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Fishy Cladistics 

Disclosure 
of things evolutionists don’t want you to know 

Volume 15 Issue 9                                           www.ScienceAgainstEvolution.org       June 2011 

A fool with a tool is still a fool. 
Cladistics is the newest tool the evolutionists 

have for demonstrating evolutionary relationships.  
It is a good tool, but there is one problem with it—
it produces ridiculous results.  We’ve pointed this 
out before in previous newsletters.  Now New 
Scientist realizes it, too.  They just don’t realize 
they realize it. 

The cover story in the May 21, 2011, issue of 
New Scientist is, “When Science Gets it Wrong, 
Nine basic things we thought we knew—but 
don’t.”  One of those nine things is classification of 
reptiles and fish. 

The article begins, 

Vertebrates used to be so simple. They came 
in five common-sense categories: amphibians, 
birds, fish, mammals and reptiles. Birds were 
the winged and feathered ones, reptiles the 
scaly, cold-blooded ones. And so on. A place 
for everything and everything in its place. 

That was before cladistics, a more rational 
system of taxonomy initiated by the German 
entomologist Willi Hennig in the 1960s. It 
analyses shared characteristics and genetic 
relationships to group species according to their 
evolutionary ancestry. That sounds fair enough 
- but strict rationality, it turns out, plays havoc 
with those familiar groupings. 1

The premise of the article is that cladistics 
analysis is rational, even though it produces some 
irrational results.  In general, the irrational results 
must be correct, and common sense must be 
wrong.  In particular, reptiles and fish aren’t 
related in any logical way. 

                                                           
1 Lawton, New Scientist, 21 May, 2011, “Rewriting the 
textbooks: No such thing as reptiles”, page 30, 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg21028132.500-
rewriting-the-textbooks-no-such-thing-as-reptiles.html 

But pity the poor reptiles. The traditional 
group Reptilia - things like lizards, crocodiles, 
snakes, tortoises plus many extinct groups - is 
not a true clade, because the common ancestor 
of all those animals also gave rise, at different 
points, to mammals and birds. According to 
cladistics, you can clump these three groups 
together in a mega-grouping, known as the 
amniotes, but you cannot hack off a single, 
consistent reptile branch (see diagram). 

Amphibians fare a little better, but only the 
living ones: frogs, toads, newts, salamanders 
and worm-like caecilians. Include the extinct 
ones, and you encounter the reptile problem on 
bigger scale: the relevant clade includes all 
tetrapods, the four-limbed vertebrates. And 
don't even start on fish. 2

Here’s the diagram he refers to: 

 
                                                           
2 ibid. 
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He realizes how silly this is.  He ends the 
article by saying, 

If you think this is cladistic correctness gone 
mad, you have a point. For everyday purposes, 
most biologists are happy to use traditional, 
common-sense classifications based on obvious 
characteristics. You won't ever hear them refer 
to "non-avian, non-mammalian amniotes" when 
"reptiles" would do. But the term is really a 
hangover from a less well-informed age. 3

Common sense, he thinks, is “really a 
hangover from a less well-informed age.”  He is a 
better-informed intellectual, free from the 
restriction of common sense. ☺ 

How Cladistics Works (or not) 
How do they come up with such nonsense?  It 

really isn’t surprising if you know how cladistics 
works.  Here it is straight from the horse’s mouth.  
(The horse, in this case, is the University of 
California Museum of Paleontology.) 

Synapomorphies are the basis for 
cladistics 

Cladistics is a particular method of 
hypothesizing relationships among organisms. 
Like other methods, it has its own set of 
assumptions, procedures, and limitations. 
Cladistics is now accepted as the best method 
available for phylogenetic analysis, for it 
provides an explicit and testable hypothesis of 
organismal relationships. 

The basic idea behind cladistics is that 
members of a group share a common 
evolutionary history, and are "closely related," 
more so to members of the same group than to 
other organisms. These groups are recognized 
by sharing unique features which were not 
present in distant ancestors. These shared 
derived characteristics are called 
synapomorphies.  

… 
What assumptions do cladists make? 
There are three basic assumptions in 

cladistics: 
1. Any group of organisms are related by 

descent from a common ancestor. 
2. There is a bifurcating pattern of 

cladogenesis. 
3. Change in characteristics occurs in lineages 

over time. 
The first assumption is a general assumption 

made for all evolutionary biology. It essentially 
means that life arose on earth only once, and 
therefore all organisms are related in some way 
or other. Because of this, we can take any 
collection of organisms and determine a 

                                                           
3 ibid. 

meaningful pattern of relationships, provided 
we have the right kind of information. Again, 
the assumption states that all the diversity of life 
on earth has been produced through the 
reproduction of existing organisms. 4

The fundamental fatal flaw is that it is based on 
the evolutionary assumption.  Since the 
evolutionary assumption is wrong, the results will 
be wrong.  It’s a classic case of “garbage in, 
garbage out.”  It all depends on the decisions you 
make.  The museum presents a step-by-step 
method for creating a cladogram.  Here are some 
key points: 

HOW TO CONSTRUCT CLADOGRAMS 
… 
2. Determine the characters 

(features of the organisms) and examine each 
taxon to determine the character states (decide 
whether each taxon does or does not have each 
character). All taxa must be unique. 

… 
5. Work out conflicts that arise by 

some clearly stated method, usually parsimony 
(minimizing the number of conflicts). 

… 
To accomplish the task of creating a good 

cladogram, you must use your judgement [sic]. 
Ask yourself the following questions and 
answer them carefully. 

• Could a supposed synapomorphy be the 
result of independent evolutionary 
development? 

• Are your characters chosen well? 
• Should you consider other characters? 
• Should you consider additional taxa? 5

In other words, pick characteristics you think 
are unique and important.  But, you will probably 
have trouble finding traits that are truly unique, so 
do the best you can (in your opinion) to pick the 
combination of traits that give you the results you 
want.  If two entirely different groups have the 
same “unique” characteristic, you can always 
justify your choice by claiming (without proof) that 
the “unique” characteristic evolved independently 
in unrelated species.  

Why It Doesn’t Work 
If evolution really were true, that is, if all groups 

of organisms were related by descent from a 
common ancestor, cladistics would work pretty 
well.  It would not produce strange groupings.  It 
doesn’t produce reasonable groups because the 
underlying assumption of evolution is wrong.  All 
living things aren’t related by descent from a 
common ancestor. 
                                                           
4 http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/clad/clad1.html 
5 http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/clad/clad2.html 
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 Lynn 
Margulis 

A Minority View of Evolution 

We received an unsigned email which said, 
I was wondering (since I don't think you've 

ever touched on this on the site*) what you 
thought of Lynn Margulis' version of 
evolution. 

*Which makes sense since they don't teach 
her variation on an evolutionary theme, well, 
anywhere. 

Dr. Lynn Margulis is a Distinguished University 
Professor in the Department of Geosciences, 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst.  She is a 
co-author of ACQUIRING GENOMES, A theory of 
the origins of species.  We suspect that the 
unsigned email was prompted by what she said in 
a six-page interview published in the April issue of 
Discover magazine in which she was extremely 
critical of new-Darwinian evolution. 

This is the issue I have with neo-Darwinists: 
They teach what is generating novelty is the 
accumulation of random mutations in DNA, in a 
direction set by natural selection.  If you want 
bigger eggs, you keep selecting the hens that are 
laying the biggest eggs, and you get bigger and 
bigger eggs.  But you also get hens with 
defective feathers and wobbly legs.  Natural 
selection eliminates and maybe maintains, but it 
doesn’t create. 

… 
I was taught over and over again that the 

accumulation of random mutations led to 
evolutionary change—led to new species.  I 
believed it until I looked for evidence. 6

The critics, including the creationist critics, 
are right about their criticism.  It’s just that 
they’ve got nothing to offer but intelligent 
design or “God did it.”  They have no 
alternatives that are scientific. 7

Symbiogenesis  
Her “scientific alternative,” symbiogenesis, is 

not accepted by mainstream evolutionists. 

Margulis claims that most of the DNA 
                                                           
6 Discover, April 2011, “The Discover Interview—
Lynn Margulis”, page 68 
7 Discover, April 2011, “The Discover Interview—
Lynn Margulis”, page 69 

found in the cytoplasm of animal, plant, fungal 
and protist cells originated as genes of bacteria 
that became organelles, rather than from genetic 
drift or mutation. 

Email 

Along these lines Margulis has argued that 
bacteria have the ability to exchange genes very 
easily and quickly, even between different 
species, by conjugation or through plasmids. 
For these reasons, the genetic material of 
bacteria is much more versatile than that of the 
eukaryote (see Primary nutritional groups for 
more on the extent of bacterial ability in terms 
of nutrition). Margulis claims that versatility is 
the process which enabled life to evolve so 
quickly, as bacteria were able to adapt to initial 
conditions of environment and to new changes 
by other bacteria. 8

There is a little bit of truth to what she believes.  
Viruses and bacteria can infect cells and transfer 
some DNA in the process.  At the cellular level 
this might be beneficial to both organisms.  But 
there are two obvious problems with 
symbiogenesis. 

First, where did the bacteria get the DNA in the 
first place?  In other words, she correctly 
recognizes that random mutations can’t produce 
new genetic information in higher orders of life—
the genetic information had to come from bacteria 
that already had the information.  But where did 
the bacteria get that information?  From random 
mutations?  She hasn’t solved the problem of how 
information arises by chance. 

Second, where is the evidence that bacteria 
actually infected a lizard and caused it to grow 
breasts and turn into a mammal?  Her theory 
doesn’t have any more evidence to back it up that 
traditional neo-Darwinian evolution does. 

We don’t want to spend much time debunking 
symbiogenesis because most evolutionists don’t 
believe it, anyway.  We don’t want to be accused 
of beating up a straw man.  Let’s just let her 
continue to point out errors in what most 
evolutionists believe. 

She Agrees With Us 
When asked about the studies of Galapagos 

finches by Peter and Rosemary Grant in the 
1970s, she said, 

They saw lots of variation within a species, 
changes over time.  But they never found any 
new species—ever. 9

                                                           
8 http://www.isepp.org/Pages/San%20Jose%2004-
05/MargulisSaganSJ.html 
9 Discover, April 2011, “The Discover Interview—
Lynn Margulis”, page 69 



We’ve said that before. 

From the very beginning the Russians said 
that natural selection was a process of 
elimination and could not produce all the 
diversity we see. 10
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Da! Pravda! (Yes!  The Truth!) 

She also made this observation: 

When evolutionary biologists use computer 
modeling to find out how many mutations you 
need to get from one species to another, it’s not 
mathematics—it’s numerology.  They are 
limiting the field of study to something that’s 
manageable and ignoring what’s most 
important.  They tend to know nothing about 
atmospheric chemistry and the influence it has 
on the organisms or the influence that 
organisms have on chemistry.  They know 
nothing about biological systems like 
physiology, ecology, and biochemistry.    
Darwin was saying that changes accumulate 
through time, but population geneticists are 
describing mixtures that are temporary.  
Whatever is brought together by sex is broken 
up in the next generation by the same process.  
Evolutionary biology has been taken over by 
population geneticists.  They are reductionists 
ad absurdum. 

Population geneticist Richard Lewontin 
gave a talk here at UMass Amherst about six 
years ago, and he mathematized all of it—
changes in the population, random mutation, 
sexual selection, cost and benefit.  At the end of 
his talk he said, “You know, we’ve tried to test 
these ideas in the field and in the lab, and there 
are really no measurements that match the 
quantities I’ve told you about.”  This just 
appalled me.  So I said, “Richard Lewontin, you 
are a great lecturer to have the courage to say 
it’s gotten you nowhere.  But then why do you 
continue to do this work?”  And he looked at 
me and said, “It’s the only thing I know how to 
do, and if I don’t do it I won’t get my grant 
money.”  So he’s an honest man, and that’s an 
honest answer. 11

Evolution By Default 
Margulis realizes Neo-Darwinian evolution 

(mutation filtered by natural selection) can’t 
explain the origin and diversity of life.  But since 
she erroneously believes one can’t reject an 
obviously wrong answer without suggesting an 
alternative, she suggests symbiogenesis. 

                                                           
10 Discover, April 2011, “The Discover Interview—
Lynn Margulis”, page 69 
11 Discover, April 2011, “The Discover Interview—
Lynn Margulis”, page 71 

Her notion that bacteria can transfer DNA to 
higher organisms for mutual benefit is 
preposterous, without proof, and generally 
unaccepted by the scientific community. 

 

 
Evolution in the News 

A Nobel 
Mistake 

Just because someone wins the Nobel 
Prize, it doesn’t mean he is right. 

As Nobel Prize winners gather this month to 
share their wisdom with younger researchers, 
Scientific American recalls some of the articles 
that Nobel laureates have published in our 
pages. 12

In particular, they recall Nobel laureate George 
Wald writing this in the August, 1954, issue. 

Recently, Harold Urey, Nobel laureate in 
chemistry, has become interested in the degree 
to which electrical discharges in the upper 
atmosphere may promote the formation of 
organic compounds.  One of his students, S. L. 
Miller, performed the simple experiment of 
circulating a mixture of water vapor, methane 
(CH4), ammonia (NH3) and hydrogen—all 
gases believed to have been present in the early 
atmosphere of the earth—continuously for a 
week over an electric spark.  … The amazing 
result changes at a stroke our ideas of the 
probability of spontaneous formation of amino 
acids. … We have therefore a genuine basis for 
the view that he molecules of our oceanic broth 
will not only come together spontaneously to 
form aggregates but in doing so will 
spontaneously achieve various types and 
degrees of order. 13

These two Noble Prize winners (Urey and 
Wald), and other less celebrated scientists, 
thought organic molecules would naturally form 
amino acids, which would naturally form proteins, 
which would naturally build cells filled with 
protoplasm, which would (under the right 
conditions) naturally come to life and reproduce 
themselves.  They thought higher and higher 
degrees of order would naturally arise from chaos. 

We now know that they were wrong. 

                                                           
12 Scientific American, June 2011, “A Nobel 
Celebration”, page 54 
13 ibid. , page 56 
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Cooking Up 

Big 
Brains 

Some evolutionists doubt that fire 
fanned the flames of evolution. 

Some of the things evolutionists say are so 
obviously stupid that you might think we make 
them up just to make evolutionists look foolish—
but we don’t.  Evolutionists actually say them with 
a perfectly straight face. 

In particular, we love to make fun of the fact 
that some evolutionists believe that when apes 
started cooking and eating meat, it caused their 
brains to get bigger and smarter. 

Some archaeologists think that controlled 
fire use dates back 1.6 million years. Richard 
Wrangham of Harvard University has even 
suggested that hominins began using fire 1.9 
million years ago, leading to a cooking tradition 
that made digestion easier and freed up the extra 
energy our ancestors needed to grow bigger 
brains. 14

How could anyone doubt a Harvard University 
professor? ☺ Here it is, straight from Richard 
Wrangham’s mouth (which is controlled by a 
carnivorous, intelligent brain ☺). 

Maximising energy from food allowed us to 
lose a third of the large intestine and 
significantly expand our brain size. It affected 
our brain because humans were social and there 
was a premium on being as intelligent as 
possible in order to outsmart your opponents in 
competition, ultimately for mates. 15

                                                           
14 Hamzelou, New Scientist, 16 March 2011, “First 
Europeans did not rely on fire”, page 16, 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn20242-fire-did-
not-spark-human-colonisation-of-cold-europe.html 
15 New Scientist, 21 December 2009, “Richard 
Wrangham: Cooking is what made us human”, 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg20427390.200-
richard-wrangham-cooking-is-what-made-us-
human.html 

There has never been a scientific study linking 
the consumption of cooked meat to an inheritable 
increase in brain capacity, but why let science 
stand in the way of a good story? ☺  When 
evolutionists don’t have a good scientific 
explanation, they just make one up. 

Evolution in the News 

Now it appears that cooler heads may prevail. 

Humans may have been much later to 
master fire than we thought. A review of 
supposed archaeological hearths in Europe 
suggests that the oldest date to just 400,000 
years ago. The finding suggests that humans 
expanded into cold northern climates without 
the warmth of fire – and that cooking was not 
the evolutionary trigger that boosted our brain 
size. 16

The article goes on to talk about analysis of 
archeological sites in Europe to determine 
whether or not they show evidence of controlled 
use of fire.   

The findings controversially suggest that 
people migrated from Africa to the below-
freezing winter temperatures of Europe without 
fire. These early hominins might have 
combined a high-protein diet with a highly 
active lifestyle to survive, the researchers 
speculate. 

The conclusion also questions Wrangham's 
hypothesis that an increase in human brain size 
was tied to the invention of cooking. 17

What amazes us is that Wrangham’s 
hypothesis is thought to be worth questioning.  
Wrangham’s hypothesis could easily be tested by 
comparing IQ scores and brain sizes of second-, 
third-, and fourth-generation children of carnivores 
compared to similar generations of children of 
vegetarians.  That would be real science.  (And 
we know what the outcome of that experiment 
would be.)  Wrangham’s hypothesis is not 
science—it’s just another evolutionary fairy tale. 

 

 

                                                           

You are permitted (even encouraged) 
to copy and distribute this newsletter.  

You are also permitted (even 
encouraged) to send a donation of 
$15/year to Science Against Evolution, 
P.O. Box 923, Ridgecrest, CA 93556-0923, 
to help us in our work. ☺ 

16 Hamzelou, New Scientist, 16 March 2011, “First 
Europeans did not rely on fire”, page 16, 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn20242-fire-did-
not-spark-human-colonisation-of-cold-europe.html 
17 ibid. 
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by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – June 2011 

Evolution or Creation 
http://www.custance.org/old/evol/ 
The Doorway Papers: Evolution or Creation? 

This month’s web site review looks at a site that I recently discovered on the internet.  Searching for 
articles on creation and evolution yields many results.  Some are more interesting than others. 

This particular web site presents five papers that provide insight into the creation versus evolution 
controversy.  On the home page of the site you will find a table of contents that will guide you in the 
exploration of the material available on this site.  A link to General Preface provides the reader with an 
introduction to the five papers found on the site.  The five papers are 1) The Preparation of the Earth for 
Man, 2) Primitive Monotheism and the Origin of Polytheism, 3) Convergence and the Origin of Man, 4) The 
Survival of the Unfit and 5) Is Man an Animal? 

Some of these papers are much longer than others, but the table of contents will guide you to the material 
you wish to explore. 

The author of the papers found on this site presents some unique insights into the nature of man and how 
this is related to questions regarding creation and evolution.  He summarizes his papers by stating that “It is 
all of a piece: herein is the meaning of reality and experience.  Truly we are far too wonderfully and fearfully 
made for any blind evolutionary process to prove a sufficient explanation.” 

You may not agree with everything found in the papers on this site, but I am sure you will find the material 
very interesting.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Disclosure 
The official newsletter of 

P.O. Box 923 
Ridgecrest, CA 93556 

R. David Pogge, President, Editor 
Andrew S. Ritchie, Vice President 

Susan S. Pogge, Secretary/Treasurer 
www.ScienceAgainstEvolution.org 


	by Lothar Janetzko

