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Craig Dilworth’s book, Too Smart for Our Own Good, presents a theory of the evolution and development of humankind that suggests that our present ecological predicament has its origins in our very nature as a species. And Dilworth’s conclusions include that, due to that nature, our species will experience extremely difficult times in the future.

Ellison implies that somehow the latest work in various fields of study, as he cites below, should alter Dilworth’s conclusions. But I see nothing to support this implication.

1. “intellectual developments of the last 40 years in both the natural and social sciences”

2. “intellectual growth in evolutionary ecology, complexity theory, or sociobiology”

3. “we have amassed a wealth of observations and data that cannot be ignored.”

I find not a single example of how any of this “intellectual growth” and these new “observations and data” make humankind’s predicament seem any less dire.

His zinger at the end of the first paragraph contains cliches used by many angry reviewers who then do little to back them up, i.e., “unconvincing argument − based on sloppy scholarship, outdated sources, and discredited ideas.” I see no evidence that [Dilworth’s] sources are “outdated” or “discredited.”

Later Ellison used adjectives like “naïve and unconvincing” and “incoherent,” e.g. “The bulk of the book weaves together arguments from five intellectual disciplines − evolutionary biology, ecology, anthropology, archaeology, and economics − into an incoherent whole.” But, again, he provides no illustration or explanation of what is “incoherent” about how Dilworth “weaves together” this material, or what is “naïve and unconvincing” about Dilworth’s “arguments.”
Note also that Ellison does not mention Dilworth’s omission of Howard T. Odum’s work in systems ecology,
 especially his book A Prosperous Way Down. I mention this book in particular because:

(a) It is an example of the kind of “recent” work that Ellison faults Dilworth for overlooking, while

(b) contrary to what Ellison implies, Dilworth’s omission does not hide from the reader evidence contrary to his argument. Rather, Odum’s work clearly supports Dilworth’s conclusions.

(c) So, in ignoring Odum’s work Ellison is himself actually doing what he implies Dilworth did – failing to cite recent work that weakens his (Ellison’s) argument.

(d) Ellison’s overlooking Odum in a review of a book such as Too Smart in a journal named Ecology is, I believe, especially ironic.

Ellison’s last two sentences are: “But a paradigm-shifting, road-map for the future that will ensure the survival of humanity? I don’t think so.” This is very sad. Ellison is simply emoting in response to Dilworth’s book. I can certainly empathize and sympathize. But neither the book blurb nor the contents claim that this book is a “road map for the future that will ensure the survival of humanity.” The blurb only claims that the book “makes evident the very core of the paradigm to which our species must shift if it is to survive.” It does not say that we can or will shift, but only that we must.

� Cf. � HYPERLINK "http://www.amazon.com/Too-Smart-Our-Own-Good/dp/052176436X" �http://www.amazon.com/Too-Smart-Our-Own-Good/dp/052176436X�.


� “Howard Odum, either alone or with his brother Eugene, received essentially all of international prizes awarded to ecologists, including the Crafoord Prize of the Royal Swedish Academy of Science, considered the Nobel equivalent for bioscience not originally honored by Nobel himself.” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Howard_T._Odum.





