data we choose to exclude at long and short
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times. In fact, a case can be m ade Por any valie be-
tween about = 12 and 22. In this review we take

aworking gureof = 1:7 03 for com parison w ith
theoretical m odels. Several of these m odels provide
explanations for a pow er-aw distribution oftaxon life-
timnes, wih guresfor in reasonable agreem entw ith

this value.

W e should point out that there is a very sin ple pos—
sible explanation for a power-law distribution of taxon
lifetim es which does not rely on any detailed assum p—
tions about the nature ofevolution. Ifthe addition and
rem ovalof species from a genus (or any sub-taxa from
a taxon) are stochastically constant and take place at
roughly the sam e rate, then the number of species
In the genus will perform an ordinary random walk.
W hen this random walk reaches zero| the so-called

rst retum time| the genus becom es extinct. Thus
the distribution of the lifetim es of genera is also the
distrdbbution of rst retum tim es of a one-dim ensional
random walk. A siseasily dem onstrated (seeG rinm ett
and Stirzaker (1992), for exam plk), the distribution of

rst retum tines llow s a power law with exponent
%, In reasonable agreem ent w ith the gure extracted
from the fossil record above. An altemative theory is
that speciation and extinction should be m ultiplica-
tive, ie., proportional to the num ber of species In the
genus. In this case the logarithm of the size of the
genus perfom s a random walk, but the end result is
the sam e: the distribution of lifetin es is a power law
w ith exponent % .

2.2.5 Pseudoextinction and paraphyly

O ne possible source ofdiscrepancy betw een them odels
considered in this paper and the fossildata is the way
in which an extinction isde ned. In the palaecontologi-
cal literature a distinction is usually drawn between
\true extinction" and \pseudoextinction". The tem

pseudoextinction refers to the evolution of a species
Into a new form , wih the resultant disappearance of
the ancestral orm . T he classic exam pl is that of the
dinosaurs. If, as is supposed by som e, m odem birdsare
the descendants of the dinosaurs G authier 1986, Chi-
appe 1995), then the dinosaurs did not truly becom e
extinct, but only pseudoextinct. P seudoextinction is
of course a nom alpart of the evolution process; D ar-
w in’s explanation of the origin of species is precisely
the replacam ent of strains by their own tter m utant
o0 spring. And certainly this isa form ofextinction, in
that the ancestral strain w ill no longer appear in the
fossil record. H ow ever, palaeontology m akes a distinc—
tion betw een this process and true extinction| the dis-
appearance ofan entire branch ofthe phylogenetic tree
w ithout jssue| presum ably because the causes of the
two are expected to be di erent. P seudoextinction is
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undoubtedly a bioticprocess @lfhough the evolution of

a speciesand subsequent extinction ofthe parent strain

m ay well be brought on by exogenous p]:essures| see

Roy (1996), for exam pl). On the other hand, m any

believe that we m ust look to environm entale ects to
nd the causes of true extinction Benton 1991).

Som e ofthem odelsdiscussed in this review arem od—
els of true extinction, with species becom ing extinct
and being replaced by speciation from other, unrelated
species. O thershoweverdealprim arily w ith pseudoex—
tinction, predicting varying rates of evolution over the
course of tim e, w ith m ass extinction arising as the re—
sult ofperiods of intense evolutionary activity in which
m any species evolve to new fom s, causing the pseu-
doextinction of their parent forms. Ik may not be
strictly fair to com pare m odels such as these to the
fossil data on extinction presented above. To be sure,
the data on extinction dates from which the statistics
are drawn do not distinguish between true extinction
and pseudoextinction; all that is recorded is the last
date at which a specin en ofa certain species is found.
H ow ever, the grouping of the data into higher taxa, as
discussed in Section 2.1, does introduce such a distinc—
tion. W hen a gpecies evolves to a new form , causing
the pseudoextinction of the ancestral form , the new
species is nom ally assigned to the sam e higher taxa|
genusand fam ily | asthe ancestor. T husa com pilation
ofdata at the genus or fam ily levelw illnot register the
pseudoextinction of a species at this point. The ex—
tinction of a genus or fam ily can nom ally only occur
when is very last constituent species becom es (truly)
extinct, and therefore the data on the extinction tin es
ofhigher taxa re ect prin arily true extinctions.

However, the situation is not entirely straightfor-
ward. T he assignm ent of species to genera and genera
to fam ilies is, to a large extent, an arbitrary process,
w ith the result that whilst the argum ent above m ay
apply to a large portion of the data, there are m any
anom alies of taxonom y which give rise to exceptions.
Strictly, the correct way to construct a taxonom ic tree
is to use cladistic principles. A clade is a group of
specieswhich allclain descendence from one ancestral
species. In theory one can construct a tree in which
each taxon is m onophyletic, ie., is com posed only of
m em bers of one clade. Such a tree is not unique; there
is still a degree of arbitrariness ntroduced by di er-
ences of opinion overwhen a species should be consid-
ered the founding m ember of a new taxon. However,
to the extent that such species are a sn all fraction of
the total, the argum ents given above for the absence
of pseudoextinction from the fossil statistics, at the
genus kvel and above, are valid. In practice, how ever,
cladistic principles are hard to apply to fossil species,
whose taxonom ic classi cation is based on m orphol-
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ogy rather than on a direct know ledge of their lines
of descent. In addition, a large part of our present
classi cation schem e hasbeen handed down to usby a
tradition which predates the introduction of cladiam .
T he distinction between dinosaurs and birds, for ex—
am ple, constitutes exactly such a traditional division.
Asa result, m any| indeed m ost| taxonom ic groups,
particularly higher ones, tend to be paraphyletic: the
m em bers of the taxa are descended from m ore than
one distinct ancestral species, whose own com m on an—
cestor belonged to another taxon. N ot only does this
failing upset our argum ents conceming pseudoextinc—
tion above, but also, by virtue of the resulting unpre—
dictable nature of the taxonom ic hierarchy, introduces
errors into our statisticalm easures of extinction which
are hard to quantify (Sepkoskiand K endrick 1993).A s
Raup and Boyajan (1988) put it: \If all paraphyletic
groupsw ere elin nated from taxonom y, extinction pat-
temswould certainly change".

2.3 O ther form s of data

There are a few other ©om s ofdata which are of inter-
est In connection w ith them odelswew illbe discussing.
Chief am ongst these are taxonom ic data on m odem
soecies, and simulation data from so—called arti cial
life experim ents.

2.3.1 Taxonom ic data

A s long ago as 1922, it was noted that if one takes
the taxonom ic hierarchy of current organism s, counts
the num ber of species ng In each genus, and m akes a
histogram ofthe number ofgenera ny for each value of
ng, then the resulting graph has a orm which closely
ollow s a power law W illis 1922, W illiam s 1944):

Ng n : )

In Figure :_[]_:, for exam ple, we reproduce the results
of W illis for the num ber of species per genus of ow—
ering plants. The m easured exponent in this case is

= 15 0:d. Recently, Burlando (1990, 1993) has
extended these results to higher taxa, show ing that
the num ber of genera per fam ily, fam ilies per order,
and so forth, also llow power law s, suggesting that
the taxonom ic tree has a fractal structure, a resul of
som e interest to those working on \critical' m odels of
extinction (see Section 5 5).

In certain cases, for exam ple if one m akes the as—
sum ption that speciation and extinction rates are
stochastically constant, i can be shown that the aver—
age num ber of species in a genus bears a power-law
relation to the lifetim e of the genus, n which case
W illis’s data are m erely another consequence of the
genus lifetin e distrbbution discussed in Section 22.4.
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Figure 11 H istogram ofthe num ber of species per genus
of owering plants. The solid line is the best powerdaw t
to the data. A ffer W illis (1922).

Even if this is true however, these data are nonethe—
less In 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.

N ote that we need to be carefulabout the way these
distrbutionsare calculated. A histogram ofgenus sizes
constructed using fossil data drawn from a long pe-
riod of geologic tin e is not the sam e thing as one con—
structed from a snapshot of genera at a singlke point
In tin e. A snapshot tends to favour longer lived gen—
era which also tend to be larger, and this produces
a histogram with a lower exponent than if the data
are drawn from a long tin e period. M ost of the m od—
els discussed in this review dealw ith long periods of
geologic tin e and therefore m In ic data of the latter
kind better than those of the 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
valie of than that seen In fossildata and in m odels
of extinction.

2.3.2 Arti ciallife

Arti cial life (Langton 1995) is the name given to
a class of evolutionary sinulations which attem pt to
m In ic the processes of natural selection, w ithout in —
posing a particular selection regim e from outside. By
contrast, m ost other com putation techniques em ploy—
Ing ideas drawn from evolutionary biology call upon
the programm er to in pose tness functions or repro—
ductive selection on the evolving population. G enetic
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Figure 12 P ot ofthe ntegrated distribution of \species"
lifetin es in runs ofthe T ierra arti cial life sin ulation. The
plot is approxin ately power-law in form except fora alko
at large tin es due to the nite length of the runs. A fter
Adam i (1995).

algorithm s M ichell 1996) are a good exam ple of such
techniques.) P robably the work of m ost relevance to
the evolutionary biologist is that of Ray and collabo—
rators Ray 199%4a, 1994b), who created a sin ulation
environm ent known as T ferra, in which com puter pro-
gram s reproduce and com pete for the com putational
resources of CPU tin e and m em ory. The basic idea
behind T jerra is to create an initial \ancestor" pro-—
gram which m akes copies of itself. The sole function
of the program is to copy the instructions which com -
prise it into a new area of the com puter’sm em ory, so
that, after som e tim e has gone by, there w illbe a large
num ber of copies ofthe sam e program running at once.
H ow ever, the trick is that the system is set up so that
the copies are made In an unreliable fashion. Some-
tin es a perfect copy ism ade, but som etim es a m istake
occurs, so that the copy di ers from the ancestor. U su—
ally such m istakesresul in a program which isnotable
to reproduce itself any further. H ow ever, occasionally
they result in a program which reproduces m ore ef-

ciently than its ancestor, and hence dom inates over
the ancestor after a num ber of generations. In system s
such as this, m any ofthe features ofevolving biological
system s have been observed, such as program s which
cooperate In order to aid one another’se cient repro-
duction and parasitic program s which steal resources
from others in order to reproduce m ore e ciently.

In the context of the kinds of m odels we will be
studying here, the recent work of Adam i (1995) us-
ing the T jerra system has attracted attention. In his
work, Adam i perform ed a number of lengthy runs of
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the T ferra sim ulation and observed the lifetin es ofthe
species appearing throughout the course of the sim -
ulations. In Figure 13 we show some of his resuls.
T he distrbution of lifetim es appears again to ollow
a power law, exoept for a 8llo at long lifetim es,
which may be accounted for by the nite length of
the sjmu]atjons.% This result appears to agree with
the fssil evidence discussed in Section 22.4, where
the lifetim es of taxa were also found to ollow a dis—
tribbution approxin ately powerJaw In form . Possbl
explanationsofthis resul have been discussed by N ew —
man etal. (1997).

3 Early m odels of extinction

M ost discussion of extinction has taken place at the
species level, which isnaturalsince extinction is intrin—
sically a speciesdevel e ect| by extinction we m ean
precisely the disappearance of a species, although the
concept is frequently extended to cover higher taxa
as well. Our discussion w ill also take place m ostly at
the species and higher taxonom ic levels, but we should
bear n m ind that the processes underlying extinction
occur at the level of the individual. M cLaren (1988),
for instance, has argued that it would be better to use
theterm \m asskilling", ratherthan \m assextinction",
since it is the death of individuals rather than species
w hich is the fundam ental process taking place.

A Yhough m any fossils of extinct species were un—
earthed during the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, i was not until the theory of evolution
gained currency in the latter half of the nineteenth
century that extinction becam e an accepted feature of
the history of life on E arth.

O ne of the earliest serious attem pts to m odel ex—
tinction was that of Lyell (1832) whose ideas, in som e
regpects, still stand up even today. He proposed that
when species rst appear (e did not tackle the then
vexed question of exactly how they appear) they pos—
sess varying tnesses, and that those wih the low-
est tness ultin ately becom e extinct as a resul of se—
Jection pressure from other species, and are then re—
placed by new species. W hile this m odel does not
explain m any of the m ost Interesting features of the
fossil record, it does already take a stand on a lot of
the crucialissues In today’s extinction debates: it isan
equilbriim m odelw ith (perhaps) a roughly constant
num ber of species and it has an explicit m echanisn for
extinction (goecies com petition) which is still seriously
considered as one of the causes of extinction. It also

2A Ithough the integrated distribution in Figure |12 does not
appear to follow a straight line very closely, A dam i (1995) show s
that in fact it has precisely the form expected ifthe lifetim es are
cut o exponentially.

3 Early m odels of extinction

hints at of a way of quantifying the m odelby using a
num erical tnessm easure.

A few years after Lyell put forward his ideas about
extinction, D arw In extended them by em phasizing the
appearance ofnew species through speciation from ex-—
isting ones. In his view , extinction arose as a result
of com petition between species and their descendants,
and was therefore dom nated by the process which we
referred to as \pseudoextinction" in Section :_2;2_.5} .The
D arw in {Lyellview point is essentially a gradualist one.
Species change gradually, and becom e extinct one by
one as they are superseded by new tter variants. As
D arw in w rote in the O rigih of Species O arw in 1859):
\Species and groups of species gradually disappear,
one after another, rst from one spot, then from an-—
other, and nally from the world." T he obvious prob—
Jlem w ith this theory is the reqular occurrence ofm ass
extinctions in the fossil record. A hough the existence
ofm ass extinctions was welkknown in Darwin’stin e,
D arw In and Lyellboth argued strongly that they were
probably a sam pling artifact generated by the inac—
curacy of dating techniques rather than a reale ect.
Today we know this not to be the case, and a purely
gradualist picture no longer o ers an adequate expla—
nation of the facts. Any serious m odel of extinction
m ust take m ass extinction into account.

W ith the advent of reasonably com prehensive
databases of fossil species, as well as com puters to aid
in their analysis, a num ber of sin ple m odels designed
to help interpret and understand extinction data were
put orward in the 1970sand 1980s. In 1973, van Valen
proposed w hat he called the \Red Q ueen hypothesis":
the hypothesis that the probability per unit tin e of
a particular species becom Ing extinct is independent
of tim e. This \stochastically constant" extinction is
equivalent to saying that the probability of a goecies
surwiving for a certain length of tim e t decays expo—
nentially with t. This is easy to see, since if p is the
constant probability per unit tin e of the species be—
com Ing extinct, then 1  p is the probabiliy that it
does not becom e extinct in any unit tin e Interval, and

pf=e 3)

is the probability that i survives t consecutive tin e
intervals, w here

PMo= (@1

1 1
= — ' = )

gl p) p
where the second relation applies for small p.
Van Valen used this argum ent to validate his hypoth—
esis, by plotting \survivorship curves" form any di er—
ent groups of species (van Valen 1973). A survivor—
ship curve is a plot of the num ber of species surviv—
Ing out of an initial group as a function of tim e start—
Ing from some arbitrary origih. In other words, one
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Figure 13 The number ofgenera ofm amm als surviving
out of an initial group of 1585, over a period of 36 M y.
T he dotted line is the best t exponential, and hasa tim e
constant of4:41 0:08 M y. A ffer van Valen (1973).

takes a group of species and counts how m any ofthem

are still present in the fossil record affer tine t. It
appears that the tim e constant is di erent for the
di erent groups of organism s exam ined by van Valen
but roughly constant w ithin groups, and in this case
the survivorshp curves should 81l o exponentially.
In Figure -_13 we reproduce van Valen’s results for ex—
tinct genera ofm amm als. T he approxin ately straight-
line form ofthe survivorship curve on sam Hogarithm ic
scales indicates that the curve is indeed exponential, a
resultnow known as\van Valen’slaw ". Van Valen con—
structed sim ilar plots form any other groups of genera
and fam ilies and found sin ilar stochastically constant
extinction there aswell.

Van Valen’s resul, that extinction isuniform in tim e
has been used as the basis for a num ber of other sim -
pl extinction m odels, som e of which are discussed in
this paper. H owever, for a num ber of reasons, it m ust
certainly be incorrect. F irst, it is not m athem atically
possble forvan Valen’s law to be obeyed at m ore than
one taxonom ic lkevel. As Raup (1991b) has dem on—
strated, if species becom e extinct at a stochastically
constant rate p, the survivorship curve S for genera
w il not in generalbe exponential, because it depends
not only on the extinction rate but also on the specia-
tion rate. The general form for the genus survivorship

curve is
@ p)t 1
s =1 L]; (5)
qe(q p)t o)
where g is the average rate of speciation w ithin the
genus. A sin ilar form applies or higher taxa aswell
Second, van Valen’s law clearly cannot tellthewhole
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story since, just like the theories of Lyell and D ar-
win, it is a gradualist m odel and takes no acocount
of known m ass extinction events in the fossil record.
Raup (1991b, 1996) gives the appropriate generaliza—
tion ofvan Valen’swork to the case in which extinction
is not stochastically constant. In this case, the m ean
survivorship curve ollow s van Valn’s law (or E qua—
tion (E) for higher taxa), but individual curves show
a dispersion around thism ean whose width is a m ea—
sure ofthe distribution ofthe sizes ofextinction events.
Tt was in this way that Raup extracted the kill curve
discussed in Section 2 2.1t for Phanerozoic m arine in—
vertebrates.

These m odels however, are all fuindam entally Jjust
di erent ways of looking at em pirical data. None of
them o eractualexplanationsofthe observed distribu-
tions of extinction events, or explain the various form s
discussed in Section . In the rem ainder of this review
we discuss a variety of quantitative m odels which have
been proposed in the last ten years to address these
questions.

4 Fitness landscape m odels

Kau man (1993, 1995, Kau man and Levin 1987,
Kau man and Johnsen 1991) has proposed and stud—
ied in depth a class ofm odels referred to asNK m od—
els, which arem odels of random tness landscapes on
which one can in plem ent a variety of types of evolu—
tionary dynam ics and study the developm ent and in-
teraction of species. (The lktters N and K do not
stand for anything, they are the nam es of param eters
In the m odell) Based on the resuls of extensive sin —
ulations ofNK m odels K au m an and co-w orkers have
suggested a num ber of possble connections between
the dynam ics of evolution and the extinction rate. To
a large extent it is this work which has sparked recent
Interest in biotic m echanisn s for m ass extinction. In
this section we review K au man’swork in detail.

41 The NK model

An NK modelisamodelofa single rugged landscape,
which is sin ilar In construction to the spin-glassm od-
els of statisticalphysics F ischer and Hertz 1991), par-
ticularly p-spin m odels D errida 1980) and random en-
ergy m odels O errida 1981). U sed asam odelofspecies

tness.'j’ the NK model m aps the states of a m odel
genom e onto a scalar tnessW . This is a sinpli ca—
tion of what happens in real life, where the genotype
is rstm apped onto phenotype and only then onto t—

3SNK models have been used as models of a number of
other things as we]l| see, for instance, Kau man and W ein—
berger (1989) and Kau m an and Perelson (1990).
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genotype | Wi Wo W3 W
000 0487 0076 0.964 | 0509
001 0851 0372 0398 | 0540
010 0487 0097 0462 | 0249
011 0851 0566 0.062 | 0493
100 0235 0076 0.964 | 0425
101 0311 0372 0398 | 0360
110 0235 0097 0162 | 0165
111 0311 0566 0.062 | 0313

4 Fimess lJandscape m odels
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Figure 14 Calculation of the tnesses for an NK m odelw ith three binary genes.

In thiscase K =
right.

ness. However, it isa usefilsin pli cation which m akes
sim ulation ofthem odel for lJarge system stractable. A s
long as we bear In m ind that this sin pli cation has
been m ade, the m odel can still teach us m any usefl
things.

The NK model is a model of a genome wih N
genes. Each gene has A alkles. In most of Kau -
m an’s studies of the model he used A = 2, a binary
genetic code, but hisresultsare not lim ited to thiscase.
Them odelalso includes epistatic interactions betw een
genes| Interactions whereby the state of one gene af-
fects the contrbution of another to the overall tness
of the species. In fact, it is these epistatic interactions
w hich are responsible for the ruggedness of the tness
landscape. W ithout any interaction between genes it
ispossble (@swew illsee) to optin ize individually the

tness contrbution of each single gene, and hence to
dem onstrate that the landscape has the so-called Fu-—
Jyam a form , w ith only a single global tness peak.

In the sinplest form of the NK m odel, each gene
Interacts epistatically w ith K others, which are chosen
at random . The tness contrdbution w3 ofgene jisa
function of the state of the gene iself and each ofthe
K othersw ith which i interacts. Foreach oftheA® *!
possible states of these K + 1 genes, a value orw is
chosen random ly from a uniform distribution between
zero and one. The total tness isthen the average over
all genes of their individual tness contributions:

b3

W = Wyt ®)

1
N =1
T his procedure is illustrated in Figure 14 ora sinple
threegenegenomewih A = 2and K = 1.

Som e points to notice about the NK m odel are:

1. The choices of the random numbers wy are
\quenched", which is to say that once they have
been chosen they do not change again. The

1 wih the epistatic interactions as indicated in the gure on the

choices of the K other genes wih which a cer-
tain gene interacts are also quenched. Thus the

tness attributed to a particular genotype is the
sam e every tin e we ook at it.

. There is no correlation between the contribution

w5 ofgene j to the total tness fordi erent alleles
of the gene, or for di erent allkeles of any of the
genes w ith which it interacts. If any single one of
these K + 1 genes is changed to a di erent state,
the new value ofw j is com pletely unrelated to its
value before the change. T his is an extrem e case.
In reality, epistatic interactions m ay have only a
an alle ect on the tness contrbution of a gene.
A gain, however, this is a sin plifying assum ption
which m akes the m odel tractable.

. In order to think of the NK m odel as generating

a tness \landscape" w ith peaks and valleys, we
have to say w hich genotypes are close togetherand
which farapart. In biologicalevolution, w here the
m ost comm on m utations are m utations of single
genes, it m akes sense to de ne the distance be-
tw een tw 0 genotypes to be the num ber ofgenes by
which they di er. This de nition of distance, or
\m etric", is used in all the studies discussed here.
A (local) peak is then a genotype that has higher

tnessthan allN @A 1) ofitsnearest neighbours,
those at distance 1 away.

. The fact oftaking an average overthe tnesscon—

tributions ofallthe genes in E quation ('_6) iscrucial
to the behaviour of the m odel. Taking the aver-
age has the e ect that the typicalheight of tness
peaks dim inishes w ith increasing N . In fact, one
can im agine de ning the model n a number of
other ways. O ne could sin ply take the total t—
ness to be the sum of the contrbutions from all
the genes| organisn s w th m any genes therefore
tending to be tter than onesw ith fewer. In this
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case one would expect to see the reverse of the
e ect descrbed above, w ith the average height of
adaptive peaks Increasing w ith increasingN . O ne
m ight also note that sihceW isthe sum ofa num -
ber of independent random variables, is values
should, by the central lin it theorem , be approxi-
m ately nom ally dj%:ri)uted w ith a standard devi-
ation Increasingas N w ih the num ber ofgenes.
T herefore, i m ight m ake sense to nom alize the
sum wih a factor of N 172, so that the standard
deviation rem ains constant asN is varded. E ither
of these choices would change som e of the details
of the m odel's behaviour. For the m om ent how -
ever, we stick w ith the m odel as de ned above.

W hat kind of landscapes does the NK m odel gener—
ate? Let us begin by considering two extrem e cases.
First, considerthe caseK = 0, in which allofthe genes
are entirely non-interacting. In this case, each gene
contributes to the total tness an am ount w4, which
m ay take any of A values depending on the allele ofthe
gene. Themaxinum tness in this case is achieved by
sin ply m axim Izing the contrbution of each gene in
tum, since their contributions are lndependent. E ven
ifwe assum e an evolutionary dynam ics of them ost re—
strictive kind, In which we can only change the state of
onegene at a tin e, we can reach the state ofm axin um

tness ofthe K = 0 m odel starting from any point on
the landscape and only m aking changesw hich increase
the tness. Landscapes of this type are known as Fu—
Jiyam a landscapes, after Japan’sM ount Fuiji: they are
an ooth and have a single global optin um .

Now consider the other extrem e, n which K takes
the largest possblevalue, K = N 1. In thiscasseach
gene’s contribution to the overall tnessW dependson
itselfand allN 1 other genes In the genom e. T hus if
any single gene changes alkle, the tness contribution
ofevery gene changesto a new random num ber, uncor—
related w ith its previous value. T hus the total tness
W is entirely uncorrelated between di erent states of
the genom e. This gives us the m ost rugged possble

tness landscape w ith m any tness peaks and valleys.
TheK = N 1modelisidenticalto the random energy
soin—glassm odelofD errida (1981) and hasbeen stud-
jed In som e detail K au m an and Levin 1987, M acken
and Perelson 1989). The tnessW in this case is the
average of N Independent uniform random variables
betw een zero and one, which m eans that for argeN it
w ill be nom ally distrbuted about W = % w ith stan—
dard deviation 1= 12N . Thism eans that the typical
height of the tness peaks on the landscape decreases
asN 172 wih hcreasing size of the genome. I also
decreases w ith increasing K , since for arger K it is
not possble to achieve the optinum tness contrbu-—
tion of every gene, so that the average over all genes
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has a lower value than K = 0 case, even at the global
optinum .

For values of K intem ediate between the two ex-
trem es considered here, the landscapes generated by
the NK m odel possess Interm ediate degrees of rugged—
ness. Small values of K produce highly correlated,
an ooth landscapesw ith a an allnum ber ofhigh tness
peaks. High valies of K produce m ore rugged land-—
scapes w ith a larger num ber of lower peaks and less
correlation between the tnesses of sin ilar genotypes.

42 Evolution on N K landscapes

In order to study the evolution of species using his
NK Jlandscapes, Kau m an m ade a num ber of sin pli-
fying assum ptions. First, he assum ed that evolution
takes place entirely by the m utation of single genes, or
an all num bers of genes n an individual. That is, he
neglected recom bination. (Thisisa reasonabl rstap-—
proxin ation since, as we m entioned above, single gene
m utations are the m ost comm on in biolgical evolu—
tion.) He also assum ed that the m utation of di erent
genes are a priori uncorrelated, that the rate at which
genes m utate is the sam e for all genes, and that that
rate is low com pared to the tin escale on which se—
Jection acts on the population. This last assum ption
m eans that the population can be approxin ated by a
single genotype, and population dynam icale ects can
be ignored. (Thism ay be valid for som e populations,
but is certainly not true In general))

In addition to these assum ptions it is also neces—
sary to state how the selection processtakesplace, and
Kau man exam ined three soeci c possbilities, which
he called the \random ", \ tter" and \greedy" dynam —
ics. If, as discussed above, evolution proceeds by the
m utations of single genes, these three possbilities are
as follow s. In the random dynam ics, single-genem uta—
tionsoccurat random and, ifthem utant genotypepos-
sessesa highervaluie of W than itsancestralstrain, the
m utant replaces the ancestor and the species \m oves"
on the landscape to the new genotype. A slight vari-
ation on this schem e is the tter dynam ics, in which
a species exam ines all the genotypes which di er from
the current genotype by the m utation ofa singlk gene,
its \neighbours", and then chooses a new genotype
from these, eitther in proportion to tness, or random Iy
am ongst those which have higher tnessthan the cur-
rent genotype. (This last variation di ers from the
previous scheme only In a m atter of tin escale.) In
the greedy dynam ics, a species exam ines each of is
neighbours in tum and chooses the one w ith the high—
est tnessW . N otice thatwhilst the random and tter
schem es are stochastic processes, the greedy one is de—
termm inistic; this gives rise to qualitative di erences in
the behaviour of the m odel
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T he generic behaviour of the NK m odel of a sin—
gk species is for the tness of the species to increase
until it reaches a local tness peak| a genotype w ith
higher tness than all of the neighbouring genotypes
on the ]andscape| at which point it stops evolving.
For the K = 0 case considered above (the Fuijiyam a
landscape), it will typically take on the order of N
mutations to nd the single tness peak (or N logN
for the random dynam ics). For instance, in the A = 2
case, halfofthe alleles in a random initialgenotypew ill
on average be favourabl and halfunfavourabl. T hus
if evolution proceeds by the m utation of single genes,
%N m utations are necessary to reach the tnessm axi-
mum . In the otherextreme, when K = N 1, one can
show that, starting from a random initial genotype,
the num ber of directions which lead to higher tness
decreases by a constant factor at each step, so that
the num ber of steps needed to reach one of the local
maxina of tness goes as logN . For landscapes pos—
sessing interm ediate values ofK , the num ber ofm uta—
tions needed to reach a localm axin um lies som ew here
between these lim its. In other words, as N becom es
large, the length of an adaptive walk to a tness peak
decreases sharply with increasing K . In fact, i ap-
pears to go approxin ately as 1=K . This point will
be in portant in our consideration of the m any-species
case. Recall also that the height of the typical tness
peak goes down w ih increasing K . Thuswhen K is
high, a species does not have to evolve ar to nd a
Iocal tness optin um , but in generalthat optinum is
not very good.

4.3 Coevolving tness landscapes

T he realinterest n NK landscapes arisesw hen we con—
sider the behaviour of a num ber of coevolving species.
C oevolution arises as a resul of interactions between
di erent gpecies. The m ost comm on such interactions
are predation, parasitisn , com petition for resources,
and sym biosis. A sa result of interactions such asthese,
the evolutionary adaptation of one species can prom pt
the adaptation ofanother (Vem €1j1987) . M any exam —
ples are fam iliar to us, egpecially ones involving preda—
tory or parasitic interactions. P lotnick and M K in-—
ney (1993) have given a number of exam ples of co-
evolution in fossil species, ncluding predatorprey in—
teractions between echinoids and gastropods M N a—
m ara 1990) and m utualistic interactionsbetw een algae
and foram inifera (Hallock 1985).

How is coevolution introduced into the NK m odel?
Consider S gpecies, each evolving on a di erent NK
landscape. For the m om ent, ket us take the sin plest
case In which each specieshasthe sam evaluesofN and
K ,buttherandom tnessesw y de ning the lJandscapes
are di erent. Interaction between species is achieved

4 Fimess lJandscape m odels

by coupling their landscapes so that the genotype of
one species a ects the tness of another. Follow ing
Kau man and Johnsen (1991), we introduce two new

quantities: S; which is the number of neighbouring
soecies w ith which species i jnteracts,'fl and C which
is the num ber of genes in each of those neighbouring
spoecies which a ect the tness contrbution of each

gene in species i. On acocount of these two variables
this variation of the m odel is som etin es referred to as
the NKCS m odel.

Each gene In species 1 is \coupled" to C random ly
chosen genes in each of the S; neighbouring species,
so that, Pr example, if C = 1 and S; = 4, each of i's
genes is coupled to four other genes, one random ly cho—
sen from each of four neighbouring species. T he cou—
pling works In exactly the sam e way as the epistatic
interactions of the last section| the tness contriou—
tion w4 which a particular gene j m akes to the total

tness of tshost isnow a fiunction ofthe allele ofthat
gene, ofeach ofthe K genesto which it is coupled and
of the alleles of the C S; genes in other species w ith
which it interacts. A sbefore, the valuesw y are chosen
random ly for each ofthe possble states of these genes.

The result is that when a species evolves so as to
Inprove s own tness,  may in the process change
the allele of one of its genes which a ects the tness
contrbution ofa gene in another species. A s a resul,
the tnessofthe other speciesw ill change. C learly the
further a species must evolve to nd a tness peak,
the m ore alleles i changes, and the m ore lkely it isto
a ect the tness of its neighbours. Since the distance
to a tness peak depends on the value of K , so also
does the chance of one species a ecting another, and
this is the root cause of the novel behaviour seen in
Kau m an’s coevolution m odels.

T he S; neighbouring species of species i can be cho-
sen In a vardety of di erent ways. The most com -
mon are either to chose them at random (@ut In a
\quenched" fashion| once chosen, they remain xed)
or to place the species on a regular lattice, such as a
square lattice in two din ensions, and then m ake the
nearest neighbours ofa species on the lattice its neigh-
bours in the evolutionary sense.

In their origihal work on coevolving NK system s,
Kau man and Johnsen (1991) exam ined a num ber of
di erent variations on the basicm odeloutlined above.
Here we consider the sin plest case of relevance to ex—

42 lthough this quantity is denoted Sj, it is in fact a constant
over all species in m ost of K au m an’s studies; the subscript i
serves only to distinguish it from S, which is the total num ber
of species. O f course, there is no reason why one cannot study
a generalized m odel in which S; (or indeed any of the other
variables in them odel, such asN orK ) isvaried from species to
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 case ofuniform K and S;.

44 Coevolutionary avalanches

Consider the case ofbinary genes A = 2), w ith single-
genem utations. Starting from an niialrandom state,
species take tums in strict rotation, and attem pt by
mutation to increase their own tness irrespective of
anyone else’s. Tt is clear that if at any tin e all species
In the system simultaneously nd them selves at local

tness optim a then all evolution w ill stop, since there
w il be no further m utations of any species which can
Increase tness. This state is known as a Nash equi-
Horium , a nam e taken from gam e theoretic m odels in
which sim ilar situations an'sef- T he fuindam entalques-
tion is whether such an equilbrium is ever reached.
T his, it tums out, depends on the value ofK .

For large values of K , Individual species lJandscapes
are very rugged, and the distance that a species needs
to go to reach a local tnessm aximum is short. This
m eans that the chance of it a ecting its neighbours’

tness is rather am all, and hence the chance of all
species sin ultaneously ndihg a tness maximum is
quite good. On the other hand, if K is an all, soecies
must changem any genes to reach a tnessm axinmum ,
and so the chancesare high that they willa ectthe t—
nesses oftheir neighbours. T his in tum w ill force those
neighbours to evolve, by m oving the position of the
maxin a in their lJandscapes. They in tum m ay have
to evolve a ongway to nd a new m axin um , and this
willa ect still other species, resulting in an avalanche
of coevolution which for sm all enough K never stops.
ThusasK isdecreased from large values to am all, the
typical size of the coevolutionary avalanche resulting
from a random initialstate increasesuntilat som e crit—
jcalvalue K . it becom es in nite.

W hat is this critical value? The product CS; is
the num ber of genes in other species on which the t—
ness contribution of a particular gene in species i de—
pends. A rough estin ate ofthe chance that at least one
of these genes m utates during an avalanche is C S;L,,
where L is the typical length of an adaptive walk of
an isolated species (ie., the number of genes which
change in the process of evolving to a tness peak).
A ssum ing, as discussed in Section 4 2, that L varies
nversely with K , the critical value K . at which the
avalanche size diverges should vary asK. CS;. This
seam s to be supported by num erical evidence: Kau —
man and Johnsen found that K. / CS; in the par-

SA related concept is that of the \evolutionarily stable strat—
egy" M aynard Sm ith and P rice 1973), w hich issim ilarto a N ash
equilbrium but also im plies non-invadability at the individual
level. T he sin ulations ofK au m an and Johnsen considered here
take place entirely at the species level, so \N ash equilbbrium " is
the appropriate nom enclature in this case.

19

660

620

average fitness

600

580 L L. L L L

Figure 15 The average tness of species n an NKCS
model as a function of K . Twenty— ve species were ar-
ranged n a 5 5 array so that each one interacted w ith
S;i = 4 neighbours (except for those on the edges, for which
S; = 3, and those at the comers, forwhich S; = 2). Each
specieshad N = 24 and C = 1. The tnessplotted is that
oftheN ash equilbrium ifreached, orthe tin e average after
transients if not. A fter Kau m an and Johnsen (1991).

ticular case where every species is connected to every
other (S;= S).

The transition from the high-K \frozen" regim e In
which avalanches are nite to the low K \chaotic"
regine In which they run forever appears to be
a continuous phase transition of the kind much
studied in statistical physics B inney et al 1992).
Bak etal (1992) have analysed this transition in som e
detail, show Ing that it does Indeed possess genuine crit—
icalproperties. P recisely at K ., the distrdbution ofthe
sizes s of the avalanches appears to be scale free and
takes the form of a power law, Equation @'), which
is typical of the \critical behaviour" associated w ith
such a phase transition. K au m an and Johnson also
pointed out that there are lJarge uctuations n the t-
ness of individual species near K ., another character-
istic of continuous phase transitions.

F Jgure:}g: show sthe average tnessofthe coevolving
Spoeciesas a function ofK for one particular case inves—
tigated by Kau m an and Johnsen. For ecosystem s In
the frozen K > K . regin e the average tnessofthe co—
evolving species Increases from the nitialrandom state
untila N ash equilbriim is reached, at which point the

tness stops changing. A s we pointed out earlier, the
typical tnessoflocaloptin a increasesw ith decreasing
K , and this is re ected In the average tness at Nash
equilbria In the frozen phase: the average tness of
Soecies at equilbriim Increases as K approaches K .
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from above.

In the chaoticK < K. regin e a Nash equilbrium is
never reached, but K au m an and Johnsen m easured
the \m ean sustained tness", which is the average t—
ness of species over tim g, after an initial transient pe-
riod In which the system settlesdown from its starting
state. They found that this tnessm easure decreased
w ith decreasing K 1n the chaotic regin e, presum ably
because species spend less and less tin e close to local

tness optin a. Thus, there should be a maxinum of
the average tness at the pont K = K.. This be-
haviour is visbl in Figureil5, which shows a clear
maximum around K = 10. The boundary between
frozen and chaotic regin es w as separately observed to
occur at around K . = 10 for this system .

On the basis of these observations, K au m an and
Johnsen then argued as follow s. Ifthe levelofepistatic
Interactions In the genom e is an evolvable property,
Just as the functions of ndividual genes are, and our
soecies are able to \tune" the value of their own K
param eter to achievem aximum tness, then F igure :_l-g:
suggests that they will tune it to the pont K = K,
which is precisely the critical point at which we ex—
pect to see a powerdaw distribution of gge_v_olutjonary
avalanches. A swe suggested In Section 2.2.53, m ass ex—
tinction could be caused by pseudoextinction processes
In which a Jarge num ber of species evolve to new fom s
nearly sin ultaneously. T he coevolutionary avalanches
ofthe NKCS m odelwould presum ably give rise to jast
such large-scale pseudoextinction. A nother possbil-
iy, also noted by Kau m an and Johnson is that the
large uctuationsin species tnessin the vichity ofK .
m ight be a cause of true extinction, low tness species
being m ore susceptible to extinction than high tness
ones.

These ideas are Intriguing, since they suggest that
by tuning itself to the point at which average tnessis
m axin ized, the ecosystem also tunes itself precisely to
the point at which species tumover ism axim ized, and
Indeed this species tumover is a large part of the rea—
sonwhy K = K. isa tplhcctobein rstplace. ALl
though extinction and pseudoextinction can certainly
be caused by exogenous e ects, even w ithout these ef-
fects we should still see m ass extinction.

Som e e orts have been m ade to determm ine from the
fossil evidence whether real evolution has a dynam —
ics sim ilar to the one proposed by Kau m an and co—
workers. For exam ple, Patterson and Fow ler (1996)
analysed fossil data for planktic foram inifera using a
variety of tin eseries techniques and conclided that
the results were at least com patble w ih critical the-
ories such as Kau man’s, and Sole et al. (1997) ar-
gued that the form of the extinction power spectrum
may indicate an underlying critical m acroevolution—
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ary dynam ics, although this lJatter suggestion hasbeen
questioned K irchner and W eil 1998, Newm an and
Eblk 1999a).

45 Com petitive replacem ent

T here ishowevera problem w ith the picture presented
above. Num erically, it appears to be true that the
average tness of species in the m odel ecosystem is
m axin ized when they allhave K close to the critical
value K .. However, it would be a m istake to conclude
that the systam therefore m ust evolve to the critical
point under the in uence of selection pressure. N atu—
ral selection does not directly act to m axin ize the av—
erage tness of species in the ecosystem , but rather it
acts to Increase individual tnessesin a sel sh fashion.
Kau man and Johnsen in fact perform ed sinulations
In which only two species coevolved, and they found
that the tness ofboth species was greater if the two
had di erent values of K than if both had the value
of K which m axin ized mean tness. Thus, in a sys—
tem In which m any species could freely vary their own
K under the in uence of selection pressure, we would
expect to nd a range ofK values, rather than allK
taking the value K ..

T here are also som e other problem s w ith the origi-
nalNKCS m odel. For instance, the values of K in the
m odel were not actually allowed to vary during the
sin ulations, but one would lke to include this possi-
bility. In addition, the m echanisn by which extinction
arises is rather vague; the m odel really only m im ics
evolution and the idea of extinction is tacked on som e—
what as an afterthought.

To tackke all of these problem sKau m an and Neu—
mann (unpublished) proposed a re nement of the
NKCS modelin which K can change and an explicit
extinction m echanisn is included, that of com petitive
replacam ent. (An account of this work can be found
In Kau man (1995).) In this varation of the m odel,
a number S of species coevolve on NK  tness land—
scapes st as before. Now however, at each tum in
the sinulation, each species m ay change the state of
one of its genes, change the value of tsK by 1, i
m ay be invaded by another species (see below ), or it
can do nothing. In their calculations, Kau m an and
N eum ann used the \greedy" dynam ics described above
and choose the changew hich m ost Imn provesthe tness,
but \ tter" and \random " variants are also possble.
A Jow ing K to vary gives goecies the ability to evolve
the ruggedness of their own landscapes in order to op—
tim ize their tness.

E xtinction takes place n the m odelwhen a species
Invades the niche occupied by another. If the invad-
Ing species is better at exploiting the particular set
of resources In the niche, it drives the niche’s origi-
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nal occupant to extinction. In this m odel, a species’
niche is detem ined by its neighbouring 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 welk
docum ented m ode of extinction Benton 1987). M ay-—
nard Sm ih (1989) has discussed the question at som e
length, but concludes that it is farm ore comm on for
a species to adapt to the invasion of a new com peti-
tor than for it to becom e extinct. N onetheless, there
are exam ples ofextinction by com petitive replacem ent,
and to the extent that it occurs, Kau m an and Neu-—
m ann’s work provides a m odel of the process. In the
m odel, they add an extra \m ove" which can take place
when a species’ tum com esto evolve: it can be Invaded
by another species. A random ly chosen species can cre—
ate a copy of itself (ie., of its genom e) which is then
placed In the sam e niche as the rst species and is

tness is calculated w ith respect to the genotypes of
the neighbours in that niche. If this tness exceeds
the tness ofthe original species in that niche, the in—
vader supersedes the originaloccupant, w hich becom es
extinct. In this way, t species spread through the
ecosystam m aking the average tness over all species
higher, but at the sam e tin e m aking the speciesm ore
uniform , since over tim e the ecosystem w ill com e to
contain m any copies of a smallnumber of t species,
rather than a w ide diversity of less t ones.

In num ericalsin ulations thism odel show s a num ber
of interesting features. F irst, regardless of their initial
values, the K s of the ndividual species appear to con—
verge on an Intem ediate gure which puts all species
close to the phase boundary discussed in the last sec—
tion. T his lends support to the deasofK au m an and
Johnsen that tness is optim ized at this point (even
though other argum ents indicated that thism ight not
be the best choice for sl shly evolving specjes| See
above). Interestingly, the m odel also show s a pow er—
law distrbution ofthe sizes of extinction events taking
place; if we count up the num ber of species becom —
Ing extinct at each timestep in the sinulation and
m ake a histogram of these gures over the course of
a long simulation, the result is of the form shown in
Figure :_l-§ . The power-law has a m easured exponent of

" 1,which isnot n good agreem ent w ith the gure
of ' 2 fund in the Pssil data (see Section 22.1),
but the m ere existence of the powerdaw distribution
is quite intriguing. Kau man and Neum ann explain
its appearance as the result of avalanches of extinc—
tion which arise because the invasion of a niche by a
new species W ith the resulting extinction ofthe niche’s
previous occupier) disturbs the neighbouring species,
perhaps m aking them susoeptible to invasion by fir-
ther species. A nother possble m echanian arises from
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Figure 16 The distrdbution of the sizes of extinction
events m easured in a simulation of the m odel described
In the text. The distrdbution is approxin ately power-law
In om with an exponentm easured tobe = 1:18 0:03.
A fterKau man (1995).

the uniform ity of genotypes which the nvasion m ech-
anisn gives rise to. A s noted above, the invasion of
m any niches by one particularly t species tends to
produce an ecosystem w ith m any sin ilar species in it.
If a new species arises which is able to com pete suc—
cessfully with these many sim ilar species, then they
m ay all becom e extinct over a short period of tin e,
resulting in an extinction avalanche.

W hy avalanches such as these should possess a
power-law distrlbution is not clar. Kau man and
N eum ann connect the phenom enon w ith the apparent
adaptation ofthe ecosystem to the phase boundary be-
tween the ordered and chaotic regin es| the \edge of
chaos" asKau man has called it. A m ore generalex—
planation m ay com e from the study of \selforganized
critical" system s, which isthe topic ofthe next section.

Kau man and Neum ann did not take the interm e—
diate step of sin ulating a system In which species are
pem itted to vary their values ofK , but In which there
is no Invasion m echanisn . Such a study would be
usefiil for clarifying the relative in portance of the K —
evolution and Invasion m echanisns. Bak and Kau -
man (unpublished, but discussed by Bak (1996)) have
carried out som e sin ulations along these lines, but ap—
parently found no evidence for the evolution ofthe sys—
tem to the criticalpoint. Bak etal (1992) have argued
on theoretical grounds that such evolution should not
occur In the m axin ally rugged case K = N 1, but
the argum ent does not extend to sn aller values ofK .
In the general case the question has not been settled
and deserves further study.
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5 The Bak{Sneppen m odel and
variations

Them odels discussed in the last section are intriguing,
but present a num ber of problem s. In particular, m ost
ofthe results about them com e from com puter sin ula—
tions, and little isknow n analytically about theirprop-
erties. Results such as the powerdaw distribbution of
extinction sizes and the evolution ofthe system to the
\edge of chaos" are only as accurate as the sim ulations
In which they are observed. M oreover, it is not even
clearwhat them echanian sresoonsible forthese resuls
are, beyond the rather general argum ents we have al-
ready given. In order to address these shortcom ings,
Bak and Sneppen (1993, Sneppen et al 1995, Snep—
pen 1995,Bak 1996) havetaken K au m an’sideas, w ith
som e m odi cation, and used them to create a consid-
erably sin pler m odel of large-scale coevolution which
also show s a powerJdaw distribution of avalanche sizes
and which is sin ple enough that its properties can,
to som e extent, be understood analytically. A lthough
the m odel does not directly address the question of
extinction, a number of authors have interpreted i,
using argum ents sin ilar to those of Section @-;2-_5, asa
possble m odel for extinction by biotic causes.

T he Bak{Sneppen m odel is one of a class of m od—
els that show \selforganized criticality", which m eans
that regardless of the state In which they start, they
alw ays tune them selves to a critical point of the type
discussed in Section :_4;2{, where powerdaw behaviour
is seen. W e describe selforganized criticality in m ore
detail in Section 52. First however, we describe the
Bak{Sneppen m odel itself.

51 TheBak{Sneppen m odel

In the model of 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 In ic the e ects of
landscapes In tem s of \ tness barriers". Consider
Figure i1, which is a toy representation of a tness
landscape in which there is only one dim ension in the
genotype (or phenotype) space. If them utation rate is
low com pared w ith the tin e-scale on which selection
takesplace (@sK au m an assum ed), then a population
w il spend m ost of its tin e localized around a peak in
the landscape (labelled P in the gure). In order to
evolve to another, adpcent peak Q ), we must pass
through an intervening \valley" of ower tness. This
valley presents a barrier to evolution because ndividu—
alsw ith genotypeswhich 21l in this region are selected
against n favour of tter individuals closer to P. In
their m odel, Bak and Sneppen assum ed that that the
average tin e t taken to m utate acrossa tnessbarrier
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Figure 17 In orderto reach a new adaptive peak Q from

an initial genotype P, a species m ust pass through an in—
tervening tness \barrier", or region of low tness. The
height B of this barrier is a m easure of how di cukt it is

for the species to reach the new peak.

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

£= te” ™ ; @

where typ and T are constants. T he value of ty m erely
sets the tim e scale, and isnot In portant. T he param e~
ter T on the other hand depends on the m utation rate
in the population, and the assum ption that m utation is
low impliesthat T is an all com pared w ih the typical
barrier heights B in the landscape. E quation (lrj.) was
proposed by analogy w ith the so-called A rrhenius law
of statistical physics rather than by appealing to any
biological principles, and in the case of evolution on
a rugged tness landscape i m ay well not be correct
(see Section :_5-;3) . Nonetheless, as we w ill argue later,
E quation {_’2) m ay stillbe a reasonable approxin ation
to m ake.

Based on Equation (.':/:), B ak and Sneppen then m ade
a further assum ption. Ifm utation rate (and hence T)
is am all, then the tin e-scales t for crossing slightly dif-
ferent barriers m ay be w idely separated. In this case
a species’ behaviour is to a good approxin ation de-
tem Ined by the lowest barrierwhich it hasto crossto
get to another adaptive peak . Ifwe havem any species,
then each species iw illhave som e low est barriertom u—
tation B ;, and the rsttom utateto a new peak w illbe
the one w ith the lowest value of B ; (the \lowest of the
low ", if you like). The Bak{Sneppen m odel assum es
this to be the case and ignores all otherbarrier heights.

T he dynam ics ofthem odel, which we now describe,
have been jisti ed in di erent ways, som e of them
m ore reasonable than others. P robably the m ost con—
sistent is that given by Bak (private com m unication)
which isas follow s. In them odelthere area xed num —
ber N of species. Initially each species i is allotted a
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random num ber 0 B; < 1 to represent the lowest
barrier to m utation for that species. T he m odel then
consists of the repetition of two steps:

1. W eassum e that the speciesw ith the lowest barrier
to mutation B; isthe rsttomutate. In doing so
i crosses a tness barrier and nds itsway to a
new adaptive peak. From this new peak i will
have som e new lowest barrier for mutation. W e
represent this process In them odelby nding the
species w ith the low est barrier and assigning it a
new value 0 B; < 1 at random .

2. W e assum e that each species is coupled to a num —
ber of neighbours. Bak and Sneppen called this
number K . (T he nom enclature is rather confiis—
ng; the variables N and K in the Bak{Sneppen
m odel corresoond to the variables S and S; In the
NK model) W hen a species evolves, t willa ect
the tness landscapes of its neighbours, presum —
ably altering their barriers to m utation. W e rep—
resent this by also assigning new random values
0 Bj< 1 fortheK neighbours.

And that is all there is to the m odel. T he neighbours
ofa species can be chosen in a variety ofdi erent ways,
but the sin plest is, as Kau m an and Johnsen (1991)
also did, to put the soecies on a lattice and m ake the
nearest neighbours on the lattice neighbours in the
ecological sense. For exam ple, on a one din ensional
lattice| a line| each species has two neighbours and
K = 2.

So what is special about this model? W ell, ket us
consider what happens as we repeat the steps above
many times. Ihitially the barrier variables are uni-
form Iy distrdbuted over the Intervalbetween zero and
one. If N is large, the lowest barrier w ill be close to
zero. Suppose this lowest barrier B ; belongs to species
i. W e replace it with a new random valie which is
very lkely to be higher than the old value. W e also
replace the barriers of the K neighbours of i wih
new random valies. Suppose we are working on a
one-din ensional lattice, so that these neighbours are
seciesi 1 and i+ 1. The new barriers we choose
for these two species are also very likely to be higher
than B ;, although not necessarily higher than the old
valies ofB; 1 and B iy 1. Thus, the steps (1) and (i)
w ill on average raise the value of the low est barrier in
the system , and w ill continue to do so as we repeat
them again and again. This cannot continue forever
how ever, since as the value of the lowest barrier in the
system increases, i becom es less and less lkely that
it will be replaced w ith a new value which is higher.
Figure :_l-§I show s what happens in practice. The Ini-
tial distrbbution of barriers gets eaten away from the
bottom at rst, resulting in a \gap" between zero and
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the height of the low est barrier. A fter a tim e how ever,
the distrbution com es to equilbrium wih a valie of
about % for the lowest barrier. (The actual gure is
m easured to be slightly over % ; the best available value
at the tin e of w riting is 0:66702  0:00003 (P aczuski,
M aslov and Bak 1996).)

Now consider what happens when we m ake a m ove
starting from a state which has a gap lke this at the
bottom end of the barrier height distrbution. The
soecies w ith the low est barrier to m utation is right on
the edge of the gap. W e nd this species and assign
it and its K neighbours new random barrier values.
There is a chance that at least one of these new val-
ues w ill lie in the gap, which necessarily m akes it the
lowest barrier n the system . Thus on the next step
of the m odel, this species w ill be the one to evolve.
W e begin to see how avalanches appear in thism odel:
there is a heightened chance that the next species to
evolve w ill be one of the neighbours of the previous
one. In biological term s the evolution of one species to
a new adaptive peak changes the shape of the tness
Jlandscapes of neighbouring species, m aking them m ore
likely to evolve too. The process continues, until, by
chance, all new barrier valies fall above the gap. In
this case the next species to evolve w illnot, in general,
be a neighbour of one of the other species taking part
in the avalanche, and for this reason we declare it to be
the rst species in a new avalanche, the old avalanche
being nished.

A sthe size ofthe gap increases, the typical length of
an avalanche also increases, because the chances of a
random ly chosen barrier 21ling in the gap in the distri-
bution becom e larger. A swe approach the equilbrium
value B, = 0667 the m ean avalanche size diverges, a
typical sign of a selforganized critical system .

52 Selforganized criticality

So what exactly is selfforganized criticality? T he phe-
nom enon was rst studied by Bak, Tang and W iesen—
feld (1987), who proposed what has now becom e the
standard exam ple of a selforganized critical (SOC)
m odel, the selforganizing sand-pile. In agine a pik of
sand which grow s slow Iy as Individual grains of sand
are added to i one by one at random positions. As
m ore sand is added, the height of the pilke increases,
and w ith it the steepness ofthe pik’s sides. A valanches
started by sihgle grains Increase In size wih steep-
ness until at som e point the pile is so steep that the
avalanchesbecom e form ally in nie in size, which isto
say there isbuk transport of sand down the pile. This
bulk transport in tum reduces the steepness ofthe pike
so that subsequent avalanches are an aller. T he net re—
sul is that the pilke \selforganizes" precisely to the
point at which the in nite avalanche takes place, but
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Figure 18 The barrier values (dots) for a 100 species Bak{Sneppen m odel after
50, 100, 200, 400, 800 and 1600 steps of a sin ulation. T he dotted line In each fram e
represents the approxin ate position of the upper edge of the \gap" described in the
text. In som e fram es a few species have barriersbelow this level, indicating that they
were taking part in an avalanche at the m om ent when our snapshot of the system

was taken.
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never becom es any steeper than this.

A sin ilar phenom enon takes place in the evolution
m odelof B ak and Sneppen, and indeed the nam e \co-
evolutionary avalanche" is derived from the analogy
between the two system s. The size of the gap in the
Bak{Sneppen m odel plays the role of the steepness in
the sandpile m odel. Initially, the gap increases as de—
scribed above, and as it Increases the avalanches be—
com e larger and larger on average, until we reach the
criticalpoint at which an in nite avalanche can occur.
At thispoint the rates at which barriers are added and
rem oved from the region below the gap exactly bal-
ance, and the gap stops grow Ing, holding the system
at the critical point thereafter.

Tt is interesting to com pare the B ak {Sneppen m odel
with the NKCS m odel discussed in Section 4 3. Like
the Bak{Sneppen m odel, the NKCS m odel also has
a critical state n which powerdaw distrbutions of
avalanches occur, but i does not selforganize to that
state. It can be critical, but not selforganized criti-
cal. However the essence of both m odels is that the
evolution of one species distorts the shape of the t—
ness landscape of another (represented by the barrier
variables in the Bak{Sneppen case), thus som etin es
causing it to evolve too. So what is the di erence be-
tween the two? The crucialpoint seem s to be that In
the B ak {Sneppen case the species w hich evolves is the
one w ith the sm allest barrier to m utation. T his choice
ensures that the system is always driven tow ards crit—

At st sight, one apparent problem wih the
Bak{Sneppen m odel is that the delineation of an
\avalanche" seem s som ew hat arbitrary. However the
avalanches are actually quite well separated in time
because of the exponential dependence of m utation
tin escale on barrier height given by E quation (-rj.) .As
de ned above, an avalanche is overw hen no species re—
m ain with a barrier B ; in the gap at the bottom ofthe
barrier height distribution, and the tin e until the next
avalanche then depends on the rst barrier B; above
the gap. If the \tem perature" param eter T is am all,
then the exponential in E quation ('j) m akes this inter-
avalanche tin e much longer than typical duration of
a single avalanche. If we m ake a plot of the activ—
ity of the Bak{Sneppen m odel as a function of \real"
tine, (le. tine measured In the increm ents speci ed
by Equation 6'_7.)), the result looks like Figure :_l-c:i In
this gure the avalanches In the system are clearly vis—
ble and are well separated in tin e.

O ne consequence of the divergence of the average
avalanche size as the B ak{Sneppen m odel reaches the
criticalpoint is that the distrdbution ofthe sizes of co—
evolutionary avalanches becom es scalefree| the size
scale which nom ally describes it diverges and we are
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Figure 19 A tin eseries ofevolutionary activity in a sin —
ulation oftheBak{Sneppen m odel. E ach dot representsthe
action ofchoosing a new barrier valie forone species. Tim e
iIn this gure runs down the page from top to bottom .

eft with a distrdbbution which has no scale param e-
ter. The only (continuous) scale-free distrbution is
the power law , E quation @'), and, as F igure 2-(_5 show s,
the m easured distribution is indeed a power law . A 1=
though the m odelm akes no speci c predictions about
extinction, is authors argued, aswe have done in Sec—
tion :_2-:2-_.5, that large avalanchespresum ably give rise to
large—scale pseudoextinction, and m ay also cause true
extinction via ecological interactions between species.
They suggested that a power-law distridbution of co—
evolutionary avalanches m ight give rise in tum to a
pow er-law distrdbution ofextinction events. T he expo-—
nent ofthepowerlaw generated by the B ak {Sneppen
m odel lies strictly w ithin the range 1 2 Bakand
Sneppen 1993, F Iyvb grg et al. 1993), and if the sam e
exponent describes the corresponding extinction dis—
trbution thism akes the m odel ncom patdble w ith the
fossil data presented in Section @, which give / 2.
However, since the connection between the coevolu-—
tionary avalanches and the extinction pro l has not
been m ade explicit, i is possble that the extinction
distrbution could be govemed by a di erent, but re—
lated exponent which is closer to the m easured value.
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Figure 20 Histogram of the sizes of avalanches taking

place n a simulation ofan N = 100 Bak{Sneppen m odel

on a one-din ensional lattice. T he distribution is very close

to power-law over a large part of the range, and the best-
t straight line (the dashed line above) gives a gure of
= 1:04 001 for the exponent.

O ne of the elegant properties of SOC m odels, and
critical system s In general, is that exponents such as
above are universal. Thism eans that the value of the
exponent is Independent ofthe details of the dynam ics
of the m ode], a point which has been em phasized by
Bak (1996). Thus, although the Bak{Sneppen m odel
is undoubtedly an extrem ely sin pli ed m odel of evo—
Jutionary processes, t m ay stillbe able to m ake quan—
titative predictions about realecosystem s, because the
m odel and the real system share som e universalprop—
erties.

5.3 T im e-scales for crossing barriers

Bak and Sneppen certainly m ake no clain s that their
m odel is Intended to be a realistic m odel of coevolu—
tion, and therefore it m ay seem unfair to leveldetailed
criticism at it. N onetheless, a num ber of authors have
pointed out shortcom ings in the m odel, som e ofwhich
have since been rem edied by extending the m odel in
various ways.

P robably the biggest critician which can be levelled
at the m odel is that the crucial E quation (-'_7.) isnot a
good approxin ation to the dynam ics of species evolv—
Ing on rugged landscapes. W eidouch (1991) has stud—
ied this question in detail. H e considers, as them odels
of Kau man and of Bak and Sneppen both also do,
species evolving under the In uence of selection and
m utation on a rugged landscape in the 1im it where the
rate ofm utation is low com pared w ith the tin escale on

5 TheBak{Sneppen m odeland variations

w hich selection acts on populations. In this regin e he
dem onstrates that the tin escale t for m utation from
one tness peak across a barrier to another peak is
given by

1Y ry, B
-— = ®)
aPo q

1

w here g is the rate of m utation per gene, P is the size
ofthe population at the Initial tnesspeak,and F; are
the tnesses of the mutant species at each genotype
i= 0;1;2;:::along the path in genotype space taken
by the evolving species. The product over i is taken
along this sam e path. C learly this expression doesnot
vary exponentially w ith the height of the tness bar-
rier separating the two tness peaks. In fact, it goes
approxin ately as a power law , w th the exponent de-
pending on the num ber of steps in the evolutionary
path taken by the species. If this is the case then the
approxin ation im plicit n E quation ('j) breaks down
and the dynam ics of the B ak {Sneppen m odel is incor-
rect.

This certainly appears to be a worrying problem ,
but therem ay be a solution. Bak (1996) has suggested
that the crucialpoint is that E quation 4_3) varies expo—
nentially in the number of steps along the path from
one gpecies to another, ie., the num ber of geneswhich
m ust change to get us to a new genotype; In term s of
the lengths of the evolutionary paths taken through
genotype space, the tim escales for m utation are expo—
nentially distributed. T he assum ption that the \tem —
perature" param eter T appearing in E quation {j) is
an all then corresponds to evolution which is dom i
nated by short paths. In otherw ords, m utations occur
m ostly between tness peaks which are separated by
changes in only a an allnum ber ofgenes. W hether this
is in fact the case historically is unclear, though it is
certainly wellknow n that m utationalm echanism s such
as recom bination which involve the sim ulaneousaler—
ation of large num bers of genes are also an in portant
factor in biologicalevolution.

54 The exactly solvable m ulti-trait
m odel

T he intriguing contrast between the sin plicity of the
rules de ning the Bak{Sneppen m odel and the com —
plexiy of itsbehaviour has led an extraordinary num —
ber ofauthors to publish analyses of s workings. (See
M aslovetal (1994),deBoeretal (1995),Pang (1997)
and references therein for a subset of these publica-
tions.) In this review we will not delve into these
m athem atical developm ents in any depth, since our
prin ary concem is extinction. H ow ever, there are sev—
eralextensions ofthem odelw hich are of interest to us.
The rst one is the \m ultitrai" m odel of B oettcher
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and Paczuski (1996a, 1996b). Thism odel is a gener—
alization ofthe Bak{Sneppen m odel in which a record
is kept of several barrier heights for each specjes|
barriers form utation to di erent tness peaks.

In the m odelofB oettcher and P aczuski, each ofthe
N species hasM independent barrier heights. These
heights are Initially chosen at random in the interval
0 B < 1. On each step of the model we search
through allM N barriersto nd the one which is low —
est. W e replace thisone w ith a new value, and we also
change the value of one random ly chosen barrier for
each of the K neighbouring species. Notice that the
other M 1 barrier variables for each species are kft
untouched. This seem s a little strange; presum ably
if a species is mutating to a new tness peak, all its
barrier variables should change at once. H ow ever, the
prin ary ain ofB oettcher and P aczuski’sm odel is not
to m In ic evolution m ore faithfully. T he point is that
theirm odelisexactly solvablewhenM = 1 ,which al-
Jow s us to dem onstrate certain properties ofthe m odel
rigorously.

T he exact solution ispossble becausewhen M = 1
the dynam ics of the m odel separates into two distinct
processes. A s long as there are barrier variables whose
values lie in the gap at the bottom ofthe barrier distri-
bution, then the procedure of nding the low est barrier
w ill always choose a barrier in the gap. H owever, the
second step of choosing at random one ofthe M barri-
ersbelonging to each ofK neighboursw illnever choose
a barrier in the gap, since there are an In nite num ber
ofbarriers for each spoecies, and only evera nite num —
ber in the gap. T his separation ofthe processes taking
place allowed Boettcher and Paczuski to write exact
equations goveming the dynam ics ofthe system and to
show that the m odel does indeed possess true critical
behaviourw ith a power-aw distribution ofavalanches.

The Bak{Sneppen modelistheM = 1 Iim it ofthe
m ulitrait generalization, and it would be very satis—
fying if it should tum out that the analytic resuls of
B oettcher and P aczuskicould be extended to this case,
or Indeed to any case of nite M . Unfortunately, no
such extension has yet been found.

5.5 M odels incorporating speciation

One of the other critician s levelled at the Bak{
Sneppen m odelisthat it Ailsto ncorporate speciation.
W hen a biologicalpopulation gives rise to a m utant in—
dividual which becom es the founder of a new species,
the originalpopulation does not always die out. Fossil
evidence indicates that it is comm on for both soecies
to coexist for som e tin e after such a speciation event.
T his process is absent from the Bak{Sneppen m odel,
and In order to address this shortcom Ing Vandew alle
and Ausloos (1995, K ram er et al. 1996) suggested an
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Figure 21 An

exam pl ofa
phylogenetic tree
generated by the m odel
of Vandew alle and

A usloos (1995). The
num bers indicate the
order of grow th of the
tree.

extension of the m odel in which species coexist on a
phylogenetic tree structure, rather than on a lattice.
T he dynam ics of theirm odel is as follow s.

Iniially there is just a an allnum ber of species, per-
haps only one, each possessing a barrier to m utation
B;i whose value is chosen random Iy in the range be-
tween zero and one. T he species w ith the lowest bar-
rier mutates rst, but now both the original species
and the mutant are assum ed to survive, so that there
is a branching of the tree leading to a pair of coexist—
ing species F igure :_2-14') . One m ight in agine that the
original species should retain its barrier valie, since
this species is assum ed not to have changed. How—
ever, if this were the case the m odel would never de—
velop a \gap" as the B ak{Sneppen m odel does and so
never selforganize to a critical point. To avoid this,
Vandew alle and A usloos 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 ght justify this by saying for exam ple
that the environm ent of the parent species is altered
by the presence ofa closely—related (and possibly com —
peting) o spring species, thereby changing the shape
ofthe parent’s tness landscape. W hatever the justi —
cation, them odelgives rise to a branching phylogenetic
tree which contains a continuously increasing num ber
of species, by contrast w ith the other m odels we have
exam ined so far, n which thenumberwas xed.Aswe
pointed out in Section E2:2:.Z§, the num ber of species in
the fossil record does In fact increase slow Iy overtim e,
which m ay be regarded as partial jisti cation for the
present approach.

In addition to the speciation process, there is also
a second process taking place, sin ilar to that of the
Bak{Sneppen model: affer nding the species wih
the lowest barrier to m utation, the barrier variables
B; of all species w ithin a distance k of that species
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are also given new, random ly-chosen values between
zero and one. D istances on the tree structure arem ea—
sured as the num ber of straight-line segm ents which
one must traverse in order to get from one species
to another (see Figure 21: again). Notice that this
m eans that the evolution of one species to a new fom
ismore lkely to a ect the tness landscape of other
species which are closely related to it phylogenetically.
T here issom e jasti cation forthis, since closely related
species tend to exploit sim lar resources and are there—
forem ore likely to be in com petition w ith one another.
O n the otherhand predatorprey and parasitic interac—
tions are also very im portant in evolutionary dynam —
ics, and these interactions tend not to occur betw een
closely related species.

M any of the basic predictions of the m odel of Van—
dew alle and A usloos are sin ilar to those of the Bak{
Sneppen model, indicating perhaps that Bak and
Sneppen were correct to ignore speciation events to
begn w ith. I is found again that avalanches of coevo—
ution take place, and that the system organizes itself
to a critical state in which the distrdbution of the sizes
ofthese avalanches follow sa power law . T hem easured
exponent of thispower Jaw is = 149 001 (Vande-
walle and A usloos 1997), which is very close to the up—
perbound of% calculated by F Iyvb Ergetal. (1993) for
the B ak {Sneppen m odel. H ow ever, there are also som e
Interesting features which are new to thismodel. In
particular, it is found that the phylogenetic trees pro—
duced by them odelare selfsin ilar. In Section 2;3_.2E we
discussed the work of Burlando (1990), which appears
to indicate that the taxonom ic trees of living species
are also selfsim ilar. Burlando m ade estim ates of the
fractal (orH ausdorf) din ension D y oftaxonom ic trees
for 44 previously-published catalogues of species taken
from a wide range of taxa and geographic areas, and
found values ranging from 1:1 to 21 with a mean of
161 (The typicalcon dence interval forvalies ofD 4
was on the order of 02. These gures are In rea—
sonable agreem ent w ith the value ofDy = 189 003
m easured by Vandew alle and A uslos (1997) for their
m odel, suggesting that a m echanisn of the kind they
describe could be responsible for the observed struc-
ture of taxonom ic trees.

T he m odel as describbed does not explicitly include
extinction, and fiirthem ore, since goecies are not re-
placed by their descendents as they are in the Bak{
Sneppen m odel, there is also no pseudoextinction.
H owever, Vandew alle and A usloos also discuss a vari-
ation on them odel in which extinction is explicitly in—
troduced. In this variation, they nd the species w ith
the lowest barrier to m utation B; and then they ran-

®In fact, Dy is num erically equgl to the exponent for a
plot such as that shown in Figure El_' for the appropriate group
of species.
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dom ly choose either to have this species speciate w ith
probability 1 exp ( =r) orto have it becom e extinct
w ith probability exp ( B;=r), where r is a param eter
which they choose. T hus the probability of extinction
decreases w ith increasing height of the barrier. It is
not at rst clearhow we are to understand this choice.
Indeed, it seam s lkely from reading the papers ofVan—
dew alle et al. that there is som e confusion between the
barrier heights and the concept of tness; the authors
argue that the speciesw ith higher tness should be less
likely to becom e extinct, but then equate tnessw ith
the barrier variables B;. One way out of this prob—
lem may be to note that on rugged landscapes w ith
bounded tness there is a positive correlation betw een
the heights of barriers and the tness of goecies: the
higher the tness the m ore likely it is that the lowest
barrier to m utation w ill also be high.

W hen r = 0, this extinction m odel is equal to
the stm odeldescribed, in which no extinction took
place. W hen r isabove som e threshold value r., which
ism easured to be approxim ately 048 001 fork = 2
(the only case the authors nvestigated in detail), the
extinction rate exceeds the speciation rate and the tree
ceases to grow after a short tine. In the Intervening
range 0 < r < r. evolution and extinction processes
com pete and the m odel show s Interesting behaviour.
Again there is a powerdaw distrbution of coevolu—
tionary avalanches, and a fractal tree structure rem —
Iniscent of that seen In nature. In addition there is
now apower-law distribution ofextinction events, w ith
the sam e exponent as the coevolutionary avalanches,
ie, close to 2. Aswith the Bak{Sneppen m odel this
is In disagreem ent w ith the gqureof2:0 02 extracted
from the fossildata.

A nother variation of the B ak {Sneppen m odelw hich
Incorporates speciation has been suggested by Head
and Rodgers (1997). In this variation, they keep track
ofthe two low est barriers to m utation for each species,
rather than jist the single lowest. The m utation of a
Soecies proceeds In the sam e fashion as in the nom al
B ak {Sneppen m odelwhen one of these two barriers is
signi cantly lower than the other. H owever, if the two
barriers are close together in value, then the species
m ay split and evolve In two di erent directions on the

tness landscape, 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
takes place when

B Bi< s 9)

where B; and B, are the two barrier heights. The
model also ncorporates an extinction m echanismn,
which, strangely, is based on the opposite assum p—
tion to the one m ade by Vandew alle and A usloos. In
them odelofH ead and R odgers, extinction takesplace
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when species have particularly high barriers to m uta—
tion. To be precise, a species becom es extinct if its
neighbour m utates (which would nom ally change its

tness landscape and therefore its barrier variables)
but both is barriers are above som e predeterm ined
threshold value. T his extinction criterion seem s a 1lit—
tle surprising at rst: if, as we suggested above, high
barriers are positively correlated w ith high tness, why
should speciesw ith high barriersbecom e extinct? The
argum ent put forward by Head and Rodgers is that
species w ith high barriers to mutation nd it di culkt
to adapt to changes in their environm ent. To quote
from their paper, \A species w ith only very large bar-
riers against m utation has becom e so In exble that
i is no longer abl to adapt and dies out". It seem s
odd how ever, that this extinction process should take
place precisely in the speciesw hich are ad pcent to oth—
ers which are mutating. In the Bak{Sneppen m odel,
these species have their barriers changed to new ran-
dom values as a result of the change In their tness
landscapes brought about by the mutation of their
neighbour. Thus, even if they did indeed have high
barriers to m utation initially, their barriers would be
changed when their neighbour mutated, curing this
problem and so one would expect that these species
would not becom e extjnctz:

The m odel has other problem s as well. O ne issue is
that, because of the way the m odel is de ned, it does
not allow for the rescaling of tim e according to E qua-
tion Q'j) . Thism eans that evolution in the m odel pro—
ceeds at a uniform rate, rather than in avalanches as
In the Bak{Sneppen m odel. A s a direct resul of this,
the distribution of the sizes of extinction events in the
m odel follow s a P oisson distribution, rather than the
approxin ate power law seen In the fossil data Fig—
ure :_3) . The model does have the nice feature that
the num ber of species in the m odel tends to a nat-
ural equilbrium ; there is a balance between specia-
tion and extinction events which causes the num ber
of species to stabilize. This contrasts with the Bak{
Sneppen m odel (@and indeed alm ost all the otherm od-
els we discuss) In which the num ber of species is arti-

cially held constant, and also w ith the m odelofVan-
dew alle and A usloos, in which the num ber of species
either shrinks to zero, or grow s inde nitely, depending
on the value of the param eter r. Head and R odgers
gave an approxin ate analytic explanation for their re-
sultsusinga \mean eld" technique sin ilarto thatem —
plyed by F lyvb rg et al. (1993) for the B ak { Sneppen
model. However, the question of whether the num —
ber of species predicted by theirm odelagreesw ith the
known taxon carrying capacity of realecosystem s has

7A later paper on the m odelby Head and R odgers (unpub-—
lished) has addressed this criticism to som e extent.
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not been nvestigated.

5.6 M odels incorporating external
Stress

Another criticism of the approach taken in Bak and
Sneppen’s work (and indeed in the work ofKau m an
discussed In Section -'_4) is that real ecosystem s are not
closed dynam ical system s, but are in reality a ected
by m any extemal factors, such as clim ate and geog—
raphy. Indeed, as we discussed in Section E2:2:.1E, a
num ber of the larger extinction events visble in the
fossil record have been tied quite convincingly to par-
ticular exogenous events, so that any m odel ignoring
these e ects is necessarily incom plete. Newm an and
R oberts (1995, Roberts and Newm an 1996) have pro—
posed a varation on the Bak{Sneppen m odel which
attem pts to com bine the ideas of extinction via envi-
ronm ental stress and large-scale coevolution. T he ba—
sic idea behind thism odel is that a large coevolution—
ary avalanche w ill cause m any species to m ove to new

tness peaks, som e of which m ay possess lower tness
than the peaks they previous occupied. Thus a large
avalanche produces a number of new species which
have low tness and therefore m ay be m ore suscep—
tble to extinction as a result of environm ental stress.
This in fact isnot a new idea. Kau man for exam —
ple has m ade this point clearly In his book The O ri-
ghhs of O rder K au man 1993): \D uring coevolution—
ary avalanches, species fall to Iower tness and hence
are m ore lkely to becom e extinct. T hus the distriou-
tion of avalanche sizesm ay bear on the distribution of
extinction events in the fossil record."

Newm an and Roberts incorporated this idea into
theirm odel as llows. A xed number N of species
each possess a barrier B; to m utation, along w ith an—
other variabl F; which m easures their tness at the
current adaptive peak. O n each step ofthe sim ulation
the species w ith the lowest barrier B; for mutation,
and itsK neighbours, are selected, jist as In the Bak{
Sneppen m odel. TheB ; and F; variablesoftheseK + 1
soecies are all given new independent random values
betw een zero and one, representing the evolution ofone
soecies and the changed landscapes of its neighbours.
T hen, a positive random number ischosen which rep—
resents the level of environm ental stress at the current
tim e, and all species wih F; < are w jped out and
replaced by new species w th random ly chosen F'; and
Bi.

The net result is that species wih low tness are
rapidly rem oved from the system . However, when
a large coevolutionary avalanche takes place, m any
Spoecies receive new, random ly-chosen tness values,
som e of which w illbe low , and this process provides a
\source" of low — tness species for extinction events.
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Figure 22 The distribution of sizes of extinction events
in a sin ulation ofthem odelofN ewm an and R cberts (1995)
wih N = 10000 and K = 3. Them easured exponent ofthe
power law is = 2:02 0:03, which is In good agreem ent
w ith the gure for the sam e quantity drawn from fossildata
(see Section 22.).

Interestingly, the distribbution ofextinction events in
this m odel follow s a pow er law , apparently regardless
of the distrbution from which the stress evels are
chosen ( gure 2-2_3) . Roberts and Newm an (1996) of-
fered an analytical explanation of this result within
a \mean eld" fram ework sin ilar to the one used by
Flyvberg et al. (1993) for the original B ak {Sneppen
model. However, what is particularly intriguing is
that, even though the distrbution of avalanche sizes
In the m odel still possesses an exponent in the region
of 2 or Jess, the extinction distribution is steeper, w ith
a measured exponent of = 2:02 003 In excellent
agream ent w ith the resultsderived from the fossildata.

T he m odel how ever has som e disadvantages. F irst,
the source of the powerdaw in the extinction dis-
trbbution is alm ost certainly not a critical process,
even though the Bak{Sneppen m odel, from which this
m odel is derived, is critical. In fact, them odelofN ew —
m an and R oberts is just a special case ofthe extinction
m odel proposed later by Newm an (see Section .'_7:],'),
w hich does not contain any coevolutionary avalanches
at all. In other words, the interesting behaviour of
the extinction distrdbution in thism odel is entirely in—
dependent of the coevolutionary behaviour inherited
from the Bak{Sneppen m odel

A more serious problem with the m odel is the way
In which the environm ental stress is in posed. Aswe
pointed out in Section 5.1, the tin e-steps in the Bak{
Sneppen m odel correspond to di erent durations of
geological tine. This m eans that there should be a

6 Inter-species connection m odels

greater chance of a large stress hitting during tim e—
stepsw hich corresoond to longerperiods. In them odel
of Newm an and R cberts how ever, this is not the case;
the probability of generating a given level of stress is
the sam e In every time-step. In the m odel of stress-
driven extinction discussed in Section /. this short—
com Ing is recti ed.

A nother, very sin ilar extension ofthe B ak { Sneppen
model was introduced by Schmolzi and Schus—
ter (1995). Their m otivation was som ew hat di erent
from that of Newm an and Roberts| they were inter—
ested In ntroducing a \realtim e scale" into them odel.
A s they put it: \The Bak{Sneppen] m odel does not
describe evolution on a physicaltin e scale, because an
update step always corresponds to a m utation of the
soecies wih the anallest tness and its neighbours.
This in plies that we would observe constant extinc—
tion intensity in m orxphologicaldata and that therew i1l
neverbe periods in which the system doesnot change."
This is .n fact is only true if one ignores the rescaling
of tim e iIn plied by E quation @) . AsFigure :_l-gi show s,
there are very clear periods in which the system does
not change if one calculates the tim e in the way Bak
and Sneppen did.

T he m odel of Schm oltzi and Schuster also incorpo-—
rates an extemal stress termm , but in their case it is a
local stress 3, varying from species to species. O ther
than that however, their approach is very sin ilar to
that of Newm an and R oberts; speciesw ith tness be—
low ; are rem oved from the system and replaced w ith
new species, and allthe variablesf ;g are chosen anew
at each tim e step . T heir results also are rather sim ilar
to those of Newm an and R oberts, although theirm ain
Interest was to m odelneuronaldynam ics in the brain,
rather than evolution, so that they concentrated on
som ew hat di erent m easurem ents. There is no m en—
tion ofextinction, or of avalanche sizes, in their paper.

6 Inter-species connection
m odels

In the Bak{Sneppen m odel, there is no explicit no—
tion of an interaction strength between two di erent
Spoecies. It is true that if two species are closer to—
gether on the lattice then there is a higher chance of
their participating in the sam e avalanche. But beyond
this there is no variation In the m agnitude of the in-

uence of one species on another. Real ecosystem s on
the other hand have a w ide range of possble 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 helpfiil or ham —
f1], as well as strong or weak, and there is In general
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no symm etry between the e ect ofA on B and B on
A . Forexam pl, if speciesA isprey for speciesB , then
A’sdem isewould m ake B lessable to survive, perhaps
driving it also to extinction, whereasB ’sdem isewould
aid A 's suxrvival. O n the other hand, ifA and B com —
pete for a comm on resource, then either’s extinction
would help the other. O r if A and B are in a m utually
supportive or sym biotic relationship, then each would
be hurt by the other’s ram oval

A num ber of authors have constructed m odels in—
volving speci ¢ species{ gpecies interactions, or \con—
nections". If species i depends on species j, then the
extinction of jm ay also lead to the extinction ofi, and
possbly give rise to cascading avalanchesofextinction.
M ost ofthese connection m odels neither introduce nor
have need ofa tnessm easure, barrier, viability or tol-
erance Porthe survivalof ndividual species; the extinc—
tion pressure on one species com es from the extinction
of other species. Such a system still needs som e un—
derlying driving force to keep its dynam ics from stag-
nating, but this can be ntroduced by m aking changes
to the connections in the m odel, w thout requiring the
Introduction of any extra param eters.

Since the Interactions in these m odels are ecological
In nature (taking place at the ndividual evel) rather
than evolutionary (taking place at the species level or
the level of the tness landscape), the characteristic
tin escale of the dynam ics is quite short. E xtinctions
produced by ecologicale ectssuch aspredation and in—
vasion can takeonly a single season, w hereasthose pro—
duced by evolutionary pressures are assum ed to take
much longer, m aybe thousands of years orm ore.

T hem odels described In this section vary principally
In their connection topology, and In their m echanisn s
for replacing extinct species. Sole and co-workers
have studied m odels w ith no organized topology, each
species interacting w ith all others, or w ith a m ore-or—
less random subset ofthem (Sole and M anrubia 1996,
Sole, Bascom pte and M anrubia 1996, Sole 1996). By
contrast, the models of Amaral and M eyer (1998)
and Abram son (1997) nvolve very speci ¢ Hod-chain
topologies. Them odels of Sole et al. keep a xed total
num ber of species, re 1ling em pty niches by invasion
of surviving species. Abram son’sm odel also keeps the
total xed, but 1ls empty niches wih random new
species, while Am araland M eyeruse an invasion m ech—
anisn , but do not attem pt to keep the total num ber
of species xed.

6.1 The Sole{M anrubia m odel

Sole and M anrubia (1996, Sole, Bascom pte and M an—
rubia 1996, Sole 1996) have constructed a m odel that
focuses on species{ species nteractions through a \con-
nection m atrix" J whose elem ents give the strength of
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coupling betw een each pair of species. Speci cally, the

m atrix elem ent Ji5 m easures the in uence of species i

on species j, and Js; that of j on i. A positive value of
Ji5 in plies that i's continued existence helps j’s sur-
vival, whereas a negative valie im plies that j would

be happy to see i disappear. T he J;; values range be—
tween 1 and 1, chosen initially at random . In m ost of
their work, Sole and M anrubia let every species inter—
act w ith every other species, so all Jijs are non-zero,

though som e m ay be quite an all. A fematively it is

possible to de nem odels in which the connections are

m ore restricted, for instance by placing all the species

on a square lattice and pem itting each to interact only

w ith its four neighbours (Sole 1996).

A species ibecom es extinct if its net support 5954
from others drops below a certain threshold . The
sum over j here isofcourse only over those species that
(@) are not extinct them selves, and (o) interact with i
(in the case of restricted connections). Sole and M an—
rubia Introduce a variable S; (t) to represent whether
Soecies iisalive (S; = 1) orextinct (S;= 0) attinet,
so the extinction dynam jl’nl:sm ay be w ritten

X i

S;k+ 1) = J34iS 5 (] ; 10)
j
where (x) is the Heaviside step function, which is 1
forx > 0 and zero otherw ise. A s this equation in plies,
tin e progresses in discrete steps, w ith all updates oc-
curring sin ultaneously at each step. W hen avalanches
ofcausally connected extinctions occur, they are neces—
sarily soread over a sequence of successive tin e steps.

To com plte the m odel, Sole and M anrubia intro—
duce two further features, one to drive the system and
one to replace extinct species. T he driving force is sin —
ply a slow random m utation of the coupling strengths
in the connection matrix J. At each tine step, for
each species i, one of the incom ing connections J5; is
chosen at random and given a new random valie In
the Intervalbetween 1 and 1. Thism ay cause one
orm ore species to becom e extinct though loss ofpos—
iive support from other species or through increase
in the negative In uences on it. It is not essential to
think ofthese m utations as strictly biotic; extemalen-—
vironm ental changes could also cause changes in the
coupling between species (@nd hence in species’ viabil-
iy).

T he replacem ent of extinct species is another distin—
guishing feature ofSole and M anrubia’sm odel. A l1the
niches that are keft em pty by extinction are iInm edi-
ately re lled w ith copiesofone ofthe surviving species,
chosen at random . This is sim ilar to the speciation
processes studied by Kau man and Neum ann in the
variation of the NKC S m odel describbed in Section § 8,
and In fact Sole and M anrubia refer to it as \specia-
tion" . H ow ever, because the Sole{M anrubiam odelisa
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m odelofecological rather than evolutionary processes,
it is probably better to think of the repopulation pro—
cesses asbeing an nvasion ofem pty nichesby survivor
species, rather than a speciation event. Speciation is
Inherently an evolutionary process, and, as discussed
above, takes place on longer tin escales than the eco—
logical e ects which are the prim ary concem of this
m odel.

Invading species are copied to the em pty slots along
w ith all their lncom ing and outgoing connections, ex—
cept that a little noise is added to these connections to
Introduce diversity. Speci cally, if species k is copied
to 1la number of open niches i, then

Jig = Jk5+ i35 J3i= Jx t 57 11)

w here j ranges over the species w ith which each i in—
teracts, and the s are all chosen independently from
a uniform random distrbution in the interval ( ; ).

Because em pty niches are Inm ediately re lled, the
S (t) variables introduced on the right hand side of
E quation {l() ) are actually always 1, and are therefore
super uous. They do however m ake the form of the
dynam ics form ally very sim ilar to that of spin-glasses
iIn physics (ischer and Hertz 1991), and to that of
Hop eld arti cialneuralnetworks Hertz et al. 1991),
and it is possble that these sim ilarities will lead to
usefiil cross—fertilization betw een these areas of study.

Sole and M anrubia studied their m odel by sin ula—
tion, generally using N = 100 to 150 species, = O,
and = 001. Starting from an iniial random state,
they waited about 10000 tin e steps for transients to
die down before taking data. E xtinction events in the
m odel were ound to range w idely in size s, including
occasional Jarge \m ass extinction" events that w jped
out over 90% of the population. Such large events
were offen followed by a long period wih very lit—
tle activity. The distrbution p(s) of extinction sizes
was Pund to llow a power law, as in Equation @:),
with = 23 0: (see Figure|28). Later work by
Solkeetal (1996) ushg = 005gave = 205 0206,
consistent w ith tl_'le valle = 20 02 from the fossil
data (Section 2 2.1,

T he diversi ed descendants of a parent speciesm ay
be thought of as a single genus, all sharing a com m on
ancestor. Since the number of o spring of a parent
species is proportional to the num ber of niches which
need to be lled follow Ing a extinction event, the dis—
tribution of genus sizes is exactly the sam e as that of
extinction sizes. ThusSoleandM anrubia nd an expo—
nent in the vichiy of 2 for the taxonom ic distrlbution
aswell (see E quation (Q:)) tobecomparedto 15 0:1
Hrw illis’s data F igure :lL and to valuesbetween 1:1
and 2: frBurlando’s analysis (Section ',f:g

The waiing tin e between tw o successive extinction
events in the Sole{M anrubia m odel is also found to
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Figure 23 The distrbution of sizes of extinction events
In a sinulation of the m odel of Sole and M anrubia (1996)
with N = 150 species. The distribution follows a power
law with a m easured exponent of = 23 0:1.

have a power-law distribution, w ith exponent 3:0 0:1.
Thus events are correlated in tine| a random (@ ois—
son) process would have an exponential distribution
ofwaiing tim es. T he distribution ofboth species and
genus lifetim es can in theory also bem easured in these
sin ulations, although Sole and M anrubia did not pub—
lish any resuls for these quantities. Further studies
would be helpfiil here.

Sole and M anrubia clain on the basis of their ob—
served power law s that their m odel is selforganized
critical. However, i tums out that this is not the
case (Sole, private com m unication). In fact, them odel
is an exam ple of an ordinary critical system which is
tuned to criticality by varying the param eter , which
is the threshold at which species becom e extinct. It
is just coincidence that the value = 0 which Sole
and M anrubia used in all of their sim ulations is pre-
cisely the critical value of the m odel at which power
law s are generated. Away from this valie the distri-
butions of the sizes of extinction events and ofwaiing
tin esarecut o exponentially at som e nite scale, and
therefore do not llow a power law . This then begs
the question of whether there is any reason why in a
real ecosystem this threshold param eter should take
precisely the value which produces the power law dis—
tribution, rather than any other value. At present, no
persuasive case has been m ade in avourof = 0, and
so the question rem ains open.
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6.2 Variations on the Sole{M anrubia
m odel

A num ber of variations on the basicm odelofSol and
M anrubia are m entioned brie y in the origihal paper
(Sole and M anrubia 1996). The authors tried relax-—

ing the assum ptions of total connectivity (letting som e
pairs of species have no in uence on each other), of

= 0, and of diversi cation (tting = 0). They
also tried letting each Jiy take only the values +1 or

1. In allthese cases they report that they found the
sam e behaviour with the sam e power-aw exponents
(@though as m entioned above, later results showed
that In fact the power-aw behaviour is destroyed by
making % 0). This robustness to changing assum p—
tions is to be expected for critical phenom ena, w here
typically there occur large \universality classes" of
sin flar behaviour w ith identical exponents (see Sec-
tion 52).

Sole (1996) presents a m ore signi cant extension of
the m odel w hich does change som e of the exponents:
heproposesa dynam icalrule forthe connectivity itself.
At any tin e som e pairs of sites i; j are not connected,
so that in e ect Ji5 = J3; = 0. (Sole ntroduces a new
connection variable to represent this, but that is not
strictly necessary.) Initially the num ber of connections
per site is chosen random Iy between 1 and N  1.Dur-
ng the population ofan em pty niche 1 by a species k,
allbut one ofk’s non—zero connections are reproduced
with noise, as in Equation (L1), but the last is dis-
carded and replaced entirely by a new random link
from 1ito a site to which k is not connected.

Solealso replacesthem utation ofJ;4, w hich provides
the fiindam ental random driving force In the Sole{
M anrubia m odel, by a rule that rem oves one of the
existing species at random at any step when no extinc—
tion takesplace. W ithout thisdriving force the system
would in generalbecom e frozen. T he em ptied niche is
re lled by invasion as always, but these \random " ex—
tinction events are not counted In the statistical anal-
ysis of extinction. (T he waiting tin e would alwaysbe
1 if they were counted.) It is not clear whether this
di erence between the m odels has a signi cant e ect
on the resuls.

T he ocbserved behaviour of this m odel is sin ilar to
that of the Sole{M anrubia m odel as far as extinc-
tion sizes are concemed; Sole reports an exponent

= 202 0:03 for the extinction size distribution.
H ow ever the w aiting-tim e distrbution 2llsm uch m ore
slow Iy (so there are com parably m ore long waits), w ith
an exponent 1:35 007 compared to 3:0 0:1 orthe
Sole{M anrubia m odel. The sn aller exponent seem s
m ore reasonable, though of course experin ental wai—
ing tin e data is not available for com parison. The
num ber of connections itself varies random ly through
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tim e, and a Fourier analysis show s a pow er spectrum
of the form 1=f with = 0:99 0:08. Power spec—
tra ofthis type are another comm on feature of critical
system s (Solk et al 1997).

6.3 Amaraland M eyer’s food chain
m odel

W hereas the Sole{M anrubia m odel and its variants
have a m ore or lss arbitrary connection topology be-
tween species, real ecosystam s have very speci c sets
of Interdependencies. An in portant part of the nat-
ural case can be expressed in tem s of od chains,
soecifying who eats whom . O £ course food chains are
not the only type of inter-species Interaction, but it
is nevertheless of interest to consider m odels of ex—
tinction based on food-chain dynam ics. Am aral and
M eyer (1998) and Abram son (1997) have both con—
structed and studied such m odels.

Amaral and M eyer (1998) have proposed a m odel
In which species are arranged In L trophic levels la—
belled 1= 0;1;:::;L 1. Each lkvel has N niches,
each of which m ay be occupied or unoccupied by a
Soecies. A species n kevel 1 (except 1= 0) feeds on
up to k species in kevell 1; these are its prey. Ifall
ofa species’ prey becom e extinct, then it too becom es
extinct, so avalanches of extinction can occur. This
process is driven by random Iy selecting one species at
level 0 at each tin e-step and m aking it extinction ex—
tinction w ith probability p. T here isno sense of tness
or of com petition betw een species goverming extinction
in thism odel

To replace extinct species, Am aral and M eyer use
a goeciation mechanisn . At a rate , each existing
species tries to engender an o spring species by pick—
ing a niche at random in its own lvel or in the level
above orbelow . If that random ly selected niche is un—
occupied, then the new species is created and assigned
k preys at random from the existing species on the
Jlevelbelow . The param eter needs to be large enough
that the average origination rate exceeds the extinction
rate, or all species will becom e extinct. Note that,
as pointed out earlier, speciation is inherently an evo-
utionary process and typically takes place on longer
tin e-scales than extinction through ecological nterac—
tions, so there is som e question about whether it is
appropriate in a m odelsuch asthis. A sw ith the Sole{
M anrubia m odel, i m ight be preferable to view the
repopulation of niches as an invasion process, rather
than a speciation one.

Them odel is nitialized by populating the rst level
1= 0 wih som e numberN  of soecies at random . A s—
sum Ing a lJarge enough origination rate, the population
w ill then grow approxin ately exponentially until 1im —
ted by the num ber of available niches.
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Amaral and M eyer presented results for a sinula—
tion of their model w ith parameters L = 6, k = 3,
N = 1000, Ny 50, p= 001 and = 002. The
statistics of extinction events are sim ilar to those seen
In m any otherm odels. T he tin es serdes ishighly inter—
m ittent, w ith occasional lJarge extinction eventsaln ost
up to the maximum possble size N L. The distribbu-
tion ofextinction sizess tsapower law , E quation (:11') ,
with exponent = 1:97 0:05. O rigihation rates are
also highly intem ittent, and strongly correlated w ith
extinction event'sﬁ

An advantage of this m odel is that the number of
species isnot xed, and its uctuations can be studied
and com pared w ith em piricaldata. Am araland M eyer
com pute a power spectrum for the num ber of species
and nd that £ ts a power law p(f) / 1=f with

= 195 0:05. The authors argue that this reveals
a \fractal structure" in the data, but it is worth not—
Ing that a powerspectrum exponent of = 2 occurs
form any non-fractalprocesses, such as sin ple random
walks, and a selfsin ilar structure only needs to be in—
voked if < 2.

Amaraland M eyer also com pute a power spectrum
for the extinction rate, for com parison w ith the fossil
data analysis of Sole et al (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 is no long-tin e correlation.

Drossel (1999) has analysed the Amaral{M eyer
m odelin som edetail. Thek = 1 case ism ost am enable
to analysis, because then the food chains are sin -
pl independent trees, each rooted In a single species
at level 0. The extinction size distrbution is there-
fore equal to the tree size distrdbution, which can
be com puted by m aster equation m ethods, leading to
pE)/ s ? (e, = 2)exactly in thelmisN ! 1,
L ! 1 . Finite size e ects wWhen N or L are not
In nie) can also be evaluated, leading to a cuto 1n
the power law at sy ax N logN if L logN or
Smax & ifL  IlogN . These analytical resuls agree
wellw ith the sin ulation studies.

The analysis ork > 1 isharder, but can be reduced
In the caseof largeenough L and N wih L nN)
to a recursion relation connecting the lifetim e distri-
bution of species on successive kevels. This leads to
the conclusion that the lifetin e distrdbution becom es
Invariant after the rst few Jevels, which In tum allow s
for a solution. The resul is again a power-aw extinc—
tion size distrbution wih = 2and cuto Spax €.

D rosselalso considersa variant ofthe Am aral{M eyer
model In which a species becom es extinct if any (in-—
stead ofall) of its prey disappear. She show s that this

8T he authors report that they obtained sin ilar results, w ith
the sam e exponents, for larger values of k too (Am aral, private
com m unication) .

6 Inter-species connection m odels

too lads to a power law wih = 2, although very
large system sizes would be needed to m ake this ob—
servable in sin ulation. She also points out that other
variations of them odel (such asm aking the speciation
rate depend on the density of species in a layer) do not
give power law sat all, so onem ust be carefiilabout at-
tributing too m uch universality to the \critical" nature
of thism odel.

6.4 Abram son’s food chain m odel

Abram son (1997) has proposed a di erent od chain
m odelin which each species is explicitly represented as
a population of indiriduals. In this way Abram son’s
m odel connects extinction to m icroevolution, rather
than being a purely m acroevolutionary m odel. T here
isnotyeta consensuson w hethera theory ofm acroevo—
lution can be built sokly on m icroevolutionary princi-
ples; see Stenseth (1985) for a review .

Abram son considers only linear food chains, in

feed on the one below (exosgpt 1= 1) and are f&d on
by the one above (except 1= N ). If the population
density at leveli at tim e t is designated by n; (t), then
the changes In one tin e step are given by
nit+ 1) n@®=kn 1OEOL nE)=c]
dni; 1 (BN (B : 12)

Here k; and g; represent the predation and prey rates,
and ¢; is the carrying capacity of leveli. T hese equa—
tions are typical of population ecology. At the end-
points of the chain, boundary condiions m ay be in —
posed by ad pining two ctitious species, 0 and N + 1
wih ng = ny+1 = 1. For sin plicity Abram son takes
ci = 1l foralli, and setsg; = ki+ 1 . T he species are then
param eterized sim ply by their k; and by their popula—
tion size nj (t). These are initially chosen random ly in
the interval ©0;1).

The population dynam ics typically leads to some
n; (t)’s dropping asym ptotically to 0. W hen they
drop below a sn allthreshold, Abram son regards that
Soecies as extinct and replaces i with a new species
w ith random ly chosen n; and k;, drawn from uniform
distribbutions in the intervalbetw een zero and one. But
an addiionaldriving force is stillneeded to prevent the
dynam ics from stagnating. So wih probability p at
each tim e-step, Abram son also replaces one random ly
chosen species, as if i had becom e extinct.

T he replacem ent of an extinct species by a new one
wih a larger population size has in general a nega—
tive In pact on the species below it in the food chain.
Thus one extinction event can lad to an avalanche
propagating down the food chain. Note that this is
the precise opposite of the avalanches In the Am aral{
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M eyer m odel, which propagate upw ards due to loss of
food source.

Abram son studies the statistics of extinction events
In sinulations ofhism odel for values ofN from 50 to
10005 He ndspunctuated equilbrium in the extinc—
tion event sizes, but the size distribution p (s) doesnot

t a power law . Tt does show som e scaling behaviour
with N ,namely p(s)= N f(sN ),where and are
param eters and f (x) is a particular \scaling function".
Abram son attrbutes this form to the system being in
a \critical state". The waiting tin e between sucoes—
sive extinctions ts a power law over several decades
of tim e, but the exponent seem s to vary w ith the sys—
tem size. Overall, this m odel does not have strong
clain s for criticality and does not agree very wellw ith
the extinction data.

7 Environm ental stress m odels

In Sections :ff to :_6 we discussed several m odels of
extinction which m ake use of ideas drawn from the
study of critical phenom ena. The prin ary in petus
for this approach was the observation of apparent
power-law distrbutions In a variety of statistics drawn
from the fossil record, as discussed In Section :_2; in
other branches of science such power law s are often
Indicators of critical processes. However, there are
also a number of other m echanisn s by which power
law s can arise, Including random m ultiplicative pro—
cesses M ontroll and Shlesinger 1982, Somette and
Cont 1997), extrem al random processes (Sibani and
Littlew ood 1993) and random barriercrossing dynam —
ics (Sneppen 1995). Thus the existence of pow er-law
distributions in the fossildata isnot on tsown su -
cient to dem onstrate the presence of critical phenom —
ena in extinction processes.

C riticalm odels also assum e that extinction is caused
prin arily by biotice ects such asocom petition and pre—
dation, an assum ption which is in disagreem ent w ith
the fossil record. As discussed in Section @:2:.@, all
the plausible causes for speci ¢ prehistoric extinctions
are abiotic in nature. Therefore an obvious question
to ask is whether i is possible to construct m odels
In which extinction is caused by abiotic environm ental
factors, rather than by critical uctuations arising out
of biotic interactions, but which still give pow er-law
distributions of the relevant quantities.

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 sin plifying m odels based on critical phe-

°Sole (private com m unication) hasm ade the point that these
values are unrealistically large for real food chains. Real food
chains typically have less than ten trophic levels.
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nomena. Newm an’s m odel is a sin pli cation of the
m odelofN ewm an and R cberts (see Section :_5-;21), which
Included both biotic and abiotic e ects; the sim pli ca-
tion arises from the realization that the biotic part can
be om itted w ithout losing the pow er-law distributions.
M anrubia and Paczuski’s m odel was a sin pli cation
of the ogr:.nectjon m odel of Sole and M anrubia (see
Section 6.1)), but In fact alldirect species-species inter—
actions were dropped, laving a m odel which one can
regard as driven only by abiotic e ects. W e discuss
these m odels In tum.

71 Newman’sm odel

The m odel proposed by Newm an (1996, 1997) has a

xed num ber N of species which in the sim plest case
are non-interacting. R eal species do interact of course,
but aswe w ill see the predictions of the m odel are not
greatly changed if one introduces Interactions, and the
non-interacting version m akes a good starting point
because of its extrem e sin plicity. T he absence of in—
teractionsbetween speciesalsom eansthat critical uc—
tuations cannot arise, so any pow er law s produced by
the m odel are de nitely of non-critical origin.

A s In the model of Newm an and Roberts (1995),
the level of the environm ental stress is represented by
a single number , which is chosen independently at
random from som e distribbution Pstress ( ) at each tim e-
step. Each speciesi= 1 :::N possessessom e threshold
tolerance for stress denoted x; which ishigh In species
which arewellable to w thstand stressand low in those
which arenot. (See Jablonski (1989) fora discussion of
the selectivity ofextinction events in the fossil record.)
E xtinction takesplace via a sin ple rule: ifat any tin e~
step the num erical value of the stress level exceeds a
soecies’ tokerance for stress, > x;, then that species
becom es extinct at that tim estep. T hus large stresses
(sea—level change, bolide in pact) can give rise to large
m assextinction events, w hilst low er levels of stresspro—
duce less dram atic background extinctions. N ote that
sin ultaneous extinction ofm any species occurs in this
m odelbecause the sam e large stress a ects all species,
and not because of any avalanche or dom ino e ects in
the ecosystam .

In order to m aintain a constant num ber of species,
the system is repopulated after every tim e-step w ith
asm any new species ashave jist becom e extinct. T he
extinction thresholds x; for the new species can either
be nherited from surviving species, or can be chosen at
random from som e distribution piresn ®). To a large
extent it appears that the predictions of the m odeldo
not depend on which choice is m ade; here we focus
on the uniform case with Prnresh X) @ constant inde—
pendent of x over som e allowed range of x, usually
0 X < 1. In addition, it is safe to assum e that the
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initial values of the variables x; are also chosen ac—
cording tO Prhresh K), sihce In any case the e ects of
the initial choices only persist as long as it takes to
tum over all the spoecies in the ecosystem , which hap-
pensm any tin esduring a run ofthem odel (and indeed
m any tin es during the known fossil record).

There is one further elem ent which needs to be
added to the m odel In order to m ake i work. A s de—
scribed, the species In the system start o with ran-
dom Iy chosen tolrances x; and, through the extinc-
tion m echanism described above, those w ith the lowest
tolerance are system atically rem oved from the popu-
lation and replaced by new species. Thus, the num —
ber of species wih low thresholds for extinction de—
creases over tin e, in e ect creating a gap in the dis-
tribbution, as in the Bak{Sneppen model. As a result
the size of the extinction events taking place dw indles
and ultin ately extinction ceases aln ost entirely, a be—
haviour which we know not to be representative of a
realecosystem . Newm an suggests that the solution to
this problem comes from evolution. In the intervals
between large stress events, soecies w ill evolve under
other selection pressures, and this w ill change the val-
ues of the variables x; in unpredictable ways. A dapt-
ing to any particular selection pressure m ight raise,
Jow er, or leave unchanged a species’ tolerance to envi-
ronm ental stresses. M athem atically this is represented
by m aking random changes to the x;, either by chang—
Ing them allslightly at each tin e-step, or by changing
a an all fraction £ ofthem to totally new valiesdrawn
from Prhresh &), and leaving the rest unchanged. T hese
tw o approaches can be thought of as corresponding to
gradualist and punctuationalist view s of evolution re—
spectively, but it appears in practice that the m odel's
predictions are lJargely independent ofwhich is chosen.
In hiswork Newm an focused on the punctuationalist
approach, replacing a fraction £ of the species by ran—
dom new values.

T his description fully de nes Newm an’s m odel ex—
cept for the speci cation of Pstress ( ) and Prnresh &X) -
However i tums out that we can, w ithout loss of gen—
erality, chOOSe Prhresh X) to have the sinple form ofa
uniform distribution in the interval from 0 to 1, since
any other choice can be m apped onto this with the
transform ation

x| x%= Pnrean () dy: 13)
1
T he stress levelm ust of course be transform ed in the
sameway, ! ¢ sothatthe condition °> x{ cor-
responds precisely to > x;. This In tum requires a
transform ation
pstress( )

d
ress (0 = s )—= — a4)
Pet Pecre d %  Prhresn ()
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Figure 24 D istrdbution of the sizes of extinction events
taking place n the model of Newm an (1996). The dis-
tribbution is powerdaw In form with an exponent of =
202 0202 except for extinctions of very am all size, w here
it becomes at.

for the stress distribution.

The choice Of Pstress () ram ains a problem , since
it is not known what the appropriate distrdbution of
stresses is in the real world. For some particular
sources of stress, such as m eteor in pacts, there are
reasonably good experim ental resuls for the distribbu—
tion M orrison 1992, G rieve and Shoem aker 1994), but
overallw e have very little know ledge about stresses oc—
curring either today or in the geologic past. Newm an
therefore tested the m odelw ith a w ide variety of stress
distributions and found that, in a fashion rem mniscent
of the selforganized critical m odels, m any of its pre—
dictions are robust against variations in the form of
Pstress ( ), within certain lin its.

Tn Figure 24 we show sin ulation results for the dis-
tribution p (s) of the sizes s of extinction events in the
m odel for one particular choice of stress distrdbution,
the G aussian distrbution:

2
Pstress ( ) / exp F : 15)
T his is probably the com m onest noise distribution oc—
curring in naturalphenom ena. It arises as a result of
the centrallim it theorem whenever a num ber ofdi er-
ent independent random e ects com bine additively to
give one overall stress kevel. As the gure shows, the
resultting distrdbution of the sizes of extinction events
In Newm an’s m odel ollow s a power law closely over
m any decades. T he exponent ofthe power law ism ea—
sured to be = 202 0:02, which is in good agree-
m entw ith thevalueof2:0 02 found in the fossildata.
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Figure 25 D istrdbution of the sizes of extinction events
for a variety of dierent stress distrbutions, inclid-
ing Gaussian, Lorentzian, Poissonian, exponential and
stretched exponential. In each case the distribution follow s
a power law closely overm any decades.

The only deviation from the powerdaw form is forvery
an all sizes s, In this case below about one species in
10%, where the distrbution attens o and becom es
Independent of s. The point at which this happens is
controlled prim arily by the valie of the param eter £,
w hich govemsthe rate ofevolution of species N ewm an
and Sneppen 1996).No at region isvisble in the fos-
silextinction distrdbution, F jgure:g.', w hich im plies that
thevalie off mustbean aJl| an allerthan the an allest
fractionalextinction which can be cbserved reliably in
fossil data. However, this is not a very stringent con—
dition, since it is not possible to m easure extinctions
sn aller than a few per cent w ith any certainty.

Tn Figure 25 we show results for the extinction size
distrdbution for a wide variety of other distributions
Pstress ( ) ofthe applied stress, ncliding various di er—
ent G aussian formm s, exponential and P oissonian noise,
power law s and stretched exponentials. A s the gure
show s, the distribution takes a power-law form in each
case. The exponent of the power law varies slightly
from one curve to another, but in all cases i is firly
closeto thevalueof ' 2 found in the fossilrecord. In
fact, Sneppen and Newm an (1997) have show n analyti-
cally that forall stressdistributionspsress ( ) satisfying

Z

Pstress (X) dx Rtress ( ) 16)

for large and som e exponent , the distribution of
extinction sizes w ill take a power law form for large
s. This condition is exactly true for exponential and
power-law distrbutions of stress, and approxin ately
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Figure 26 The distrbution of the lifetim es of species in
themodelof Newm an (1997). The distrbution follow s a
power law w ith an exponent in the vicinity of 1.

true for G aussian and P oissonian distrbutions. Since
this list covers aln ost allnoise distributions which oc-
cur comm only In natural system s, the predictions of
the m odel should be reasonably robust, regardless of
the ultim ate source of the stresses.

Tt is also straightforw ard to m easure the lifetin es of
soecies in sin ulations of this m odel. F igure :_§§' show s
the distribbution of lifetim esm easured in one particular
run. The distrbution is powerJaw in form as it is in
the fossildata, w th am easured exponent of1:03 0:05.

Newman (1997) has given a number of other pre—
dictions of hism odel. In particular, he has suggested
how taxonomy can be incorporated into the m odel to
allow one to study the birth and death of genera and
higher taxa, iIn addition to species. W ith this exten-
sion them odelpredictsa distribution ofgenus lifetim es
sin ilar to that of species, w th a powerJdaw form and
exponent in the viciniy of one. Note that although
the power-Jdaw form is seen also In the fossil data, an
exponent of one is not in agreem ent w ith the value of
1:7 03 measured In the fossil lifetin e distrbution (see
Section 2:2_.4) . The m odel does how ever correctly pre—
dict W illis’s power-law distribution of the number of

species per genus (see Section 2;3_.13) w ith an exponent
close to the m easured value of = %

A nother interesting prediction of the m odel is that
of \aftershock extinctions"| strings of sm aller extinc—
tionsarising in the afterm ath ofa Jargem assextinction
event (Sneppen and Newm an 1997, W ike etal. 1998).
Them echanisn behind these affershock extinctions is
that the repopulation of ecospace after a large event
tends to Introduce an unusually high num ber of species

with low tolerance for stress. (@At other tin es such
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species are rarely present because they are rem oved
by the frequent am all stresses applied to the system .)
T he rapid extinction ofthese un t gpecies produces a
high tumover of species for a short period afteram ass
extinction, which we see as a serdes of an aller \after-
shocks". The m odel m akes the particular prediction
that the intervalsbetw een these affershock extinctions
shoud fallo with tine as t ! ©lowing the mniial
large event. T hisbehaviour isquite di erent from that
of the critical m odels of earlier sections, and therefore
it could provide a way of distinguishing in the fossil
record betw een the tw o processes represented by these
m odels. So far, however, no serious e ort has been
m ade to ook for aftershock extinctions In the fossil
data, and Indeed it is not even clar that the avail-
able data are adequate for the task. In addition, later
work by W ike and M artinetz (1997) calls into ques—
tion whether one can expect aftershocks to occur in
real ecosystem s. (T his point is discussed further in
Section :_7_7{ J)

7.2 Shortcom ings of the m odel

A Ythough Newm an’s m odel is sin ple and m akes pre—
dictions which are In m any cases in good agreem ent
w ith the fossil data, there are a num ber of problem s
associated w ith it.

F irst, one could criticise the assum ptions which go
Into the m odel. For exam ple, the m odel assum es that
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 ram ain constant for long periods and then
change abruptly. In addition, the way in which new
species are added to the m odel is questionable: new
species are given a tolerance x; for stresswhich is cho—
sen purely at random , whereas in reality new species
are presum ably descended from other earlier species
and therefore one m ight expect som e correlation be-
tween the values of x; for a species and its ancestors.

These criticisn s lead to a number of generaliza-
tions of them odelw hich have been exam ined by N ew —
man (1997). To investigate the e ect of species inter—
actions, Newm an looked at a varation of the m odel
In which the extinction of a species could give rise to
the extinction ofa neighbouring species, in a way rem —
Iniscent of the avalanches of Kau man’s NK m odel.
He placed the m odelon a lattice and added a step to
the dynam ics in which the extinction of a species as
a result of external stress caused the knock-on extinc—
tion (@nd subsequent replacem ent) of all the species
on ad-pcent lattice sites. In sin ulations of this version
of the m odel, Newm an found, inevitably, spatial cor-
relations between the species becom ing extinct which
are not present in the original version. O ther than

7 Environm ental stressm odels

this however, it appears that the m odel’s predictions
are largely unchanged. T he distrbutions of extinction
event sizes and taxon lifetin es for exam ple are still
power-law In form and still possess approxin ately the
sam e exponents.

Sin ilarly it is possible to construct a version of the
m odel in which evolution proceeds in a \gradualist"
fashion, w ith the values of the variables x; perform ing
a slow random wak rather than m aking punctuated
Jum ps to unrelated valies. And one can also create
a version In which the values of x; assum ed by new ly
appearing species are inherited from survivors, rather
than chosen com pletely at random . Again it appears
that these changes have little e ect on them a pr pre—
dictions ofthe m odel, although these results com e pri-
m arily from sim ulations of the m odel; the analytic re—
sults for the sin plest version do not extend to them ore
sophisticated m odels discussed here.

7.3 The multitrait version of
the m odel

A m ore serious criticiam ofNewm an’sm odel is that it
m odels di erent types of stress using only a single pa—
ram eter .W ihin thism odelone can only say whether
the stress kevel is high or low at a particular tine. In
the realworld there arem any di erent kinds of stress,
such as clin atic stress, ecological stresses like com pe—
tition and predation, disease, bolide in pact, changes
In ocean chem istry and m any m ore. And there is no
guarantee that a period when one type of stress ishigh
w il necessarily correspond to high stress of another
type. This clearly has an in pact on extinction pro—

les, shce som e species will be m ore susceptble to
stresses of a certain kind than others. To give an
exam ple, it is thought that large body mass was a
contrbuting factor to extinction at the C retaceous{
Tertiary boundary (C lem ens 1986). Thus the partic—
ular stress which caused the K {T extinction, thought
to be the result ofa m eteor in pact, should correspond
to tolerance variables x; in ourm odelw hich are lower
for largebodied anin als. A nother type ofst:tess| sea—
level change, say| m ay have little or no correlation
w ith body size.

To address this problem , Newm an (1997) has also
looked at a vardation of hism odel in which there are
anumberM ofdi erent kinds of stress. In this case
each species also has a separate tolerance variable x:fk)
foreach type of stressk and becom es extinct ifany one
of the stress levels exceeds the corresponding thresh-
old. A sw ih the other variations on the m odel, it ap—
pearsthat this \m ultitrai" version reproducesthe in —
portant features of the sim pler versions, lncliding the
pow er-law distributions ofthe sizes ofextinction events
and of species lifetim es. Sneppen and Newm an (1997)
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have explained this result w ith the follow Ing argum ent.
Toa rstapproxin ation, one can treat the probability
of a species becom ing extinct in the m ultitrai m odel
as the probability that the stress level exceeds the low —
est of the thresholds for stress which that species pos-
sesses. In this case, them ultitraitm odelis identicalto
the sihgletrait version but with a di erent choice for
the distribbution pwhresn (X) from which the thresholds
aredrawn (one which re ects the probability distribu—
tion ofthe lowest ofM random num bers). H owever, as
we argued earlier, the behaviour of the m odel is Inde—
pendent ofprhresn X) sincewe can m ap any distrdbution
on the uniform oneby a sim ple integraltransform ation
ofx (see Equation C_l-Z_’:)) .

74 The nitegrowth version of
the m odel

A nother shortcom ing of the m odel proposed by New —
m an is that the species which becom e extinct are re—
placed instantly by an equal number of new species.
In reality, fossil data indicate that the process of re—
placem ent of species takes a signi cant am ount of
tin e, som etim esasmuch asa few m illion years (Stan-—
¥y 1990, Exwin 1996). W ike and M artinetz (1997)
have proposed a generalization of the m odel which
takes this Into account. In this version, species which
becom e extinct are replaced slow Iy according to the
Jogistic grow th law

dN
— =9gN (1

at N =Np ax); @7

where N is the num ber of species asbefore, and g and
N ax are constants. Logistic growth appears to be
a reasonable m odel for recovery after large extinction
events (Sepkoskil 991, C ourtillot and G audem er1996).
W hen the growth param eter g is in nie, we recover
them odelproposed by Newm an. W ike and M artinetz
nd, as one m Ight expect, that there is a transition in

the behaviour of the system at a critical valile g = g,

w here the rate of repopulation ofthe system equalsthe
average rate ofextinction. T hey give an analytic treat—
m ent ofthem odelwhich show show g, variesw ith the
otherparam eters in the problem . Forvalies ofg below

. life eventually diesout In them odel, and it isproba-
bly reasonable to assum e that the E arth isnot, for the
m om ent at least, in this regin e. For values of g above
e it is found that the power-law behaviour seen in the
sim plest versions of the m odel is retained. The value
of the extinction size exponent appears to decrease
slightly w ith increasing g, but is still in the vicinity of
the value ' 2 extracted from the fossildata. Inter-
estingly they also nd that the aftershock extinctions
discussed in Section ,'_7_.1' becom e less wellde ned for
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nite values of g, calling Into question Newm an’s con—
tention that the existence of aftershocks In the fossil
record could be used asevidence in favourofhism odel.
Thispoint is discussed further by W ike et al (1998).

7.5 ThemodelofM anrubia and
P aczuski

Another variation on the ideas contained In New-—
m an’s model has been proposed by M anrubia and
Paczuski (1998). Interestingly, although thism odel is
m athem atically sin ilar to the other m odels discussed
in this section, is ngoiration is com pletely di erent.
In fact, it was originally Intended as a sim pli cation of
the connection m odel of Sole and M anrubia discussed
in Section .1

In Newm an’s m odel, there are a large number of
Soecies w ith essentially constant tness or tolerance to
extemal stress, and those which fallbelow som e tin e—
varying threshold levelbecom e extinct. In the m odel
ofM anrubia and P aczuskiby contrast, the threshold at
which species becom e extinct is xed and their tness
is varied over tim e. In detail, the m odel is as follow s.

The model contains a xed number N of species,
each with a tness x;, or \viability" asM anrubia and
Paczuskihave called it. This viability m easures how
far a species is from becom Ing extinct, and m ight be
thought of as a m easure of reproductive success. A 1l
Soecies are subect to random ooherent stresses, or
\shocks", which additively increase or decrease the vi-
ability of all species by the sam e am ount . If at any
point the viability of a species falls below a certain
threshold x(, that species becom es extinct and is re—
placed by speciation from one ofthe surviving species.
In Newm an’sm odelthere was also an \evolution" pro—
cess which caused species w ith high viability to drift
to lower values over the course of tim e, preventing the
system from stagnating when all species w ith low via—
bility had been rem oved. Them odel ofM anrubia and
Paczuski contains an equivalent m echanism , whereby
the viabilities of all species drift, in a stochastic fash-
jon, toward lower values over the course oftine. This
also prevents stagnation of the dynam ics.

A Though no one has shown whether the m odel of
M anrubia and Paczuski can be m apped exactly onto
Newm an’sm odel, it is clear that the dynam ics of the
two are closely sim ilar, and therefore it is not surpris—
ing to leam that thebehaviourofthetwom odels isalso
sim ilar. F igure 2-]‘ show s the distrdbution ofthe sizes s
of extinction events in a sin ulation of the m odelw ith
N = 3200 species. T he distrdbution is close to power—
law in form wih an exponent of = 1:9 sin ilar to
that of Newm an’s m odel, and in agreem ent w ith the
resuk ' 2 seen In the fossil data. The m odel also
generates a power-law distrbution in the lifetin es of
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Figure 27 The distrdbution of the sizes of extinction
events in a simulation of the model of M anrubia and
Paczuski, with N = 3200 species (circles). The best t
power law (solid line) has an exponent of = 1:88 0:009.
A fter M anrubia and Paczuski (1998).

speciesand, asin Newm an’sm odel, a sin ple de nition

of genus can be Introduced and it can be shown that
the distrdbution of num ber of species per genus follow s
apower law aswell. T he exponent of the lifetin e dis—
tribution tums out to be approxim ately 2, which isnot
far from the value 0of1:7 03 found in the fossildata
(see Section 2 2.4) 11

W hat is interesting about this m odel however, is
that is dynam ics is derived using a com pletely dif-
ferent argum ent from the one em ployed by Newm an.
T he basic jisti cation of the m odel goes like this. W e
assum e st of all that it is possble to de ne a via—
bility x; for species i, which m easures in som e fashion
how far a species is from the point of extinction. T he
point of extinction itself is represented by the thresh—
old value xy. The gradual dow nward drift of species’
viability can be then be accounted for as the result of
m utation; them a prity ofm utations low er the viability
of the host.

M anrubia and P aczuski justify the coherent stresses
In the system by analogy w ith the m odel of Sole and
M anrubia (1996) In which species feel the ecological
\shock" of the extinction of other nearby species. In
the current m odel, the origin ofthe shocks is sin ilarly
taken to be the extinction of other species in the sys-
tem . In otherw ords it isthe resul ofbiotic interaction,

0The exponent for the distribbution of genus sizes is also 2
w hich isperhapsa shortcom ing ofthism odel; recallthat W illis’s
value for owering plantswas 1:5 igure 119, and the com pre-
hensive studies by Burlando (1990, 1993) gave an average value
of1:6.
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rather than exogenousenvironm entalin uences. H ow —
ever, by representing these shocks as coherent e ects
which in uence all species sin utaneously to the sam e
degree, M anrubia and Paczuski have rem oved from
the dynam ics the direct interaction between species
which was present in the original connection m odel.
Am ongst other things, this allow s them to give an ap—
proxin ate analytic treatm ent of their m odel using a
tin eaveraged approxin ation sin ilar to the one em -
ployed by Sneppen and Newm an (1997) forNewm an’s
m odel.

O ne further nice feature of the M anrubia{P aczuski
m odel is that i is particularly easy In this case to
see how large extinction events arise. Because species
are replaced by speciation from others, the values of
their viabilities tend to cluster together: m ost species
are copies, or near copies, of other species n the sys—
tem . Such clusters of species tend allto becom e extinct
around the sam e tin e because they all feel the sam e
coherent shocks and are all driven below the extinc-
tion threshold together. (A sim ilar behaviour is seen
in the Sole{M anrubiam odelofSection}61.) Thisclis
tering and avalanche behaviour in the m odel is rem i~
niscent ofthe so-called \phase-coherent" m odels w hich
have been proposed as a m echanisn for the synchro—
nization ofthe ashingof re ies (Strogatz and Stew -
art 1993). A lthough no one has yet made a direct
connection between these two classes of m odels, it is
possible that m athem aticaltechnigques sin ilar to those
am ployed w ith phase-coherent m odelsm ay prove prof-
fable w ith m odels of type proposed by M anrubia and
Paczuski.

8 Sibani’s reset m odel

Sibani and co-workers have proposed a m odel of the
extinction process, which they call the \reset m odel"
(Sibaniet al 1995, 1998), which di ers from those dis—
cussed in the preceding sections in a fundam entalway;
it allow s for, and indeed relies upon, non-stationariy
in the extinction process. T hat is, i acknow ledgesthat
the extinction record is not uniform in tine, as it is
assum ed to be (exoept or stochastic variation) in the
other m odels we have considered. In fact, extinction
Intensity has declined on average over tin e from the
beginning ofthe P hanerozoicuntilthe Recent. W ithin
them odelofSianiet al., the distrbbutions of Section :j
are all the result of this decline, and the challenge is
then to explain the decline, rather than the distribu-—
tions them selves.
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Figure 28 The number of fam ilies of m arine organisn s
becom Ing extinct perm illion years in each of the stages of
the P hanerozoic. T he decline in average extinction rate is
clearly visble in thisplot. The data are from the com pila-
tion by Sepkoski (1992).

8.1 Extinction rate decline

In Fjgure-'j we showed the num ber of known fam ilies
as a function of tin e over the last 600 My. On the
logarithm ic scale of the gure, this num ber appears
to Increase fairly steadily and although, aswe pointed
out, som e of this Increase can be accounted for by the
bias known as the \pull of the recent", there is prob-—
ably a real trend present as well. It is less clear that
there is a sim ilar trend iIn extinction intensity. The
extinctions represented by the points in Fjgure:;I cer—
tainly vary in Intensity, but on average they appear
fairly constant. Recall however, that F igure -';I: show s
the num ber of fam ilies becom Ing extinct in each stage,
and that the lengths of the stages are not uniform .
In Figure -'_25_3' we show the extinction intensity nom al-
ized by the lengths of the stages| the extinction rate
In fam ilies per m illion years| and on this gure i is
much clearer that there is an overalldecline in extinc—
tion tow ards the R ecent.

In order to quantify the decline in extinction rate,
w e consider the cum ultive extinction intensity c(t) as
a function of tim e. T he cum ulative extinction at tin e
t is de ned to be the num ber of taxa which have be-
com e extinct up to that tine. In other words, if we
denote the extinction intensity at time t by x (t) then
the cum ulative extinction intensity is

x ) at’: 18)

FJgure:_2-§ show sthisquantity orthem arine fam ilies in
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Figure 29 M ain gure: the cum ulative extinction inten-
sity as a function oftin e during the P hanerozoic on linear{
log scales. The straight line is the best logarithm ic t to
the data. Inset: the sam e data on log{log scals. A fter
Newm an and Eble (1999%).

Sepkoski’s database. C kearly the plot has to be m ono—
tonically increasing. Sibaniet al. suggested that it In
fact has a powerJaw form , with an exponent in the
vicinity of 0:6. Newman and Eble (1999) however
have pointed out that i m ore closely ollow s a loga—
rithm ic increase law | a straight line on the linear{log
scales ofF Jgureg-s_s . (For com parison we show the sam e
data on log{log scales in the inset. The power-daw fom

proposed by Sibaniet al. would appear as a straight
line on these scales.) This inplies that c() can be
w ritten in the form

ch=A+ B oglt %); 19)

where A and B are constants and ty is the point of
Intercept of the line in Figure 2-9' w ith the horizontal
axis. Note that ty lies before the beginning of the
Cambrian. Iftin e ism easured from t= 0 at the start
ofthedata set, which coincides roughly w ith the begin—
ning ofthe C am brian, then thebest tofthe form C_l-gi)
hasty ’ 260 M y.)

Combining Equations C_l-g) and C_fgi) and di erenti-
ating with respect to t we get an expression for the
extinction per unit tin e:

x k) =

: (20)
t %
In other words the average extinction rate is alling o
overtin e asa power law w ith exponent 1. Sbhanietal
have pointed out that a powerdaw decline in iself
could be enough to explain the distribution ofthe sizes
ofextinction events seen In Fjgure:?;. For an extinction
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pro e ofthe form ofE quation C_Z-(_)') the num beroftim e
Intervals in which we expect to see extinction events of
a certain size s is given by

dt

(6) = - B, 1)
P dx SZ.

X=s
In other words, the distribution of event sizes has pre—
cisely the power-Jlaw form see In Figure :ff, w ih an ex—
ponent = 2 which is n good agreem ent w ih the
fossildata. (Iffweusethe powerdaw tto the cumula-
tive extinction intensiy suggested by Sibaniet al, the
exponent worksout at about = 2:5,which is outside
the standard error on the value m easured in the fossil
reoord| another reason for preferring the logarithm ic
t.)

T here are problem sw ith this argum ent. T he analy—
sis assum es that the extinction rate takes the idealized
form of Equation {0), whereas in fact this equation
represents only the average behaviour of the realdata.
In reality, there isa great dealof uctuation about this
form . For exam ple, E quation C_ZC_S) in plies that allthe
large extinction events happened in the earliest part of
the fossil record, whereas in fact this is not true. The
two largest events of all time (the latePem ian and
end-C retaceous events) happened In the second halfof
the P hanerozoic. C learly then this analysis cannot tell
the entire story.

A m ore serious problem is that this theory is really
Just \passing the buck". &t doesn’t tellus how , In bio—
logicaltem s, the observed extinction size distribution
com es about. A 11 it does is tellus that one distrbution
arises because of another. The extinction size distri-
bution m ay be a result of the alto In the average
extinction rate, but where does the allo com e from ?

T he origin of the decline In the extinction rate has
been a topic of debate for m any years. It has been
suggested that the decline m ay be a sam pling bias in
the data, arising perhaps from variation in the quality
of the fossil record through geologic tin e Pease 1992)
or from changes In taxonom ic structure  lessa and
Jablonskil985). A sw ith the increase In diversity dis-
cussed In Section :_2;2_.3, however, m any believe that
these biases are not enough to account entirely for the
observed extinction decline. R aup and Sepkoski (1982)
have suggested instead that the decline could be the
result of a slow evolutionary increase in themean t-
ness of species, tter speciesbecom ing extinct less eas—
ily than their less t ancestors. This appears to be a
plausble suggestion, but it has a num ber of problem s.
W ith respect to what are we m easuring tness in this
cae? Do wemean tness relative to other species?
Surely not, since if all species are Increasing In  tness
at roughly the sam e rate, then their tness relative to
one anotherw ill rem ain approxim ately constant. (This
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is another agpect of van Valen’s \Red Q ueen hypoth—
esis", which we m entioned in Section d.) Do we then
mean tnesswih respect to the environm ent, and if
S0, how is such a tness de ned? The resst m odel
attem pts to address these questions and quantify the
theory of Increasing species tness.

8.2 The reset m odel

T he basic idea of the reset m odel is that species are
evolring on high-din ensionalrugged tness landscapes
ofthe kind considered previously in Sectjon:-f}:. Suppose
a goecies is evolving on such a landscape by m utations
w hich take it from one localpeak to another at approx—
In ately reqular intervals of tim e. (T his contrasts w ith
the picture proposed by B ak and Sneppen (1993) | see
Section 5.!| in which the tin e between evolutionary
Jum ps is not constant, but depends on a barrier vari-
able which m easures how di cult a certain jmp is.)
If the soecies m oves to a new peak where the tness
is higher than the tness at the previous peak, then
the new strain w ill replace the old one. If the din en-
sionality of the landscape is su ciently high then the
chance of a gpecies retracing is steps and encounter—
ing the sam e peak tw ice is an alland can be neglected.
In this case, the process of sam pling the tness at suc—
cessive peaks is equivalent to draw Ing a serdes of in—
dependent random tness values from some xed dis-
tribution, and keeping a record of the highest one en—
countered so far. Each tin e the current highest value
is replaced by a new one, an evolutionary event has
taken place n them odeland such events correspond to
pseudoextinction ofthe ancestral species. Sbanietal
refer to this process as a \resetting" of the tness of
the species (hence the nam e \resest m odel"), and to the
entire dynam ics of the m odel as a \record dynam ics".
T he record dynam ics is sin ple enough to pem it the
calculation of distrlbutions of a num ber of quantities
of interest. First of all, Slbaniet al. showed that the
total num ber of evolution/extinction events happen-—
ing between an iniialtime ty and a later tim e t goes
as ogt %) on average, regardless of the distribbu-
tion from which the random num bers are drawn. This
of course is precisely the o seen in the fossil data,
Equation {19), and inm ediately in plies that the num —
berofeventsperunit tine allso asl=({t f).Then
the argum ents leading up to E quation C_2-1:) tellus that
we should expect a distribution of sizes of extinction
events w th an exponent = 2, as In the fossildata.
W e can also calculate the distribution ofthe lifetim es
of species. A ssum ing that the lifetinm e of a species is
the intervalbetween the evolutionary event which cre—
ates it and the next event, in which it disappears, i
tums out that the reset m odel in plies a distrdbution
of lifetin es which is powerdJaw in form with an expo—
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nent = 1, again independent of the distrbbution of
the random num bersused. This is som e way from the
valhe = 177 03 observed In the fossil data (Sec—
tion :_2;2_.4:), but no m ore so than form ost of the other
m odels discussed previously.

8.3 Extinction m echanism s

The m odel described so far contains only a psesudoex—
tinction m echanism ; there is no true extinction taking
place, a situation which we know not to be represen—
tative of the fossil record. Sibani et al suggested an
extension of their m odel to ncorporate a true extinc—
tion m echanisn based on com petition betw een species.
In this version ofthe m odeleach species interactsw ith
a num ber of neighbouring species. Sbaniet al. placed
the species on a lattice and allowed each one to Inter-
act w ith its nearest neighbours on the lattice. (© ther
choices would also be possble, such as the random

neighbours of the NK and Sole{M anrubia m odels, for
Instance.) Ifa species ncreases its tnessto som e new

value through an evolutionary event, then any neigh—
bouring speciesw ith tness lower than this new value
becom es extinct. The justi cation for this extinction

m echanign is that neighbouring species are In direct
com petition w ith one another and therefore the tter
species tends to w ipe out the less t one by com pet-
tive exclusion. As In most of the other m odels we
have considered, the num ber of species in the m odel is
m aintained at a constant levelby repopulating em pty
niches wih new species whose tnesses are, In this
case, chosen at random . Curiously, Sbani et al. did
not calculate the distrbution ofthe sizes of extinction
events in this version of the m odel, although they did
show that the new version hasa steeper soecies lifetin e
distrlbution; it is stilla power law but hasan exponent
of = 2,avaluiesomewhat closertothe = 17 03

seen In the fossildata.

9 Conclusions

In this paper we have reviewed a large num ber of re—
cent quantitative m odels ain ed at explaining a variety
of largescale trends seen In the fossil record. These
trends include the occurrence of m ass extinctions, the
distribution ofthe sizes ofextinction events, the distri-
bution of the lifetin es of taxa, the distrdbution of the
num bers of species per genus, and the apparent de-
cline In the average extinction rate. N one of the m od—
elspresented m atch all the fossildata perfectly, but all
ofthem o er som e suggestion of possible m echanisn s
w hich m ay be In portant to the processes of extinction
and origination. In this section we conclide our review

by brie y running over the properties and predictions
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ofeach of them odels oncem ore. M uch ofthe interest
in these m odels has focussed on their ability (or lJack
of ability) to predict the cbserved values of exponents
goveming distributions of a num ber of quantities. In
Tabl 1 we summ arize the values of these exponents
for each of the m odels.

M ost of the m odels we have describbed attem pt to
provide possible explanations for a few goeci ¢ obser-
vations. (1) T he fossil record appears to have a pow er—
law (ie., scale—free) distrbbution of the sizes of extinc—
tion events, w ith an exponent closeto 2 (Section é:Z:.lE) .
(2) T he distrdbution of the lifetin es of genera also ap-—
pears to follow a power law , w th exponent about 1:7
(Section :_2-;2-_.1-;) . (3) The number of species per genus
appearsto llow a power law w ith exponent about 15
(Section 2 3.11).

Oneofthe rstm odelsto attem pt an explanation of
these cbservationswasthe NK m odelofK au m an and
co-w orkers. In thism odelextinction is driven by coevo—
lutionary avalanches. W hen tuned to the criticalpoint
betw een chaotic and frozen regin es, them odeldisplays
a power-law distribution ofavalanche sizesw ith an ex—
ponent of about 1. It has been suggested that this
could in tum lead to a powerdaw distrbution of the
sizes of extinction events, although the value of 1 for
the exponent isnot in agreem ent w ith the value 2 m ea—
sured in the fossil extinction record. It is not clear by
what m echanian the extinction would be produced in
thism odel.

Buiding on Kau man’s ideas, Bak and Sneppen
proposed a sin plerm odelw hich not only produces co—
evolutionary avalanches, but also selforganizes to is
own critical point, thereby autom atically producing a
pow er-law distribution of avalanche sizes, regardless of
other param eters in the system . Again the exponent
ofthe distrdbution is in the viciniy ofone, which isnot
In agreem ent w ith the fossil record. M any extensions
of the Bak{Sneppen m odel have been proposed. W e
have described the m ultitrai m odel of B oettcher and
Paczuskiwhich is less realistic but has the advantage
ofbeing exactly solvable, the m odelofVandew alle and
Ausloswhich ncorporates speciation e ects and phy-—
logenetic trees, the m odel of H ead and R odgers w hich
also proposes a gpeciation m echanian , and the m odel
ofNewm an and R oberts w hich Introduces true extinc—
tion via environm ental stress.

A di erent, but still biotic, extinction m echanism
hasbeen Investigated by Sole and M anrubia, who pro—
posed a \connection" m odelbased on ideas of ecolog-
ical com petition. Tt is not clear whether ecological ef-
fects have m ade an in portant contrbution to the ex—
tinction we see In the fossil record, although the cur-
rent consensus appears to be that they have not. The
Sole{M anrubia m odel, like Kau man’s NK m odel, is
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exponent of distribution
extinction size | taxon lifetin e | species per genus

fossil data 20 02 17 03 15 041
NKCS "1 { {

Bak and Sneppen lto3 1 {
Vandew alle and A usloos 149 001 { 189 003
Newm an and R oberts 202 0:03 { {

Sole and M anrubia 205 0:06 { 205 0:06
Amaraland M eyer 1:97 0:05 { {
Newm an 202 0:02 103 005 16 021
M anrubia and Paczuski 19 01 r2 r2
Sianiet al 2 1 {

Table 1 Exponentsofvarious distribbutions asm easured in the fossil record, and in

som e of the m odels descrbed in this review .

a true criticalm odel, which only produces pow er-law
distrbbutions when tuned to is critical point. Un-
like K au m an’sm odelhow ever, the m odel of Sole and
M anrubia produces the correct value for the extinction
size distribbution when tuned to this point. W e have
also described two other m odels of extinction through
ecological interaction: the food chain m odels of Am a-
raland M eyer and of Abram son.

A third distinct extinction m echanian is extinction
through environm ental stress, which has been inves—
tigated in m odelling work by Newm an. In Newm an’s
m odel, speciesw ith low tolerance for stressbecom e ex—
tinct during periods of high stress, and no species in—
teractions are included at all. Them odelgives a value
of 2 for the extinction size distribution, the sam e as
that seen In the fossil record. W ike and M artinetz
have proposed a m ore realistic version of the same
m odel in which recovery after m ass extinctions takes
place gradually, rather than instantaneously. A nother
related m odel is that of M anrubia and Paczuski In
w hich extinction is also caused by coherent \shocks" to
the ecosystem , although the biological justi cation for
these shocks is di erent from that given by Newm an.
T heirm odelalso generates a pow er-law distrbution of
extinction sizesw ith exponent 2.

Finally, we have looked at the \reset model" of
Sibaniet al, which proposes that the distrbution of
sizes of extinction events is a result of declining ex—
tinction intensity during the P hanerozoic. T he decline
is In tum explained as a result of increasing average

tness of goecies as they evolve.

C Jlarly there are a Jarge num ber of com peting m od—
elshere, and sim ply studying quantities such asthe dis-
tribution of the sizes of extinction events is not going

to allow usto distinguish between them . In particular,
the question of whether the dom inant m echanisn s of
extinction are biotic or abiotic is Interesting and thus
far undecided. H ow ever, the m odels we have give us a
good feeling for what m echanisn sm ight be in portant
for generating these distrbutions. A sensible next step
would be to look for signatures, in the fossil record or
elsew here, which m ight allow usto distinguish between
these di erent m echanian s.
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