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In Emerson and Patiño [1] we argued why the anagenetic and cladogenetic models of speciation 

are unsatisfactory. In their response to our work, Meiri et al. [2] have unfortunately failed to 

appreciate the difference between the terms anagenesis and cladogenesis, which are fine and not 

the subject of our criticism, and anagenetic and cladogenetic speciation, which are the subject of 

our criticism. They point out that there are thousands of google hits for the terms anagenesis and 

cladogenesis, used across many disciplines in biology, justifying their validity. That is fine, we 

never said there was a problem with these two terms. What Meiri et al. [2] should have googled 

are the terms “anagenetic species” and “cladogenetic species”, where they would have encountered 

203 and 126 hits, respectively, and they would have found that almost all hits correspond to island 

biogeographic studies. 

  

There are confused arguments within the response of Meiri et al. [2] that would seem to be in part 

attributable to a lack of familiarity with the core literature [3,4] that our Opinion article refers to. 

For example, Meiri et al. [2] incorrectly attribute to us, statements that in fact come from key 

literature on anagenetic and cladogenetic speciation models [3,4]. Ironically, they even agree with 

us, but they do not seem to realise it. For example, their third paragraph opens with “Emerson and 

Patiño suggest that anagenesis on an island assumes that the source population is necessarily 

subject to evolutionary stasis”. We suggest nothing of the kind. This statement comes from the 

literature [3,4] that our Opinion article refers to. So, it is then ironic that for the remainder of this 

paragraph Meiri et al. [2] are essentially in agreement with us, without realising it, arguing that 

anagenetic speciation is a flawed model due to its assumptions. 

  

Adding to the confusion in their response is a flawed understanding of evolutionary terms, which 

results in Meiri et al. [2] misrepresenting our work. This is most clearly demonstrated in their 

failure to appreciate the difference between anagenesis and cladogenesis versus anagenetic and 

cladogenetic speciation. They also confound sympatry and allopatry with sympatric speciation and 

allopatric speciation, leading them to claim that “Emerson and Patiño propose replacing the terms 

anagenesis and cladogenesis by regional allopatric speciation and regional sympatric speciation”. 

This is simply wrong. A careful reading of our Opinion article will reveal that we say the terms 

(i.e. anagenetic and cladogenetic species) should be replaced by regional allopatric and regional 

sympatric species. We even caution the reader not to confuse these terms with allopatric and 

sympatric speciation. In essence, our Opinion article cautions Meiri et al. [2] not to make the very 

mistake they have made. 

  

In summary, there is nothing in Meiri et al. [2] that invalidates the conclusions of Emerson & 

Patiño [1], and much to suggest their response was ill prepared. They fail to understand our 

argument, demonstrate a lack of familiarity with core literature and concepts, and of most concern 

to us, they uncritically cite, and in doing so misrepresent, our work. Uncritical citation can have 

negative consequences, potentially culminating in widespread acceptance of incorrect or 

unsubstantiated claims [e.g. 5]. We suspect that the widespread use of the anagenetic and 



cladogenetic models of speciation in island biogeography may be more generally symptomatic of 

uncritical citation. Indeed, and as mentioned in our Opinion article, it does appear that many 

authors may be referring to species as being “anagenetic” or “cladogenetic” as a convenient way 

to describe the presumed geography of their sister species, without being aware of the evolutionary 

assumptions behind these terms. Speciation and its drivers are one of the foundations of island 

biogeographic pattern, and as such their deeper understanding is necessary to advance a broader 

understanding of the assembly and structure of insular biodiversity. The reply of Meiri et al. [2] 

serves to highlight an important point -  such advances require that evolutionary process in general 

and speciation in particular have a common and correct language - something best achieved with 

a sufficiently representative understanding of evolutionary process. 
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