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CONFERENCIAS

PROCESSED SCIENCE

James S. Farris

Molecular Systematics Laboratory Swedish Museum of Natural History, Box 5007, SE-104 04 Stockholm, Sweden.

Hull (1988) published a book called Science as
a Process that purported to be a recent history of
systematics. Pheneticists have often cited it with
approval. In 1990 (Farris, 1990) I pointed out se-
veral inaccuracies in his treatment of monophyly.
Here are some of them. The point of the present
paper will be easier to appreciate after you have
seen this list.

Hull (1988, p. 191f): At a social at the first Hen-
nig meeting, in 1980 Nelson and Platnick descended
on Peter Ashlock... Nelson and Platnick had
obviously done their homework. They came primed
with historical references designed to show that the
term "monophyly" went back to Haeckel and that
Haeckel had used it in Hennig's sense. They celebra-
ted their defeat of Ashlock by raising a toast to the
great Haeckel. Ashlock, of course, was in no posi-
tion at the time to contest the interpretation of Haec-
kel that had been given. If he had been, he would
have discovered at least one puzzling fact: Haeckel
accepted the taxon Reptilia, the paradigm example
of a non-monophyletic group in Hennig's sense.

Farris (1990, p. 81): Ashlock could hardly have
been surprised in 1980 by the news of Haeckel's
authorship of the term, for he had earlier (Ashlock,
1979:441) discussed it himself.

Farris (1990, p. 82): As reptiles are supposed to
be paraphyletic, however, Haeckel's recognition of
that group seemed to imply instead that Haeckel's
concept of monophyly resembled Ashlock's. That
reasoning was Hull's; although Ashlock (1971;
1972; 1979; 1984) used reptiles as one of his own
examples of "monophyly, he did not cite Haecke-
l's treatment of that group. But Hull's interpreta-
tion of that "puzzling fact" was not well-founded.
Haeckel's (1866) Monophyletischer Stammbaum

der Organismen depicted Reptilia as a monophyle-
tic group in Hennig's sense. His Reptilia simply
corresponded to his tree. 

So Hull was (a) covering for Ashlock, (b)
taking Ashlock's side about Haeckel, and (c) lying
to do it. There's more:

Hull (1988, p. 139): Mayr's (1969) preferred
definition of "monophyly" is ...stronger than
Simpson's, because for Mayr all higher taxa must
arise from a single, immediately ancestral species.
Higher taxa are not good enough.

And (p. 141): For his part, Ashlock (1971) pre-
ferred to use "monophyly" in Mayr's sense.

And (p. 191): Ashlock (1971) had recommen-
ded using the term "monophyly" for Mayr's con-
ception and terming Hennig's more inclusive
notion "holophyly".

Mayr (1969, p. 75) actually said: The usual
phrasing of the principle of monophyly ("a taxon
is monophyletic if its members are descendants of
a common ancestor") is too vague to be helpful in
more complicated cases such as that of the mam-
mals. Simpson (1961) has therefore given a more
concrete definition: Monophyly is the derivation
of a taxon through one or more lineages (temporal
successions of ancestral-descendant populations)
from one immediately ancestral taxon of the same
or lower rank.

And Ashlock knew that (1971, p. 63f): A writ-
ten definition of monophyly now current, for it is
cited by Mayr (1969), is that of Simpson
(1961:124): [quoted same definition].

Farris (1990, p. 85): Ashlock (1971) took Simp-
son's definition to be generally held at the time,
describing it as "now current, for it is cited by
Mayr (1969)" (p. 63).
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What really happened was that Mayr &
Asklock (1991) adopted Ashlock's (1971) defini-
tion, with Mayr now pretending that he had been
saying that all along - and Hull rearranging history
to match Mayr's latest fable. The same again:

Hull (1988, p. 503): All sides insist that they are
using "monophyly" correctly because this is the
way that Haeckel used this term when he introdu-
ced it in German, while their opponents are redefi-
ning it (see Ashlock, 1971; 1972; Nelson, 1971;
1973; Farris, 1974; Mayr, 1974; 1978; 1981; Plat-
nick, 1976; 1977a; 1977b).

Farris (1990, p. 81): But of those papers only'
two of Mayr's (1974, 1981) mentioned Haeckel in
this connection, although Nelson (1973) cited
Haeckel (1866)on the relationships of birds.

Farris (1990, p. 86): In none of [his earlier]
works did Mayr suggest that either Simpson's defi-
nition or any of his own was like Haeckel's; that
came later. According to Mayr (1974:104) The
term monophyletic, ever since Haeckel, has been
applied to groups which satisfied two conditions:
1. the component species, owing to their characte-
ristics, are believed to be each other's nearest rela-
tives, and 2. they are all inferred to have  descen-
ded from the same common ancestor. The second
qualification is needed to exclude unnatural grou-
pings due to convergence.

Farris (1990, p. 87): Hull ignored that informa-
tion for purposes of describing systematists as pla-
cing supreme importance on the original definition
of monophyly. He ignored as well both the chan-
ges in Mayr's position and the artificial character
of Mayr's later appeals to Haeckel. But more, he
attributed fascination with Haeckel to authors who
had never mentioned the subject. Again, he [alte-
red] both Mayr's position and the positions of
others so that other systematists' views were made
to seem like versions of Mayr's.

Finally, Hull (1990, p. 397) replied to my paper:
I appreciate the efforts of the many people who
have written me during the past two years pointing
out errors in my Science as a Process, and most

were simply that - errors. No differences of opi-
nion were involved, no misunderstandings or sub-
tle meaning changes. Farris (1990) pointed out
another. In my book I said that Nelson and Plat-
nick "descended" on Peter Ashlock at the first
meeting of the Hennig Society in 1980 in Lawren-
ce, Kansas, and took him to task for his use of
"monophyly" (Hull, 1988:191). I have checked the
notes I took at that meeting, and they say, "Farris
and two others ridiculed Ashlock for his 'traditio-
nal' use of 'monophyly' at party." 

And (p. 398): The point of the anecdote that eli-
cited Farris's comments is that intellectuals (scien-
tists included) frequently cite past authorities for a
variety of reasons.

No, Hull's point in that anecdote was to cover
for Ashlock and to lie about Haeckel's tree. And it
wasn't "another" and it wasn't an "error".  There
are eight inaccuracies just in the tiny list given
here. And they were not "errors" at all, but consis-
ted of Hull changing history to support Mayr's pre-
posterous claims. What's more, Hull did much the
same with many other scientific issues and points
of history, as you will learn.
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