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Abstract
Background: Resource cycling is a defining process in the maintenance of the biosphere. Microbial
communities, ranging from simple to highly diverse, play a crucial role in this process. Yet the
evolutionary adaptation and speciation of micro-organisms have rarely been studied in the context
of resource cycling. In this study, our basic questions are how does a community evolve its
resource usage and how are resource cycles partitioned?

Results: We design a computational model in which a population of individuals evolves to take up
nutrients and excrete waste. The waste of one individual is another's resource. Given a fixed
amount of resources, this leads to resource cycles. We find that the shortest cycle dominates the
ecological dynamics, and over evolutionary time its length is minimized. Initially a single lineage
processes a long cycle of resources, later crossfeeding lineages arise. The evolutionary dynamics
that follow are determined by the strength of indirect selection for resource cycling. We study
indirect selection by changing the spatial setting and the strength of direct selection. If individuals
are fixed at lattice sites or direct selection is low, indirect selection result in lineages that structure
their local environment, leading to 'smart' individuals and stable patterns of resource dynamics. The
individuals are good at cycling resources themselves and do this with a short cycle. On the other
hand, if individuals randomly change position each time step, or direct selection is high, individuals
are more prone to crossfeeding: an ecosystem based solution with turbulent resource dynamics,
and individuals that are less capable of cycling resources themselves.

Conclusion: In a baseline model of ecosystem evolution we demonstrate different eco-
evolutionary trajectories of resource cycling. By varying the strength of indirect selection through
the spatial setting and direct selection, the integration of information by the evolutionary process
leads to qualitatively different results from individual smartness to cooperative community
structures.

Background
Organisms influence their surroundings by taking up
nutrients from the environment and excreting waste prod-
ucts in it. As Earth is a closed system with respect to its
chemical components, this leads to resource cycles. More-
over, in doing so organisms may create a specific local

environment for their offspring and competitors. From an
ecological point of view these are rather basic observa-
tions, yet the overall consequences of such feedback
between organisms and their abiotic environment on the
evolution of a population, community and ecosystem are
not well-studied.
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One possible outcome of such organism-environment
interaction is metabolic crossfeeding. Crossfeeding is an
indirect interaction between two or more species, usually
microorganisms: it is often observed as the dependence
between bacterial strains on each others metabolites.
Especially determining the ecological preconditions for
such cooperative communities has received much atten-
tion. Both experimentally [1-3] and theoretically [4-7] it
has been shown that crossfeeding may evolve due to
trade-offs in resource uptake and processing, but also sim-
ply through the excretion of secondary metabolites.

While crossfeeding and related experimental evolution
studies [8-14] have been done mostly in 'artificial' well-
mixed environments, the last few years metagenomics has
been shedding light on the interplay between microbial
communities and their 'natural' local environment [15].
Such whole-ecosystem views show various eco-evolution-
ary solutions on different spatial and temporal scales to
nutrient processing [16-18]: shallow phylogenetic diver-
gence, yet large ecological divergence in the human intes-
tine [19], generalist bacterial lineages performing carbon
processing [20], but also temporal and spatial specializa-
tion through resource partitioning among Vibrionaceae
strains in coastal waters [21]. Closely related are analyses
in evolutionary functional genomics. A striking example is
the finding that many bacterial species contain only parts
of the citric acid cycle, suggesting extensive metabolic
cooperation among bacterial lineages [22].

In this work we use a computational modeling approach
to gain a more general, qualitative insight in the spatial
and temporal dynamics and mechanisms of evolving
organism-environment interactions. Previous studies
have shown the importance of an interplay between eco-
logical and evolutionary processes. It plays a crucial role
in the generation and turnover of ecological diversity
[23,24]. In addition, the spatial locality of ecological and
evolutionary processes has been shown to strongly influ-
ence the outcome and dynamics of evolutionary processes
[24-26]. Furthermore, evolving interactions via resources
has been shown to facilitate niche creation and selection
on an ecosystem level. Stable genotypic and phenotypic
diversity through resource partitioning was shown by
[27], while evolution of ecosystems as an example of mul-
tilevel selection was investigated by [28,29]. With respect
to evolving interactions among individuals, it has been
shown that this may lead to niche creation and ecological
diversification [30-32].

Hence we include interlocking ecological and evolution-
ary processes and a spatial embedding of these processes.
As we concentrate on the dual feedback between organ-
isms and their (local) environment, we restrict interac-
tions between individuals to competition for

reproduction via nutrients. Furthermore, motivated by
metagenomic studies showing the dominant role of
microbes in the process of nutrient, or resource, cycling
[18,33], resources can be altered according to a simple
artificial chemistry that allows for cycling. Schematically
speaking, individuals reproduce by taking up a resource,
processing it and excreting the resulting resource as waste.
An environmental feedback is established, and by eating
the environment changes and future feeding opportuni-
ties in the neighborhood are affected. Importantly, a frus-
tration arises as direct selection for resource processing
can be antagonistic to the indirect selection for cycling
resources. Thus we have a simple evolving ecosystem,
with the important feature that individuals determine
how much fitness they derive from a resource and which
waste product, that is new resource, they produce.

Note that in contrast to studies on crossfeeding [5,7], we
abstract from reduction/oxidation and energy constraints
in order to focus the analysis on the qualitative effects that
organism-environment interactions have on the eco-evo-
lutionary outcome. Also, with respect to ecological studies
on food webs [34-36], our model leaves out any predatory
or parasitic relationships between individuals.

In this model, we study the effect of indirect selection. We
do this by varying two parameters: the spatial setting and
the strength of direct selection. Firstly, we compare local
feedback to a null model that lacks this local feedback due
to the mixing of individuals, yet still has cycling on a lat-
tice-wide scale. Secondly, we study the relative balance
between direct selection for processing resources against
indirect selection for cycling. We show that local feedback
enhances indirect selection, as it allows individuals to
shape their local surroundings. This results in evolution-
ary stagnation: resource distributions are more in equilib-
rium and resource cycling is slower than in the null
model. Furthermore, local feedback shows a long-term
trend for independent, 'smart' individuals. Individuals are
adapted at cycling resources themselves, and do so with
shorter cycles than individuals from the null model. As
such, especially for relatively high indirect selection (i.e.
low direct selection) we find single generalists dominating
the population eventually. In contrast, the null model –
with only a global cycling of resources – displays more
turbulent resource dynamics both qualitatively and quan-
titatively, and a preferred evolution for cooperating, cross-
feeding lineages. By shifting the balance of selection
pressures by adjusting direct selection, we find similar
changes in evolutionary behavior as for the two spatial
settings. In both the local feedback and null model, low
direct selection results in 'quiet' resource dynamics and an
evolutionary trend for self-sufficient individuals. Also, if
direct selection increases, resource dynamics become
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more turbulent and crossfeeding lineages become a
favored behavior.

Thus strong indirect selection for resource cycling, both
via local feedback and low direct selection, favors the evo-
lution of self-sufficient individuals, while weak indirect
selection, accomplished through only a global feedback
and strong direct selection, leads to an ecosystem based
resource cycling via crossfeeding lineages.

Methods
We describe our model from a high-level perspective first,
followed by several sections covering the details. Central
to the local and null model is the processing of resources:

organisms have to evolve their regulatory network such
that they gain energy from nutrients in the environment.
As depicted in Figure 1B, a resource is a bit string, and as
an abstraction of metabolic activity an individual has to
reproduce the bit string as a temporal output (expression)
pattern of its gene regulatory network. We name this a
"bite". The example in Figure 1B shows a bite of 13 bits.
Next, this bite determines both the fitness of an individual
and what waste product is left in the environment: the bite
is cut from the left of the resource and re-attached at the
right side, effectively rotating the resource bit string.

Thus we combine a model of genes and binding sites on a
genome, that are translated into a regulatory network,

Overview of the modelFigure 1
Overview of the model. A. Individuals and resources are placed on a grid (size 100×100). Individuals consist of a genome, 
from which a network is computed. They compete for reproduction into empty grid sites by processing resources. B. The 
resource is a bit string of length 64. Maximally the first 8 bits can be sensed by a network, which then produces a sequence of 
bits at its output. The output is matched to the original bit string, and the length of the correct sequence (matching the bit 
string from the leftmost bit) is the raw score of the individual, which in this example is 13. If the individual reproduces, the 
resource is rotated from right to left for 13 bits and placed back in the grid site. C. The effect of a few types of mutation on the 
genome (left) and the topology of the network (right). By default the parameter values for each type of mutation are: gene 
duplication 16·10-4, deletion 24·10-4, binding specificity 4·10-4, gene expression threshold 4·10-4, binding site duplication 4·10-4, 
deletion 10·10-4, innovation 1·10-4, binding specificity 4·10-4, weight 4·10-4. In order to balance the growth of the network, we 
apply a small penalty per gene and binding site of pen = 2.5·10-5.
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with a very abstract approach to metabolic processing:
processing a resource through a gene expression pattern in
time. Various chains of such resource processing steps
reflect different paths of nutrient conversions, such as
occurring in the microbial nitrogen cycle. For example
nitrogen can be cycled through few, large steps:

, or with intermediate

metabolites:

.

In both the local and null model, the above described
interaction between organism and environment is
embedded on a two-dimensional grid (Figure 1A), where
each grid site contains a single resource and at most one
individual. Given a grid site without an individual, the
organisms in the 8 neighboring sites compete for the
opportunity to reproduce and place a daughter in the
empty site. This competition is based on how well each
individual can process the resource at the empty site: the
longer an individual's bite, the larger is its probability to
reproduce. Naturally, during reproduction mutations may
occur (Figure 1C).

As a consequence, in the local model a lineage of fit indi-
viduals shapes the resource distribution in its vicinity.
This causes an effect over several generations with respect
to what resources are available in the local environment
and thus impacts the evolution of the local population or
community. We compare such local change to the null
model in which we remove this opportunity of shaping
the local environment. In the null model we randomly
relocate all individuals on the grid at the end of each time
step. This leaves the process of local competition and
reproduction in place, but destroys any phylogenetic rela-
tionship between neighboring individuals – in effect indi-
viduals are not located close to their parent anymore –
and removes the multi-generational effect of a lineage
establishing itself in a patch and shaping its local sur-
roundings (though a global effect remains).

Model description
Grid
By default the grid is initialized with an identical resource
at each site and a homogeneous population of size 8000
(individuals are randomly placed, at most one per grid
site). Both the initial resource and individual have been
randomly generated in advance and are reused in replicate
runs. In addition to the argumentation in the Introduc-
tion on the use of space, the grid allows for a computa-
tionally efficient method of competition among
individuals and is biologically sound, as organisms virtu-
ally always live in a spatial system with a certain degree of
locality.

With a standard grid size of 100 × 100 and a fixed death
rate per individual of 0.1, the population size is on aver-
age 9000 and approximately 1000 new individuals are
born each time step. Note that in the null model, the indi-
viduals are mixed each time step, which means each indi-
vidual is moved to a random location on the grid.

Resources
A resource is a bit string of length n (default n = 64) and
can be altered into another resource by rotation from right
to left. A minimal rotation of zero bits returns the original
bit string, as does the maximal rotation of n bits. Thus the
'chemical universe' consists of n different bit strings, each
a rotated version of another, with a total of n2 = 4096 tran-
sitions or reactions between them. We identify each
resource by the number of rotation steps performed on
the original bit string. As a reference, the input bit string
in Figure 1B is the original resource used in the main
results. Furthermore, resources diffuse by Margolus diffu-
sion [37], by default one diffusion step per time step.

Genotype and network
The genotype of an individual is a single chromosome, on
which genes with their binding sites are placed. From this
chromosome a Boolean threshold network is computed
that can process resources. To this end each gene and
binding site have a binding specificity: an integer number.
The network is constructed by connecting genes with
binding sites if their binding specificity is equal. Thus all
genes with specificity 3 bind to all binding sites with a spe-
cificity 3, possibly connecting multiple source genes with
various target genes. We allow for self-loops and parallel
connections. There are three categories of genes: input
genes (with a binding specificity in the range [0, 7]),
processing genes (specificity in [8,14]) and output genes
(binding specificity 15, which is for identification only,
i.e. there are no binding sites with specificity 15). Not hav-
ing any output genes is lethal, the other genes are all
optional.

Resource processing by the network
Resource processing is modeled as gene expression
dynamics: genes have to be activated and inhibited to
process a resource. First, the first 8 bits of the input string
are assigned as starting states to the input genes by bind-
ing specificity. The rest of the genes are set to zero. As an
example: all genes 4 are assigned the state of the fourth bit
of the bit string. Note that input genes may be deleted by
mutations and the sensing of bits may thus be impaired.
Second, after some calculation steps (default 2) the task of
the network is to reproduce the bit string as a gene expres-
sion pattern through time on its output genes. The state of
the output gene is read and matched to the bit string. If
there are multiple copies of the output gene, the output is
considered 'on' if at least one of the output genes is 'on',

NO NH NO NO3 4 2 3
− + − −→ → →

NO NO N NH NO NO23 2 4 2 3
− − + − −→ → → → →
Page 4 of 19
(page number not for citation purposes)



BMC Evolutionary Biology 2009, 9:122 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/9/122
else it is 'off'. As soon as a mismatch is detected, the net-
work updating is stopped. We refer to the resulting stretch
of matching output bits as a "bite". Both the calculation
steps and the expression output steps are done by updat-
ing the Boolean network in parallel [38,39]. For a gene
this is defined as:

with  the expression state of gene i at time t (s = 0 is 'off'

and 1 is 'on'), wij the weight (1: activating and -1: inhibit-

ing) of binding site j, and θi the threshold of expression of

gene i (θ ∈ {-2, -1, 0, 1, 2}). The network dynamics are
performed in one simulation time step and the number of
updates may vary from 2 to n + 2 depending on when a
mismatch occurs.

Reproduction
If no individual is present at a site, the neighbors compete
for the empty site in order to reproduce and place a
daughter at the empty site. The neighborhood nbh consists
of the 8 adjacent sites, also known as a Moore neighbor-
hood. The competition consists of each neighbor trial
processing the resource of the empty site as described pre-
viously. The fitness of an individual, f, is defined as

with l the length of bite, g the genome size (number of
binding sites and genes), pen the genome size penalty
coefficient, and σ the selection coefficient. From the fit-
ness we calculate a relative fitness ri of each individual i in
the neighborhood: ri = fi/∑j ∈ nbh fj. Next, one is selected
according to the fitness proportional selection scheme.
Reproduction consists of duplicating the chromosome,
applying mutations and dividing into two daughters. Sub-
sequently one of the two daughters replaces the parent,
the other is placed in the empty grid cell. And, the rotated
resource (waste product) of the winner replaces the
resource at the empty site.

Mutations
On the genes and binding sites mutational events have
been defined as follows. Genes may (a) duplicate, which
includes the accompanying binding sites, (b) be deleted,
which also includes the binding sites of the gene, (c) have

their expression threshold mutated to a random other
threshold value, and (d) have their binding specificity
changed to a random other value. Thus the effect of a
change of binding specificity may be that a lost gene is
rediscovered.

Binding sites may (a) duplicate, where a copy of a binding
site is inserted in front of a random gene, (b) be deleted,
(c) have their weight w changed from activating to inhib-
iting and vice versa, (d) have their binding specificity
changed to a random other value. Default rates of gene
and binding site mutations are mentioned in Figure 1.

Analysis
Phenotype
For an individual we can calculate the bites it produces for
each resource. This results in 64 bites, each in the range [0,
64). Next, we store the bite lengths in a vector, and we
define this vector as the phenotype of an individual. A vec-
tor index corresponds to the number of rotation steps
from the original resource. The phenotype is a measure of
overall performance, as an individual is evaluated on only
few resource in its lifetime.

Network dynamics
If networks are allowed to continue generating output bits
after the first mismatch with the input resource, repeating
patterns of zeros and/or ones are observed. In other
words, if we view a network as a dynamical system, it ini-
tially moves through a transient and then settles in a fixed
point or cyclic attractor. Per individual, we calculate the
transients and attractors for all resources. Next we group
individuals by these network dynamics as a measure of
diversity in the population. In addition, such dynamics
allow us to examine how the different bites are generated.
Even if the phenotypes of individuals are equal, the net-
work dynamics may be different.

Phylogeny tracing
Every individual has a unique identification tag and its
parents' identification tag. We record these relationships,
and in addition, we periodically log a sample of the pop-
ulation (every 1·104 time steps) and the entire population
(every 2.5·104 time steps). This allows us to compute the
'true' ancestry of individuals in a phylogenetic tree, to cor-
relate branching depth to phenotypes, and to display the
evolution of various properties.

Ecosystem
In order to visualize the ecosystem at a specific time point,
we depict it as a network with resources as nodes and bites
that transform one resource in another as edges. In the
resulting figures the following ecological concepts are eas-
ily observed.
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Shortest cycle
The rotations of bit string resources leads to cycles. As we
have n = 64 resources, a cycle of bites has a maximum
length of 64 (i.e. each bite is one rotation step and omit-
ting self-overlapping cycles). It follows that shorter cycles
have longer bites, which means higher fitness for the indi-
viduals involved. This brings us to the shortest cycle: the
cycle that contains the smallest set of bites that cycles a set
of resources, where each bite can be performed by at least
5 individuals at a time step.

Crossfeeding
A special case of division of labor is crossfeeding: the
shortest cycle is formed by the cooperation of multiple
lineages. To be more precise: we compute the shortest
cycle and take a 10% sample from the population (≈ 900
individuals). Crossfeeding is present if the shortest cycle
cannot be performed by a single group of phenotypically
identical individuals, with the group having at least 5
individuals.

Ecological simulations
The stability of crossfeeding is studied with so-called eco-
logical runs. Such runs are initialized with a population
and accompanying environment – that is the resources on
the grid – from a specific time point of an evolutionary
run. In these runs we omit the mutational process and
therefore eliminate much of the 'noise' generated by
mutants and their aberrant bites.

Results
Due to the nature of resource processing (rotating a bit
string) the ecosystem evolved to contain one or more,
overlapping, cycles in which the bites neatly map onto
each other. This optimization of resource cycling was
selected for indirectly, and importantly, implied a frustra-
tion in the evolutionary process. This frustration is a cru-
cial feature of the dynamics of our model: in the long run
it can pay off to not increase the direct fitness, but to pro-
duce resources which the offspring or local community
can process well. We refer to this secondary level of selec-
tion for a cycle of bites as indirect selection.

Therefore in this study we do not focus on evolution as an
optimization process of resource processing (i.e. maxi-
mizing bite lengths). Instead, the emphasis of our studies
is on long-term indirect selection, its effect on resource
dynamics, and how evolution structures the ecosystem
with respect to the population and the individual. We
investigate this by varying two parameters: the spatial set-
ting and direct selection. We compare the outcome of the
local and null model, and we take 3 levels of direct selec-
tion (σ = 0.2, 1.0 and 5.0). For each level we have per-
formed 25 runs of both models (150 runs in total). Note
that when direct selection is weaker, indirect selection can

play a more important role. Also, drift plays a larger role
in this case, but for the values of σ used (and 5 times
smaller) the drift does not prevent adaptation. Thus, we
will refer to more direct and less indirect selection (and
vice versa) when we simply change the level of direct
selection.

The results are organized as follows. We shortly introduce
both models, followed by a detailed view of what kind of
individuals initially evolve and what the initial ecosystem
looks like. Next, we study population diversity and how it
evolves over time: how does the ecosystem "solve the
problem" of cycling resources? We focus on questions
such as: do local interactions among individuals promote
or inhibit cooperativity, such as crossfeeding? Do individ-
uals evolve to cycle resources 'all by themselves'? How do
individuals and their community structure change if we
vary direct selection?

Additional simulations have been run to test for the
robustness of our main body of results against various
parameter changes, such as mutation rates, starting net-
works, different resources and resource size (Additional
file 1: Text1).

Overview of the local and null model
In Figure 2 we show for both models and each selection
regime a representative run. Clearly, both models show
that from low to high selection (and thus from relatively
high to low indirect selection) the resource dynamics in
the environment become more turbulent. Importantly,
there is also a clear difference between the models as the
local model is more 'quiet', or stable in its resource
dynamics. With respect to fitness (Figure 2D–F), we find
that in both models the difference between maximum
bite and median bite is large, and median bite length
increases hardly. The most striking property of the diver-
sity (Figure 2G–I) is that the sudden burst of diversity cor-
responds with the end of the so-called initial phase. It is
also interesting to note that a diversity of ~600, given a
sample size of 1000 individuals, implies that there is a lot
of diversity in the populations at σ = 1.0 and 5.0, and in
the null model at σ = 0.2. Finally, we highlight the
dynamic nature of the system on the level of an individ-
ual's phenotype (and therefore also its genotype): turbu-
lent resource dynamics and the gain and loss of maximum
bite lengths indicate the many invasions of new lineages
and the extinction of old ones.

From the runs in Figure 2A, C, J and 2L we have taken a
single time point and visualized the ecological interac-
tions between individuals and resources (Figure 3). Again
we observe two 'gradients' from rather simple dynamics to
complex interwoven cycles of resource modifications:
both from local to null model, and from low to high
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Resource abundance, population fitness and population diversityFigure 2
Resource abundance, population fitness and population diversity. A – C and J – L. The 20 most abundant resources 
are plotted through time. The darker a curve, the higher the abundance of this resource throughout the run. The top and bot-
tom row contain, respectively, runs from the local and null model (for each selection regime a run). If visible at this scale, the 
initial phase is indicated by a gray background. D – F. Maximum and median fitness of the population through time. Dark shaded 
areas indicate the local model, light shaded areas the null model. G – I. Diversity in the population measured as the number of 
different network dynamics through time. Each 1000 time steps 1000 individuals were sampled and grouped by their network 
dynamics. The number of different groups is plotted. Grouping by phenotype gave qualitatively similar results.
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direct selection. Moreover, under low direct selection, we
find a single lineage performing the resource cycling,
while for high selection multiple cooperating lineages are
shown.

The first resource cycles
We consider the example run with local feedback shown
in Figure 2A. It can be divided into two periods: an initial
phase characterized by an equal abundance of a subset of
resources, and the long term evolution of the run in which
resource numbers varied from equilibrium dynamics to
turbulent patterns in time. The initial phase as we
observed it in the example run was found across all runs,
though its duration varied and was shortened with higher
values of σ . We now present this period in terms of the
sequences of zeros and ones that individuals output,
allowing us to show the mechanics of our model. This
nicely complements the higher-level ecosystem view we
take in the subsequent study of long-term evolution.

In the initial phase the population was characterized by
individuals that produced simple output bit strings in
response to resources. We found that in the example run
the networks generated first a transient of zeros, followed
by the point attractor of value one. In Table 1 all bites are
enumerated that lead to reproduction at time step 5·104.
Many bites were still small (2 or 3 bits) and thus of low
fitness. All bites were of low complexity: for instance, both
the most abundant (01) and most fit (01111111) would
be generated by the same transient and attractor. Only the
most abundant output would have a mismatch much ear-
lier. Also, a single output 'strategy' was often applied to
multiple resources (see third column in Table 1). To study
which bit strings individuals could produce, we analyzed
the underlying network dynamics. We found that the
strings were generated by a single lineage with the follow-
ing 5 typical outputs: 00001*, 0001*, 001*, 01* and
1*, where the star signals the continued emission of the
last bit. Thus the individuals were capable of modulating
the transient length depending on the input before ending
in a point attractor. This behavior was typical for the ini-
tial phase of the runs.

In the ecosystem snapshot of time step 5·104 (Figure 3A)
we observed a dominant cycle that was composed of pop-
ular bites and abundant resources. As expected, this was in
concordance with Table 1: row 1 to 8 contain all bites
from this shortest cycle. The positive correlation between
shortest cycle and resource abundance was a general prop-
erty that held in all runs. The resources on the shortest
cycle occupied over half of the grid, while a randomized
ensemble of resources covered 3 to 4 times less space (Fig-
ure 4). We can understand this as an equilibrium between
the dominant lineage and the mutants that were present.
The dominant lineage maintained resources on the short-
est cycle, and possibly channeled other resources onto the

shortest cycle. On the other hand the various mutants
took bites such that the resulting resources were likely not
on the shortest cycle anymore. This explained the equilib-
rium we observed in Figure 2A.

Furthermore, as the shortest cycle was a concatenation of
relatively large bites (compared to the bite-composition of
other cycles, which were by definition longer), the domi-
nant lineage would often win the competition for repro-
duction. Thus while this lineage established itself in the
population, it out competed the other individuals and
there would be an increase in shortest-cycle resources,
until an equilibrium was reached. The result was a short-
est cycle that was composed of abundant resources and
the bites were performed by the dominant lineage.

Summarizing, our ecosystem was initially composed of a
population of simple individuals that shaped their envi-
ronment with a low variety of processing steps. Resource
cycles quickly emerged, of which the shortest cycle of bites
is an important property of the system. In all runs, this
first phase of evolution abruptly ended with the innova-
tion of oscillatory output patterns (Additional file 1:
Text1). It was accompanied by a sudden dramatic increase
in phenotypic diversity (Figure 2D–F). And while the ini-
tial phase had been rather similar for all runs, the long
term outcomes were different, as we show next.

Evolutionary stagnation
From a detailed account on the initial phase, we now
move to an ecosystem point of view. As mentioned previ-
ously, we focus on the effect of indirect selection. We do
this by studying the differences in behavior of the local –
and null model, and by examining the effect of different
levels of direct selection. We show that relatively high
indirect selection, especially by local feedback between
individual and its environment, leads to evolutionary
stagnation in three different ways.

Resource dynamics
In the comparison between the local and null model,
resource dynamics in runs with local feedback were less
turbulent and more often in equilibrium (Figure 2 and
Figure 5). In addition, the local model showed only a
minor increase in turbulence from low to high σ, while for
the null model this increase was much larger (Figure 5).
Thus local feedback enhanced a stable cycling of the same
resources (i.e. indirect selection for a cycle of resources),
which implies fewer mutants established in the popula-
tions and therefore a slow down of the evolutionary proc-
ess.

Bites
Next, we considered the bites that occurred in the popula-
tion over time. As argued previously, in case an individual
influences its local environment, there is an incentive to
Page 8 of 19
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Ecological views of several runsFigure 3
Ecological views of several runs. Each 'wheel' shows the 64 resources (nodes) and the bites (edges) that rotate one 
resource into another. For visualization purposes even and odd numbered resources are plot on the inner and outer circle, 
respectively. Resources are colored by abundance, see the legend in panel A. The edge-width is logarithmically scaled according 
to popularity: the more a bite occurred the thicker the edge. In B, C and D the shortest cycles are colored to distinguish up to 
3 different phenotypic groups (orange, purple and green). This coloring does not indicate any relationship between the pheno-
types in different 'wheels'. A and C are taken from runs with local feedback (Figure 2A and C), B and D are from runs of the 
null model (Figure 2J and L). A. Run with low direct selection (σ = 0.2) at time 5·104, which is still in the initial phase of evolu-
tion. B. Run with selection σ = 0.2 at time 18·104. The shortest cycle (22, 31, 40, 58) is performed by a single lineage. C. Local 
model run with σ = 5.0 at time 25·104. The shortest cycle (3, 18, 41, 54) is composed of three different phenotypic lineages. D. 
Null model run with σ = 5.0 at time 25·104. There several shortest cycles, composed of multiple lineages. One of these cycles 
is: 4, 12, 24, 40, 49.
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have resource modifications that nicely follow up on each
other: if an organism can increase the probability of its
descendants having an "easy bite", this will lead to more
successful offspring in the long run. On the other hand, in
the null model this process is not present as local kin rela-
tionship is destroyed by the mixing of individuals. How
does this difference reflect in the distributions of bite
lengths over time?

The average bite that lead to reproduction in all selection
regimes was around 4–6, for both the local and null
model. However, as we observed clearly for low direct
selection (σ = 0.2), the local feedback resulted in less long
bites (Figure 6, left panel). There were no bite lengths >
21, while the null model showed bite lengths up to 48.
Also, for σ = 1.0 and 5.0 bite lengths in the interval
[20,40] were less present in case of local feedback (Figure
6).

Table 1: Output bit strings at time = 5·104 for the example run of Figure 2A. 

output count bites

01....... 291 11→13, →13→15, 15→17, 21→23, 38→40
0011..... 208 4→8, 17→21, 34→38, 52→56
011...... 132 31→34, 62→1
001...... 94 1→4, 8→11
011111... 54 46→52
000011... 46 40→46
01111111. 44 23→31
000111... 41 56→62

11....... 24 6→8, 19→21, 32→34, 36→38, 44→46
00....... 21 1→3, 4→6, 17→19, 34→36, 52→54, 56→58
1........ 12 3→4, 12→13, 22→23, 39→40
000...... 8 40→43, 56→59
0........ 6 11→12, 13→14, 21→22, 38→39, 46→47, 62→63
0000..... 5 40→44
111...... 5 59→62
11111.... 1 47→52

In the first column output bit strings are shown, with mismatched bits as dots (.). As the length of a correct output is the main determinant of an 
individual's fitness, one can easily differentiate between high and low fitness bites. The second column contains the number of individuals which 
generated the output. Matching resource rotations (bites) are given in the third column, corresponding to the ecological snapshot in Figure 3A. The 
upper half of the table contains all bites from the shortest cycle, the lower half contains 'mutant' bites.

Resource coverage of shortest cyclesFigure 4
Resource coverage of shortest cycles. Mean coverage of the grid by resources on the shortest cycle, and random sets of 
resources. Coverage is expressed as a fraction of the total grid size. The random sets are composed of resources selected at 
random from the grid such that the size of the random set equals the number of resources on the shortest cycle.
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Considering that mutation rates were equal and genome
lengths comparable, mutants arose at a similar rate in
both models. Yet in case of local feedback mutants with
larger bites failed to establish. The only difference
between the two models was that in a spatial setting
mutants were polluting their local surroundings and they
were 'confronted' with this. That is to say, while the resid-
ing individuals were well-adapted to local resources and
due to indirect selection also to the resources at the next

time step, mutants found themselves among resources
they could not process well. Thus most mutants could not
establish a lineage locally and were out competed by the
expanding lineages that cycled resources more efficiently.
In the null model, however, by mixing the connection
between individual and resource composition was much
weaker. Mutants were not 'forced' to process their locally
produced resources, hence it was easier for them to estab-
lish in the population. Thus, in the long run, mutants

Resource turbulenceFigure 5
Resource turbulence. For each run, we calculate for all resources the sum of absolute changes in resource abundance 
through time, and then sum over the resources. Thus we arrive at a single number indicating how turbulent resource dynamics 
have been through a run. For each selection regime the difference between the local and null model is statistically significant. 
For σ = 0.2, 1.0 and 5.0 the Wilcoxon rank-sum test (alternative hypothesis: local less than null) results in, respectively, p < 
2.73·10-6, p < 5.97·10-8 and p < 1.38·10-12.
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Frequency distributions of bite lengths that lead to reproductionFigure 6
Frequency distributions of bite lengths that lead to reproduction. The mean distributions are shown, summed over 
the period t = 12.5·104 to 25·104, and based on 25 runs of both the local and null model. The insets in the panels show the fre-
quency plot in log scale, such that the differences in the tail are highlighted.
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were subjected to stronger competition in the local model.
And the higher indirect selection, the stronger this compe-
tition was.

From this also follows that for higher values of σ direct
selection overruled indirect selection and mutants were
able to invade. In concordance with this argumentation is
the coverage of the grid by the resources of the shortest
cycle. In Figure 4 we observed that while low selection had
a high coverage (> 0.7), thus indicating few established
mutants, σ = 1.0 and 5.0 showed a distinctly lower cover-
age. This points at alternative resource modifications tak-
ing place.

Shortest cycle
As we have shown the core of the ecosystem dynamics was
formed by the shortest cycle, we compared these cycles in
the different settings. For σ = 0.2 not only bite length, but
also cycle length had clearly stagnated (Figure 7A). Trans-
lated into bite lengths, a local feedback cycle of length 9

resulted in an average bite of length 7.11, while in the null
model average bites were 64/6 = 10.7 bits long. Thus on
average approximately three bits were processed less if
local feedback was present.

Moreover, these differences in cycle length extended to σ
= 1.0 and 5.0. At first sight a difference of one step may
not seem significant, but as cycles become shorter the
bites become progressively larger. For instance, for σ = 5.0,
if local feedback was present cycle length was 5, which
equaled a bite length of 12.8, while the null model had an
average bite of 64/3 = 21.3. Thus there was a difference of
more than 8 bits, which indicates quite some change in
the network dynamics of the individuals.

Concluding, locality of the feedback between individual
and environment enhanced the effect of indirect selection
for cycling resources. Naturally, this was most obvious for
low direct selection (σ = 0.2). However in comparison to
the null model for all selection regimes we observed less

Shortest cycles, their length and crossfeedingFigure 7
Shortest cycles, their length and crossfeeding. A. For the three selection regimes the mean shortest cycle with standard 
deviations is plotted through time. Inset panels show the corresponding average bite length on the shortest cycle. In all panels 
the mean and standard deviation are computed from 25 replicate runs. Using permutation tests, we established all three curves 
are significantly different (all p < 0.004). B. Number of runs with crossfeeding through time. In short, crossfeeding is present if 
the shortest cycle cannot be performed by a single group of phenotypically identical individuals, with the group having at least 5 
individuals (see Methods).
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change in the resource dynamics, a stagnated evolution
towards long bites and a stagnated evolution of short
cycles.

Population structure
Given the evolutionary stagnation, we turn to the under-
lying population and community structure. We focus on
long-term dynamics of the community for the different
selection regimes in both the local and null model.

Crossfeeding
As described before, the innovation of oscillatory outputs
marked a sudden increase in phenotypic diversity. From
this large variety of different individuals cooperative
cycling of resources emerged. Subsequently the lineages
participating in shorter cycles, thus performing larger
bites, took over and this was mirrored in a rapidly decreas-
ing length of the shortest cycle (Figure 7A). Eventually a
few groups of individuals became dependent on each
other for resources on the shortest cycle. We labeled such
structuring of the population as crossfeeding, and exam-
ined it in detail.

First of all, we looked at the evolutionary dynamics of
crossfeeding. It is clear that for all three selection regimes
the local model resulted in less crossfeeding than the null
model. However, there was a stronger dependence on
selection. As shown in Figure 7B, for low selection cross-
feeding was a transient phenomenon. In both the local
and null model, there was a peak before 5 ·104 and in
~55% of the runs a single lineage eventually took over,
performing the shortest cycle by itself. Such was also the
case in the example run we discussed previously, and its
null model counterpart at σ = 0.2 (Figure 2A, J). The eco-
logical network of the null model run is shown in Figure
3B. A single lineage performed the shortest cycle of length
4, while its close mutants created detours such as 31 → 39
→ 42 → 58 and 58 → 11 → 15 → 21 → 31.

Contrastingly, runs with average and strong selection
showed prolonged periods of crossfeeding (Figure 7B): it
was the main long term evolutionary outcome. This
impacted the length of the shortest cycle. Even though
there was a 5-fold difference in σ between average and
high selection, the lengths are comparable and substan-
tially lower than for σ = 0.2 (Figure 7A). In Figure 3C and
3D snapshots show the partitioning of the resources
among different phenotypes. Large bites were performed
by specific phenotypes, while shorter ones were more
prone to be shared (data not shown).

Ecological stability
Next, we studied the population dynamics of these cross-
feeding runs. A population structuring while mutations

occur does not imply ecological stability [23]. We per-
formed ecological runs and tested if crossfeeding was
maintained. The results stressed that for low selection the
structuring is not stable: only few runs preserved cross-
feeding (Table 2). However, for average and high selection
all runs showed maintenance of crossfeeding. Thus in
these cases we have a stable phenotypic partitioning of the
population.

Phylogenetic basis
Still the question remained if multiple lineages were
present if there was crossfeeding? We verified that the phe-
notypic structure of the population had indeed a phyloge-
netic basis, that is to say there was a genotypic grouping as
well. In Figure 8 we show for the local model the phyloge-
netic distance between pairs of individuals against their
phenotypic distance (see also additional file 2: Figure S1).
It is important to realize that for short phylogenetic dis-
tances we observed mostly quasispecies variation among
the phenotypes, while for large phylogenetic distances we
have the actual population or community structuring.

One of the first observations was that all 3 figures have a
red-colored peak close to the origin (0, 0), which implied
that a large fraction of the pairs was both phenotypically
and phylogenetically closely related. Second, low selec-
tion showed only limited phylogenetic diversity, which
nicely corresponded to the evolutionary solution of a sin-
gle dominant lineage. Third, there was an obvious differ-
ence between low selection and the other two regimes.
While for σ = 0.2 the population remained similar as
branch depth increases, for the other two average pheno-
typic distance increased. Furthermore, the latter two
showed deep branches of dissimilar pairs of individuals.
In fact, considering some pairs of individuals had a last
common ancestor almost 25·104 time steps ago, in a few
runs the population must have split into separate lineages
only a relatively small period after the start.

Table 2: Ecological stability of crossfeeding. 

σ runs time (104)
5 15 20

0.2 10 3/7 0/3 0/2
1.0 10 10/10 9/9 9/9
5.0 10 9/9 9/9 6/6

For each of the selection regimes, we have tested the ecological 
stability of crossfeeding in a random set of 10 runs, for populations 
taken from 3 time points. The total number of runs, including the 
ones that lack crossfeeding, is shown in the second column. The first 
time point is chosen early in the simulations, after the innovation 
event. The other two time points are indicative of the long term 
evolutionary dynamics. Each entry gives the fraction of runs with 
crossfeeding that show ecologically stability. A run is labeled as 
ecologically stable if crossfeeding is maintained in short ecological 
simulations (25 000 time steps, no mutations).
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Overall, the null model agreed well with the observations
above. There was, however, one clear difference. We
found that the last common ancestor was quickly different
(Additional file 3: Figure S2), contrasting the rather long
stretch of similar ancestors found in the local model. This
indicates that lineages diverged, and thus specialized,
quickly. Such faster divergence of the population is facili-
tated by mixing: the spread of a new adaptation is not lim-
ited by space, hence a mutant may establish faster.

In summary, both the local and null model show a clear
dependency of crossfeeding on the strength of indirect
selection, and this is most obvious along the different
degrees of direct selection. High indirect selection – that is
low direct selection or local feedback – often resulted in a
single lineage performing a relatively long shortest cycle.
With decreased indirect selection, via average and high
direct selection or mixing of the population, prolonged
periods of crossfeeding were observed. This crossfeeding
was based on a phenotypic and phylogenetic differentia-
tion in the population, and was ecologically stable.

For high direct selection (σ = 5.0), indirect selection was
relatively low. Most of the decline in crossfeeding was not
caused by indirect selection, but by an impressive result of
the evolutionary process. In 4 out of 25 runs with local
feedback and 1 null model run a lineage evolved that was
capable of outputting a correct sequence of 64 bits for a
specific resource, as one can also observe in Figure 6. This
specialist lineage out competed everyone and thus domi-
nated the population. Though impressive, we regard this
result as an artifact at the boundary of interesting behavior
in our model.

Individuals
From the population and community structure we con-
cluded that strong indirect selection favored the evolution
of generalist lineages. If we look at the individuals of the
runs, an interesting question is to assess their 'smartness'.
How well would they process all the resources by them-
selves? A straightforward definition of smartness is the
sum of an individual's phenotype. Thus per individual we
established for 64 resources its corresponding bite length
and summed these lengths.

For each setting (3 selection regimes, local and null
model) we sampled 3.25·104 individuals in the second
half of the runs, from 12.5·104 to 25·104. In Figure 9A
the resulting distributions of smartness are shown. In all
cases there was a peak of 'stupid' individuals close to zero.
These were simply mutants that had an extremely delete-
rious mutation. Secondly, all showed another peak
around 300. Thus independent of the selection pressure

Phylogenetic distance (phylo dist) against phenotypic distance (pheno dist)Figure 8
Phylogenetic distance (phylo dist) against phenotypic 
distance (pheno dist). We computed phylogenetic trees of 
all runs with local feedback (for an example tree see addi-
tional file 2: Figure S1), and for each run we sampled a 1000 
random pairs of individuals with a time of birth difference < 
20 time steps and traced their last common ancestor. The 
phylogenetic distance is the difference in time of birth 
between the pair and their ancestor. Phenotypic distance is 
expressed as the Manhattan distance between two pheno-
types. The colors, as given in the legend, give the number of 
pairs averaged over 25 runs. Note that the regular spacing in 
the data of B and C is an artifact of the periodicity of logging 
populations. Low, average and high selection are shown in A, 
B and C respectively (σ = 0.2, 1.0 and 5.0).

A

B
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or spatial setting most individuals were equally smart.
Thirdly, it was in the right tail of the distributions that we
found distinct behavior for each σ . With increasing σ,
individuals became smarter in both models, and even
more so in the local model.

However, the following alternative definition of smart-
ness resulted (partly) in the opposite observation. Previ-
ously we argued that the evolutionary stagnation of
resources and their shortest cycles was caused by the indi-
rect selection for cycling resources. To study how this
affected individuals we wondered what shortest cycles
would be generated by the individuals themselves (that is
without crossfeeding). Thus we introduced a second defi-
nition of smartness: to have a short cycle of resources. We
allowed the individuals to use only resources that were
abundant during their lifetime, and we found a clear dif-
ference between individuals along the two 'gradients' of
indirect selection. More individuals from the local model
were capable of performing a cycle, and they also had a
shorter cycle than individuals from the null model (for
each selection regime: Wilcoxon rank-sum test, alternative
hypothesis: local less than null, p < 2.2·10-16), see also

Figure 9B and additional file 4: Figure S3. Also, an obvious
decline in the number of individuals that can perform a
full cycle, was observed from low to high direct selection.
Note that in the latter case the individuals that are capable
of performing a cycle, actually do this in fewer steps for
higher σ .

At first sight it was perhaps paradoxical that different def-
initions of smartness lead to contrasting results. Consider-
ing the first definition – the sum of bite lengths – the
explanation is that under strong direct selection, individ-
uals with large bites are strongly selected for and repro-
duce. We examined runs with local feedback by hand and
in a subset of them (~25%) we found that the evolution
for large bites for many resources had been very success-
ful. Local feedback enhanced the capability to integrate
information and as a result phenotypic smartness ensued
[40]. Hence the tail of smartness in Figure 9A. With
respect to the second definition, this smartness is simply a
consequence of indirect selection: in both the local and
null model resources had to be cycled. Thus strong indi-
rect selection, either via locality or low direct selection,
enabled the evolution of individuals that cycle resources.

Distributions of individual 'smartness'Figure 9
Distributions of individual 'smartness'. In both series of frequency plots we have taken per 1000 time steps a sample of 
100 individuals, over the interval [12.5·104, 25·104]. With 6 × 25 runs this results in 6 data sets of 325000 individuals. A. Fre-
quency plot of smartness defined as the sum of an individual's phenotype. Note the logarithmic y-axis. B. Frequency plot of 
smartness as an individual's shortest cycle. We calculated the shortest cycle given the presence of the most abundant 
resources at each sampling point. A minimal number of resources was selected such that the grid was covered by a 0.95 frac-
tion. The three panels show the distribution of shortest cycle lengths of individuals that could actually perform a cycle. For indi-
viduals that were incapable of doing so see additional file 4: Figure S3.
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In addition the following argumentation highlights the
role of local interactions, as compared to the mixed case.
We established that indirect selection for resource cycling
via a local feedback resulted in a trend for single lineages
performing the cycling across all three selection regimes
(Figure 7B). Due to the locality of the interactions, cross-
feeding was slightly obstructed, and individuals would
(and could) rely on their own lineage (i.e. neighbors on a
lattice were most likely closely related). Contrastingly, the
mixing of individuals in the null model facilitated cross-
feeding and due to the higher long-term evolutionary sta-
bility of crossfeeding (Figure 7B) individuals may have
specialized.

Discussion
In this study we examine the influence of an individual on
its environment in an evolutionary setting. We let individ-
uals evolve an abstract metabolic process of consuming
resources and excreting waste products in a closed ecosys-
tem. This introduced a new, indirect, selection for
resource cycling. As a result a short cycle of resource mod-
ifications dominated the ecological dynamics, and
depending on the strength of indirect selection eco-evolu-
tionary phenomena such as stagnation, crossfeeding, gen-
eralists and specialists were observed.

Evolutionary stagnation
In case of local feedback a lineage "co-evolves" with its
surroundings, while mixing of the population (i.e. only
global cycling) removes the relation between individuals
and their local environment. We observe that local
resource cycling results in stagnated evolution. Especially
for low direct selection (σ = 0.2) evolution slows down
drastically by the interaction between organism and envi-
ronment. Looking at all selection regimes, we observe a
lower throughput in the resource cycling (that is longer
shortest cycles) compared to the well-mixed null model.

Previously, evolutionary stagnation has been observed in
the context of predator-prey co-evolution on a lattice [24].
It was found that spatial patterns in the form of patches
hindered the invasion of mutants. Recently, in a model on
marine microplankton a different mechanism with simi-
lar outcome was found: an increasing number of sibling
species competing for resources slowed down the evolu-
tion of the entire ensemble [41]. It is tantalizing to associ-
ate such evolutionary slowdowns with the well-known
observation of morphological stability in many fossil spe-
cies [42]. Could it be that interactions with the environ-
ment increase robustness of species on an ecosystem
level? However, at the moment indirect, resource medi-
ated ecological interactions among individuals have
hardly been acknowledged as a potential mechanism that
is contributing to the observed evolutionary stasis in the
fossil record [41].

Crossfeeding and self-sufficiency
In case of strong direct selection (σ = 1.0 and 5.0), cross-
feeding lineages evolve and maintain with ease in both
models. Two, occasionally three, genotypically and phe-
notypically distinct lineages form a cooperative commu-
nity that is ecologically stable. The specialization on
specific resources by different lineages could also be inter-
preted as a partitioning of the resources. Still, as the differ-
ent lineages clearly depend on each others 'waste',
crossfeeding is a more appropriate term for the ecological
dynamics.

The common hypothesis is that crossfeeding in (micro-
bial) populations originates from rate-yield trade-offs
[1,5,7,43]. As we omit such thermodynamic constraints,
an energy related trade-off is not present. However, due to
the fact that a network has a maximum of 16 different
genes, there is an 'information storage' trade-off. None-
theless, we consider it unlikely that the maximum net-
work capacity is reached, given the distribution tails in
Figure 9A. Instead a more likely cause of generalization
and specialization is the difficulty of evolving yet another
recognition of a resource bit pattern or another long bite.
In other words, the metabolism is practically not con-
strained as is the case for the rate-yield trade-off, but sim-
ply difficult [44].

If we look at the evolutionary trajectories of the various
runs, an interesting succession of phases is found. In the
initial phase there is a single lineage that performs the
cycling: an individual-based ecosystem. The era of this lin-
eage ends when oscillatory outputs are discovered. This
innovation leads to a phase of cooperating lineages: a
community-based ecosystem. The long-term behavior
that follows depends strongly on the indirect selection for
bites that neatly map onto each other. Local feedback and
low direct selection both favor an individual-based eco-
system. In the long run the crossfeeding lineages tend to
be replaced by a 'smart' generalist lineage that performs
the cycling of resources by itself. On the other hand, both
mixing the population and a high direct selection override
the selection for resource cycling and foster a community-
based solution of cooperating lineages. Thus the evolu-
tion of our models appears to show a gradient from smart
populations with 'stupid', cooperating individuals to
'smart', self-sufficient individuals. Both the distribution of
environmental knowledge over different lineages that
compose a population, and the embedding of this knowl-
edge in single individuals has been named "information
integration" [45].

Such different modes of evolution have been reported
previously in an evolutionary model on bacterial restric-
tion-modification (RM) systems under pressure by a con-
tinuous stream of phages [46]. Either individuals were
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'smart' in the sense that they contained many RM systems
to guard against many phages, or the population was
composed of mutually uninfectable bacteria with few RM
systems. Similar results have been found in a study on
individual-based versus ecosystem-based function
approximation [45], where predators and scavengers sub-
divide a mathematical function in order to approximate
it.

Evolutionary innovation
We reported the innovation of oscillatory output patterns
for both the local and null model, followed by the rapid
takeover of the population by the lineage that 'discovered'
the oscillations (see also additional file 1: Text1). Though
it is tied to the modeling approach we apply, we find it
extremely intriguing that a fitness gain may not be reduc-
ible to a single gene, but is found on a higher level,
namely that of the network discovering a novel behavior.
From a classical point of view one expects that as a mutant
takes over the population, the phenotypic diversity
decreases. In our model this is not the case, even if we
decrease the mutation rate by two orders of magnitude.
Instead, as the oscillatory behavior establishes in the pop-
ulation, there is a striking increase in phenotypic diversity,
genome length and fitness (Additional file 5: Figure S4
and additional file 6: Figure S5). Our conjecture is that the
innovation of a new mode of generating output makes a
large variety of phenotypes accessible, and this is subse-
quently exploited by the evolutionary process. In other
words, innovation leads to species radiation. Further
research is necessary to establish the generality of this phe-
nomenon.

Modeling choice
From an ecosystem modeling perspective, we made
choices that deserve some attention. First of all, we won-
dered if the fact that our ecosystem is closed with respect
to the resources affects our results.

Therefore we performed various runs with a slightly mod-
ified system. Instead of rotating the resources, we let the
individuals bite chunks from one side of the bit strings.
Thus the bit strings become smaller and at some point are
finished. A finished resource is then replenished with a
new resource, identical to the original. As a result we now
have an open ecosystem with an influx of nutrients. In this
model we observed both stagnation and crossfeeding.
Also the abundance of the different resources (leftovers of
different lengths) changed over time in a qualitatively
equal manner as in our default model. Thus our results are
not directly dependent on the precise topology of the
'chemical universe'.

Second, questions regarding ecosystem evolution are
often approached from an energy point of view, yet we
have omitted any explicit constraints on the anabolic and

catabolic activities of micro-organisms. This has allowed
us to replace the thermodynamic constraints and complex
nutrient pathways between bacteria, archaea and other
micro-organisms with a much simpler chemical universe,
and focus on the concept of having a feedback mecha-
nism. As such our approach is a baseline study for the evo-
lution of ecosystems.

Third, the local and null model differ on two features: the
presence and absence of kin-relationships between neigh-
bors, and the ability (or not) to create a specific local
resource composition. Strictly speaking we cannot distin-
guish between these two in our current results. An alterna-
tive null model could be the mixing of the resources
instead of individuals. Like in the current null model, the
ability to create a specific resource composition for off-
spring would be eliminated, but neighbor relations would
be preserved. We expect that whether or not individuals
compete with their kin, also in this case indirect selection
would be severely reduced.

Finally, ecosystems usually consist of (and are modeled
as) food webs in which resources not only exist as 'edible'
items in the environment, but also are immobilized in
individuals and made available via predation and parasit-
ism. In this study we have focused solely on individuals
and their abiotic environment, and explicitly left out any
direct interactions between individuals, except for compe-
tition. Thus in order to study the evolution of more com-
plete ecosystems, we could in future work extend our
model with the ability of individuals to evolve interac-
tions among each other.

Conclusion
The dynamics of our model amounts to how information
on the environment is stored in the population and in sin-
gle individuals. We used selection and the spatial setting
to vary environmental structuring, population structuring
and individual ecological roles. Most importantly we
show the effect of different degrees of indirect selection on
the eco-evolutionary solution via the contrast of local
against global feedback and the different levels of direct
selection.

In short, locality enhances the integration of information
from the environment into single individuals. However,
as a consequence resources are cycled more slowly and in
that sense the ecosystem is less efficient. Though locality
also plays a role in the evolution of crossfeeding, the latter
is more dependent on the strength of direct selection.
Crossfeeding is always observed after the initial phase of
evolution, yet it is likely to be only a transient phenome-
non if there is (relatively) weak direct selection. In con-
trast, strong direct selection leads to sustained
crossfeeding, and therewith more efficient resource
cycling and faster environmental change.
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Despite our simplified in silico approach, it is suggestive to
associate our results with the diverse range of ecosystems
formed by microbial communities: from the individual-
based, single-species ecosystem in a South African mine
[47], simple endolithic ones [48] to complex soil commu-
nities [49].

Authors' contributions
AC conceived of the study, analyzed the data and drafted
the manuscript. PH participated in the design of the study,
analyzed the data and helped to draft the manuscript. All
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Additional material

Acknowledgements
This research is funded by the Computational Life Science program of the 
Netherlands Science Organization (NWO) under grant number 653-100-
001.

References
1. Helling RB, Vargas CN, Adams J: Evolution of Escherichia coli

during growth in a constant environment.  Genetics 1987,
116(3):349-358.

2. Rosenzweig RF, Sharp RR, Treves DS, Adams J: Microbial evolution
in a simple unstructured environment: genetic differentia-
tion in Escherichia coli.  Genetics 1994, 137(4):903-917.

3. Treves DS, Manning S, J A: Repeated evolution of an acetate-
crossfeeding polymorphism in long-term populations of
Escherichia coli.  Mol Biol Evol 1998, 15(7):789-797.

4. Porcher E, Tenaillon O, Godelle B: From metabolism to poly-
morphism in bacterial populations: a theoretical study.  Evo-
lution 2001, 55(11):2181-2193.

5. Pfeiffer T, Bonhoeffer S: Evolution of cross-feeding in microbial
populations.  Am Nat 2004, 163(6):E126-E135.

Additional file 1
Oscillatory output and parameter dependencies. We provide extra 
information on the nature of the oscillatory outputs generated by individ-
uals. In addition, to assess the dependencies of our results on the model 
parameters, we varied several key parameters such as the mutation rates, 
starting networks and bit string length.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2148-9-122-S1.pdf]

Additional file 2
Phylogenetic tree with leafs colored by genome size. We plot the phylo-
genetic tree of a run with local feedback and σ = 1.0. Each 2.5·104 time 
steps a population is logged to disk and used in combination with ancestor 
tracing (see Methods) to build the tree. Nodes are individuals from the 
logged populations and ancestors at lineage-splitting events. In other 
words, we prune the tree for intermediate ancestors. The edges thus repre-
sent branches from last common ancestors, and are scaled and colored by 
time interval. For the coloring of the leaves the genome length, genes plus 
binding sites, is mapped to a color from yellow to red. The arrow in the 
top-left corner points to the ancestor in the initial population (triangle 
node). We observe an overall modest genome size, with occasional 
branches evolving toward long genomes. See also additional file 6: Figure 
S5.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2148-9-122-S2.pdf]

Additional file 3
Phylogenetic distance (phylo dist) against phenotypic distance (pheno 
dist) in the null model. We computed phylogenetic trees of all null model 
runs with σ = 1.0 and 5.0 (due to technical reasons data for σ = 0.2 was 
not available). For each run we sampled a 1000 random pairs of individ-
uals with a time of birth difference < 20 time steps and traced their last 
common ancestor. The phylogenetic distance is the difference in time of 
birth between the pair and their ancestor. Phenotypic distance is expressed 
as the Manhattan distance between two phenotypes. The colors, as given 
in the legend, give the number of pairs averaged over 25 runs. Note that 
the regular spacing in the data is an artifact of the periodicity of logging 
populations. Average and high selection are shown in A, B respectively (σ 
= 1.0 and 5.0).
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2148-9-122-S3.pdf]

Additional file 4
Fraction of individuals incapable of cycling resources by themselves. 
We have taken per 1000 time steps a sample of 100 individuals, over the 
interval [12.5·104, 25·104]. With 6 × 25 runs this results in 6 data sets 
of 325000 individuals. For each selection coefficient we find that local 
feedback (colored bars) results in a smaller fraction of individuals that 
cannot cycle resources on their own, compared to global feedback (light 
gray bars). This plot complements Figure 9B.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2148-9-122-S4.pdf]

Additional file 5
Sudden increase in diversity. The number of unique bites is shown for 
the first 10·104 time steps. The number of unique bites in an ecosystem is 
calculated by counting the number of different bites that occur each time 
step. This measure is directly related to the phenotypic diversity. If there is 
more variety in the ways individuals process resources, the number of 
unique bites increases. In the same manner a phenotypically uniform pop-
ulation will have a low number of unique bites, as one can observe in the 
initial phase of evolution (clearly visible for σ = 0.2). Furthermore, 
though we plot only the runs of the local model, the null model simulations 
result in qualitatively equivalent plots.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2148-9-122-S5.pdf]

Additional file 6
Genome length through time. Genome length through time for a run 
with local feedback and σ = 1.0. Genome length is defined as the sum of 
genes and binding sites. The total spread of different genome lengths at 
each time step is given by the gray dots, with the median and the 1st and 
3rd quartile given by the solid and dashed black lines. We observe that the 
genome length penalty pen does not inhibit the evolution of large 
genomes. See also additional file 2: Figure S1 for the phylogenetic tree of 
this run.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2148-9-122-S6.pdf]
Page 18 of 19
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2148-9-122-S1.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2148-9-122-S2.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2148-9-122-S3.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2148-9-122-S4.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2148-9-122-S5.pdf
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2148-9-122-S6.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3301527
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3301527
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7982572
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7982572
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7982572
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9656481
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9656481
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9656481
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11794779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11794779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15266392
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15266392


BMC Evolutionary Biology 2009, 9:122 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2148/9/122
Publish with BioMed Central   and  every 
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."

Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK

Your research papers will be:

available free of charge to the entire biomedical community

peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance

cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 

yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

BioMedcentral

6. Johnson TJ, Wilke CO: Evolution of resource competition
between mutually dependent digital organisms.  Artif Life 2004,
10(2):145-156.

7. Gudelj I, Beardmore RE, Arkin SS, MacLean RC: Constraints on
microbial metabolism drive evolutionary diversification in
homogeneous environments.  J Evol Biol 2007, 20(5):1882-1889.

8. Rainey PB, Travisano M: Adaptive radiation in a heterogeneous
environment.  Nature 1998, 394(6688):69-72.

9. Kassen R, Rainey PB: The ecology and genetics of microbial
diversity.  Annu Rev Microbiol 2004, 58:207-231.

10. Tyerman J, Havard N, Saxer G, Travisano M, Doebeli M: Unparallel
diversification in bacterial microcosms.  Proc Biol Sci 2005,
272(1570):1393-1398.

11. Maharjan R, Seeto S, Notley-McRobb L, Ferenci T: Clonal adaptive
radiation in a constant environment.  Science 2006,
313(5786):514-517.

12. Philippe N, Crozat E, Lenski RE, Schneider D: Evolution of global
regulatory networks during a long-term experiment with
Escherichia coli.  Bioessays 2007, 29(9):846-860.

13. Spencer CC, Bertrand M, Travisano M, Doebeli M: Adaptive diver-
sification in genes that regulate resource use in Escherichia
coli.  PLoS Genet 2007, 3:e15.

14. Spencer CC, Tyerman J, Bertrand M, Doebeli M: Adaptation
increases the likelihood of diversification in an experimental
bacterial lineage.  Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2008, 105(5):1585-1589.

15. Raes J, Bork P: Molecular eco-systems biology: towards an
understanding of community function.  Nat Rev Microbiol 2008,
6(9):693-699.

16. Torsvik V, Øvreås L, Thingstad TF: Prokaryotic diversity-magni-
tude, dynamics, and controlling factors.  Science 2002,
296(5570):1064-1066.

17. Frias-Lopez J, Shi Y, Tyson GW, Coleman ML, Schuster SC, Chisholm
SW, Delong EF: Microbial community gene expression in
ocean surface waters.  Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2008,
105(10):3805-3810.

18. Strom SL: Microbial ecology of ocean biogeochemistry: a
community perspective.  Science 2008, 320(5879):1043-1045.

19. Ley RE, Peterson DA, Gordon JI: Ecological and evolutionary
forces shaping microbial diversity in the human intestine.
Cell 2006, 124(4):837-848.

20. Mou X, Sun S, Edwards RA, Hodson RE, Moran MA: Bacterial car-
bon processing by generalist species in the coastal ocean.
Nature 2008, 451(7179):708-711.

21. Hunt DE, David LA, Gevers D, Preheim SP, Alm EJ, Polz MF:
Resource partitioning and sympatric differentiation among
closely related bacterioplankton.  Science 2008,
320(5879):1081-1085.

22. Huynen MA, Dandekar T, Bork P: Variation and evolution of the
citric-acid cycle: a genomic perspective.  Trends Microbiol 1999,
7(7):281-291.

23. Laan JD Van Der, Hogeweg P: Predator-Prey Coevolution: Inter-
actions across Different Timescales.  Proceedings: Biological Sci-
ences 1995, 259:35-42.

24. Savill NJ, Hogeweg P: Spatially induced speciation prevents
extinction: the evolution of dispersal distance in oscillatory
predator-prey models.  Proc Biol Sci 1998, 265(1390):25-32.

25. Savill NJ, Rohani P, Hogeweg P: Self-reinforcing spatial patterns
enslave evolution in a host-parasitoid system.  J Theor Biol 1997,
188:11-20.

26. Pagie L, Hogeweg P: Information integration and red queen
dynamics in coevolutionary optimization.  Proceedings CEC
2000:797-806.

27. Chow SS, Wilke CO, Ofria C, Lenski RE, Adami C: Adaptive radi-
ation from resource competition in digital organisms.  Science
2004, 305(5680):84-86.

28. Williams HT, Lenton TM: Artificial selection of simulated
microbial ecosystems.  Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2007,
104(21):8918-23.

29. Williams HT, Lenton TM: Environmental regulation in a net-
work of simulated microbial ecosystems.  Proc Natl Acad Sci USA
2008, 105(30):10432-7.

30. Lindgren K: Evolutionary Phenomena in Simple Dynamics.  In
Artificial Life II Edited by: Langton CG, Taylor C, Farmer JD, Rasmussen
S. Addison-Wesley; 1991:295-311. 

31. Ray TS: An approach to the synthesis of life.  In Artificial Life II
Edited by: Langton CG, Taylor C, Farmer JD, Rasmussen S. Addison-
Wesley; 1991:371-408. 

32. Takeuchi N, Hogeweg P: Evolution of complexity in RNA-like
replicator systems.  Biol Direct 2008, 3:11.

33. Falkowski PG, Fenchel T, Delong EF: The microbial engines that
drive Earth's biogeochemical cycles.  Science 2008,
320(5879):1034-1039.

34. Drossel B, Higgs PG, McKane AJ: The influence of predator-prey
population dynamics on the long-term evolution of food web
structure.  J Theor Biol 2001, 208:91-107.

35. Loeuille N, Loreau M: Evolutionary emergence of size-struc-
tured food webs.  Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2005, 102(16):5761-5766.

36. Guill C, Drossel B: Emergence of complexity in evolving niche-
model food webs.  J Theor Biol 2008, 251:108-120.

37. Toffoli T, Margolus N: Cellular Automata Machines: A New Environment
for Modeling MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass; 1987. 

38. Li F, Long T, Lu Y, Ouyang Q, Tang C: The yeast cell-cycle net-
work is robustly designed.  Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2004,
101(14):4781-4786.

39. Crombach A, Hogeweg P: Evolution of Evolvability in Gene Reg-
ulatory Networks.  PLoS Comput Biol 2008, 4(7):e1000112.

40. Pagie L: Information Integration in Evolutionary Processes.  In
PhD thesis Utrecht University; 1999. 

41. Alizon S, Kucera M, Jansen VAA: Competition between cryptic
species explains variations in rates of lineage evolution.  Proc
Natl Acad Sci USA 2008, 105(34):12382-12386.

42. Eldredge N, Thompson JN, Brakefield PM, Gavrilets S, Jablonski D,
Jackson JBC, Lenski RE, Lieberman BS, McPeek MA, Miller IW: The
dynamics of evolutionary stasis.  Paleobiology 2005,
31(2_Suppl):133-145.

43. MacLean RC, Gudelj I: Resource competition and social conflict
in experimental populations of yeast.  Nature 2006,
441(7092):498-501.

44. MacLean RC: The tragedy of the commons in microbial popu-
lations: insights from theoretical, comparative and experi-
mental studies.  Heredity 2008, 100(5):471-477.

45. Hogeweg P: From population dynamics to ecoinformatics:
Ecosystems as multilevel information processing systems.
Ecological Informatics 2007, 2:103-111.

46. Pagie L, Hogeweg P: Individual- and population-based diversity
in restriction-modification systems.  Bull Math Biol 2000,
62(4):759-774.

47. Chivian D, Brodie EL, Alm EJ, Culley DE, Dehal PS, Desantis TZ,
Gihring TM, Lapidus A, Lin L, Lowry SR, Moser DP, Richardson PM,
Southam G, Wanger G, Pratt LM, Andersen GL, Hazen TC, Brockman
FJ, Arkin AP, Onstott TC: Environmental genomics reveals a
single-species ecosystem deep within Earth.  Science 2008,
322(5899):275-278.

48. Walker JJ, Pace NR: Phylogenetic composition of Rocky Moun-
tain endolithic microbial ecosystems.  Appl Environ Microbiol
2007, 73(11):3497-3504.

49. Dunbar J, Barns SM, Ticknor LO, Kuske CR: Empirical and theo-
retical bacterial diversity in four Arizona soils.  Appl Environ
Microbiol 2002, 68(6):3035-3045.
Page 19 of 19
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15107227
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15107227
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17714305
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17714305
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17714305
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9665128
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9665128
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15487936
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15487936
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16006323
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16006323
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16825532
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16825532
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17691099
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17691099
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17691099
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17238290
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17238290
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17238290
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18216261
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18216261
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18216261
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18587409
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18587409
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12004116
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12004116
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18316740
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18316740
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18497289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18497289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16497592
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16497592
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18223640
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18223640
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18497299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18497299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18497299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10390638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10390638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9470215
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9470215
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9470215
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9299306
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9299306
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15232105
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15232105
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17517642
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17517642
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18647835
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18647835
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18371199
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18371199
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18497287
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18497287
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11162055
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11162055
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11162055
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15824324
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15824324
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18164730
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18164730
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15037758
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15037758
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18617989
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18617989
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18713868
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18713868
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16724064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16724064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18449959
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18449959
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18449959
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10938631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10938631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18845759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18845759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17416689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17416689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12039765
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12039765
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Model description
	Grid
	Resources
	Genotype and network
	Resource processing by the network
	Reproduction
	Mutations

	Analysis
	Phenotype
	Network dynamics
	Phylogeny tracing

	Ecosystem
	Shortest cycle
	Crossfeeding
	Ecological simulations


	Results
	Overview of the local and null model
	The first resource cycles
	Evolutionary stagnation
	Resource dynamics
	Bites
	Shortest cycle

	Population structure
	Crossfeeding
	Ecological stability
	Phylogenetic basis
	Individuals


	Discussion
	Evolutionary stagnation
	Crossfeeding and self-sufficiency
	Evolutionary innovation
	Modeling choice

	Conclusion
	Authors' contributions
	Additional material
	Acknowledgements
	References

