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1.ABSTRACT 

Morphology is a consequence of sequentially occurring of developmental events, 

termed developmental sequence, and evolutionary changes in the sequence can generate 

morphological diversities. Because in general, the evolutionary changes are recognized 

as a gradual process, it is assumed that developmental sequence also gradually evolved; 

closely related species would share both morphology and the sequence. However, so far, 

there are few pictures clearly showing their evolutionary relationships and underlying 

regulations. Hence, reconstructing the evolutionary history of developmental sequence 

would help to untangle progressions for morphological evolution. In this study, I 

examined evolutionary dynamics of the developmental sequence at a 

macro-evolutionary scale using teleost fish. From the previous literatures describing 

development of 31 fish species, I extracted 20 landmark developmental events that 

occurr sequentially in the whole fish body plan. First, I parsimoniously reconstructed 

the phylogenetic tree from the collected developmental sequence dataset. The topology 

of this tree was quite different from the molecular phylogenetic tree. This result implied 

that the developmental sequence of fishes has greatly rearranged during evolution, even 

between closely related species. Next, I reconstructed ancestral developmental 

sequences in fish molecular phylogenetic tree. The systematic comparisons of 

reconstructed ancestral sequences revealed that the frequent rearrangements of 

developmental sequences, and the frequency of sequence changes differed widely 

depending on individual developmental events. Then, by conducting two different 

methods, Parsimov and PGi, I detected potential event shifts that can parsimoniously 
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explain the sequence changes on each node of the fish phylogenetic tree. These 

“heterochronic shifts” were widely distributed on almost of all the branches across the 

fish phylogenetic tree. Then, collaborating with Dr. Tomotaka Matsumoto, we analyzed 

the distribution patterns of detected heterochronic shifts by a simulation-based approach. 

The simulation-based analysis indicated that the distribution of heterochronic shifts is 

not the result of random accumulation over phylogenetic time, but exhibits a curious 

constant trend so that individual phylogenetic branches harbor similar numbers of 

heterochronic shifts regardless of length.  Finally, I explored the relationship between 

developmental sequence and the duration of embryonic period. I reconstructed the 

evolutionary history of relative shifts of the hatch timing and the short duration of 

embryonic period, which revealed that these two changes seemed to be co-evolutionary 

phenomena; earlier shifts in the relative hatch timing accompanied shortening duration 

of embryonic period. This study provides an overview of evolution of developmental 

sequence in fish lineages by systematic analyses and discusses the underpinnings of 

morphological evolution. 

 

2.INTRODUCTION 

The morphology of each multicellular organism is constructed by a fixed temporal 

sequence of developmental events, termed developmental sequence. Because 

development is an inherently step-by-step process, one might assume that the temporal 

sequence is not readily changeable and is phylogenetically conserved among closely 

related species that share morphological characteristics. Along these lines, if an 
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evolutionary change occurs in the developmental sequence, it could bring about a 

significant impact on animal body plan and lead to morphological diversity. Indeed, 

previous comparisons of developmental sequences have detected rare epoch-making 

changes that can provide morphological uniqueness to one species that is different from 

the others (Strauss 1990, Jeffery et al., 2002, Maxwell et al., 2010), supporting the idea 

that the developmental sequence is basically or partially a conserved trait in the 

phylogenetic history.  

Regarding evolution of the developmental sequence, another influential factor 

would be the phylotypic period (Duboule 1994). The well-accepted hourglass-like 

model defines the phylotypic period as the middle phase of ontogenic development, 

typically known as the pharyngulal stage. Recent transcriptome analyses have indeed 

confirmed that interspecies diversity is kept to the minimum during this embryonic 

stage (Kalinka et al., 2010, Irie and Kuratani 2011), suggesting some unknown 

biological reasons underlying this curious regularity. Detailed comparisons through 

morphogenesis are necessary to support the hourglass-like model. However, very few 

morphological analyses have actually been conducted on species similarities during the 

phylotypic period (Bininda-Emonds et al., 2003, Andrews et al., 2013). 

In the ecological context, developmental sequence would be evolutionally 

optimized for post-embryonic environments for survival and reproductive strategies. So 

far, in mammal and bird clades, it was reported by several groups that changes of 

post-embryonic situations enhance developmental sequence rearrangements during 

embryonic period (Botelho et al., 2015, Werneburg et al., 2016). However, there were 
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few studies focusing on other animal groups, in which embryogenesis progress under 

various external environmental conditions. Furthermore, developmental sequence and 

duration of embryonic period were not well understood in fish clade. 

To explore the role for the developmental sequence in animal morphological 

evolution, the critically missing information is empirical evaluation of evolutionary 

changes that actually occurred in the developmental sequences. In particular, very few 

systematic comparisons have been made on the sequences of a wide range of 

developmental events that cover the whole body plan in any class of animals. Therefore, 

we actually have few clues about how commonly or rarely the developmental sequences 

had changed during the evolutionary history. In the last several decades, comparative 

methods for the developmental sequences have been developed by several groups 

(Nunn and Smith 1998, Jeffery et al., 2002, Jeffery et al., 2005, Harrison and Larsson 

2008, Germain and Laurin 2009). These methods compare the relative order of 

developmental events among different species and successfully detected potential 

evolutionary shifts of the events in a parsimonious manner, that is “heterochronic shifts” 

in developmental sequences (Schoch 2006, Smirthwaite et al., 2007, Sanchez-Villagra 

et al., 2008, Laurin 2014, Carril and Tambussi, 2016). Although most of these analyses 

have so far focused on developmental sequences for a particular organ or a limited body 

part, the methods themselves are similarly applicable to a global analysis for the 

developmental sequence of the whole body plan. 

In this study, I conducted a comprehensive survey of developmental sequences 

using teleost fish. Teleost fish is the largest group of vertebrates. Its group members are 
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characterized by great morphological diversities (Nelson et al., 2016) and, at the same 

time, share the common characteristics of the fish body plan such as vertebrae, eyes, 

medial fins and swim bladders (Romer and Parsons 1986). Owing to the popularity as 

developmental research materials, there are well-established staging tables for many 

fish species that cover common clear-cut developmental landmarks. Hence, the teleost 

fish can provide an ideal dataset for systematic analyses of the early developmental 

sequences. Among the widely-used developmental landmarks, I chose 20 events that 

individually contribute to distinct body parts across the whole body plan. Using the 

dataset of 31 different fish species, I compared the developmental sequences and 

reconstructed their ancestral sequences over the fish phylogenetic tree. These analyses 

indicated that the developmental sequences are in fact frequently changeable during the 

course of evolution, and that these changes are associated with the three following 

characteristics. (1) Heterochronic shifts frequently occurred over the fish phylogeny. (2) 

The frequency of sequence changes differs widely depending on the individual 

developmental events. (3) Based on simulation-based analyses, distribution of 

heterochronic shifts is not the result of the random accumulation over the phylogenetic 

time and similar numbers of heterochronic shifts occurred in individual branches 

regardless of their lengths. (4) The earlier shifts of relative hatch timing are co-evolved 

with the shortening duration of embryonic period. 

 

3. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

3.1.Construction of fish phylogenetic tree 
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The overall topology of the phylogenetic tree followed the molecular phylogenetic 

relationship reported previously by Near et al., 2012 and Near et al., 2013. The minor 

branches missing in the tree were inserted based on the phylogenetic data obtained from 

Saitoh et al., 2011 and Yang et al., 2015 for Cypriniformes, Perez et al., 2007 and 

Friedman et al., 2013 for Cichliformes, and Pohl et al., 2015 for Cyprinodontiformes 

(Figure 1). The divergent times were determined using the public database TIMETREE, 

the Timescale of Life (Hedges and Kumar 2009) (Table 1). 

 

3.2. Data sampling 

The information about the temporal sequence of developmental events was extracted 

from 31 published research articles that describe normal fish development (Table 2). 

The 20 developmental events used in this study were the first recognitions of blood 

circulation (bc), caudal fin ray (cfr), eye pigmentation (ep), embryonic shield (es), first 

somite (fs), hatch (h), heart beat/pulsing (hb), Kupffer’s vesicle (kv), lens or lens 

placode/primodium (le), medial finfold (mff), mouth opening (mo), olfactory 

vesicle/pit/placode (olf), otolithes (oto), otic vesicle/placode/primodium (ot), optic 

vesicle/placode/primodium (op), pectoral fin bud (pfb), swim bladder (sw), tail bud (tb), 

three brain regionalization (tbr), and tail lift from yolk (tl). According to the description 

in the text and Figure legends of the articles, temporal orders of the developmental 

events were ranked (Table 2). When the article did not describe a developmental event, 

the event was treated as a missing datum.  
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3.3. Event-pairing matrix and reconstruction of the phylogenetic tree based on 

developmental sequence datasets 

I used the event-pairing method developed by Jeffery et al., 2002 and scored all of the 

190 event-pairs on event-pairing matrix, in each species by 0, 1 or 2 based on the 

relative timing of two developmental events; one event occurs earlier, simultaneously or 

later compared with another event, respectively. Then, I reconstructed parsimony tree 

using PAUP* software (Swofford, 2002) from the event-pairing matrix in heuristic 

search. Four parsimony trees were estimated in this reconstruction, and combined to a 

single consensus tree. The reconstructed tree length = 567. 

 

3.4. Reconstruction of ancestral developmental sequences 

By comparing the event-pairing matrices of different species, the ancestral event-pairing 

matrix was reconstructed at each node of the fish phylogenetic tree with parsimonious 

solution in both accelerated transformation (acctran) and delayed transformation 

(deltran) optimizations using PAUP* software (Swofford 2002). The reconstructed 

matrices at ancestral nodes were used for the reconstruction at further ancestral nodes. 

The ancestral sequence matrix was then re-converted to the ancestral developmental 

sequences (Table 3a, b). 

 

3.5. Calculations of normalized rank and rank changeability 

The raw ranks of individual developmental events were determined for the 

developmental sequences of extant fish (Table 2) and the ancestral developmental 
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sequences reconstructed as described below. The raw ranks were then normalized by the 

total number of the ranked events (rmax) in each species, resulting in the relative 

scaling of the ranks in the range between 1/rmax and 1 in all the species (Weisbecke et al, 

2008). To quantify variation of the ranks among the developmental sequences, pairwise 

distances in the ancestral ranks between all pairs of the sequences were summed and 

averaged for each pair of combinations.  

 

3.6. Detection of heterochronic shifts in fish phylogenetic tree by Parsimov method 

The heterochronic shifts, which are relative event shifts between two developmental 

sequences at each phylogenetic node, were detected using the Parsimov algorithm 

developed by Jeffery et al., 2005. This parsimony-based algorithm determines the 

minimum number of event shifts that can explain the difference between two 

developmental sequences. Following the instructions, first I reconstructed ancestral 

event-pairing matrix by PAUP* in both acctran and deltran optimizations, and 

implemented a Perl script, Parsimv7g.pl, with the PAUP* output log file. The detected 

heterochronic shifts were mapped onto the fish phylogeny (Figure 8, Table 4). 

 

3.7. Detection of heterochronic shifts in fish phylogenetic tree by PGi method 

To detect heterocronic shifts by another algorithm, I used PGi (Parsimov-based genetic 

inference) method, which detects heterochronic shifts based on parsimoniously 

reconstructed ancestral developmental sequence (Harrison and Larsson 2008). I ran the 

PGi analysis four times independently and combined four obtained pseudoconsensus 



 12 

trees with length of 223, 225, 221 and 216. Then, these preudoconsensus trees were 

combined to be a single superconsensus tree. The shifts with lower supporting values, 

which were calculated by bootstrap values, were cut off. The analytical parameters are 

follows: 100 cycles of selection per node, 100 sequences per cycle of selection, and a 

maximum of 100 ancestral developmental sequences to be retained at each node. The 

detected heterochronic shifts were mapped onto the fish phylogeny (Figure 9). 

 

3.8. Simulation-based analyses 

Collaborating with Dr. Tomotaka Matsumoto, we examined whether the estimated 

number of heterochronic shifts in each branch can be simply explained by random 

accumulation in the phylogenetic tree. The simulation was based on a simple 

assumption that a heterochronic shift occurs at a constant rate per unit time and 

therefore, accumulates in proportion to branch length in the phylogenetic tree. In this 

simulation, we did not consider the event-dependent differences in the shift frequencies. 

The simulation randomly distributed the estimated heterochronic shifts over the fish 

phylogenic branches solely depending on their branch lengths. The simulation was 

replicated 100,000 times to obtain the expected distribution of heterochronic shifts in 

each branch under the assumption of random accumulation. The distribution of 

heterochronic shifts was then compared with the actual distribution of the hetrochronic 

shifts in the fish phylogenetic branches. In this study, we used year as the time scale of 

the branch length. However, in some analyses, we converted the time scale to 

generation by considering the average generation times of individual fish species and 
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confirmed the consistency of the results (Table 5). 

 

3.9. Inferring ancestral state by Mesquite reconstruction 

To estimate the relationship between evolutionary shifts in relative hatch timing and 

shortening duration of embryonic period, I conducted Mesquite software (Maddison and 

Maddison 2015). First, I categorized species based on the relative hatch timing. The 

criteria are whether three or more events occurred after the hatch in the developmental 

sequence, or whether the duration from fertilization to hatch is shorter than 100 hours. 

Then, these information and phylogenetic topology were put into Mesquite software to 

parsimoniously reconstruct the ancestral state in each branch. 

 

4. RESULTS 

4.1. Phylogenetic of relationship of 31 fishes examined  

For the present analyses, I used 30 teleost fishes belonging to 13 distinct orders as the 

in-group, because the developmental sequences of these fishes have been well 

documented in previous articles (Table 2). As an out-group, the amiadae fish, Amia 

calva, was used because it retains ancestral morphological characteristics and because a 

recent molecular analysis confirmed its location as the out-group of teleost fishes (Near 

et al., 2012). In the constructed teleost phylogenetic tree, the examined fish species were 

widely distributed and represented distinct branches of teleost clade in a fairly unbiased 

manner (Figure 1). Because fish development in the marine environment has rarely been 

documented, the fish species covered in this study were basically fresh water fish, but 
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also included several anadromous fishes, such as three-spined stickleback, which 

develop in fresh-water but migrate between the sea and fresh water in their adult life 

cycles. 

 

4.2. Phylogenetic reconstruction by developmental sequence 

I selected 20 developmental events that consistently appear as landmarks in the 

developmental staging of many fish species (Table 2). For this selection, in the hope to 

gain a global picture of developmental sequences for the whole body plan, I included 

events that belong to substantially different biological systems and contexts; e.g., the 

ones that originate from different germ layers, that give rise to different cell types and 

separate body parts. Additionally, the list also included a small number of seemingly 

interrelated events such as formations of optic vesicle/placode/primodium (op), 

lens/lens placode (le) and eye pigmentation (ep). I gathered information about these 20 

events from the articles reporting the development of 31 fish, and ranked the orders of 

individual events in the temporal sequence for each species (Table 2).  

  First, to check whether the closely related species shared similar 

developmental sequences, I reconstructed a parsimony tree from the event-pairing 

matrix. If the developmental sequences are similar among closely related species, the 

topology of this tree will be expected to be similar to that of molecular phylogeny. The 

reconstructed parsimony tree is shown in Figure 2. Only two species pairs in 

Beloniformes ( O.javanicus and O. latipes ) and Cichliformes ( A. xiloaensis and C. 

dimerus ) were closely located as the neighborings in both reconsrtucted tree by 



 15 

event-pairing matrix and molecular phylogenetic trees. In the other cases, the topology 

was different from the molecular phylogenetic tree. Because the temporal order of 

developmental events did not accurately reconstruct the phylogenetic relationship, 

developmental sequences of teleost fish seem to diverge in different rate or process 

from the mutation accumulations in their genomes. 

 

4.3. Comparison of temporal orders of developmental events among fishes 

Next, I compared rank orders of each event among 30 in-group fish species. To 

minimize effects of simultaneous occurrence of events and missing data on the 

comparison, the raw ranks (Table 2) were rescaled to normalized ranks that fit within 

the same range in all the fish species (see the Methods). Figure 3 shows distribution of 

the normalized ranks for individual developmental events, which are horizontally 

arranged according to the average rank values. Interestingly, the ranges of variations in 

the rank widely differed depending on the event. One extreme case was embryonic 

shield (es), which always appeared first in the developmental sequences obtained from 

the 29 fish species with no variation (Figure 3), except for one missing description in 

Galaxias maculatus. In contrast, relatively large variations in the rank were observed 

for the appearance of Kupffer’s vesicle (kv), hatch (h), medial finfold (mff) and swim 

bladder (sb), suggesting that these events can more easily change their temporal orders 

in the developmental sequence (Figure 3).  

To explore the evolutionary history of developmental sequences, I next 

reconstructed ancestral developmental sequences at each node of the phylogenetic tree 
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by using the event-pairing method (Jeffery et al., 2002). This algorithm compares the 

relative orders of all the event pairs between two different developmental sequences and 

generates the ancestral sequences determined as a parsimonious solution under acctran 

and deltran optimizations (Table 3a, b). Using the obtained ancestral developmental 

sequences, I compared the normalized ranks of individual events as shown in Figure 3. 

Overall, the rank orders of individual events in the ancestral developmental sequences 

(Figure 4a, b) were quite similar to those in the extant fish sequences (Figure 3); there 

were only a few inversions in the order of two successive events at the average level 

(e.g. the order between first somite (fs) and tail bud (tb)). The range of normalized rank 

variation in extant species were relatively larger than the ancestral range of variation. 

One potential reason is that the total number of the ranked events was different and 

smaller in extant fishes, and hence the effects of single rank change would be larger. 

Another potential reason is that, since acctran and deltran optimization have a tendency 

to estimate more shifts in internal and external branches, respectively, rank variation of 

acctran reconstruction can be larger than deltran. 

Because this sequence reconstitution was based on parsimony, the variations 

of estimated ranks were kept to nearly minimum. Still, individual events exhibited a 

similar trend of rank variations to that observed in the extant fish sequences, further 

confirming the idea that some developmental events change their orders more 

frequently than the others during evolution. 

 

4.4. Evolutionary rank changeability in ontogenetic context 
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Because the rank seemed to fluctuate depending on events, I more systematically 

analyzed the size of variations of the ranks. As an index of rank changeability, the 

pairwise rank distances between all pairs of the ancestral developmental sequences were 

measured and represented as the average value for each pair (Figure 5). Comparable 

values were obtained by acctran and deltran optimizations (Spearman’s rank correlation 

for the two optimizations; r = 0.839). When the events were arranged along the standard 

ontogenic time frame defined as the average rank orders in the extant fishes, the rank 

changeability was found to be squeezed in the middle phase of developmental sequence, 

involving three brains regionalizations (tbr), otic vesicle/placode/primodium (ot) and 

lens or lens placode/primodium (le) (Figure 5). The medial finfold (mff) around late-tail 

bud stage, in contrast, recorded the largest rank changeability.  

 

4.5. Frequency of sequence reversion among extant fishes 

I then focused on the actual sequence of developmental events. Figure 6 shows the 

percentage of the sequences in which one event (shown in row) occurs later than 

another (shown in column) among the 30 extant in-group fishes. In general, the 

sequence of two temporally distant events was quite conservative with no reversal in the 

order in many combinations, whereas the neighboring events more frequently change 

their orders. If a closer look was given to the sequence of anatomically interrelated 

events, the temporal order of the optic vesicle/placode/primodium (op) and the lens/lens 

placode (le) was fixed in all the fish species, and that of the lens/lens placode (le) and 

the eye pigmentation (ep) was almost fixed except for one sequence reversal in 
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Heterobranchus bidorsalis. Another interesting trend was about the timing of hatch (h), 

which often changed the orders with the three late events, mouth opening (mo), swim 

bladder (sb) and caudal fin ray (cfr). Similar results were obtained from the comparison 

of event orders in ancestral developmental sequences (Figure 7). 

 

4.6. Detection of heterochronic shifts across the fish phylogenetic tree by Parsimov 

and PGi methods 

Using the widely-used Parsimov algorithm (Jeffery et al., 2005), I searched for 

heterochronic shifts of the events that can explain the changes from one sequence to 

another at every node of the fish phylogenetic tree. This was a parsimony-based 

algorithm and therefore should estimate the minimum number of event sifts but I 

detected 184 (acctran), 179 (deltran) and 94 (conserved between acctran and deltran) 

heterochronic shifts in total (Figure 8, Table 4). When the detected shifts were mapped 

over the phylogenetic tree, heterochronic shifts were observed on all the branches 

(Figure 8, Table 4). 

Next, to confirm whether the other algorithm led to similar results, I 

performed PGi analysis, which was another widely-used method for detecting 

heterochronic shifts (Harrison and Larsson 2008). The PGi, which is a parsimony-based 

algorithm can reconstruct ancestral sequences. First, to confirm the accuracy and 

reproducibility of this PGi analysis, I ran PGi program several times using the same 

analytical parameters and datasets. I found that the detected heterochronic shifts were 

different each run even though I ran PGi with the same dataset and analytical 
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parameters. In total, only about 50% of detected heterochronic shifts were replicable. 

Hence, because of the low accuracy and reproducibility, in this study, I decided to use 

PGi just as a supportive analysis. 

PGi was run four times independently, and by combining these results to a 

single consensus tree, 207 heterochronic shifts were detected. Similar to the Parsimov 

results, multiple heterochronic shifts were observed almost all branches (Figure 9). 

Hence, both Parsimov and PGi analyses implied that multiple heterochronic shifts 

occurred at almost all branches during fish evolution. 

Both of the two methods supported the abundant occurrences of heterochronic 

shifts over fish phylogenetic tree, but the individual detected shifts varied between two 

methods. As I described, the results by PGi method were not well replicable. However, 

the heterochronic shift had actually occurred during fish evolution might be supported 

by both Parsimov and PGi analyses. I found 53 consensus shifts between two results 

(Figure 10). Because deltran optimization in Parsimov analysis estimated more shifts in 

external branches, most of these shifts were located in external branches. Based on the 

consensus shifts, Gobiiformes, Perchiformes and Salmoniformes were characterized by 

the earlier shift of hatch (h), eye pigmentation (ep) and blood circulation (bc), 

respectively. Moreover, most of external blanches belonging to Cypriniformes, 

Siluriformes, Salmoniformes, Gobiiformes, Cichliformes and Perchiformes retained 

many consensus shifts, even though they are among most closely related species.  

 

4.7. Simulation-based analyses for distribution patterns of heterochronic shifts 
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Collaborating with Dr. Tomotaka Matsumoto, we analyzed the distribution patterns of 

heterochronic shifts. Because a substantial number of heterochronic shifts were detected 

widely across the fish phylogeny, we wondered whether these shifts might happen 

rather frequently and be randomly accumulated over the evolutionary history. To 

address this question, we determined branch length (Figure 11) and took a 

simulation-based approach. In this section, we only used heterochronic shifts detected 

by Parsimov method and analyzed the distribution patterns. Given that a heterochronic 

shift occurs at a random stochastic manner and is neutrally accumulated, we simulated 

the expected distribution of the number of heterochronic shifts, of which the number 

was nearly proportional to the phylogenetic branch length (white circles in Figure 12a 

and 12b). By contrast, the actual distribution of heterochronic shifts detected by the 

Parsimov analysis was much more constant regardless of the branch length in both 

acctran and deltran optimizations (black circles in Figure 12a and 12b). Coefficient of 

variation of the number of heterochronic shifts across the branches also showed smaller 

value for the experimental dataset than for the simulation data (Figure 12c), indicating 

that branch-by-branch fluctuations of the number of heterochronic shifts are actually 

more limited compared with the values expected under simulation. In addition, the 

number of the phylogenetic branches that harbored no heterochronic shifts was 

significantly smaller for the experimental dataset than that for the simulation data 

(Figure 12d). Because inclusion of an extremely long branch could skew the statistical 

results, we performed the same statistical comparison using only relatively short 

branches (≤ 50Mya and ≤ 20Mya). These analyses again showed similar results 
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indicating that the number of heterochronic shifts per branch is more constant than the 

expectation under the assumption of random accumulation (Figure 12c, 12d, Figure 13). 

Replacing the phylogenic time scale with the generation number basically did not 

qualitatively affect the results of the analyses (Figure 14 and 15).  

The heterochronic shifts of developmental events are sometimes associated to 

differentiation of terminal phenotypes (Gunter et al., 2014). Thus, we examined the 

topological distribution of the heterochronic shifts by separately examining internal and 

terminal branches. In both of the branch types, the numbers of actual heterochronic 

shifts were basically in the range of the expected numbers in the simulation (Figure 16). 

Significant differences were only exceptionally observed in the all branch category 

under the acctran optimization; however we cannot rule out the possibility that the 

inclusion of extremely long branches in this category affected the results. In conclusion, 

this analysis did not positively support a preferential occurrence of heretochronic shifts 

in either the external or internal branches. 

 

4.8. Relationship between developmental sequence and duration of embryonic 

period 

In the analysis of sequence orders of event pairs in developmental sequences (Figure 6 

and 7), I revealed that hatch (h) was frequently shifted earlier or later than the three 

events, swim bladder (sb), mouth opening (mo) and caudal fin ray (cfr). Because these 

three events were expected to directly relate to life strategy, such as swimming and 

feeding, I hypothesized that earlier shifts of the relative hatch timing in developmental 
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sequence is related to the short duration of embryonic period. To explore the 

evolutionary relationship between earlier shifts of hatch and short embryonic period, 

first, I listed the number of events occurred later than hatch event and duration of 

embryonic period (hours post fertilization to hatch) (Table 6). Then, I parsimoniously 

reconstructed the evolutionary histories of earlier shift of hatch (more than 3 event 

occurred after hatch event) and the short embryonic period (less than 100 hours) (Figure 

17) by Mesquite software (Maddison and Maddison 2015). The result estimated that 5 

times independent evolution of earlier hatch and 2 to 4 times independent evolution of 

short embryonic period (Figure 17). Interestingly, Cypriniformes (C.carpio, B. 

gonionotus), Siluriformes (H. fossilis, H. bidorsalis), Anabantiformes (C. striatus, A. 

testudineus), and Cichliformes (A. xiloaensis, C. dimerus) species belonging to both 

earlier hatch and short embryonic period lineage, implying that the earlier shift of 

relative hatch timing and the short duration of embryonic period would be co-evolved in 

fish phylogeny. Embryogenesis of C. commersori proceeds in extremely low 

temperature (Long and Ballard, 1976) and L. trewavasa embryo is protected in their 

parental month until hatch (Balon, 1977), and these two species showed the earlier shift 

of hatch and the long embryonic period. 

 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1. Evolutionary rearrangement of fish body plan and evolutionary modularity 

The present study provides the empirical evidence that developmental sequences are 

changeable during evolution; the extant fish species clearly involve historic signs 
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showing that their ancestors had experienced dynamic and frequent rearrangement of 

the developmental sequences. This finding may not be exactly concordant with the 

traditional view that the developmental sequence is a phylogenetically conserved trait, 

which provides a blueprint for the common body plan among related species. One 

reason is probably my wide selection of developmental events; I intentionally took up 

the events that cover a whole variety of embryonic origins, cell types, body parts and 

biological systems, aiming for understanding the global body plan. In contrast, the 

major focus of previous studies was in-depth understanding of developmental sequences 

for a restricted body part or organ (Schlosser 2008, Hautier et al., 2011, Workma et al., 

2013). Therefore, even though I only analyzed one group of species that share the 

highly conserved body plan, rather frequent shifts of the events could be observed. 

There is increasing evidence for modular control of formation of different body parts 

(Klingenberg 2008, Kawanishi et al., 2013, Schmidt and Starck 2010). This modular 

nature of individual body parts can underlie the large fluctuations of developmental 

sequences observed in this study, and possibly contribute to individual evolution of 

different body parts toward morphological diversification. 

 

5.2. Heterochronic shifts and fish evolution 

The heterochronic shifts detected in this study are widespread all across the fish 

phylogeny, and the shifts were estimated to occur multiple times in a single branch. In 

addition, our simulation-based analyses uncovered a certain regularity in the distribution. 

Namely, the shifts are not randomly accumulated over the evolutionary time, but there 
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appears to be some force to make the number of shifts constant in individual 

phylogenetic branches. Teleost fishes would have repeatedly rearranged their 

developmental sequence by almost every branching event. Thus, it might be possible 

that the heterochronic shift is a branching-related process. In general, the heterochrony 

is regarded as one great source of morphological diversity (Gould 1982, Raff and Wray 

1989, Hall 1998). In fish lineage, the heterochronic shifts could lead to differentiation of 

lineage specific phenotypes and would be main driving forces for morphological 

diversity.  

Another interpretation of these results is that the seeming constancy of the 

shift number might be related to the limited configuration of acceptable developmental 

sequences. Our event sequence analyses indeed showed that only certain types of 

changes are acceptable in the developmental sequences (Figure 6). This limitation 

probably stems from both developmental and evolutionary constraints in order to the fit 

functional body plan. Yet, for the moment, we cannot determine how the limitation of 

sequence configurations can shape the distribution of potential heterochronic shifts, 

because they are limited, but still a great many acceptable sequences exist. 

 

5.3. High rank changeability and its relation to the evolution 

One interesting finding of this study is that some developmental events change their 

temporal orders more drastically than others during evolution. Of particular note is the 

emergence of medial finfold (mff), of which rank changeability was the highest among 

all the events. The medial finfold is a morphogenetic field for fins. A recent study 
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showed that the number and morphologies of each medial fin-derived structures, 

dorsal/anal/caudal fins, had been diverged during fish evolution, and the single 

morphogenetic field seems to contain multiple evolutionary modules for three distinct 

fin primodia (Larouche et al., 2017). Thus, it is possible that the three primodia behaved 

as independent modules during evolution and thereby expanded the temporal range of 

this event.  

 

5.4. Relative hatch timing and duration of embryonic period 

Here, I revealed that the timing of hatch (h) is relatively easily changeable with the 

three following developmental events, mouth opening (mo), swim bladder (sb) and 

caudal fin ray (cfr). All these events are directly related to the life strategy of how fish 

survives during the larval stage. In most cases, species with the earlier shift in the 

relative hatch timing is exposed to the external environment while still immature. 

Comparing the duration of embryonic period, I hypothesized the co-evolution of the 

earlier shift of hatch timing and shortening the duration of embryonic period. 

Importantly, because parsimony analysis estimated this co-evolution independently 

occurred at least 2 times, thus in some situations, the co-evolution is similarly selected 

as an advantageous evolutionary change in distinct lineages (Miller and Kendall 2009). 

However, in unique cases of parental care or environmental condition, such as 

mouth-brooding and extreme low temperature, the duration of embryonic period seemed 

to more drastically change than the relative hatch timing, like C. commersori and L. 

trewavasa. Similarly, the co-evolutionary phenomena is found in the heterochronic 
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shifts of the relative birth timing and long pregnancy in the mammalian clade, which 

have been often related to diversification of mammalian species including human 

(Keyte and Smith, 2012, Werneburg et al., 2016). 

 

5.5. Variation of developmental sequence and environmental context 

There is a common observation that the external temperature affects developmental time 

frames (Mabee et al., 2000, Schmidt and Starck 2010). Because most fish reproduce by 

external fertilization and the embryos develop under fluctuating temperatures, temporal 

shifts of individual developmental events might occur in fish under the natural 

environment. Indeed, a study reported that the developmental sequence is polymorphic 

even in one fish species (de Jong et al., 2009). It is possible that fish developmental 

system is relatively tolerant to a sporadic shift of developmental events in the 

ontogenetic process. Frequent encounters with such situations may increase the chance 

that fish has a different developmental sequence, and thereby adopts a new environment 

in a persistent manner.  

 

5.6. Rank changeability and phylotypic period 

When the developmental events were aligned along the ontogenetic sequence, the rank 

changeability was significantly lower in the middle phase of the early development 

involving three brains regionalization (tbr), otic placode/primodium (ot), and lens 

formation (le). These events are typical characteristics of the conserved phylotypic stage 

determined by the hourglass model (Duboule 1994, Richardson 1995, Irie 2017). The 
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hourglass model has been gaining increasing support from the recent transcriptome 

analyses but still lacks sufficient evidence from comparative morphological analyses. 

Although the relationship between the conservation of the developmental sequences and 

morphological conformity is not that straightforward, my results support the hourglass 

model from the morphological point of view. Analyses based on rank changeability as 

an index of sequence fluctiuation would help us to further discuss why animal body 

plans are constructed through the phylotypic period. 

 

6. Acknowledgements 

I wish express my sincere gratitude to my supervisor, Prof. Toshihiko Shiroishi, for his 

advice and stimulating discussion. I particularly appreciate Prof. Tatsumi Hirata and Dr. 

Tomotaka Matsumoto for stimulating discussion and technical advice throughout this 

study. I greatly thank Prof. Erin E. Maxwell and Dr. Luke Harrison for providing PGi 

package and support for manipulations. I greatly appreciate all member of the progress 

report committee, Prof. Koichi Kawakami, Dr. Kazuho Ikeo. I also thank Dr. Takanori 

Amano, Dr. Kousuke Mouri and the other members of Mammalian Genetics Laboratory 

for valuable suggestions and supporting this work. 

 

7. REFERENCES 

Strauss RE. 1990 Heterochronic variation in the developmental timing of cranial 

ossifications in poeciliid fishes (Cyprinodontiformes). Evolution 44: 1558–1567. 

 



 28 

Jeffery JE, Bininda-Emonds ORP, Coates MI, Richardson MK. 2002 Analyzing 

evolutionary patterns in amniote embryonic development. Evol Dev 4: 292–302. 

 

Maxwell EE, Harrison LB, Larsson HCE. 2010 Assessing the phylogenetic utility of 

sequence heterochrony: evolution of avian ossification sequences as a case study. 

Zoology 113: 57–66. 

 

Duboule, D. 1994 Temporal colinearity and the phylotypic progression: a basis for 

the stability of a vertebrate Bauplan and the evolution of morphologies through 

heterochrony. Dev Suppl 135–142. 

 

Kalinka AT, Varga KM, Gerrard DT, Preibisch S, Corcoran DL, Jarrells J, Ohler U, 

Bergman CM, Tomancak P. 2010 Gene expression divergence recapitulates the 

developmental hourglass model. Nature 468: 811–814. 

 

Irie N, Kuratani S. 2011 Comparative transcriptome analysis reveals vertebrate 

phylotypic period during organogenesis. Nat Commun 2: 248. 

 

Bininda-Emonds ORP, Jeffery JE, Richardson MK. 2003 Inverting the hourglass: 

quantitative evidence against the phylotypic stage in vertebrate development. Proc R 

Soc Lond B 270: 341–346. 

 



 29 

Andrews RM, Brandley MC, Greene VW. 2013 Developmental sequences of squamate 

reptiles are taxon specific. Evol Dev 15: 326–343. 

 

Botelho JF, Smith-Paredes D, Vargas AO. 2015 Altriciality and the Evolution of Toe 

Orientation in Birds. J Evol Biol 42: 502–510. 

 

Werneburg I, Laurin M, Koyabu D, Sanchez-Villagra MR. 2016 Evolution of 

organogenesis and the origin of altriciality in mammals. Evol Dev 18: 229–244. 

 

Nunn CL Smith KK. 1998. Statistical analyses of developmental sequences: the 

craniofacial region of marsupial and placental mammals. Am Nat 152: 82–101. 

 

Jeffery JE, Bininda-Emonds ORP, Coates M I Richardson MK. 2005 A new technique 

for identifying sequence heterochrony. Syst Biol 54: 230–240. 

 

Harrison LB, Larsson HCE. 2008 Estimating evolution of temporal sequence changes: a 

practical approach to inferring ancestral developmental sequences and sequence 

heterochrony. Syst Biol 57: 378–387. 

 

Germain D, Laurin M. 2009 Evolution of ossification sequences in salamanders and 

urodele origins assessed through event-pairing and new methods. Evol Dev 11: 170–

190. 



 30 

 

Schoch RR. 2006 Skull ontogeny: developmental patterns of fishes conserved across 

major tetrapod clades. Evol Dev 8: 524–536. 

 

Smirthwaite JJ, Rundle SD, Bininda-Emonds ORP, Spicer JI. 2007 An integrative 

approach identifies developmental sequence heterochronies in freshwater 

basommatophoran snails. Evol Dev 9: 122–130. 

 

Sánchez-Villagra MR, Goswami A, Weisbecker V, Mock O, Kuratani S. 2008 

Conserved relative timing of cranial ossification patterns in early mammalian evolution. 

Evol Dev 10: 519–530. 

 

Laurin M. 2014 Assessment of Modularity in the Urodele Skull: An Exploratory 

Analysis Using Ossification Sequence Data. J Exp Zool Mol Dev Evol 322: 567–585.  

 

Carril J, Tambussi CP. 2017 Skeletogenesis of Myiopsitta monachus (Psittaciformes) 

and sequence heterochronies in Aves. Evol Dev 19: 17–28. 

 

Nelson JS, Grande TC. Wilson MVH, 2016 Fishes of the world. New York: Wiley. 

 

Romer AS, Parsons TS. 1986 The vertebrate body. Philadelphia, PA: Saunders College 

Publications. 



 31 

 

Near TJ, Eytan RI, Dornburg A, Kuhn KL, Moore JA, Davis MP, Wainwright PC, 

Friedman M, Smith WL. 2012 Resolution of ray-finned fish phylogeny and timing of 

diversification. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 109:13 698–703. 

 

Near TJ, Dornburg A, Eytan RI, Keck BP, Smith WL, Kuhn KL, Moore JA, Price SA, 

Burbrink FT, Friedman M. 2013 Phylogeny and tempo of diversification in the 

superradiation of spiny-rayed fishes. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 110: 12738–12743. 

 

Saitoh K, Sado T, Doosey MH, Bart HL Jr, Inoue JG, Nishida M, Mayden RL, Miya M. 

2011 Evidence from mitochondrial genomics supports the lower Mesozoic of South 

Asia as the time and place of basal divergence of cypriniform fishes (Actinopterygii: 

Ostariophysi). Zool J Linn Soc 161: 633–662. 

 

Yang L, Sado T, Hirt MV, Pasco-Viel E, Arunachalam M, Li J, Wang X, Freyhof J, 

Saitoh K, Simons AW, Miya M, He S, Mayden RL. 2015 Phylogeny and polyploidy: 

Resolving the classification of cyprinine fishes (Teleostei: Cypriniformes). Mol Phyl 

Evol 85: 97–116. 

 

Perez GA, Rican O, Orti G, Bermingham E, Doadrio I, Zardoya R. 2007 Phylogeny and 

biogeography of 91 species of heroine cichlids (Teleostei: Cichlidae) based on 

sequences of the cytochrome b gene. Mol Phyl Evol 43; 91–110. 



 32 

 

Friedman M, Keck BP, Dornburg A, Eytan RI, Martin CH, Hulsey CD, Wainwright PC. 

2013 Molecular and fossil evidence place the origin of cichlid fishes long after 

Gondwanan rifting. Proc R Soc B 280; 20131733. 

 

Pohl M, Milvertz FC, Meyer A, Vences M. 2015 Multigene phylogeny of 

cyprinodontiform fishes suggests continental radiations and a rogue taxon position of 

Pantanodon. Vert Zool 65: 37–44. 

 

Hedges SB, Kumar S. 2009 The timetree of life. New York, NY: Oxford University 

Press. 

 

Sanciangco MD, Carpenter KE, Betancur RR. 2015 Phylogenetic placement of 

enigmatic percomorph families (Teleostei: Percomorphaceae). Mol Phyl Evol 94: 565–

576. 

 

Ma B, Jiang H, Sun P, Chen J, Li L, Zhang X, Yuan L. 2015 Phylogeny and dating of 

divergences within the genus Thymallus (Salmonidae: Thymallinae) using complete 

mitochondrial genomes Mitochondrial DNA. Mitoch DNA 27: 3602–11. 

 

Li Y, Ren Z, Shedlock MA, Wu J, Sang L, Tersing T, Hasegawa M, Yonezawa T, 

Zhong Y. 2013 High altitude adaptation of the schizothoracine fishes (Cyprinidae) 

revealed by the mitochondrial genome analyses. Gene 517: 169–178. 

 



 33 

Setiamarga DHE, Miya M, Inoue JG, Ishiguro NB, Mabuchi K, Nishida M. 2009 

Divergence time of the two regional medaka populations in Japan as a new time scale 

for comparative genomics of vertebrates. Biol Lett 5: 81–86. 

 

Zhao J, Xu D, Zhao K, Diogo R, Yang J, Peng Z. 2015 The origin and divergence of 

Gobioninae fishes (Teleostei: Cyprinidae) based on complete mitochondrial genome 

sequences. J Appl Ichthyol 32: 32–39. 

 

Nakatani M, Miya M, Mabuchi K, Saitoh K, Nishida M. 2011 Evolutionary history of 

Otophysi (Teleostei), a major clade of the modern freshwater fishes: Pangaean origin 

and Mesozoic radiation. BMC Evol Biol 11:177. 

 

Cunningham JER Balon EK. 1985 Early ontogeny of Adiniu xenica (Pisces, 

Cyprinodontiformes). 1. The development of embryos in hiding. Environ Biol Fish 14: 

115–166. 

 

Shardo JD. 1995 Comparative embryology of Teleostean Fishes. Ⅰ. Development and 

Staging of the American Shad, Alosa sapidissima (Wilson, 1811). J Morph 225: 125–

167. 

 

Ballard WW.1986 Stages and Rates of Normal Developent in the Holostean Fish, Amia 

calva. J Exp Zool 238: 337–354. 

 



 34 

Kratochwil CF, Sefton MM, Meyer A. 2015 Embryonic and larval development in the 

Midas cichlid fish species flock (Amphilophus spp.): a new evo-devo model for the 

investigation of adaptive novelties and species differences. BMC Dev Biol 15: 12. 

 

Zalina I, Saad CR, Christianus A, Harmin SA. 2012 Induced Breeding and Embryonic 

Development of Climbing Perch ( Anabas testudineus,Blooch). J Fisheries Aqua Sci 7:  

291–306 

 

Wourms JP. 1998 Developmental Biology of Annual Fishes Ⅰ. Stages in the normal 

development of Austrofundlus myersi dahl. J Exp Zool 182: 143–167. 

 

Basak Sk, Basak B, Gupta N, Haque MM, Amin R. 2014 Embryonic and larval 

development of silver barb (Barodes gonionotus) in an mobile hatchery under 

laboratory condition. Euro Sci J Special edition 3: 258–270. 

 

Tsai HY, Chang M, Liu SC, Abe G, Ota K. 2013 Embryonic Development of Goldfish 

(Carassius auratus): A Model for Study of Evolutionary Changenin Developmental 

Mechanisms by Artificial Selection. Dev Dyn 242: 1262–1283. 

 

Long WL, Ballard WW. 1976 Normal Embryonic Stages of the White Sucker, 

Catostomus commersoni. Copeia 1976: 342–351. 

 



 35 

Marimuthu K, Haniffa MA. 2007 Embryonic and Larval Development of the Striped 

Snakehead Channa striatus. Taiwania 52: 84–92. 

 

Meijide FJ, Guerrrero GA. 2000 Embryonic and larval developmen of 

substrate-brooding cichlid Cichlasoma dimerus ( Heckel, 1840 ) under laboratory 

conditions. J Zool Lond 252: 481–493. 

 

Verma P. 1970 Normal stages in the development of Cyprinus cartio var. communis. 

Acta biol Acad Sci hung 21: 207–218. 

 

Kimmel CB, Ballard WW, Kimmel SR, Ullmann B, Schilling TF. 1995 Stages of 

Embryonic Development of the Zebrafish. Dev Dyn 203: 253–310. 

 

Armstrong PB, Child JS. 1965 Stages in the Normal Development of Fundulus 

heteroclitus. Biol Bull 128: 143–168. 

 

Hall TE, Smith P, Johnston IA. 2004 Stages of Embryonic Developmsnt in the Atlantic 

Cod Gadus morhua. J Morph 259: 255–270. 

 

Benzie V. 2010 Stages in the normal development of Galaxias maculatus attenuatus 

(Jenyns). New Zealand J Marine Freshwater Res 2: 606–627. 

 



 36 

Swarup H. 1958 Staging in Development of the stickleback Gasterosteus aculeatus (L.) 

J Embryol Exp Morph 6: 373–383. 

 

Ballard WW. 1969 Normal embryonic stages of Gobius niger jozo. Pubbl Staz Zool 

Napoli 37: 1–17. 

 

de Jong IML, Witte F, Richardson MK. 2009 Developmental Stages Until Hatching of 

the Lake Victoria Cichlid Haplochromis piceatus (Teleostei: Cichlidae). J Morph 270: 

519–535. 

 

Olaniyi WA, Omitogun OG. 2014 Embryonic and larval developmental stages of 

African giant catfish Heterobranchus bidorsalis ( Geoffroy Saint Hilaire, 1809 ) 

( Teleostei, Clariidae ). Springerplus 3: 677. 

Puvaneswari S, Marimuthu K, Karuppasamy R, Haniffa MA. 2009 Early embryonic 

and larval development of Indian catfish, Heteropneustes fossilis. Eur Asia J BioSci 3: 

84–96. 

 

Balon EK. 1977 Early ontogeny of Labeotropheus Ahl, 1927 (Mbuna, Cichlidae, Lake 

Malawi), with a discussion on advanced protective styles in fish reproduction and 

development. Environ Biol Fish 2: 147–76. 

 



 37 

Arakawa T, Kanno Y, Akiyama N, Kitano T, Nakatsuji N, Nakatsuji T. 1999 Stages of 

Embryonic Development of the Ice Goby (Shiro-uo) , Leucopsarion petersii. Zool Sci 

6: 761–773. 

 

Humphrey C, Klumpp DW, Pearson R. 2003 Early development and growth of the 

eastern rainbowfish, Melanotaenia splendida splendida. Mar Freshwater Res 53: 17–25. 

 

Ballard WW. 1973 Normal Embryonic Stages for Salmonid Fishes, Based on Salmo 

gairdneri Richardson and Salvelinus fontinalis ( Mitchill). J Exp Zool 184: 7–26. 

  

Fujimura K, Olada N. 2007 Development of the embryo, larva and early juvenile of 

Nile tilapia Oreochromis niloticus (Pisces: Cichlidae). Developmental staging system. 

Dev Growth Differ 49: 301–324.  

 

Iwamatsu T, Hirata K. 1984 Normal course of development of the java medaka, Oryzias 

javanicus. Bull Aichi Univ Edu (Nat Sci) 33: 87–109. 

 

Iwamatsu T. 2004 Stages of normal development in medaka Oryzias latipes. Mech Dev 

121: 605–618. 

 

Pelluet D. 1944 Criteria for the recognition of development stages in the salmon 

( Salmo salar ). J Morph 74: 395–407. 



 38 

 

McElman JF, Balon EK. 1979 Early ontogeny of walleye, Stizostedion vitreum, with 

steps of saltatory development. Environ Biol Fish 4: 290–348. 

 

Tavolga WN, Rugh R. 1947 Development of the Platyfish, Platypoecilus maculatus . 

Zool Sci Contrib N Y Zool Soc 32:1 1–15. 

 

Swofford DL. 2002 PAUP*. Phylogenetic Analysis Using Parsimony (nand other 

methods). 4.0 b10. Sinauer Associates, Sunderland, MA. 

 

Weisbecker V, Goswami A, Wroe S, Sánchez-Villagra MR. 2008 Ossification 

heterochrony in the therian postcranial skeleton and the marsupial placental dichotomy. 

Evolution 62: 2027–2041. 

 

Scott WB, Crossman EJ. 1998 Freshwater fishes of Canada. Oakville, Ontario: Galt 

House Publications Ltd. 

 

Massimo L, Lucia G, Giovanni P, Antonella C. 2010 Analysis of the biological features 

of the goldfish Carassius auratus auratus in Lake Trasimeno (Umbria, Italy) with a 

view to drawing up plans for population control Folia. Zoology 59 : 142–156. 

 

Chen Y, Harvey HH. 1994 Maturation of white sucker, Catosto-mus commersoni, 

populations in Ontario. Cana J Fisheries Aqua Sci 51: 2066–2076. 

 



 39 

Yaakov WAAW, Ali AB. 1992 Simple method for backyard production of snakehead 

(Channa striata Bloch) fry. Naga 15: 22–23. 

 

Pandolfi M, Canepa MM, Meijide FJ, Alonso F, Vazquez CR, Maggese MC, Vissio OG. 

2009 Studies on the reproductive and developmental biology of Cichlasoma dimerus 

(Percifomes, Cichlidae). Biocell 33: 1–18. 

 

Snyder EM, Snyder SA, Kelly KL,Gross TS, Villeneuve DL,Fitzgerald SD, Villalobos 

SA, Giesy AP. 2004 Reproductive Responses of Common Carp (Cyprinus carpio) 

Exposed in Cages to Influent of the Las Vegas Wash in Lake Mead, Nevada, from Late 

Winter to Early Spring Environ. Sci Technol 38: 6385–6395. 

 

Engeszer RE, Patterson LB, Rao AA, Parichy DM. 2007 Zebrafish in the wild: a review 

of natural history and new notes from the field. Zebrafish 4: 21–40. 

 

Shimizu A, Hamaguchi M, Ito H, Ohkubo M, Udagawa M, Fujii K, Kobayashi T, 

Nakamura M. 2008 Appearances and chronological changes of mummichog Fundulus 

heteroclitus FSH cells and LH cells during ontogeny, sexual differentiation, and 

gonadal development. General Compara Endocrinol 156: 312–322. 

 

Kolstad K, Thorland I, Refstie T, Gjerde B. 2006 Genetic variation and genotype by 

location interaction in body weight, spinal deformity and sexual maturity in Atlantic 

cod (Gadus morhua) reared at different locations off Norway. Aquaculture 259: 66–73. 

 

Burnet AMR. 1965 Observations on the spawning migrations of Galaxias attenuatus. 

New Zealand J Sci 8: 79–87. 

 

Bell MA, Foster SA. 1994 THE EVOLUTIONARY BIOLOGY OF THE THREESPINE 

STICKLEBACK. Oxford University Press. 



 40 

 

Boban J, Isajlovic I, Zorica B, Čikes KV, Vrgoc N. 2013 Biometry and distribution of 

the black goby Gobius niger (Linnaeus, 1758) in the Adriatic Sea. Acta adriat 54: 265– 

272. 

 

Yalcin S, Akyurt I, Solak K. 2001 Certain reproductive characteristics of the catfish 

(Clarias gariepinus Burchell, 1822) living in the River Asi, (Turkey). Turkish J Zool 

25: 453–460. 

 

Hossain MY, Islam R, Ahmed ZF, Rahman MM, Hossen MA, Naser SMA, Rasel RI. 

2015 THREATENED FISHES OF THE WORLD: Heteropneustes fossilis (Bloch, 

1794) (Siluriformes: Heteropneustidae). Croatian J Fisheries 73: 77–79. 

 

Takegaki T, Matsumoto Y, Kawase S, Ide Y,Sato N. 2013 The possibility of 

simultaneous polygamous mating in the ice goby Leucopsarion petersii males. Nippon 

Suisan Gakkaishi 79: 793–796. 

 

Behnke RJ. 1992 Native trout of western. Ame Fisheries Soc. 

 

Kakuno A, Fujii K, Koyama J. 2001 Histological studies on the gonadal development in 

Java medaka (Oryzias javanicus). Bull Fish Res 1: 35–37. 

 

Christian L, Isaac A, Jason B, Althea J, Kara M. 2012 Generation time of zebrafish 

(Danio rerio) and medakas (Oryzias latipes) housed in the same aquaculture facility. 

Lab Anim 41: 158–165. 

 

Gjerde B. 1984 Response to individual selection for age at sexual maturity in Atlantic 

salmon. Aquaculture 38: 229–240. 



 41 

 

Colby PJ, McNicol RE, Ryder RA. 1979 SYNOPSIS OF BIOLOGICAL DATA ON THE 

WALLEYE Stizostedion v. vitreum (Mitchill 1818). FAO Fisheries Synopsis 119. 

 

Maddison WP, Maddison DR. 2015 Mesquite: a modular system for evolutionary 

analysis. Version 3.02 http://mesquiteproject.org. 

 

Gunter HM, Koppermann C, Meyer A. 2014 Revisiting de Beer's textbook example of 

heterochrony and jaw elongation in fish: calmodulin expression reflects heterochronic 

growth, and underlies morphological innovation in the jaws of belonoid fishes. Evodevo 

5: 8. 

 

Schlosser G. 2008 Development of the retinotectal system in the direct-developing frog 

Eleutherodactylus coqui in comparison with other anurans. Front Zool 5: 9. 

 

Hautier L, Weisbecker V, Goswami A, Knight F, Kardjilov N, Asher RJ. 2011. Skeletal 

ossification and sequence heterochrony in xenarthran evolution. Evol Dev 13: 460–476. 

 

Workman AD, Charvet CJ, Clancy B, Darlington RB, Finlay BL. 2013 Modeling 

Transformations of Neurodevelopmental Sequences across Mammalian Species.  J 

Neurosci 33: 7368–7383. 

 



 42 

Klingenberg CP. 2008 Morphological integration and developmental modularity. Annu 

Rev Ecol Evol Syst 39: 115–32. 

 

Kawanishi T, Kaneko T, Moriyama Y, Kinoshita M, Yokoi H, Suzuki T, Shimada A, 

Takeda H. 2013 Modular development of the teleost trunk along the dorsoventral axis 

and zic1/zic4 as selector genes in the dorsal module. Development 140: 1486–1496. 

 

Schmidt K, Starck JM. 2010 Developmental plasticity, modularity, and heterochrony 

during the phylotypic stage of the zebrafish, Danio rerio. J Exp Zool Mol Dev Evol 

314: 166–178. 

 

Gould SJ. 1977 Ontogeny and Phylogeny. Belknap Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

 

Raff RA, Wray GA. 1989 Heterochrony: Developmental mechanisms and evolutionary 

results. J Evol Biol 2: 409–434. 

 

Hall BK. 1992 Evolutionary Developmental Biology. Chapman and Hall, London. 

 

Larouche O, Zelditch ML, Cloutier R. 2017 Fin modules: an evolutionary perspective 

on appendage disparity in basal vertebrates. BMC Biol 15: 32. 

 



 43 

Miller BS, Kendall AW. 2009 Early Life History of Marine Fishes. Berkeley, CA: 

University of California Press. 

 

Keyte A, Smith KK. 2012 Heterochrony in somitogenesis rate in a model marsupial, 

Monodelphis domestica. Evol Dev 14: 93–103. 

 

Mabee PM, Olmstead KL, Cubbage CC. 2000 An experimental study of intraspecific 

variation, developmental timing, and heterochrony in fishes. Evolution 54: 2091–2106. 

 

de Jong IM, Colbert MW, Witte F, Richardson MK. 2009 Polymorphism in 

developmental timing: intraspecific heterochrony in a Lake Victoria cichlid. Evol Dev 

11: 625–635. 

 

Richardson MK. 1995 Heterochrony and the phylotypic period. Dev Biol 172: 412–421. 

 

Irie N. 2017 Remaining questions related to the hourglass model in vertebrate evolution. 

Curr Opin Genet Devel 45: 103–107. 

 

 

 

 

 



 44 

FIGURES AND TABLES 

 

 

Figure 1. Phylogenetic relationships of the 31 fishes 

The phylogenetic tree of the 31 fishes examined in this study. * marks the anadromous 

fish, while all the others are fresh water fish. Each node was labeled in each number. 
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Figure 2. Phylogenetic tree reconstructed by event-pairing matrix 

Consensus tree reconstructed by the parsimony analysis of the 190 event-pairing matrix 

in 31 fish species. Note that the topology of this tree was different from molecular 

phylogeny presented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of ranks of events in the developmental sequence in extant 

fish 

The boxplot shows the statistical distribution of normalized ranks for individual 

developmental events obtained from the extant in-group 30 fish data. The 

developmental events are horizontally aligned from left to right according to average 

ranks in the extant fish sequences.  
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Figure 4. Distribution of ranks of events in the developmental sequence 

The boxplot shows the statistical distribution of normalized ranks for individual 

developmental events obtained from reconstructed ancestral developmental sequences 
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by acctran (a) and deltran (b) optimizations. The developmental events are horizontally 

aligned from left to right according to average ranks in the extant fish sequences. In the 

ancestral sequences (a, b), the average sequence is reversed between first somite (fs) 

and tail bud (tb), between heart beats (hb) and olfactory vesicle/pit/placode (olf), and 

between blood circulation (bc) and otolithes (oto). An additional inversion is observed 

between swim bladder (sb). 
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Figure 5. Rank changeability of individual developmental events 

The variation of the ranks is shown as the average value of pairwise rank distances, 

which are calculated from all the pairs of ancestral developmental sequences 

reconstructed under acctran (left) and deltran (right) optimizations. The events are 

arranged along the standard ontogenic time frame defined by the average developmental 

sequence in extant fish (Figure1) from top to bottom. *significant differences (P<0.05) 

by Mann-Whitney U-test when comparing the values of Kupffer’s vesicle (kv) and three 

brain regionalization (tbr) and those of lens formation (le) and tail lift from yolk (tl).  
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Figure 6. Frequency of sequence reversal between the developmental events 

The event sequence matrix represents all the pairwise combinations of developmental 

events. The number shows the percentage of the sequences in which the row event 

occurs later than the column event, and was calculated from the dataset of extant 30 

fishes excluding the missing event data. The individual cells are differently heatmap 

color-coded depending on the percentage. 
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Figure 7. Sequence orders of event pairs in ancestral developmental sequences 

Supplemental figure 1.

Acctran Deltran

 a  b

Supplemental figure 1.

Acctran Deltran

 a  b
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The percentage of the sequences in which the row event occurs later than the column 

event calculated from the ancestral developmental sequences reconstructed under 

acctran (a) and deltran (b) optimizations. 
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Figure 8. The number of detected heterochronic shifts by Parsimov analysis 

The number of detected heterochronic shift in each branch was mapped on fish 

molecular phylogeny. A and D indicated the acctran and deltran optimization, 

respectively. Note that there were no branches with no heterochronic shifts. 
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Figure 9. Distribution of heterochronic shifts in the fish phylogeny detected by PGi 

anlysis 

The heterochronic shifts detected by PGi analysis were mapped onto fish phylogeny. 

Abbreviations of developmental events are following Table 1. Note that there was only 

one branch with no heterochronic shift. The red arrow indicates acceleration of event 

shift and blue arrow indicates deceleration of event shift. 
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Figure 10. Distribution of consensus heterochronic shifts detected by both 

Parsimov and PGi analyses  

The consensus heterochronic shifts detected by both Parsimov and PGi analyses were 

mapped onto fish phylogeny. Abbreviations of developmental events are following 

Table 2. The red arrow indicates acceleration of event shift and blue arrow indicates 

deceleration of event shift. 
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Figure 11. Branch length of the 31 fishes phylogenetic tree 

The numbers aside the branches indicate the divergent times (Mya). 
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Figure 12. Distribution of heterochronic shifts in the fish phylogeny 

 (a,b) The relationship between the phylogenetic branch length and the number of 

herterochronic shifts detected from the extant and ancestral developmental sequences 

(black circle) and theoretically estimated by simulation (open circle) under acctran (a) 

and deltran (b) optimizations. In the simulation, the branch length and the numbers of 

shifts are highly correlated (Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients; 0.9995 (acctran), 

0.9995 (deltran)) (c) The coefficient of variance for the number of heterochronic shifts 

in each branch. The black and open circles show the experimental and simulated values, 

respectively. The vertical bars indicate 95% confident intervals for the simulated value. 

The analysis was conducted with three different branch categories: all branches, and the 

branches shorter than 50 and 20 million years (Mys). (d) The number of branches with 

no heterochronic shifts calculated from experimental (black circle) and simulation data 
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(open circle) in three different branch length categories. Vertical bars indicate 95% 

confident intervals of the simulated value. 
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Figure 13. Distribution of herterochronic shifts in shorter branch categories 

The relationship between the phylogenetic branch length and the number of 

heterochronic shifts in the extant and ancestral developmental sequences (black circle) 

and theoretically estimated by the simulation (open circle) under acctran (a, c) and 

deltran (b, d) optimizations. Only the branches shorter than 50 Mya (a, b) and 20 Mya (c, 

d) are represented.  
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Figure 14. Distribution of heterochronic shifts on the branches scaled by the 

generation number   

The relationships between the generation number and the number of heterochronic 

shifts for the experimental data (black circle) and simulation data (open circle) under 

acctran (a, c, e) and deltran (b, d, f) optimizations. The horizontal axis is scaled by the 

generation number considering the average generation time of each species. The branch 
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are categorized into all branch (a, b), the branches shorter than 50*10 generations (c, d) 

and 20*10 generations (e, f). 
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Figure 15. Statistical comparisons of heterochronic shifts on the branches scaled 

by the generation number  

(a) The coefficient of variance for the number of heterochronic shifts in each branch 

(Figure 5c) rescaled by the generation number as phylogenetic time. (b) The number of 

branches with no heterochronic shifts (Figure 5d) rescaled by the generation number as 

phylogenetic time. The labels and marks are the same as those in Figure 5c and d.  
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Figure 16. Comparisons of the number of heterochronic shifts in external and 

internal branches 

The number of heterochronic shifts detected in the external (a) and internal (b) branches 

calculated from experimental (black circle) and simulation data (open circle). The 

branches are categorized into tree groups according to their lengths. Vertical bars 

indicate 95% confident intervals of the simulated value. 
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Figure 17. Evolutionary history of event shifts and duration of embryonic period 

Evolutionary histories of earlier shift in relative hatch timing (left tree) and shortening 

duration of embryonic period (right). These ancestral states were parsimoniously 

reconstructed by Mesquite software. In these phylogeny, more than 2 events occurred 

after hatch events was marked white line in the left, and less than 100 hours embryonic 

period was marked white line in the right. 
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Table 1. List of branch length and references 
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Table 2. Temporal orders of developmental events in the 31 fishes 

The temporal sequence of developmental events was extracted from the reference for 

each species. Abbreviations of developmental events are; bc: blood circulation, cfr: 

caudal fin ray, ep: eye pigmentation, es: embryonic shield, fs: first somite, h: hatch, hb: 

heart beat/pulsing, kv: kupffer’s vesicle, le: lens or lens placode/primodium, mff: 

medial finfold, mo: mouth opening, olf: olfactory vesicle/pit/placode, oto: otolithes, ot: 

otic vesicle placode/primodium, op: optic vesicle/placode/primodium, pfb: pectoral fin 

bud, sw: swim bladder, tb: tail bud, tbr: three brains regionalization, and tl: tail lift from 

yolk. The ranks of missing data are marked by “?”. 

 

 

 

 

Table 1

Taxon Common name Reference
es op fs tb kv tbr ot le tl hb olf oto mff bc pfb ep h mo sb cfr

Amia calva Bowfins Ballard, 1986 1 2 2 2 ? 3 4 5 5 5 5 8 6 7 7 7 10 8 9 9
Alosa sapidissima American shad Shardo, 1995 1 4 2 5 ? 3 5 5 6 7 5 7 6 7 7 8 10 9 ? 11
Catostomus commersoni White sucker Long and Ballard, 1976 1 3 2 3 4 3 4 5 5 6 7 7 6 7 8 8 8 10 11 9
Danio rerio Zebrafish Kimmel et al., 1995 1 4 3 2 4 5 5 6 5 8 7 7 7 9 9 8 11 12 10 12
Cyprinus carpio Common carp Verma, 1970 1 3 4 ? 5 2 5 6 6 7 7 8 11 8 9 8 10 13 12 14
Carassius auratus Minnows Tsai et al., 2013 1 3 3 2 4 4 5 5 5 6 7 ? 5 ? 6 6 8 8 9 ?
Barbodes gonionotus Silver barb Basak et al., 2014 1 3 2 2 ? 3 7 4 5 6 ? ? 6 5 6 11 9 10 12 8
Heteropneustes fossilis Stinging catfish Puvaneswari et al, 2009 1 2 2 2 4 3 6 4 4 5 5 ? 4 7 9 8 7 10 ? 8
Heterobranchus bidorsalis African catfish Olaniyi and Omitogue, 2014 1 2 2 2 3 7 4 8 4 5 8 4 ? 8 ? 5 6 9 ? 10
Oncorhynchus mykiss Rainbow trout Ballard, 1973 1 3 2 ? 2 3 7 5 6 6 4 9 7 7 7 8 12 10 ? 11
Salmo salar Atlantic salmon Pelluet, 1944, Gorodilov, 1996 1 3 2 6 2 ? 4 5 ? 7 8 9 8 8 9 10 12 6 13 11
Galaxias maculatus Common galaxias Benzie, 1968 ? 1 2 1 2 1 3 2 5 2 3 8 7 ? 6 4 10 10 ? 9
Gadus morhua Atlantic cod Hall et al., 2004 1 2 1 3 3 3 4 6 ? 7 5 5 4 8 8 9 10 12 11 11
Gobius niger Black goby Ballard, 1969 1 2 2 3 3 6 5 4 4 8 ? 7 5 9 8 8 10 11 9 12
Leucopsarion petersii Ice goby Arakawa et al., 1999 1 3 3 2 3 4 5 6 5 7 ? 9 ? 8 10 8 13 11 12 ?
Gasterosteus aculeatus Three-spined stickleback Swarup, 1958 1 3 4 ? 5 2 5 5 ? 6 6 6 ? 8 9 7 11 10 12 12
Stizostedion vitreum Walleye McElman and Balon, 1979 1 2 3 2 3 4 4 5 6 7 4 8 6 9 11 10 13 14 15 12
Channa striatus Striped snakehead Marimuthu and Haniffa, 2007 1 2 2 2 4 3 3 4 4 5 5 6 4 5 7 ? 6 8 7 9
Anabas testudineus Climbing gouramies Zalina et al., 2012 1 3 4 ? 2 4 4 5 ? 6 ? 7 ? 7 ? 10 8 9 9 11
Amphilophus xiloaensis Cichlids Kratochwil et al., 2015 1 2 2 2 ? 5 2 4 3 5 ? ? ? 7 8 8 6 9 11 10
Cichlasoma dimerus South American cichlids Meijide and Guerrero, 2000 1 4 3 2 ? 5 5 5 6 5 ? 6 8 6 9 8 7 10 ? 10
Oreochromis niloticus Nile tilapia Fujimura and Okada, 2007 1 3 2 3 ? 4 5 6 5 6 6 8 7 8 8 9 10 10 12 11
Labeotropheus trewavasae Scrapermouth mbuna Balon, 1977 1 2 4 3 ? 2 3 5 5 6 11 5 9 7 9 8 10 12 14 13
Haplochromis piceatus Victoria cichlids Jong et al., 2009 1 2 2 4 ? 4 3 4 5 5 4 6 6 6 7 7 8 9 6 9
Melanotaenia splendida Eastern rainbow fish Humphrey et al., 2003 1 2 4 3 3 ? 6 5 6 7 ? 8 11 7 9 5 12 11 10 13
Adinia xenica Diamond killfish Cunningham and Balon, 1985 1 2 3 ? 3 2 3 5 ? 6 8 4 9 7 8 9 13 12 11 10
Fundulus heteroclitus Mummichog Armstrong and Swope Child, 1965 1 2 4 ? 3 3 5 5 7 6 5 8 ? 7 9 10 12 12 12 11
Xiphophorus maculatus Southern platyfish Tavolga and Rugh 1 2 2 4 ? 3 3 5 4 5 6 8 ? 6 5 7 11 10 ? 9
Austrofundulus myersi Rivulines Wourms, 1998 1 4 3 2 2 5 6 7 10 7 ? 9 11 8 9 10 14 13 11 12
Oryzias latipes Japanese ricefish Iwamatsu, 2004 1 3 4 ? 2 5 4 6 9 7 13 8 12 8 10 11 17 15 14 16
Oryzias javanicus Javanese ricefish Iwamatsu and Hirata, 1984 1 3 4 ? 2 5 5 6 9 7 7 8 ? 8 9 10 14 13 11 12

Ranks of events
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Table 3a.  
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Table 3b.  

 

Table 3. Ancestral developmental sequences reconstructed by event-pairing 

method  

Event ranks in ancestral node were listed. The ancestral sequence was reconstructed in 

acctran (a) and deltran (b) optimizations. The node numbers were shown in Figure 1. 
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Node Acctran Deltran Conserved 

34 → 33 

 

Event tb moved L 

relative to ot, op, 

tbr 

Event tb moved L 

relative to ot, op, 

tbr 

Event tb moved L 

relative to ot, op, 

tbr 

35 → 32 

 

Twins (oto, tl),  

Event h moved E 

relative to ep, mff, 

pfb, Event tbr 

moved L relative 

to hb, le 

Event h moved E 

relative to ep, pfb 

, Event tbr moved 

L relative to hb, 

le, ot 

Event h moved E 

relative to ep, pfb, 

Event tbr moved L 

relative to hb, le, ot 

35 → 34 Twins (fs, tb) (tbr, 

ot), Event mff 

moved E relative 

to bc, ep, oto 

  

37 → 36 Twins (le, hb) 

(olf, tl) (oto, pfb) 

, Event fs moved 

L relative to op, 

tbr 

Twins (cfr, sb) 

 

 

38 → 37 Twins (cfr, sb) 

(mff, ep), Event 

kv moved L 

relative to op, tbr, 

Event tb moved L 

relative to fs, ot, 

tbr, Event tl 

moved E relative 

to bc, oto 

  

 

40 → 38  

 

Twins (fs, op) (hb, 

le) (pfb, oto) (tbr, 

ot)  

Twins (bc, oto) 

(cfr, mo) 

 

 

 

40 → 39 Twins (mff, olf) Twins (ot, tbr) Twins (ot, tbr) 
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 (oto, bc) 

 

, Event tl moved 

L relative to bc, 

oto 

 

41 →40 Twins (kv, op) 

(pfb, ep), Event 

cfr moved E 

relative to h, mo 

, Event tl moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb, oto 

Twins (cfr, h) (le, 

olf) (pfb, ep) 

, Event tl moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb 

 

Twins (pfb, ep), 

Event tl moved L 

relative to bc, hb 

 

42 → 35 

 

Twins (fs, op) 

, Event olf moved 

E relative to bc, le 

, Event sb moved 

L relative to cfr, 

mo 

Twins (cfr, sb)  

42 → 41 

 

Twins (bc, oto) 

(le, tl), Event mff 

moved L relative 

to ep, pfb, Event 

olf moved L 

relative to hb, pfb 

Twins (le, tl) 

, Event kv moved 

E relative to fs, tb 

, Event mff 

moved L relative 

to bc, ep, oto, 

pfb , Event sb 

moved E relative 

to cfr, mo 

Twins (le, tl), 

Event mff moved 

L relative to ep, 

pfb,  

44 → 42 

 

Twins (kv, tb) 

, Event mff 

moved L relative 

to bc, hb, oto, tl 

Event mff moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb, oto 

Event mff moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb, oto 

44 → 43 Event ep moved L 

relative to h, mo, 

sb, Event mff 

Twins (ot, tbr) 

, Event sb moved 

E relative to cfr, 
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moved E relative 

to le, olf, Event 

pfb moved L 

relative to h, sb 

mo 

46 → 44 

 

Twins (ep, mff) 

(kv, fs) 

Twins (tl, olf)  

46 → 45 Twins (ep, pfb) 

(le, tl) (tb, fs), 

Event sb moved L 

relative to cfr, mo 

Twins (ep, pfb) 

(oto, bc) (op, fs) 

 

Twins (ep, pfb) 

48 → 46 Twins (op, fs) Twins (bc, pfb)  

48 → 47 Twins (ep, bc) 

(mff, tbr) (sb, h) 

(tl, ot) 

Twins (ep, bc) 

(sb, h) (tl, ot) 

 

Twins (ep, bc) (sb, 

h) (tl, ot) 

 

49 → 48 Twins (bc, pfb) 

, Event cfr moved 

L relative to mo, 

sb, Event tbr 

moved L relative 

to kv, ot, tb 

Twins (tl, hb) 

, Event tbr moved 

L relative to kv, 

tb 

Event tbr moved L 

relative to kv, tb  

50 → 49 Twins (oto, pfb) 

(op, tbr), Event h 

moved E relative 

to cfr, mo, Event 

mff moved E 

relative to hb, ot, 

Event tl moved E 

relative to hb, le 

Twins (mff, hb) 

(oto, pfb) (op, tbr) 

, Event h moved 

E relative to cfr, 

mo 

Twins (oto, pfb) 

(op, tbr), Event h 

moved E relative 

to cfr, mo 

52 → 50 Twins (oto, bc) 

(op, fs), Event mo 

moved L relative 

to cfr, h, sb 

Twins (h, mo) 
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52 → 51 Twins (cfr, sb) 

(pfb, ep), Event 

bc moved E 

relative to mff, 

oto, Event kv 

moved E relative 

to op, tbr, Event 

tb moved L 

relative to fs, le, 

mo, to, op 

Twins (pfb, ep) 

, Event bc moved 

E relative to mff, 

oto, Event op 

moved L relative 

to fs, kv 

Twins (pfb, ep) 

, Event bc moved 

E relative to mff, 

oto 

54 → 53 

 

Twins (mo, cfr) 

(op, fs) 

Twins (op, fs) 

 

Twins (op, fs) 

55 → 54 Event mff moved 

L relative to bc, 

oto, Event oto 

moved L relative 

to ep, olf, Event 

ot moved L 

relative to le, mff 

Twins (bc, mff) 

 

 

56 → 55 

 

Twins (ep, bc) 

(pfb, h) (sb, cfr), 

Event mff moved 

L relative to olf, 

oto, Event tb 

moved E relative 

to fs, op 

Twins (oto, mff) 

(tl, ot), Event tb 

moved E relative 

to op, tbr 

Event tb moved E 

relative to op, tbr 

58 → 56  Twins (cfr, mo) 

(fs, op) (le, olf) 

(oto, pfb) 

 

58 → 57 Event mff moved 

E relative to kv, 

le, ot, oto moved 

Twins (h, bc) (tl, 

ot), Event tbr 

moved L relative 
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E relative to hb, 

le, olf, ot, tbr, tl, 

Event op moved 

E relative to fs, tbr 

, Event pfb moved 

L relative to cfr, 

ep 

to op, tb 

 

59 → 58 Twins (tb, tbr), 

Event mo moved 

L relative to cfr, h 

, Event olf moved 

L relative to mff, 

oto, Event pfb 

moved L relative 

to bc, h, oto, 

Event tl moved E 

relative to le, ot 

Twins (bc, pfb) 

(fs, kv) (h, mo) 

, Event olf moved 

L relative to mff, 

oto, tl 

Event olf moved L 

relative to mff, oto, 

tl 

60→ 52  Twins (olf, tl)  

60 → 59 Twins (fs, kv) (h, 

cfr), Event hb 

moved L relative 

to oto, tl 

Twins (h, cfr) 

(oto, pfb), Event 

hb moved L 

relative to mff, tl 

Twins (h, cfr), 

Event hb moved L 

relative to oto, tl 

61→ 60 Twins (bc, ep) (fs, 

op) (h, sb) (oto, 

pfb) 

Twins (bc, ep) (h, 

sb) 

Twins (bc, ep) (h, 

sb) 

32 →  

A.xiloaensis 

 

Twins (h, bc), 

Event ot moved E 

relative to fs, op, 

tb 

Twins (h, bc), 

Event ot moved E 

relative to fs, op, 

tb 

Twins (h, bc), 

Event ot moved E 

relative to fs, op, tb 

32→ 

C.dimerus 

 

Twins (cfr, mo) 

(ep, pfb) 

 

Twins (cfr, mo), 

Event mff moved 

L relative to bc, h, 

Twins (cfr, mo) 
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oto, Event tl 

moved L relative 

to bc, oto 

33→ 

H.piceatus 

 

 

 

 

Event sb moved E 

relative to bc, cfr, 

ep, h, mff, oto, pfb 

 

Event sb moved 

E relative to bc, 

cfr, ep, h, mff, 

oto, pfb, Event tb 

moved L relative 

to fs, le, ot, Event 

tbr moved L 

relative to le, ot 

, Event tl moved 

L relative to hb, le 

Event sb moved E 

relative to bc, cfr, 

ep, h, mff, oto, pfb 

 

33→ 

L.trewavasae 

 

Event fs moved L 

relative to ot, op, 

tb, Event mff 

moved L relative 

to bc, pfb, Event 

olf moved L 

relative to bc, h, 

hb, le, mff, pfb, 

Event oto moved 

E relative to bc, 

hb, le, tl, Event 

tbr moved E 

relative to op, tb 

Event fs moved L 

relative to ot, op, 

tb, Event mff 

moved L relative 

to bc, pfb, Event 

olf moved L 

relative to bc, h, 

hb, le, mff, pfb, 

Event oto moved 

E relative to bc, 

hb, le, tl,  Event 

tbr moved E 

relative to op, tb 

Event fs moved L 

relative to ot, op, 

tb, Event olf 

moved L relative 

to bc, h, hb, le, 

mff, pfb, Event 

oto moved E 

relative to bc, hb, 

le, tl, Event tbr 

moved E relative 

to op, tb 

34→ 

O.niloticus 

 

Twins (fs, op) 

(mo, h), Event 

mff moved E 

relative to bc, oto, 

Event pfb moved 

E relative to bc, 

Twins (mo, h), 

Event fs moved E 

relative to op, tb, 

Event mff moved 

E relative to bc, 

oto, Event pfb 

Twins (mo, h), 

Event mff moved 

E relative to bc, 

oto , Event pfb 

moved E relative 

to bc, ep, oto 
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ep, oto moved E relative 

to bc, ep, oto 

36→ 

F.heteroclitus 

 

Event olf moved 

E relative to bc, 

hb, le, pfb 

Event olf moved 

E relative to hb, 

le, tl 

Event olf moved E 

relative to hb, le 

36→ 

A.xenia 

 

Event oto moved 

E relative to bc, 

hb, le 

Twins (mff, ep),  

Event olf moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb, pfb, Event oto 

moved E relative 

to bc, hb, le 

Event oto moved 

E relative to bc, 

hb, le 

37→ 

X.maculatus 

 

Twins (ot, tbr), 

Event pfb moved 

E relative to bc, 

hb, le, olf, Event 

tl moved E 

relative to bc, hb, 

le 

Event tb moved L 

relative to fs, op, 

tbr 

 

38→ 

A.myersi 

 

Twins (sb, mff), 

Event op moved 

L relative to fs, tb, 

Event tl moved L 

relative to ep, pfb 

Twins (hb, le) (sb, 

mff), Event op 

moved L relative 

to fs, kv, Event tl 

moved L relative 

to bc, ep, oto 

Twins (sb, mff) 

, Event op moved 

L relative to fs, tb 

, Event tl moved L 

relative to ep 

39→ 

O.javanicus 

 

Event olf moved 

E relative to bc, 

hb, pfb 

Twins (cfr, mo) 

, Event tl moved 

L relative to olf, 

pfb 

 

39→ 

O.latipes 

 

Twins (mo, cfr), 

Event olf moved 

L relative to bc, 

ep, oto, pfb , 

Event olf moved 

L relative to bc, 

ep, hb, mff, oto, 

pfb, Event ot 

Event olf moved L 

relative to bc, ep, 

hb, mff, oto, pfb, 

Event ot moved E 
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Event ot moved E 

relative to fs, tbr 

moved E relative 

to fs, tbr 

relative to fs, tbr 

41→ 

M.splendida 

 

Event ep moved E 

relative to bc, le, 

oto, pfb, tl, Event 

mff moved L 

relative to mo, sb, 

Event ot moved L 

relative to le, tl 

Event bc moved 

E relative to hb, 

oto, Event ep 

moved E relative 

to bc, hb, le, oto, 

pfb, tl, Event mff 

moved L relative 

to mo, sb 

Event ep moved E 

relative to bc, hb, 

le, oto, pfb, tl, 

Event mff moved 

L relative to mo, 

sb 

43→ 

C.striatus 

 

Twins (sb, mo), 

Event kv moved 

L relative to le, ot, 

tbr 

Event bc moved 

E relative to hb, 

oto, Event h 

moved E relative 

to oto, pfb, Event 

kv moved L 

relative to fs, ot, 

tbr, tl, Event mff 

moved E relative 

to le, tl, Event sb 

moved E relative 

to mo, pfb 

Event kv moved L 

relative to le, ot, 

tbr 

43→ 

A.testudineus 

 

Twins (kv, op), 

Event fs moved L 

relative to ot, tbr 

Event ep moved 

L relative to h, 

mo, sb, Event fs 

moved L relative 

to ot, op, tbr 

Event fs moved L 

relative to ot, tbr 

45→ 

G.aculeatus 

 

Twins (ep, bc) 

(mo, h), Event kv 

moved L relative 

to fs, ot, Event oto 

moved E relative 

Twins (ep, bc) 

(mo, h), Event kv 

moved L relative 

to fs, ot, Event le 

moved E relative 

Twins (ep, bc) 

(mo, h), Event kv 

moved L relative 

to fs, ot, Event oto 

moved E relative 
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to olf, hb, Event 

tbr moved E 

relative to fs, op 

to olf, ot, Event 

oto moved E 

relative to hb, olf, 

Event tbr moved 

E relative to fs, op 

to hb, olf, Event 

tbr moved E 

relative to fs, op 

45→ 

S.vitreum 

 

Event cfr moved 

E relative to h, 

mo, sb, Event olf 

moved E relative 

to hb, le, ot, tbr 

Twins (tb, fs), 

Event cfr moved 

E relative to h, 

mo, sb, Event olf 

moved E relative 

to hb, le, ot, 

Event tl moved L 

relative to le, mff 

Event cfr moved E 

relative to h, mo, 

sb, Event olf 

moved E relative 

to hb, le, ot, tbr 

46→ 

G.niger 

 

Event bc moved L 

relative to ep, pfb,  

Event hb moved 

L relative to ep, 

oto, pfb , Event ot 

moved L relative 

to le, tl,  Event 

tb moved L 

relative to kv, op, 

Event tbr moved 

L relative to le, ot, 

tl 

Event bc moved 

L relative to ep, 

oto, pfb, Event hb 

moved L relative 

to eo, oto, pfb, 

Event ot moved L 

relative to le, mff, 

tl. Event sb 

moved E relative 

to cfr, mo, Event 

tb moved L 

relative to kv, op, 

Event tbr moved 

L relative to le, 

mff, ot, tl 

Event bc moved L 

relative to ep, pfb , 

Event hb moved L 

relative to ep, oto, 

pfb , Event ot 

moved L relative 

to le, tl,  Event tb 

moved L relative 

to kv, op, Event 

tbr moved L 

relative to le, ot, tl 

47→ 

L.petersii 

 

Twins (tbr, ot) (tl, 

le), Event mo 

moved E relative 

to h, sb 

Twins (mo, h) (tl, 

le) 

Twins (tl, le) 
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49→ 

G.morhua 

 

Twins (pfb, ep) 

(sb, mo), Event fs 

moved E relative 

to es, kv, op, 

Event tb moved L 

relative to kv, op 

Twins (pfb, ep), 

Event fs moved E 

relative to es, kv, 

op, Event mff 

moved E relative 

to le, olf, ot, 

Event mo moved 

L relative to cfr, 

sb, Event olf 

moved E relative 

to hb, le, Event ot 

moved E relative 

to bc, hb, le, olf, 

Event tb moved L 

relative to kv, op 

Twins (pfb, ep), 

Event fs moved E 

relative to es, kv, 

op, Event tb 

moved L relative 

to kv, op 

50→ 

G.maculatus 

 

Event ep moved E 

relative to mff, 

oto, pfb, tl, Event 

fs moved L 

relative to le, op, 

tb, tbr, Event hb 

moved E relative 

to le, olf, tl, Event 

kv moved L 

relative to le, tbr, 

Event ot moved L 

relative to le, olf, 

Event pfb moved 

E relative to mff, 

oto 

Twins (cfr, mo) 

, Event ep moved 

E relative to oto, 

pfb, tl, Event fs 

moved L relative 

to op, tb, Event 

hb moved E 

relative to le, olf, 

tl, Event le 

moved E relative 

to olf, tl 

Event ep moved E 

relative to mff, oto, 

pfb, tl, Event fs 

moved L relative 

to le, op, tb, tbr, 

Event hb moved E 

relative to le, olf, tl 

51→ 

O.mykiss 

Event olf moved 

E relative to hb, le 

Twins (ep, oto) 

(kv, tbr), Event 

Event olf moved E 

relative to hb, le, 
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 , Event ot moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb, le, mff 

olf moved E 

relative to hb, le, 

Event ot moved L 

relative to bc, hb, 

mff, tl 

Event ot moved L 

relative to bc, hb, 

le, mff 

51→ 

S.salar 

 

Event mo moved 

E relative to bc, 

ep, hb, mff, oto, 

Event olf moved 

L relative to hb, 

mff 

Twins (cfr, sb), 

Event mo moved 

E relative to bc, 

ep, hb, mff, oto, 

Event olf moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb, le, mff, Event 

pfb moved L 

relative to bc, oto, 

Event tb moved L 

relative to fs, kv, 

le, ot, op 

Event mo moved 

E relative to bc, ep, 

hb, mff, oto, Event 

olf moved L 

relative to hb, mff 

53→ 

C.auratus 

 

Twins (mo, h) (op, 

tbr), Event mff 

moved E relative 

to le, pfb, tl, 

Event olf moved 

L relative to hb, 

pfb 

Twins (mo, h) 

(op, tbr) (tb, fs), 

Event hb moved 

L relative to ep, 

pfb, Event mff 

moved E relative 

to le, tl, Event olf 

moved L relative 

to ep, hb, pfb 

Twins (mo, h) (op, 

tbr), Event mff 

moved E relative 

to le, pfb, tl, Event 

olf moved L 

relative to hb, pfb 

53→ 

C.carpio 

 

Twins (sb, mo), 

Event mff moved 

L relative to ep, h, 

hb, olf, pfb, Event 

ot moved E 

relative to kv, le, tl 

Event ep moved 

E relative to bc, 

pfb, Event mff 

moved L relative 

to h, hb, oto, pfb, 

Event ot moved E 

Event mff moved 

L relative to h, hb, 

oto, pfb, Event ot 

moved E relative 

to kv, tl, Event tbr 

moved E relative 
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, Event pfb moved 

L relative to ep, 

hb, Event tbr 

moved E relative 

to kv, op 

relative to kv, tl, 

Event tbr moved 

E relative to kv, 

op 

to kv, op 

54→ 

B.gonionotus 

 

Twins (fs, tb), 

Event cfr moved 

E relative to h, 

mo, sb, Event ep 

moved L relative 

to h, mo, pfb, 

Event ot moved L 

relative to hb, mff, 

pfb, tl 

Event cfr moved 

E relative to h, 

mo, sb, Event ep 

moved L relative 

to h, mo, Event ot 

moved L relative 

to hb, mff, tl 

Event cfr moved E 

relative to h,mo, 

sb , Event ep 

moved L relative 

to h, mo, Event ot 

moved L relative 

to hb, mff, tl 

55→ 

D.rerio 

 

Event bc moved L 

relative to oto, 

pfb, Event hb 

moved L relative 

to mff, olf, oto, 

Event sb moved E 

relative to h, mo, 

Event tbr moved 

L relative to ot, op 

Twins (tb, fs), 

Event bc moved 

L relative to oto, 

pfb, Event hb 

moved L relative 

to mff, olf, oto, 

Event sb moved 

E relative to cfr, 

h, mo , Event tbr 

moved L relative 

to to, op 

Event bc moved L 

relative to oto, pfb, 

Event hb moved L 

relative to mff, olf, 

oto, Event sb 

moved E relative 

to h, mo, Event tbr 

moved L relative 

to ot, op 

56→ 

C.commersoni 

 

Twins (h, ep), 

Event cfr moved 

E relative to mo, 

sb, Event olf 

moved L relative 

to bc, hb 

Twins (fs, tb), 

Event cfr moved 

E relative to mo, 

sb, Event h 

moved E relative 

to ep, pfb, Event 

kv moved L 

Event cfr moved E 

relative to mo, sb, 

Event olf moved L 

relative to bc, hb 
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relative to ot, tbr, 

Event olf moved 

L relative to bc, 

hb, mff 

57→ 

H.bidorsalis 

 

Twins (mo, cfr), 

Event le moved L 

relative to bc, hb, 

olf, tl, Event olf 

moved L relative 

to bc, hb, Event 

tbr moved L 

relative to hb, kv, 

ot, tl 

Event le moved L 

relative to bc, hb, 

tl, Event olf 

moved L relative 

to bc, hb, Event 

oto moved E 

relative to ot, tl, 

Event tbr moved 

L relative to hb, 

kv, ot, tl 

Event le moved L 

relative to bc, hb, 

olf, tl, Event olf 

moved L relative 

to bc, hb, Event 

tbr moved L 

relative to hb, kv, 

ot, tl 

57→ 

H.fossilis 

 

Event kv moved 

L relative to le, 

tbr, tl, Event ot 

moved L relative 

to hb, le, olf, tl 

 

Event kv moved 

L relative to tbr, 

tl, Event mff 

moved E relative 

to hb, le, tl, Event 

ot moved L 

relative to hb, olf, 

tl 

Event kv moved L 

relative to le, tbr, 

tl, Event ot moved 

L relative to hb, le, 

olf, tl 

59→ 

A.sapidissima 

 

Event tb moved L 

relative to fs, ot, 

op 

Event hb moved 

L relative to bc, 

mff, olf, oto, 

Event ot moved L 

relative to le, olf, 

Event op moved 

L relative to fs, 

tbr, Event tb 

moved L relative 

to fs, le, olf, ot, 

Event tb moved L 

relative to fs, ot, op 
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op, tbr, Event tl 

moved L relative 

to le, mff, olf 

61→ 

A.calva 

 

Twins (hb,le), 

Event oto moved 

L relative to bc, 

ep, mo, Event tbr 

moved L relative 

to op, tb 

Twins (hb, le), 

Event oto moved 

L relative to bc, 

ep, mo, Event tbr 

moved L relative 

to op, tb 

Twins (hb,le), 

Event oto moved 

L relative to bc, ep, 

mo, Event tbr 

moved L relative 

to op, tb 

 

Table 4. List of heterochronic shifts detected by Parsimov methods 

The detected heterochronic shifts in each branch were listed. Each shift was categorized 

relative movement (E = earlier; L = later) and rank change only between two events 

(Twins). The node numbers were shown in Figure 1. 
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Table 5. List of branch length scaled by generation number and references 
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Table 6. List of duration of embryonic period and the number of events occurred 

after hatch event 

 

 

 

 

 

Taxon Order Hatch time(hpf) Number of events after hatch
Amia calva Amiiformes �	� �

Alosa sapidissima Clupeiformes �	� �

Catostomus commersoni Cypryniformes ��	���� �

Danio rerio Cypryniformes �� �

Cyprinus carpio Cypryniformes 
� �

Carassius auratus Cypryniformes �� �

Barbodes gonionotus Cypryniformes ���� �

Heteropneustes fossilis Siluriformes ����� �

Heterobranchus bidorsalis Siluriformes �� 


Oncorhynchus mykiss Salmoniformes 	
� �

Salmo salar Salmoniformes ������� �

Galaxias maculatus Galaxiiformes ��� �

Gadus morhua Gadiformes ��	 �

Gobius niger Gobiiformes ��� �

Leucopsarion petersii Gobiiformes ��� �

Gasterosteus aculeatus Perchiformes ��� �

Stizostedion vitreum Perchiformes �	��� �

Channa striatus Anabantiformes ������� �

Anabas testudineus Anabantiformes �� �

Amphilophus xiloaensis Cichliformes ���	� 


Cichlasoma dimerus Cichliformes �� 	

Oreochromis niloticus Cichliformes �� �

Labeotropheus trewavasae Cichliformes ��� �

Haplochromis piceatus Cichliformes ������� �

Melanotaenia splendida Atheriniformes ��� �

Adinia xenica Cyprinodontiformes ��	���� �

Fundulus heteroclitus Cyprinodontiformes ��� �

Xiphophorus maculatus Cyprinodontiformes ��� �

Austrofundulus myersi Cyprinodontiformes ��	 �

Oryzias latipes Beloniformes ��	 �

Oryzias javanicus Beloniformes ��	���� �


