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An important tenet of evolutionary developmental biology (“evo devo”) is that adaptive mutations affecting morphology are more
likely to occur in the cis-regulatory regions than in the protein-coding regions of genes. This argument rests on two claims: (1)
the modular nature of cis-regulatory elements largely frees them from deleterious pleiotropic effects, and (2) a growing body of
empirical evidence appears to support the predominant role of gene regulatory change in adaptation, especially morphological
adaptation. Here we discuss and critique these assertions. We first show that there is no theoretical or empirical basis for the evo
devo contention that adaptations involving morphology evolve by genetic mechanisms different from those involving physiology
and other traits. In addition, some forms of protein evolution can avoid the negative consequences of pleiotropy, most notably via
gene duplication. In light of evo devo claims, we then examine the substantial data on the genetic basis of adaptation from both
genome-wide surveys and single-locus studies. Genomic studies lend little support to the cis-regulatory theory: many of these have
detected adaptation in protein-coding regions, including transcription factors, whereas few have examined regulatory regions.
Turning to single-locus studies, we note that the most widely cited examples of adaptive cis-regulatory mutations focus on trait
loss rather than gain, and none have yet pinpointed an evolved regulatory site. In contrast, there are many studies that have both
identified structural mutations and functionally verified their contribution to adaptation and speciation. Neither the theoretical
arguments nor the data from nature, then, support the claim for a predominance of cis-regulatory mutations in evolution. Although
this claim may be true, it is at best premature. Adaptation and speciation probably proceed through a combination of cis-regulatory
and structural mutations, with a substantial contribution of the latter.
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As new areas of research have been folded into the Modern Syn-
thesis, each has claimed to offer unique and revolutionary insights
into the evolutionary process. Punctuated equilibrium, for exam-
ple, proposed novel and non-Darwinian explanations for a seem-
ingly discontinuous fossil record. These included the fixation of
nonadaptive macromutations by genetic drift in small populations,
and the operation of “species selection,” producing macroevolu-

tionary trends via the differential splitting and extinction of entire
taxa (Eldredge and Gould 1972; Gould and Eldredge 1977, 1993;
Gould 1980).

Some advocates of “evo devo” (the new field that fuses de-
velopmental and evolutionary biology) also claim to have revolu-
tionized the study of macro- and microevolution. Like advocates
of punctuated equilibrium, adherents to evo devo extrapolate from
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pattern to process. Their novel evolutionary theories include the
notion that the new body plans (i.e., phyla) arise by mutations dif-
ferent from those distinguishing populations or species (Davidson
and Erwin 2006); the idea that evolution involves the transforma-
tion of developmental “modules” that are relatively independent
of each other genetically (Breuker et al. 2006); the view that evolu-
tion itself establishes traits that promote future evolution (“evolv-
ability;” Kirshner and Gerhardt 1998); and the idea that most
important evolution involves alterations in the regulation of genes
rather than in their structure.

The emphasis on gene regulation is evo devo’s most famous
and widely accepted contribution to evolutionary theory. It be-
gan with the work of Jacob and Monod on bacterial operons
(1961), and was formalized by Jacob (1977) in a now-famous
paper suggesting that evolution acts as a “tinkerer,” assembling
new adaptations by puttering about with gene regulation. Around
the same time, King and Wilson (1975), noting the similarity in
protein and DNA sequence between humans and chimps, sug-
gested that minor changes in gene regulation could yield ma-
jor phenotypic change between taxa. Wilson and colleagues ex-
panded this view in a series of papers (e.g., Wilson et al. 1974a,b;
Wilson 1975). The emphasis on gene regulation was also a ma-
jor theme of influential work by Britten and Davidson (1969,
1971), who suggested that morphological evolution resulted more
from changes at “integrator” and ‘“receptor” genes than from
“producer” genes (categories that presumably correspond, re-
spectively, to transcription factors, promoters, and structural
genes).

As evo devo matured, the focus on gene regulation narrowed
to a single one of its forms: that involving cis-regulatory elements
(short, noncoding DNA sequences that control expression of a
nearby gene). For various reasons, which we discuss below, cis-
regulatory elements are now seen as not only the most likely target
for the evolution of gene regulation, but also as the site of most
important evolutionary change, at least for morphology.

Perhaps the first detailed argument for the importance of
cis-regulation was made by Stern (2000). But the most vigorous
advocate of this view has been Carroll, who, in a series of pa-
pers, scholarly books, and popular books (Carroll 2000; 2005a,b;
Carroll et al. 2001, 2006), has repeatedly emphasized that the
evolution of animal form and other macroevolutionary features
resulted largely from changes at cis-regulatory sites:

In the final chapter of this book [titled “From DNA to Diversity:
The Primacy of Regulatory Evolution™], we consider why reg-
ulatory evolution is the creative force underlying morphologi-
cal diversity across the evolutionary spectrum, from variation
within species to body plans. The link involves evolution at the
DNA level and phenotypic diversity involves the cis-regulatory
elements acting as units of evolutionary change (Carroll 2001,
p. 173).
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It has required several decades to obtain evidence that regula-
tory sequences are so often the basis for the evolution of form
that, when considering the evolution of anatomy (including
neural circuitry), regulatory sequence evolution should be the
primary hypothesis considered (Carroll 2005a, p. 1165).

This regulatory DNA [noncoding promoter regions] contains
the instructions for building anatomy, and evolutionary changes
within this regulatory DNA lead to the diversity of form (Carroll
2005b, p. 12).

These conclusions are delivered without caveats. The popular
book Endless Forms Most Beautiful (Carroll 2005b), for example,
begins with a quote from the Beatles’ song “Revolution 1.” In case
the reader misses its significance, Carroll quickly explains (p. x):

Over the past two decades, a new revolution has unfolded
in biology. Advances in developmental biology (dubbed “evo
devo”) have revealed a great deal about the invisible genes and
some simple rules that shape animal form and evolution. Much
of what we have learned has been so stunning and unexpected
that it has profoundly reshaped our picture of how evolution
works.

Although Carroll’s views have been by far the most influ-
ential in this area, other workers have also taken up the cudgels,
showing the same unwavering confidence about the genetic basis
of evolutionary change:

The conclusion we draw from these inferences is that the evolu-
tion of plant form will be most readily accomplished by changes
in the cis-regulatory regions of transcriptional regulators (Doe-
bley and Lukens, 1998, p. 1081).

For anyone interested in mechanism, there is in fact no other
way to conceive of the basis of evolutionary change in bila-
terian form than by change in the underlying developmental
gene regulatory networks. This of course means change in the
cis-regulatory DNA linkages that determine the functional ar-
chitecture of all such networks” (Davidson 2001, p. 201).

From what is already known, it is evident that the evolution of
regulatory gene systems, rather than of structural alleles, has
been chiefly responsible for the sorts of major morphologi-
cal innovations revealed by the fossil record. . . Indeed, for the
origin of bodyplans, involving the patterning of novel archi-
tectures, evolution of cis-regulatory elements appears to have
been preeminent (Valentine 2004, pp. 77, 104).

(See also Wray et al. 2003).

But are these claims supportable? Considerable data now ex-
ist documenting the types of DNA changes underlying adaptive
differences among species and higher taxa. Here we review
these data. We will conclude that evo devo’s enthusiasm for
cis-regulatory changes is unfounded and premature. There is no
evidence at present that cis-regulatory changes play a major role—
much less a pre-eminent one—in adaptive evolution. We hasten
to add, however, that future work may indeed show cis-regulatory
change to be an important feature of evolution, and, as Carroll and
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others suggest, one that should be studied carefully. At present,
however, we can conclude only that changes in both the structure
and regulation of genes have been important in adaptation, that
their relative importance will not be known for a considerable
time, and that the role of structural mutations in morphological
evolution—and other adaptive change—is unlikely to be trivial.
The argument for the ubiquity of cis-regulatory evolution

rests on two pillars. The first is a theoretical claim: the nature
of gene regulation makes promoter elements perforce the most
likely site of evolutionary change. Moreover, the involvement of
promoters is said to have been far more important in the evolu-
tion of anatomical traits than of other sorts of traits. The second
argument is empirical: cis-regulatory evolution has actually been
the most important cause of adaptation. We will examine these
arguments separately, but first we address two related questions:
Do we expect a difference between the genetic basis of anatomical
versus physiological evolution? And what is a regulatory change?

Form versus Function

It is a curious aspect of evo devo theory that cis-regulatory evo-
lution is said to be enormously important for the evolution of
body plans and anatomy, but not necessary for other types of
adaptations. Thus, the “theory” of gene regulation largely ignores
adaptations affecting behavior, biochemistry, metabolism,
and physiology.

It is not clear why this is so. Although advocates of evo
devo certainly make a sharp distinction between the evolution
of anatomy on one hand and the evolution of all other traits on the
other, which they lump together as “physiological” (e.g., Britten
and Davidson 2001; Carroll 2005b), they have offered no biologi-
cal justification for this distinction. Certainly it cannot be because
nonanatomical changes are unimportant in evolution. It must be
the case that many major evolutionary innovations and transitions
involved changes that were not reflected in body form. Think,
for example, of the transition from water to land, which involved
innovations in respiration, behavior, and reproduction. The evo-
lution of new phyla certainly involved more than just the changes
in body plan documented in the fossil record, as we can see from
examining adaptations of living phyla.

We suspect that there are two reasons for omitting
nonanatomical traits from evo devo theory. First, many practi-
tioners are interested in macroevolutionary changes that can be
studied in the fossil record, and these of course are limited to
changes in form. This appears to have promoted the view that
changes in form are the most important of all adaptations. As

Carroll (2005b) notes:

The evolution of form is the main drama of life’s story, both as
found in the fossil record and in the diversity of living species
(p- 294).

We do not address other forms of innovation, though they are
fascinating in their own right, such as the evolution of phys-
iological adaptations through protein evolution (for example,
antifreeze proteins, lens crystallins, keratins, lactose synthesis,
immune systems), because they do not concern morphological
evolution per se (p. 160).

But the omission of “physiological” traits from the theory
fails to acknowledge the tremendous amount of already-existing
data showing that the adaptive evolution of such traits usually in-
volves changes in structural regions. This, in fact, is acknowledged
by evo-devotees. For example:

There is ample evidence from studies of the evolution of pro-
teins directly involved in animal vision, respiration, digestive
metabolism, and host defense, that the evolution of coding
sequences plays a key role in some (but not all) important phys-
iological differences between species. In contrast, the relative
contribution of coding or regulatory sequence evolution to the
evolution of anatomy stands as the more open question, and
will be my primary focus (Carroll 2005a, p. 245; references
given in text omitted).

But why should there be a difference between the types of
changes involved in the evolution of form versus function? Is
there really an important evolutionary difference between making
a bone long and making it strong? After all, physiological and
biochemical changes are tissue- and organ-specific in exactly the
same way as are anatomical changes, and both types of change
occur within developmental networks. Indeed, the same impedi-
ments to protein evolution that are said to lead to cis-regulatory-
based change of anatomy—the deleterious pleiotropic effects of
protein-coding mutations—would seem to be at least as strong
for physiological and biochemical innovations as for anatom-
ical innovations.

We can find only one explicit biological rationale for distin-
guishing between the evolution of anatomy versus physiology:

One absolutely crucial difference, then, between proteins in-
volved in physiology and those involved in body-building, con-
cerns the consequences of mutations that alter these proteins.
A mutation that alters an opsin protein may affect the spectrum
of light detected in either rods or cones in the eye. However,
a mutation in a tool-kit protein [a transcription factor] may
abolish the eye altogether, as well as affect other body parts.
For this reason, mutations that alter tool-kit proteins are often
catastrophic and have no chance of being passed on. The im-
portant consequence is that the evolution of form occurs more
often by changing how tool-kit proteins are used, rather than
by changing the tool-kit proteins themselves (Carroll 2006,
p. 204).

But this argument is flawed on two grounds. First, taken at
face value, it explains only why transcription factors may evolve
more slowly than other types of proteins. It does not explain
why physiology should evolve by changes in protein structure
and anatomy by changes in cis-regulatory elements. After all, the
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expression of both “physiology” and “anatomy” genes involves
transcription factors and promoters, and so should be equally
constrained. And there is no evidence that these two classes of
genes are regulated in different ways. The study of comparative
gene regulation is in its infancy, and although there are hints that
different classes of genes may have different types of promot-
ers (e.g., McNutt et al. 2005; Yang et al. 2006), these partitions
neither include form versus function, nor say anything about the
evolutionary potential of different classes of genes. The second
problem with this argument is there is no necessary relation be-
tween the potential effects of mutations at a locus and the rate of
adaptive evolution at that locus. We do not expect, a priori, that
loci which can mutate to more lethal alleles (e.g., transcription
factors) will evolve more slowly than loci whose extreme effects
are more benign (e.g., genes producing structural proteins).

The artificiality of separating form and physiology becomes
most evident when considering the evolution of pigmentation,
which, although clearly involving physiological and metabolic
processes, is nevertheless seen as an aspect of form:

Changing the size, shape, number, or color patterns of physical
traits is fundamentally different from changing the chemistry
of physiological processes (Carroll 2005a, p. 1159).

The reason, then, why the evolution of anatomy is a “more
open” question than that of physiology is not because there is
some fundamental biological difference between the two classes
of traits. It is only because we have less evidence about the nature
of change affecting form, and therefore are less constrained by
facts in speculating about its genetic basis. Because there is no
clear theoretical reason for expecting different types of evolution-
ary changes for form than for physiology, we will, when dealing
with the data, lump together both types of adaptations.

What is a Regulatory Change?
Historically, the literature on evo devo has conflated two concepts:
regulatory genes and regulatory mutations. We will show that
while trying to define a regulatory gene leads one into a tangled
semantic thicket, one can define regulatory mutations (i.e., cis-
regulatory changes) in a consistent way that allows us to address
and evaluate the claims of evo devo.

On some level it can be argued that most genes regulate some-
thing, whether that something be a protein, a pathway or a bio-
chemical product. True, the primary function of some genes is
clearly regulatory. The main role of transcription factors, for ex-
ample, is to bind to DNA elsewhere in the genome and thereby
regulate the spatiotemporal expression of genes. Likewise, some
genes have a distinct structural function. They may, for example,
contribute to the physical structure of chromosomes and cells.
One example is keratin, an insoluble fibrous protein found in hair,
feathers, and scales.
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There are, however, many cases in which it is hard to draw
a simple dichotomy between “‘structural” and “regulatory” func-
tion of genes. Histones, for example, form nucleosomes, which
act as spools around which DNA is coiled, maintaining its he-
lical structure and forming chromatin. Although histones were
once thought to have a purely structural function, their posttran-
scriptional modification also allows them to act in more diverse
biological processes, including gene regulation (Strahl and Allis
2000). Similarly, the protein beta-catenin has dual regulatory and
structural functions (Perez-Moreno and Fuchs 2006). As a struc-
tural protein, it is an essential component of cellular adhesion in
the cytoskeleton. As a regulatory protein, it acts as a transcrip-
tional coactivator in the Wnt signaling cascade. Because of the
domain structure of the beta-catenin protein, these two functions
can be separated; that is, mutations can alter beta catenin’s regula-
tory function while maintaining its structural role, and vice versa
(Bremback et al. 2006). Finally, other proteins have structural
and regulatory functions that are inseparable. SATBI organizes
chromosomes into distinct loop domains, and thus acts as a tradi-
tional structural gene. But this structural aspect has a regulatory
end: SATBI orchestrates gene expression by remodeling chro-
matin at specific genomic locations, allowing enzymes access to
target DNA for regulating DNA transcription (Yasui et al. 2002).

We have not singled out histones, beta-catenin and SATB/
because they are among only a few genes having both structural
and regulatory properties. We could give many similar examples.
And when we understand development more fully, it seems likely
that many “structural” proteins will act together with transcription
factors to regulate gene expression.

A related issue is whether mutations within a gene should
be classified as regulatory or structural. This question, too, is not
straightforward. For example, amino-acid (”’structural’) substitu-
tions in transcription-factor proteins may be more common than
previously appreciated, and these can alter gene regulation. Like
cis-regulatory elements, many transcription factors are modular
in structure (having several functional elements that can act in-
dependently of one another), and there is increasing evidence
that their coding changes can alter expression of a subset of
downstream target genes without completely disrupting down-
stream pathways (Hsia and McGinnis 2003). In fact, Levine and
Tjian (2003) suggest that the diversification of activation sites of
transcription factors—whose DNA binding domains nevertheless
remain conserved—also contribute to organismal diversity.

One example involves homeobox (Hox) genes, the most fa-
mous class of transcription factors, which help specify segmen-
tation patterns along the anterior—posterior body axis of animals.
Although the DNA sequences of Hox genes are largely conserved
among major animal groups, some coding changes in the Hox gene
ultrabithorax (Ubx) affect its ability to regulate downstream tran-
scription levels and ultimately its ability to repress limb formation.
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(In vitro studies implicate the loss of serine phosphorylation sites.)
Thus, coding mutations in a transcription factor might be involved
in a “macroevolutionary” change in animal body plan (Ronshau-
gen et al. 2002).

Likewise, in different groups of insects, evolution has ex-
changed binding motifs in the coding region of the Hox gene
ftz. This swap has changed ftz‘s downstream binding targets and
hence its regulatory role. These swapped motifs may be associated
with the diversity of body segments (Lohr et al. 2005). Should
we consider such mutations regulatory—because they alter the
expression levels of downstream genes—or structural—because
they alter the structure of the transcription factor? And should
we classify as structural or regulatory those amino acid changes
in a protein that affect its own regulation (e.g., mutations in G-
protein coupled receptors that downregulate the receptor [Benya
et al. 2000; Rathz et al. 2002])? What about coding-region mu-
tations that affect mRNA folding or stability (e.g., Wisdom and
Lee 1991; Schiavi et al. 1994; Shen et al. 1999), protein level
(Carlini and Stephan 2003) or tissue-specific expression pattern
(e.g., Nakayama and Setoguchi 1992)? Or silent mutations in the
coding regions that affect translation rate and protein function
(Kimchi-Sarfaty et al. 2007)?

To escape this semantic tangle, we take two approaches. First,
we refrain from classifying genes as either structural or regulatory,
although some bits of DNA, like promoters, are clearly regulatory.
Second, we classify mutations based on their physical location.
Mutations must lie either inside or outside the coding region of
a gene (either DNA that is transcribed into mRNA and translated
into a protein, or “functional” RNA molecules such as riboso-
mal RNA, ribozymes, or antiviral RNA). If a mutation affecting
a phenotype lies within the coding region, we consider it a struc-
tural mutation. Conversely, mutations that lie outside the coding
region (including mutations in introns) are considered regulatory.
Although regulatory elements are often poorly delineated, we can
infer that if a noncoding mutation causes a change in phenotype, it
usually occurs in a functionally important cis-regulatory element
(e.g., enhancer, promoter core element, or other transcriptionally
relevant element).

When considering a “causal locus” affecting a phenotypic
difference, our distinction between regulatory and structural mu-
tations covers all possible changes, and we no longer need to
distinguish between cis- and trans-regulation. For example, if
a cis-regulatory change alters the expression of gene A, which
then has downstream effects on unlinked gene B, and the ef-
fects of gene B alter the phenotype, then the causal change is
cis-acting for A, trans-acting for B, but is still a regulatory mu-
tation in our classification. Finally, we will not distinguish here
between the various types of regulatory elements (for a descrip-
tion see Alonso and Wilkins 2005), as this is irrelevant to our
discussion.

Our distinction between structural and regulatory mutations
comports with much current usage in evo devo. Of course, while it
is easy to construct such a dichotomy, it is much harder to identify
the mutation or mutations associated with a gene that causes an

important phenotypic change.

Theory

Carroll (2005a,b; 2006) outlines what we call the “theoretical
imperative” for cis-regulatory evolution. This derives from what
we know about the nature of gene regulation (see Levine and Tjian
2003; Wray et al. 2003), and so a brief review is in order.

Eukaryotic genes are under the control of noncoding DNA se-
quences (e.g., cis-regulatory elements), including promoters usu-
ally located “upstream” (in the 5’ direction) from the start codon
of a gene. Core promoter sequences are the sites where transcrip-
tion is initiated. A gene can be controlled by several independent
promoters (indicating different transcriptional start sites), which
may or may not be close to each other. The default state of a
gene is “off”” (no expression or low basal expression), and mRNA
transcription begins when RNA polymerase binds to the gene’s
promoter region. The binding of RNA polymerase is mediated
by transcription factors, regulatory proteins that may themselves
require other transcription factors or organic molecules for acc-
urate binding.

By and large, transcription factors are evolutionarily con-
served in both structure and function; the classic example is Hox
genes, which are conserved in their amino acid homeodomains,
genomic organization, and expression patterns among animals
(Hill et al. 1989; Doboule and Dolle 1989). In addition, promoter
regions often work together with other cis-regulatory elements
(e.g., enhancers, silencers, insulators, etc.) to control the expres-
sion of the gene in a specific tissue or at a specific time. For
example, enhancers (sequences a few hundred base pairs long)
usually bind sequence-specific transcription factors to mediate
expression within a specific tissue or cell type. Silencers, on the
other hand, bind transcription factors that block or reduce tran-
scription levels by impeding RNA polymerase binding. Both en-
hancers and silencers can be up to 100 kilobases away from their
core promoter, making them difficult to identify. Taken together,
these cis-regulatory elements are modular: that is, different cis-
regulatory elements can independently affect the expression of a
transcript at different times and places. Consequently, diversity
in gene regulation can be achieved by different combinations of
cis-regulatory elements working independently of one another to
direct composite patterns of gene expression.

The fact that each gene is controlled by a set of modular
cis-regulatory elements leads to the most important consequence
for evo devo theory. Whereas a change in a protein sequence may
have deleterious pleiotropic effects (proteins interact with other
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proteins through the ramifying network of development, and a
sequence change could affect every such interaction), a change
in a cis-regulatory element may affect only the specific temporal
or spatial expression of its single attendant gene. Cis-regulatory
changes are therefore thought to be relatively free of negative
pleiotropic eftects on fitness. The problem with protein-sequence
change seems even worse if the protein is a transcription factor,
because every gene regulated by such a factor might show
altered expression.

All other things being equal, then, a change in a cis-regulatory
region is supposed to have a higher probability of being adaptive
than is a random change in a structural gene or transcription fac-
tor. Moreover, if a mutation in a cis-regulatory element brings
a gene under the control of a new transcription factor, a radical
co-option of function can take place. Such co-option is said to
underlie evolutionary innovations such as body segmentation and
diversification of those segments (Carroll et al. 2001).

The final factor said to promote regulatory evolution is “the
combinatorial action of the transcription factor repertoire in cells”
(Carroll et al. 2001, p. 190). As Carroll et al. explain (p. 190), “The
transcription factor repertoire is sufficiently diverse and the strin-
gency of DNA binding [to the promoter region] sufficiently re-
laxed such that sites for most transcription factors can evolve at sig-
nificant frequency in animal genomes.” This idea—effectively that
promoters have a higher rate of adaptive nucleotide substitution—
could produce the differences in timing or tissue expression said
to be involved in most evolutionary innovations.

Taken together, these facts about gene regulation underlie the
theoretical imperative for cis-regulation:

It [the nature of cis-regulatory regions] constitutes pervasive

evidence that the diversification of regulatory DNA, while pre-

serving coding function, is the most available and most fre-

quently exploited mode of genetic diversification in animal
evolution” (Carroll 2005b, p. 231).

However, there are several other ways to obviate the nega-
tive consequences of pleiotropy besides changing cis-regulatory
elements. The most obvious is gene duplication followed by diver-
gence of the duplicated copies (termed “paralogs”). This process
allows a protein to retain an ancestral function while its paralog
or paralogs evolve to new functions. (Gene duplication, of course,
can also create new cis-regulatory regions that may likewise di-
verge adaptively.) In addition, a gene can mutate to new forms
by creating alternative splicing sites or recruiting new coding do-
mains while still allowing production of the ancestral protein;
these two processes are relatively rare. The evolutionary fixation
of duplications, however, appears to be fairly common. Neverthe-
less, Carroll (2005a) argues that duplications are established too
rarely to play an important role in micro- and macroevolution,
citing Lynch and Conery‘s (2000) calculation of one duplication
fixed (or nearly fixed) per gene per 100 million years.
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The theoretical argument for the importance of cis-regulation
thus rests on eliminating evolutionary alternatives: changes in
structural genes affecting anatomy must either be deleterious
themselves or accompanied by deleterious pleiotropic effects, and
recruitment of coding domains, alternative splicing, and gene du-
plication are rare. We are then left with cis-regulatory regions as
the most likely site of adaptive change.

This logic, however, is not convincing in light of what we
know about the population genetics of new mutations. The rate
of fixation of cis-regulatory versus structural mutations depends
on three factors: (1) their relative mutation rates, (2) their relative
chances of being adaptive (positively selected; Fisher 1930), and
(3) the relative sizes of the selection coefficients (Kimura 1983;
Orr 2003). Even if a cis-regulatory mutation is less likely to have
deleterious pleiotropic effects, this does not necessarily mean
it is more likely to be fixed, because such mutations may be
less likely to occur or their net selection coefficients may make
them less likely to be fixed. For example, cis-regulatory sites at
a given gene may be less numerous than protein-coding sites,
and their mutation rate correspondingly lower. Moreover, it is
easy to imagine that expressing a protein at a new time or place
could have effects just as deleterious as—or more deleterious
than—changes in protein sequence. Is it so clear that activating
a gene in a new part of the body, or making twice as much
of an enzyme, is more likely to be adaptive than, say, a single
substitution of valine for leucine in an enzyme?

What about gene duplications? Are they, as Carroll main-
tains, too infrequent to explain much adaptation? This seems
unlikely. It is curious that the paper cited by Carroll supporting
the infrequency of adaptive change by gene duplication—that of
Lynch and Conery (2000)—actually claims that duplications are
not only frequent, but make important contributions to speciation
and species-level differences. One duplication per gene per 100
million years is a low per-gene mutation rate, but not necessarily a
low per-genome mutation rate; and it is the latter that is important
for adaptation and speciation. As Lynch and Conery (2000 p. 1154)
note, “With rates of establishment of 0.002 to 0.02 duplicates per
gene per million years and a moderate genome size of 15,000
genes, we can expect on the order of 60—600 duplicate genes to
arise in a pair of sister taxa per million years . . . ” Moreover, gene
copy number polymorphisms within species are well documented
in the one species that has been extensively studied—humans (Se-
bat et al. 2004)—and are likely to be found in other groups.

One need only peruse Ohno‘s (1970) book to see the perva-
siveness and potential importance of gene duplication, one of the
few ways that new genes can actually arise in evolution. After all,
nearly every gene can be considered a duplicate or chimera of ear-
lier genes, and the origin of new genes must therefore have been
important in adaptation. It is almost superfluous to list the gene
families and adaptations deriving from duplications: they include
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globins, the immune system, olfaction, opsins and, indeed, tran-
scription factors themselves.

The multiply-and-diversify model of evolution does not de-
pend solely on the duplication of single genes: the evolution of
tetrapods probably involved at least two bouts of whole-genome
duplication (Dehal and Boore 2005). Moreover, it is estimated that
between 47% and 70% of angiosperms are polyploids (Ramsey
and Schemske 1998), and thus harbor duplicated genes. Otto and
Whitten (2000) calculated that ploidy changes represent between
2% and 4% of speciation events in flowering plants, although
polyploidy is far rarer in animals. In view of these facts, it seems
unwise to deny a priori that structural genes could play a major
role in the evolution of plants and animals.

Moreover, there are other ways besides gene duplications
that novel and useful structural genes can arise. These include
gene fusion and fission (e.g., mammalian fatty acid synthase),
recruitment of old genes to new functions (e.g., the antifreeze
proteins permitting fish to live in frigid waters), exon shuffling
(e.g., involved in the evolution of blood clotting), and the addition
of transposons to coding sequences. In a review on the origin of
new genes, Long et al. (2003) describes these and many other
processes. Given the diverse ways that useful new genes can arise,
one should be cautious about making sweeping evolutionary
statements about likelihood. Before concluding, for example,
that the difference between a man and a mouse rests largely on
the nature of their promoters, one should realize that 21% of
human protein-coding genes have no known homologs (gene
copies related by descent) in mice (available from http://eugenes.
org:7072/all/homologies/hgsummary-2005.html; Don Gilbert,
Genome Informatics Laboratory, Indiana University).

Given the contrast between evo devo theory and the evidence
that there has indeed been dramatic change in structural genes
during evolution, it is no surprise that some have taken a position
completely antithetical to the cis-regulatory imperative, viz. Li’s
statement (1997, p. 269) that “there is now ample evidence that
gene duplication is the most important mechanism for generating
new genes and new biochemical processes that have facilitated
the evolution of complex organisms from primitive ones.”

In the end, such back-and-forth assertions seem Talmudically
irresolvable, at least on the basis of a priori considerations. The
real way to settle the issue of the importance of cis-regulatory
evolution is to look at the data. How often have new adaptations
involved evolutionary changes of promoters versus changes in
coding sequences? We now turn to the empirical evidence on the
molecular basis of adaptation.

The Facts
GENOMIC STUDIES OF cis AND trans MUTATIONS

It is appropriate to begin our discussion with recent genomic data,
because much of the inspiration for “regulatory gene” theories

arose from early genomic data on the similarity of protein se-
quences between humans and chimps.

The recent production of complete genome sequences from
many species has allowed far more refined analysis of adaptation
using genome-wide patterns. Several studies are relevant to the
question of cis-regulatory evolution. Andolfatto (2005), for exam-
ple, showed that patterns of nucleotide variation in untranslated
regions (UTRs) of the Drosophila genome are consistent with the
view that changes in these regions affect fitness. He estimates that
changes in UTRs probably contribute at least equally, if not more,
to adaptation than do changes in coding regions. However, a ma-
jor drawback of this approach, inherent in most genomic studies
(discussed below), is that genome-wide surveys are conducted
in the absence of phenotypic information, limiting our ability to
identify the specific DNA mutations affect phenotype and are
truly adaptive.

In the spirit of King and Wilson (1975), most of these genomic
studies have focused on identifying genetic regions showing rapid
evolution in the human lineage; the implicit goal is to discover
mutations contributing to “human-ness.” Early and highly pub-
licized estimates that the DNA of chimps and humans is 99%
identical led King and Wilson (1975, p. 115) to conclude that “a
relatively small number of genetic changes in systems controlling
the expression of genes may account for the major organismal
differences between humans and chimpanzees.” However, a 99%
identity of DNA sequence still translates into a considerable dif-
ference in protein sequence, a conclusion confirmed by the data of
Glazko et al. (2005) showing that 80% of the proteins of humans
and chimps differ by at least one amino acid. Regulatory change,
then, may not be necessary to explain the phenotypic differences
between these species.

Several other studies have identified rapidly evolving proteins
(and hence, structural mutations) that may have been involved in
adaptive evolution in primates. For example, hundreds of genes
show evidence of positive selection in the hominid lineage (Clark
et al. 2003). Two more recent studies also showed evidence for
rapid evolution of amino acid sequences (ca. 5-9% of genes under
analysis), including genes involved in sensory perception and im-
mune defenses (Dorus et al. 2004; Nielsen et al. 2005). In fact,
one study (Bustamante et al. 2005) identified transcription factors
as a particularly rapidly evolving class of proteins, contradict-
ing the evo devo assertion that antagonistic pleiotropy precludes
changes in the amino acid sequence of transcription factors. In-
deed, the results of Bustamante and colleagues suggest that even
if differences in gene expression played a prominent role in the
divergence of humans from chimps, the ultimate cause may often
involve structural mutations.

Only a few studies, however, have simultaneously compared
regulatory with structural evolution. A recent one identified DNA
elements in both coding and noncoding regions that showed rapid
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divergence along the human lineage, elements termed “human
accelerated regions” (HARs; Pollard et al. 2006a,b). The authors
conclude that the majority of HARs are: (1) in noncoding regions,
(2) contiguous to coding regions, and (3) if within coding regions,
often in transcription factors. Together these results raise the pos-
sibility that cis-regulatory changes contribute disproportionately
to human-specific traits. Unfortunately, because these genomic
studies are conducted without reference to the phenotype, it is
impossible without further work to determine which mutations in
HARs contributed to adaptive evolution.

Recent technological advances allow us to gauge the relative
contributions of cis versus trans mutations to interspecific changes
in gene expression at many loci. In an elegant study, Wittkopp
et al. (2004) examined the contributions of cis- and frans-acting
factors to species-level divergence of gene expression in F; hy-
brids of Drosophila melanogaster and D. simulans. (In this study,
the distinction between cis- and frans- mutations is not identical to
our own distinction between regulatory and structural mutations).
Wittkopp and colleagues clearly show that cis-acting factors are
an important part of interspecific divergence in gene expression
in Drosophila. Again, however, we do not know the phenotypic
effects of any of the 29 genes analyzed. It is thus unclear whether
any of the species differences in gene expression have an adap-
tive (or even phenotypic) effect, and, if so, which proportion of
such adaptive changes were are caused by structural versus regu-
latory mutations.

Despite these problems, the studies discussed here raise the
possibility that future genomic studies could address the relative
contribution of cis-regulatory and structural mutations to biolog-
ical diversity. At present, however, the genomic data are ambigu-
ous. We turn now to the data from individual loci—data that con-

stitute main bulwark of cis-regulatory theory.

SINGLE-LOCUS DATA

We begin by discussing the criteria for deciding whether a change
in phenotype is caused by changes in cis-regulatory elements, pro-
tein structure, or both. We then describe the experiments necessary
to demonstrate the relative contributions of cis-regulatory versus
structural changes to adaptive variation at single loci.

A common method for determining the role of gene regula-
tion in evolutionary change—a method that is the foundation of
the evo devo approach—involves simultaneously comparing dif-
ferences in a phenotype among species (often distantly related
ones) with the pattern of expression of a single gene thought
to influence that phenotype. Although this approach has suc-
cessfully identified important pathways involved in phenotypic
change (e.g., the calmodium pathway involved in beak-size evo-
lution of Darwin’s finches [Abzhanov et al. 2004, 2006] and
Notch/Distal-less in the formation of butterfly wingspots [Bel-
dade et al. 2002; Reed and Serfas 2004]), it does not give us the
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complete story because the source of phenotypic differences are
not pinpointed:
In many cases a gene required for the development of a trait in
one species shows a difference in expression in other species
that correlates with a difference in that trait... A causal re-
lationship is plausible but not proven in these cases, because
comparisons of gene expression cannot by themselves demon-
strate that a change in transcriptional regulation is the ge-
netic basis for a phenotypic difference (Wray et al. 2003,
p. 1378).

The common methods of observing spatiotemporal patterns
of gene expression (e.g., in situ hybridization, quantitative PCR)
and experimentally manipulating protein levels (e.g., ectopic or
misexpression studies) can do no more than show an association
of gene expression with phenotype and perhaps implicate the de-
velopmental pathway in which the causal mutation lies. Although
the causal mutation may be located in the cis-regulatory region
of the protein of interest, it is equally likely, if not more likely,
to lie somewhere upstream of the gene of interest, somewhere
in the panoply of trans-regulatory factors or cofactors that affect
regulation of the gene. Although these correlational studies often
proclaim that change in gene regulation contributes to phenotypic
diversity, this result is neither novel nor surprising. In fact, it
would be surprising if a mutation did not affect gene regulation,
for most mutations (either structural or cis-regulatory) have
effects on the regulation of gene products downstream in their
respective pathways.

Likewise, structural mutations can also explain divergence
in gene expression among species. Differences in the amount of
mRNA or protein may reflect structural rather than regulatory
changes if they result from differential stability of the gene prod-
uct. For example, in D. melanogaster the replacement of certain
synonymous codons in the coding sequence of alcohol dehydroge-
nase causes a significant decrease of enzyme production (Carlini
and Stephan 2003). Others have noted that experiments docu-
menting changes in gene expression do not necessarily implicate
regulatory changes:

Many comparative studies that use in situ hybridization inter-
pret different probe patterns as an indication of transcriptional
changes in enhancer [in the cis-regulatory region], openly ig-
noring the possibility of post-transcriptional events that alter
mRNA stability or changes in splicing profiles that affect the se-
quences detected by (often) a single probe (Alonso and Wilkins
2005, p. 713).

While studies of gene expression at either individual can-
didate loci or many loci simultaneously (e.g., microarrays) can
test developmental pathways involved in phenotypic variation,
determining whether variation in gene expression among species
involves structural versus regulatory changes usually requires
genetic analyses. Genetic crosses (e.g., quantitative trait locus
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mapping) and genetic complementation approaches (e.g., dele-
tion mapping) can initially be used to localize genomic regions,
often containing hundreds of genes, of which one or more con-
tain mutations that contribute to the phenotypic difference of
interest.

For candidate loci, the challenge is then to determine whether
causal mutations occur in the structural or in the cis-regulatory
regions. This requires identifying mutations that are functionally
important as well as excluding mutations that are not. For amino
acid changes, functional assays (e.g., cell-culture based or enzyme
assays) can provide evidence for the role of particular mutations
on protein behavior.

For regulatory changes, cis-regulatory elements can be tested
for their ability to drive the expression of reporter constructs (e.g.,
green fluorescent protein; GFP) to determine the association be-
tween particular cis-regulatory regions and the spatial pattern of
expression. These experiments, however, are still one step re-
moved from the phenotype. For both structural and regulatory
changes, the ultimate test of mutational effect is the use of trans-
genics together with a thorough examination of the phenotype of
interest. In such tests, a construct containing the mutation(s) of
interest is expressed in the appropriate genetic background to de-
termine if it affects the phenotype of interest—and not just the
protein activity or gene expression pattern. Of course, such exper-
iments are not always technically feasible.

Excluding structural or regulatory mutations that do not play
a role in the phenotypic difference can be even more difficult
than identifying the causal mutations themselves. If there are no
nucleotide differences in the entire coding region between indi-
viduals that differ phenotypically, then one can rule out structural
mutations at that gene. Unfortunately, interspecific comparisons,
(which predominate in evo devo) usually show some nucleotide
differences, making it difficult to pinpoint the causal substitu-
tion(s) in a sea of irrelevant substitutions.

Determining the relative contribution of structural and cis-
regulatory changes at any genetic locus is challenging, and most
studies have not examined both types of change. Nonetheless,
Table 1 lists and describes mutations implicated in adaptive change
between closely related taxa. Each mutation is accompanied by
a description of the adaptive nature of the change, its effect on
protein function, the evidence supporting the causal link between
mutation and phenotype, and the information still needed to fully
characterize the mutation’s effects.

We chose these examples because each demonstrates fairly
rigorously both the adaptive nature of the genetic change as well
as whether that change is cis-regulatory, structural, or both. We
have omitted examples of structural gene changes between dis-
tantly related groups that are undoubtedly adaptive (e.g., o vs. B
vs. fetal hemoglobin). Including such cases would strengthen the
evidence for structural versus cis-regulatory evolution, for while

the adaptive significance of amino acid substitutions in many
of these cases is fairly clear, we know little about changes in
cis-regulation.

Although there have been many arguments (some verging on
the philosophical) about how to define and recognize an “adap-
tation,” in Table 1 we have used a fairly loose criterion: if a trait
is generally recognized to increase fitness or is maintained by se-
lection, we regard it as an adaptation. So, for example, Table 1
includes features like cryptic coloration, antifreeze proteins in
ectotherms, polymorphisms apparently maintained by balancing
selection, and clinally varying traits. Some traits have shown the
expected fitness effects in laboratory or field tests, while others
have not been rigorously tested. Indeed, for one trait—a species
difference in larval bristle pattern in Drosophila—we have no
idea of its adaptive significance (see below); we include this
trait because it is an oft-cited example of cis-regulatory change
in evolution.

We do not claim that this table shows the relative importance
of structural versus cis-regulatory change in evolution. There is al-
most certainly an ascertainment bias in favor of structural changes,
because these are far easier to detect than changes in promoter re-
gions. Differences in protein structure, for example, can be identi-
fied by simply comparing nucleotide or cDNA sequences. In con-
trast, most regulatory elements are small, not strictly conserved,
and often far removed from the gene, making them difficult to
identify and to pinpoint their functionally relevant sites. Also,
although we know something about mutational effects in protein-
coding regions based on the type of DNA or amino acid change
(e.g., nonsynonymous vs. synonymous, conservative vs. radical,
hydrophobic vs. hydrophilic) and its location (e.g., conserved
motifs, active sites), the functional effects of mutations in reg-
ulatory elements remain largely unknown. Of course, identifying
cis-regulatory changes would be facilitated by a better understand-
ing of gene regulation. Finally, we hasten to add that the examples
given in Table 1 are not exhaustive: we have inevitably missed
relevant studies. Nevertheless, the list gives an idea of what we
know at present about the molecular genetics of adaptation, and
how much empirical evidence supports a claim for the importance
of cis-regulatory variation.

Table 1 clearly shows that we have far more evidence for
structural than for cis-regulatory changes. While the most well-
supported examples of cis-regulatory based adaptation (the first
three entries of Table 1) have not yet identified precise causal
mutations, there are, in contrast, many examples of individ-
ual structural mutations contributing to adaptation. Moreover,
most of the cis-regulatory examples involve loss of an ances-
tral trait (usually via loss-of-function alleles), whereas the struc-
tural mutations involve both gains and losses of traits. We dis-
cuss the two types of mutations, cis-regulatory and structural,
below.
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Empirical evidence for cis-requlatory adaptation

The claim that adaptive change is predominantly driven by cis-
regulatory mutations rests on a handful of elegant but still in-
complete studies. The three most relevant analyses, which focus
respectively on skeletal armor in threespine sticklebacks (Shapiro
et al. 2004), pigmentation on Drosophila wings (Gompel et al.
2005; Prud’homme et al. 2006), and dorsal bristle (trichome) den-
sity on Drosophila larvae (Sucena and Stern 2000), have been re-
peatedly cited as exemplars of cis-regulatory evolution. We will
show, however, that in each case additional data are needed to iden-
tify the molecular basis of phenotypic change. It is also important
to note that these three studies focus primarily on the genetic dis-
section of trait [oss, so from the outset these data may be biased
by a specific type of phenotypic change, and thus quite possibly
by a specific type of mutational change. (It may, for example, be
much easier for a cis-regulatory change to eliminate a trait than
to create a new one.)

Perhaps the most comprehensive study of “cis-regulatory”
adaptation comes from comparing pelvic spine morphology in ma-
rine versus benthic sticklebacks (Gasterosteus aculeastus; Shapiro
et al. 2004). This work involved genetic analysis of phenotypic
differences between an ancestral marine form, clad with armor
plating and rigid spines that protect against predators, and a de-
rived benthic form having reduced pelvic spines and very little ar-
mor. The use of genome-wide molecular markers allowed Shapiro
and colleagues to map the difference in pelvic morphology to sev-
eral chromosomal regions, one of which contains the candidate
gene Pitx]. Because there is no difference in amino acid sequence
between the Pitx] proteins of the two phenotypes, we can rule
out the possibility that amino acid change in the Pitx/ transcript
caused the loss of pelvic spines. However, the absence of amino
acid variation does not by default prove that the causal mutation(s)
is located in an upstream cis-regulatory element, as there are al-
ternative hypotheses (e.g., mutations in closely linked loci).

To examine divergence in Pitx] gene expression, Shapiro
et al. (2004, 2006) used in situ hybridizations to compare Pitx/
transcript levels between marine and benthic fish. This experiment
yielded two important results. First, in some structures, like the
mouth and jaw, the spatial expression pattern of Pitx/ is conserved
between the marine and benthic phenotypes. Second, in the pelvis,
the Pitx/ transcript is undetectable in the less-armored benthic
form, and thus its absence is correlated with the absence of pelvic
spines. These results suggest that there has been tissue-specific di-
vergence in the regulation of Pitx/. Based on these two patterns of
Pitx] expression, it is possible that benthic fish have undergone an
inactivating mutation in a cis-regulatory element specific respon-
sible for pelvic expression. However, additional data, including
identifying the precise mutation(s), are necessary to prove that
a cis-regulatory mutation(s) contributes to the adaptive pelvic re-
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duction. The crucial experiments (undoubtedly underway) include
the following:

(1) fine-scale mapping to exclude the contribution of neighbor-
ing genes (e.g., transcription factors, miRNAS) to protein
expression and ultimately to morphological variation.

(2) 1identifying and verifying through functional analysis (e.g.,
transgenic experiments) the causal mutations in the cis-
regulatory region.

Moreover, to support the ancillary hypothesis that modular-
ity in the cis-regulatory region promotes evolutionary change, it
will be necessary to identify multiple cis-regulatory elements and
demonstrate that each element, by binding distinct transcription
factors, independently controls tissue-specific expression. (A sec-
ond locus, ectodysplasin (Eda), has been implicated in the loss of
lateral plates in freshwater populations of sticklebacks [Colossimo
et al. 2005]. However, nothing is yet known about the relative role
of structural versus regulatory mutations at this locus.)

Two other examples of cis-regulatory evolution come from
Drosophila, one on larval trichome loss and the other on pigmen-
tation. These studies both compared divergent Drosophila species,
one or more of which experienced the loss of a trait during their
evolutionary history. The first pair of studies examined the role of
species-specific differences in the expression of the yellow pro-
tein in the formation of male wing spots that may play a role
in courtship behavior (Gompel et al. 2005; Prud’homme et al.
2006). Most notably, this work used transgenic methods to test
individual sub-regions of the 5" yellow promoter and to determine
which regions drove reporter expression in the developing wing.
Together with sequence data, these experiments show that the
gain and loss of binding sites in the cis-regulatory region affect
the expression of yellow protein among species. Although in this
case the promoter region clearly contains regulatory modules con-
trolling the spatial expression of yellow, the direct link between
genotype and phenotype is not complete. This is because changes
in the cis-regulatory elements of yellow alone are not sufficient
to produce the phenotype of interest—the pigmented wing spot
(Gompel et al. 2005). Additional loci must therefore be involved.
Although it is not surprising that different cis-regulatory elements
in the yellow promoter affect yellow expression, a critical piece of
evidence is still missing: the demonstration that species-specific
cis-regulatory elements produce the species-specific difference in
the wing spot.

A third study, that of Sucena and Stern (2000), used ge-
netic mapping (genetic crosses with visible markers, deletion
mapping, and single-gene complementation) to pinpoint the gene
ovo/shavenbaby (svb) as the cause of differences in trichome
pattern between species. While larvae from most species in the
Drosophila melanogaster subgroup have robust denticles and a
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lawn of fine hairs on their abdominal segments, Drosophila sechel-
lia (and four other species) maintain the rows of robust denticles
but have lost the fine hairs, thus acquiring a naked cuticle. The
adaptive significance of the interspecific difference in trichome
pattern, if any, is unknown. There are several lines of evidence
that the causal mutation(s) is regulatory. First, expression of svb
mRNA is correlated with phenotypic variation in trichome pattern.
That is, in D. melanogaster the svb transcript is abundant in cells
that form robust denticles and less abundant (but still present) in
cells that produce fine hairs. In D. sechellia, the svb transcript is
similarly abundant in cells that produce denticles but absent in
cells producing fine hairs. Second, transgenic assays show that a
60 kb region upstream of the svb coding region contains several
sites influencing the species difference in trichome pattern (D.
Stern, pers. comm.). Third, the sechellia naked-cuticle phenotype
is not consistent with a null mutant at the svb locus itself, because
such mutants completely lack trichomes (both the robust denticles
and the fine hairs). Finally, recombination studies show that the
coding region of svb is not responsible for the phenotypic differ-
ence (D. Stern, pers. comm.). Nevertheless, the precise locations
of the DNA changes that produce the interspecific difference in
trichome pattern remain elusive.

The three sets of studies described above are the strongest
(and most widely cited) cases used to show the evolutionary im-
portance of cis-regulatory mutation. None of them has yet iden-
tified an individual mutation in a cis-regulatory element, or func-
tionally verified via transgenics that that mutation contributes to
the phenotypic difference of interest. By raising these issues, we
do not mean to criticize these studies, for the conclusive experi-
ments are almost certainly in progress and may well show that cis-
regulatory evolution is involved. Indeed, this seems likely for the
cases of Pitx/ in sticklebacks and ovo/shavenbaby in Drosophila.
We claim only that, at present, these studies cannot serve as formal
demonstrations of cis-regulatory change in evolution. Moreover,
even if all of these cases do prove to involve cis-regulatory change,
we are still left with only a handful of such examples compared to
the much larger amount of data implicating structural changes. Fi-
nally, we must recall that these three studies focus primarily on the
loss of traits (pelvic spines, wing spots, and trichomes). Support-
ing the evo devo claim that cis-regulatory changes are responsible
for morphological innovations requires showing that promoters
are important in the evolution of new traits, not just the losses of
old ones.

Empirical evidence for structural adaptation

In contrast to the dearth of evidence for cis-regulatory changes
are the many cases in which an adaptation has involved changes
in a structural region (see Table 1). Except for insecticide resis-
tance, all of these are “natural” adaptations that do not involve
human intervention or selection. (Although we did not use exam-

ples from animal or plant breeding, we included genes involved in
insecticide resistance because such adaptations still take place in
a semi-natural environment with all of its constraints, and because
evolutionary responses to insecticides highlight the diverse ways
that the genome handles the adaptive challenge of toxicity).

Inspecting these data yields several conclusions. The first is
obvious: there are many examples of simple changes in amino
acid sequence contributing to adaptive evolution. Some cases in-
volve changes in morphological traits (e.g., Mclr in pigmenta-
tion), while most involve physiological traits (e.g., lysozymes in
digestion). It is important to add that not all of these structural
mutations have yet been tested using functional assays.

As we emphasized above, the larger number of documented
structural changes may partly result from a bias in our under-
standing of underlying molecular pathways. While most of us
have seen the detailed physiological pathways illustrated in text-
books (e.g., the Krebs cycle), there is little similar information
about the genetic network for morphology. Therefore, candidate
loci for physiological traits are more readily identified and their
coding regions more readily sequenced. In contrast, traditional
evo devo studies are motivated by understanding differences in
morphology (body plan) and use comparisons of gene expression
pattern as their primary tool.

Several examples of amino acid substitutions are clearly in-
volved in species adopting new ways of life, that is, occupying new
“adaptive niches.” These include changes in hemoglobin structure
that allow birds to migrate over high mountain ranges, in “an-
tifreeze” proteins of fish that permit them to inhabit frigid waters,
and in pancreatic RNAase in monkeys associated with increased
herbivory. Finally, virtually every change in the color of animals
and plants analyzed so far appears to involve changes in the coding
regions of genes (see Hoekstra 2006), even though pigmentation
is often considered to be a “form” trait, and thus hypothesized to
evolve by changes in cis-regulation.

“Speciation” genes
Evo devo research is often explicitly motivated by a desire to
explain the generation of biological diversity. While adaptation
within lineages (anagenesis) represents part of the story, speciation
and the generation of new lineages (cladogenesis) is the other part,
without which morphological diversity would not be preserved.
Here we briefly discuss what is known about the contribution of
cis-regulatory and structural mutations to reproductive isolation.
The study of “speciation genes” (the name we use for any
gene causing reproductive isolation between related taxa, even
though some of these must have evolved after rather than dur-
ing speciation [Coyne and Orr 2004]) is in its infancy, and hence
only a handful of genes contributing to reproductive isolation have
been identified. However, several patterns are already emerging
(reviewed in Orr et al. 2004; Orr 2005; Noor and Feder 2006). One
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is that all known speciation genes whose divergence in DNA se-
quence causes hybrid sterility or inviability (e.g., OdsH, Hmr, Lhr,
Nup96) show evidence of rapid evolution and the signature of pos-
itive selection on mutations in coding regions (see Orr et al. 2004;
Brideau et al. 2006). In addition, it is clear that cis-regulatory
changes alone cannot be the cause of postzygotic isolation: for
example, complementation tests show that Nup96°s effect on hy-
brid inviability is probably due to divergence in the protein itself
(Presgraves et al. 2003). Indeed, none of these cases have found
a contribution of cis-regulatory changes to reproductive isolation.
And, unlike studies of genes involved in adaptation, the meth-
ods for identifying speciation genes do not suffer from the same
ascertainment bias: there is no a priori expectation that genes caus-
ing inviability of hybrids, for example, should be “physiological”
rather than “anatomical.”

Conclusions

While the study of cis-regulatory evolution is an important en-
deavor, justifiably championed by Carroll and others, our survey
of the theory and empirical data shows that the widespread en-
thusiasm for the importance of cis-regulatory change in evolution
is at best premature. Analyzing the verbal theory, one finds no
compelling reason to draw a distinction between the genetic basis
of anatomical versus physiological evolution. Nor is there good
reason to accept the a priori argument that—for either anatomy
or physiology—changes in cis-regulatory genes are more likely
to be fixed in evolution than are changes in the coding region of
genes.

The data, though they may suffer from ascertainment bias,
also show no strong evidence for important cis-regulatory change
in evolution. In contrast to the many known adaptive changes
in protein structure (some of which may have opened new ways
of life for animals), there are only a handful of examples that
are probable cases of adaptive cis-regulatory evolution. And, in
contrast to the evidence for structural change, all three of the most
widely cited cases have not yet produced definitive evidence that
cis-regulation is involved. Moreover, these three cases focus on
losses of traits rather than the origin of new traits, and in only
one of the three (loss of pelvic structures in stickleback fish) is
there a clear adaptive explanation for the trait loss. Obviously, we
still cannot make sound generalizations about the molecular basis
of adaptation. What we can say is that adaptations of both form
and physiology are likely to involve a mixture of structural and
cis-regulatory changes, and that structural changes are unlikely to
be negligible.

At present, then, we should neither draw conclusions stronger
than this nor represent to the general public that we fully under-
stand the genetic basis of adaptation. Those who feel otherwise
would do well to remember Carl Sagan‘s (1987, p. 45) testy remark
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when pressed to give an opinion about the probability of extrater-
restrial intelligence: “Really, it’s okay to reserve judgment until
the evidence is in.”

NOTE ADDED IN PROOF

Since this paper was accepted, four additional relevant studies have been
published. Contrary to our view, Wray (2007) concludes that there is
ample empirical evidence to support the claim that cis-regulatory muta-
tions are more important than structural mutations in phenotypic evolu-
tion. However, empirical studies continue to support the importance of
structural mutations in adaptive evolution. Tang et al. (2007) describe a
genome-wide survey of polymorphism in humans, estimating that 10—
13% of amino acid substitutions between humans and chimpanzee may
be adaptive. Demuth et al. (2006) show that in humans and chimpanzees at
least 6% (1,418 of 22,000 genes) of the genes in one species has no known
homologue in the other, suggesting that gene duplication and gene loss
occur frequently and contribute to the genetic (and perhaps phenotypic)
differences between even closely related species. Both of these genomic
studies, then, point to a potentially important role of structural mutations
in human evolution. Finally, one other study provides yet another ex-
ample of structural mutations in phenotypic evolution: loss-of-function
mutations in the structural region of anothcyanin2 (An2) have evolved five
times independently (through five different mutations causing premature
stop codons or frame-shifts), leading to an adaptive shift in pollinator
syndrome in Petunia.

Demuth J. P., T. D. Bie J. E. Stajich, N. Cristianini and M. W. Hahn.
2006. The evolution of mammalian gene families. PLoS ONE 1(1): e85

Hoballah, M. E., T. Gubitz, J. Stuurman, L. Broger, M. Barone, T.
Mandel, A. Dell’Olivo, M. Arnold and C. Kuhlemeir. 2007. Single gene-
mediated shift in pollinator attraction in Petunia. Plant Cell. In press.

Tang, J. G. H., J. M. Akey and C.-1. Wu 2007. Adaptive evolution in
humans revealed by the negative correlation between the polymorphism
and fixation phases of evolution. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 104:3907—
3912.

Wray, G. A. 2007. The evolutionary significance of cis-regulatory
mutations. Nature Rev. Gen. 8:206-216.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by the National Science Foundation grants
DEB0344710 and DEB0614107 to HEH and the National Institutes of
Health grant GM058260 to JAC. We thank N. Barton, B. Charlesworth,
T. ffrench-Constant, A. Llopart, B. McGinnis, M. Noor, A. Orr,
D. Presgraves, T. Price, D. Schemske, P. Sniegowski, and M. Turelli for
useful comments and criticisms, and David Stern for allowing us to cite
unpublished results.

LITERATURE CITED

Abzhanov, A., M. Protas, B. R. Grant, P. R. Grant, and C. J. Tabin. 2004.
Bmp4 and morphological variation of beaks in Darwin’s finches. Science
305:1462-1465.

Abzhanov, A., W. P. Kuo, C. Hartmann, B. R. Grant, P. R. Grant, and C. J.
Tabin. 2006. The calmodulin pathway and evolution of elongated beak
morphology in Darwin’s finches. Nature 442:563-567.

Alonso, C. R., and A. S. Wilkins. 2005. The molecular elements that underlie
developmental evolution. Nat. Rev. Genet. 6:709-715.

Aminetzach, Y. T., J. M. Macpherson, and D. A. Petrov. 2005. Pesticide resis-
tance via transposition-mediated adaptive gene truncation in Drosophila.
Science 309:764-767.



COMMENTARY

Andolfatto, P. 2005. Adaptive evolution of non-coding DNA in Drosophila.
Nature 437:1149-1152.

Beldade, P., P. M. Brakefield, and A. D. Long. 2002. Contribution of Distal-less
to quantitative variation in butterfly eyespots. Nature 415:315-318.

Benya, R. V., T. Kusui, T. Katsuno, T. Tsuda, S. A. Mantey, J. F. Battey,
and R. T. Jensen. 2000. Glycosylation of the gastrin-releasing peptide
receptor and its effect on expression, G-protein coupling, and receptor
modulatory processes. Mol. Pharmacol. 58:1490-1501.

Brembeck, F. H., M. Rosario, and W. Birchmeier. 2006. Balancing cell adhe-
sion and Wt signaling, the key role of beta-catenin. Curr. Opin. Genet.
Dev. 16:51-59.

Breuker, C. J., V. Debat, and C. P. Klingenberg. 2006. Functional evo-devo.
Trends Ecol. Evol. 21:488-492.

Brideau, N., H. A. Flores, J. Wang, S. Maheshwari, X. Wang, and D. A.
Barbash. 2006. Two Dobzhansky-Muller genes interact to cause hybrid
lethality in Drosophila. Science 314:1292—-1295.

Britten, R. J., and E. H. Davidson. 1969. Gene regulation for higher cells: a
theory. Science 165:349-357.

. 1971. Repetitive and non-repetitive DNA sequences and a speculation

on origins of evolutionary novelty. Q. Rev. Biol. 46:111-138.

Budar, F., and G. Pelletier. 2001. Male sterility in plants: occurrence, deter-
minism, significance and use. C. R. Life Sciences 324:543-550.

Budar, F., P. Touzet, and R. De Paepe. 2003. The nucleo-mitochondrial conflict
in cytoplasmic male sterilities revisited. Genetica 117:3—16.

Bustamante, C. D., A. Fledel-Alon, S. Williamson, R. Nielsen, M. T. Hubisz,
S. Glanowski, D. M. Tanenbaum, T. J. White, J. J. Sninsky, R. D. Her-
nandez, D. Civello, M. D. Adams, M. Cargill, and A. G. Clark. 2005.
Natural selection on protein-coding genes in the human genome. Nature
437:1153-1157.

Carlini, D. B., and W. Stephan. 2003. In vivo introduction of unpreferred
synonymous codons into the Drosophila Adh gene results in reduced
levels of ADH protein. Genetics 163:239-243.

Carroll, S. B. 2000. Endless forms: the evolution of gene regulation and mor-
phological diversity. Cell 101:577-580.

Carroll, S. B., J. K. Grenier, and S. D. Weatherbee. 2001. From DNA to diver-
sity: molecular genetics and the evolution of animal design. Blackwell
Publishing, Malden, MA.

. 2005a. Evolution at two levels: on genes and form. PLoS Biology

3:1159-1166.

. 2005b. Endless forms most beautiful: the new science of evo devo.

‘W. W. Norton & Co., New York.

.2006. The making of the fittest: DNA and the ultimate forensic record
of evolution. W. W. Norton & Co., New York.

Chang, S. M., Y. Q. Lu, and M. D. Rausher. 2005. Neutral evolution of the non-
binding region of the anthocyanin regulatory gene Ipmybl in Ipomoea.
Genetics 170:1967-1978.

Cheng, C. H. C. 1998. Evolution of the diverse antifreeze proteins. Curr. Opin.
Genet. Dev. 8:715-720.

Chung, H., M. R. Bogwitz, C. McCart, A. Andrianopoulos, R. H. ffrench-
Constant, P. Batterham, and P. J. Daborn. 2007. Cis-regulatory elements

in the Accord retrotransposon result in tissue-specific expression of the
Drosophila melanogaster insecticide resistance gene Cyp6g/. Genetics:
In press.

Clark, A. G., S. Glanowski, R. Nielsen, P. D. Thomas, A. Kejariwal, M. A.
Todd, D. M. Tanenbaum, D. Civello, F. Lu, B. Murphy, S. Ferriera, G.
Wang, X. G. Zheng, T. J. White, J. J. Sninsky, M. D. Adams, and M.
Cargill. 2003. Inferring nonneutral evolution from human-chimp-mouse
orthologous gene trios. Science 302:1960-1963.

Colossimo, P. F., K. E. Hoemann, S. Balabhadra, G. Villarreal, M. Dickinson,
J. Grimwood, J. Schmutz, R. M. Myers, D. Schluter, and D. M. Kingsley.

2005. Widespread parallel evolution in sticklebacks by repeated fixation
of ecotdysplasin alleles. Science 307:1928-1933.

Coyne,J. A., and H. A. Orr. 2004. Speciation. Sinauer Associates, Sunderland,
MA.

Daborn, P. J., J. L. Yen, M. R. Bogwitz, G. Le Goff, E. Feil, S. Jeffers, N.
Tijet, T. Perry, D. Heckel, P. Batterham, R. Feyereisen, T. G. Wilson,
and R. H. ffrench-Constant. 2002. A single P450 allele associated with
insecticide resistance in Drosophila. Science 297:2253-2256.

Davidson, E. H. 2001. Genomic regulatory systems. Academic Press, San
Diego, CA.

Davidson, E. H., and D. H. Erwin. 2006. Gene regulatory networks and the
evolution of animal body plans. Science 311:796-800.

Davies, P. L., and C. L. Hew. 1990. Biochemistry of fish antifreeze proteins.
FASEB J. 4:2460-2468.

Dehal, P., and J. L. Boore. 2005. Two rounds of whole genome duplication in
the ancestral vertebrate. PLoS Biol. 3:1700-1708.

Demuth J. P., T. D. Bie, J. E. Stajich, N. Cristianini and M. W. Hahn.
2006. The evolution of mammalian gene families. PLoS ONE 1(1):
e8s.

Devonshire, A. L., L. M. Field, S. P. Foster, G. D. Moores, M. S. Williamson,
and R. L. Blackman. 1998. The evolution of insecticide resistance in
the peach-potato aphid, Myzus persicae. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B
353:1677-1684.

Dorus, S., E. J. Vallender, P. D. Evans, J. R. Anderson, S. L. Gilbert, M. Ma-
howald, G.J. Wyckoff, C. M. Malcom, and B. T. Lahn. 2004. Accelerated
evolution of nervous system genes in the origin of Homo sapiens. Cell
119:1027-1040.

Doebley, J., and L. Lukens. 1998. Transcriptional regulators and the evolution
of plant form. Plant Cell 10:1075-1082.

Duboule, D., and P. Dolle. 1989. The structural and functional organization
of the murine Hox gene family resembles that of Drosophila homeotic
genes. EMBO J. 8:1497-1505.

Duman, J. G. 2001. Antifreeze and ice nucleator proteins in terrestrial arthro-
pods. Annu. Rev. Physiol. 63:327-357.

Durbin, M. L., K. E. Lundy, P. L. Morrell, C. L. Torres-Martinez, and M. T.
Clegg. 2003. Genes that determine flower color: the role of regulatory
changes in the evolution of phenotypic adaptations. Mol. Phylogenet.
Evol. 29:507-518.

Eizirik, E., N. Yuhki, W. E. Johnson, M. Menotti-Raymond, S. S. Hannah, and
S. J. O’Brien. 2003. Molecular genetics and evolution of melanism in
the cat family. Curr. Biol. 13:448-453.

El-Assal, S. E. D., C. Alonso-Blanco, A. J. M. Peeters, V. Raz, and M. Koorn-
neef. 2001. A QTL for flowering time in Arabidopsis reveals a novel
allele of CRY2. Nat. Genet. 29:435-440.

Eldredge, N., and S. J. Gould. 1972. Punctuated equilibria: an alternative
to phyletic gradualism. Pp. 82—115 in T. J. M. Schopf, ed. Models in
paleobiology. Freeman, Cooper, San Francisco, CA.

Escriva, H., S. Bertrand, P. Germain, M. Robinson-Rechavi, M. Umbhauer,
J. Cartry, M. Duffraisse, L. Holland, H. Gronemeyer, and V. Laudet.
2006. Neofunctionalization in vertebrates: the example of retinoic acid
receptors. PLoS Genet. 2:955-965.

Fernald, R. D. 2000. Evolution of eyes. Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 10:444-450.

ffrench-Constant, R. H., T. A. Rocheleau, J. C. Steichen, and A. E. Chalmers.
1993. A point mutation in a Drosophila GABA receptor confers insec-
ticide resistance. Nature 363:448-451.

. 1994. The molecular and population genetics of cyclodieneinsecticide
resistance. Insect Biochem. Mol. Biol. 24:335-345.

ffrench-Constant, R. H., P. J. Daborn, and G. Le Goff. 2004. The genet-
ics and genomics of insecticide resistance. Trends Genet. 20:163—
170.

EVOLUTION MAY 2007 1007



COMMENTARY

Field, L. M., R. L. Blackman, C. Tyler-Smith, and A. L. Devonshire. 1999.
Relationship between amount of esterase and gene copy number in
insecticide-resistant Myzus persicae (Sulzer). Biochem. J. 339:737-742.

Field, L. M., and A. L. Devonshire. 1998. Evidence that the E4 and FE4
esterase genes responsible for insecticide resistance in the aphid Myzus
persicae (Sulzer) are part of a gene family. Biochem. J. 330:169-173.

Field, L. M., A. L. Devonshire, and B. G. Forde. 1988. Molecular evidence that
insecticide resistance in peach potato aphids (Myzus persicae Sulzer)
results from amplification of an esterase gene. Biochem. J. 251:309—
312.

Fisher, R. A. 1930. The genetical theory of natural selection: a complete
variorum edition. Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford, U.K.

Fletcher, G. L., C. L. Hew, and P. L. Davies. 2001. Antifreeze proteins of
teleost fishes. Annu. Rev. Physiol. 63:359-390.

Glazko, G., V. Veeramachaneni, M. Nei, and W. Makayowski. 2005. Eighty
percent of proteins are different between humans and chimpanzees. Gene
346:215-219.

Gompel, N., B. Prud’homme, P. J. Wittkopp, V. A. Kassner, and S. B. Carroll.
2005. Chance caught on the wing: cis-regulatory evolution and the origin
of pigment patterns in Drosophila. Nature 433:481-487.

Gould, S. J., and N. Eldredge. 1977. Punctuated equilibria: the tempo and
mode of evolution reconsidered. Paleobiology 3:115-151.

. 1980. Is a new and general theory of evolution emerging? Paleobiol-
ogy 6:119-130.

Gould, S. J., and N. Eldredge. 1993. Punctuated equilibrium comes of age.
Nature 366:223-227.

Gratten, J., D. Beraldi, B. V. Lowder, A. F. McRae, P. M. Visscher, J. M. Pem-
berton, and J. Slate. 2006. Compelling evidence that a single nucleotide
substitution in TYRP1 is responsible for a coat-colour polymorphism in
a free-living population of Soay sheep. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 274:619—
626.

Hill, R. E., P. F. Jones, A. R. Rees, C. M. Sime, M. J. Justice, N. G. Copeland,
N. A. Jenkins, E. Graham, and D. R. Davidson. 1989. A new family
of mouse homeo box-containing genes—molecular structure, chromo-
somal location, and developmental expression of Hox-7.1. Genes Dev.
3:26-37.

Hoballah, M. E., T. Gubitz, J. Stuurman, L. Broger, M. Barone, T. Mandel, A.
Dell’Olivo, M. Arnold and C. Kuhlemeir. 2007. Single gene-mediated
shift in pollinator attraction in Petunia. Plant Cell. In press.

Hoekstra, H. E. 2006. Genetics, development and evolution of adaptive pig-
mentation in vertebrates. Heredity 97:222-234.

Hoekstra, H. E., R. J. Hirschmann, R. A. Bundey, P. A. Insel, and J. P. Cross-
land. 2006. A single amino acid contributes to adaptive color pattern in
beach mice. Science 313:101-104.

Hsia, C. C., and W. McGinnis. 2003. Evolution of transcription factor function.
Curr. Opin. Gen. Dev. 13:199-206.

Jacob, F., and J. Monod. 1961. Genetic regulatory mechanisms in the synthesis
of protein. J. Mol. Biol. 8:318-356.

. 1977. Evolution and tinkering. Science 196:1161-1166.

Jessen, T. H., R. E. Weber, G. Fermi, J. Tame, and G. Braunitzer. 1991. Adap-
tation of bird hemoglobins to high altitudes: demonstration of molecular
mechanism by protein engineering. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA 88:6519—
6522.

Johanson, U., J. West, C. Lister, S. Michaels, R. Amasino, and C. Dean. 2000.
Molecular analysis of FRIGIDA, a major determinant of natural variation
in Arabidopsis flowering time. Science 290:344-347.

Kimchi-Sarfaty, C., J. M. Oh, L.-W. Kim, Z. E. Sauna, A. M. Calcagno, S. V.
Ambudkar, and M. M. Gottesman. 2007. A “silent” polymorphism in
the MDR1 gene changes substrate specificity. Science 315:525-528.

Kimura, M. 1983. The neutral theory of molecular evolution. Cambridge Univ.
Press, Cambridge, U.K.

1008 EVOLUTION MAY 2007

King, M. C., and A. C. Wilson. 1975. Evolution at two levels in humans and
chimpanzees. Science 188:107-116.

Kirschner, M., and J. Gerhart. 1998. Evolvability. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA
95:8420-8427.

Kleinschmidt, T., J. Marz, K. D. Jurgens, and G. Braunitzer. 1986. Interaction
of allosteric effectors with alpha-globin chains and high altitude respi-
ration of mammals—the primary structure of 2 Tylopoda hemoglobins
with high oxygen affinity—Vicuna (Lama vicugna) and Alpaca (Lama
pacos). Biol. Chem. Hoppe-Seyler 367:153—160.

Levine, M., and R. Tjian. 2003. Transcription regulation and animal diversity.
Nature 424:147-151.

Li, W.-H. 1997. Molecular evolution. Sinauer, Sunderland, MA.

Lohr, U., and L. Pick. 2005. Cofactor-interaction motifs and the cooption of
a homeotic hox protein into the segmentation pathway of Drosophila
melanogaster. Curr. Biol. 15:643-649.

Long, M., E. Betran, K. Thornton, and W. Wang. 2003. The origin of new
genes: glimpses from the young and old. Nat. Rev. Genet. 4:865-875.

Lynch, M., and J. S. Conery. 2000. The evolutionary fate and consequences
of duplicate genes. Science 290:1151-1155.

McNutt, M. C., R. Tongbai, W. W. Cui, I. Collins, W. J. Freebern, 1.
Montano, C. M. Haggerty, G. V. R. Chandramouli, and K. Gardner.
2005. Human promoter genomic composition demonstrates non-random
groupings that reflect general cellular function. BMC Bioinformatics
6:259.

Miyazaki, M., K. Ohyama, D. Y. Dunlap, and F. Matsumura. 1996. Cloning
and sequencing of the para-type sodium channel gene from susceptible
and kdr-resistant German cockroaches (Blattella germanica) and house
fly (Musca domestica). Mol. Gen. Genet. 252:61-68.

Mundy, N. I, N. S. Badcock, T. Hart, K. Scribner, K. Janssen, and N. J.
Nadeau. 2004. Conserved genetic basis of a quantitative plumage trait
involved in mate choice. Science 303:1870-1873.

Nachman, M. W., H. E. Hoekstra, and S. L. D’Agostino. 2003. The genetic
basis of adaptive melanism in pocket mice. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA
100:5268-5273.

Nakayama, T., and Y. Setoguchi. 1992. Structural change of a particular H2b
histone gene possibly results in differences in its transcriptional regula-
tion in different chicken tissues. Nuc. Acids Res. 20:1309-1314.

Newcomb, R. D., P. M. Campbell, D. L. Ollis, E. Cheah, R. J. Russell, and
J. G. Oakeshott. 1997. A single amino acid substitution converts a car-
boxylesterase to an organophosphorus hydrolase and confers insecti-
cide resistance on a blowfly. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 94:7464—
7468.

Nielsen, R., C. Bustamante, A. G. Clark, S. Glanowski, T. B. Sackton, M. J.
Hubisz, A. Fledel-Alon, D. M. Tanenbaum, D. Civello, T. J. White, J.
J. Sninsky, M. D. Adams, and M. Cargill. 2005. A scan for positively
selected genes in the genomes of humans and chimpanzees. PLoS Biol.
3:976-985.

Noor, M. A. F, and J. L. Feder. 2006. Speciation genetics: evolving ap-
proaches. Nat. Rev. Genet. 7:851-861.

Ohno, S. 1970. Evolution by gene duplication. Springer-Verlag, New York,
NY.

Orr, H. A. 2003. The distribution of fitness effects among beneficial mutations.
Genetics 163:1519-1526.

. 2005. The genetic basis of reproductive isolation: insights from
Drosophila. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA 102:6522-6526.

Orr, H. A., J. P. Masly, and D. C. Presgraves. 2004. Speciation genes. Curr.
Opin. Genet. Dev. 14:675-679.

Otto, S. P., and J. Whitton. 2000. Polyploid incidence and evolution. Ann. Rev.
Genet. 34:401-437.

Perez-Moreno, M., and E. Fuchs. 2006. Catenins: keeping cells from getting
their signals crossed. Dev. Cell 11:601-612.




COMMENTARY

Perutz, M. F. 1983. Species adaptation in a protein molecule. Mol. Biol. Evol.
1:1-28.

Piatigorsky, J. 2003. Gene sharing, lens crystallins and speculations on
an eye/ear evolutionary relationship. Integrative Compar. Biol. 43:
492-499.

Piccinini, M., T. Kleinschmidt, K. D. Jurgens, and G. Braunitzer. 1990. Primary
structure and oxygen-binding properties of the hemoglobin from guanaco
(Lama guanacoe, Tylopoda). Biol. Chem. Hoppe-Seyler 371:641-648.

Pollard, K. S., S. R. Salama, B. King, A. D. Kern, T. Dreszer, S. Katzman,
A. Siepel, J. S. Pedersen, G. Bejerano, R. Baertsch, K. R. Rosenbloom,
J. Kent, and D. Haussler. 2006a. Forces shaping the fastest evolving
regions in the human genome. PLoS Genet. 2:1599-1611.

Pollard, K. S., S. R. Salama, N. Lambert, M. A. Lambot, S. Coppens, J. S.
Pedersen, S. Katzman, B. King, C. Onodera, A. Siepel, A. D. Kern, C.
Dehay, H. Igel, M. Ares, P. Vanderhaeghen, and D. Haussler. 2006b.
An RNA gene expressed during cortical development evolved rapidly in
humans. Nature 443:167-172.

Prager, E. M., and A. C. Wilson. 1988. Ancient origin of lactalbumin from
lysozyme: analysis of DNA and amino acid sequences. J. Mol. Evol.
27:326-335.

Presgraves, D. C., L. Balagopalan, S. M. Abmayr, and H. A. Orr. 2003. Adap-
tive evolution drives divergence of a hybrid inviability gene between two
species of Drosophila. Nature 423:715-719.

Protas, M. E., C. Hersey, D. Kochanek, Y. Zhou, H. Wilkens, W. R. Jeffery,
L. I. Zon, R. Borowsky, and C. J. Tabin. 2006. Genetic analysis of cave-
fish reveals molecular convergence in the evolution of albinism. Nature
Genet. 38:107-111.

Prud’homme, B., N. Gompel, A. Rokas, V. A. Kassner, T. M. Williams, S.
D. Yeh, J. R. True, and S. B. Carroll. 2006. Repeated morphological
evolution through cis-regulatory changes in a pleiotropic gene. Nature
440:1050-1053.

Quattrocchio, F., J. Wing, K. van der Woude, E. Souer, N. de Vetten, J. Mol,
and R. Koes. 1999. Molecular analysis of the anthocyanin2 gene of
petunia and its role in the evolution of flower color. Plant Cell 11:1433—
1444.

Ramsey, J. M., and D. W. Schemske. 1998. The dynamics of polyploid for-
mation and establishment in flowering plants. Ann. Rev. Ecol. Syst.
29:467-501.

Rathz, D. A., K. M. Brown, L. A. Kramer, and S. B. Liggett. 2002. Amino
acid 49 polymorphisms of the human beta(1)-adrenergic receptor affect
agonist-promoted trafficking. J. Cardiovasc. Pharmacol. 39:155-160.

Reed, R. D., and M. S. Serfas. 2004. Butterfly wing pattern evolution is as-
sociated with changes in a Notch/Distal-less temporal pattern formation
process. Curr. Biol. 14:1159-1166.

Ronshaugen, M., N. McGinnis, and W. McGinnis. 2002. Hox protein mutation
and macroevolution of the insect body plan. Nature 415:914-917.
Rosenblum, E. B., H. E. Hoekstra, and M. W. Nachman. 2004. Adaptive reptile
color variation and the evolution of the MC1R gene. Evolution 58:1794—

1808.

Ross, J. 1995. Messenger RNA stability in mammalian cells. Microbiol. Rev.
59:423-450.

Sagan, C. 1987. The burden of skepticism. Skeptical Inquirer 12:38—46.

Schiavi, S. C., C. L. Wellington, A. B. Shyu, C. Y. A. Chen, M. E. Green-
berg, and J. G. Belasco. 1994. Multiple elements in the c-fos protein
coding region facilitate messenger RNA deadenylation and decay by a
mechanism coupled to translation. J. Biol. Chem. 269:3441-3448.

Schnable, P. S., and R. P. Wise. 1998. The molecular basis of cytoplasmic male
sterility and fertility restoration. Trends Plant. Sci. 3:175-180.

Sebat, J., B. Lakshmi, J. Troge, J. Alexander, J. Young, et al. 2004. Large-scale
copy number polymorphism in the human genome. Science 305:525—
528.

Shapiro, M. D., M. E. Marks, C. L. Peichel, B. K. Blackman, K. S. Nereng, B.
Jonsson, D. Schluter, and D. M. Kingsley. 2004. Genetic and develop-
mental basis of evolutionary pelvic reduction in threespine sticklebacks.
Nature 428:717-723.

. 2006. Genetic and developmental basis of evolutionary pelvic reduc-
tion in threespine sticklebacks. Nature 439:1014.

Shen, L. X.,J. P. Basilion, and V. P. Stanton. 1999. Single-nucleotide polymor-
phisms can cause different structural folds of mRNA. Proc Nat. Acad.
Sci. U.S.A. 96:7871-7876.

Soderlund, D. M., and D. C. Knipple. 2003. The molecular biology of knock-
down resistance to pyrethroid insecticides. Insect Biochem. Mol. Biol.
33:563-577.

Stern, D. L. 1998. A role of Ultrabithorax in morphological differences be-
tween Drosophila species. Nature 396:463—466.

.2000. Perspective: Evolutionary developmental biology and the prob-
lem of variation. Evolution 54:1079-1091.

Stone, J.R.,and G. A. Wray. 2001. Rapid evolution of cis-regulatory sequences
via local point mutations. Mol. Biol. Evol. 18:1764-1770.

Strahl, B. D., and C. D. Allis. 2000. The language of covalent histone modi-
fications. Nature 403:41-45.

Sucena, E., and D. L. Stern. 2000. Divergence of larval morphology between
Drosophila sechellia and its sibling species caused by cis-regulatory
evolution of ovo/shaven-baby. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 97:4530-
4534.

Tang, J. G. H., J. M. Akey and C.-I. Wu. 2007. Adaptive evolution in hu-
mans revealed by the negative correlation between the polymorphism
and fixation phases of evolution. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 104:3907—
3912.

Theron, E., K. Hawkins, E. Bermingham, R. E. Ricklefs, and N. I. Mundy.
2001. The molecular basis of an avian plumage polymorphism in the
wild: a melanocortin-1-receptor point mutation is perfectly associated

with the melanic plumage morph of the bananaquit, Coereba flaveola.
Curr. Biol. 11:550-557.

Tomarev, S. I, and J. Piatigorsky. 1996. Lens crystallins of invertebrates: di-
versity and recruitment from detoxification enzymes and novel proteins.
Eur. J. Biochem. 235:449-465.

Valentine, J. W. 2004. On the origin of phyla. Univ. of Chicago Press, Chicago,
IL.

Weber, R. E., H. Ostojic, A. Fago, S. Dewilde, M. L. Van Hauwaert, L. Moens,
and C. Monge. 2002. Novel mechanism for high-altitude adaptation in
hemoglobin of the Andean frog, Te/lmatobius peruvianus. Am.J. Physiol.
Regul. Integ. Comp. Physiol. 283:R1052-R1060.

Weill, M., P. Fort, A. Berthomieu, M. P. Dubois, N. Pasteur, and M. Raymond.
2002. A novel acetylcholinesterase gene in mosquitoes codes for the
insecticide target and is non-homologous to the ace gene in Drosophila.
Proc. Roy. Soc. Lond. B 269:2007-2016.

Weill, M., G. Lutfalla, K. Mogensen, F. Chandre, A. Berthomieu, C. Berti-
cat, N. Pasteur, A. Philips, P. Fort, and M. Raymond. 2003. Insecticide
resistance in mosquito vectors. Nature 423:136—137.

Werner, J. D., J. O. Borevitz, N. H. Uhlenhaut, J. R. Ecker, J. Chory,
and D. Weigel. 2005. FRIGIDA-independent variation in flowering
time of natural Arabidopsis thaliana accessions. Genetics 170:1197—
1207.

Werner,J. D.,J. O. Borevitz, N. Warthmann, G. T. Trainer, J. R. Ecker, J. Chory,
and D. Weigel. 2005. Quantitative trait locus mapping and DNA array
hybridization identify an FLM deletion as a cause for natural flowering-
time variation. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 102:2460-2465.

Wilkins, A. S. 2002. The evolution of developmental pathways. Sinauer As-
sociates, Sunderland, MA.

Williamson, M. S., D. Martinez Torres, C. A. Hick, and A. L. Devonshire. 1996.
Identification of mutations in the housefly para-type sodium channel

EVOLUTION MAY 2007 1009



COMMENTARY

gene associated with knockdown resistance (kdr) to pyrethroid insecti-
cides. Mol. Gen. Genetics 252:51-60.

Wilson, A. C., L. R. Maxson, and V. M. Sarich. 1974a. Two types of molecular
evolution: evidence from studies of interspecific hybridization. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 71:2843-2847.

. 1974b. Importance of gene rearrangement in evolution: evidence from
studies on rates of chromosomal, protein, and anatomical evolution. Proc.
Nat. Acad. Sci. USA 71:3028-3030.

Wilson, A. C. 1975. Evolutionary importance of gene regulation. Stadler
Symp. 7:117-133.

Wisdom, R., and W. Lee. 1991. The protein coding region of c-myc messenger

RNA contains a sequence that specifies rapid messenger RNA turnover
and induction by protein synthesis inhibitors. Genes Dev. 5:232-243.

Wistow, G. J., J. W. M. Mulders, and W. W. Dejong. 1987. The enzyme
lactate-dehydrogenase as a structural protein in avian and crocodilian
lenses. Nature 326:622-624.

Wittkopp, P. J., B. K. Haerum, and A. G. Clark. 2004. Evolutionary changes
in cis and trans gene regulation. Nature 430:85-88.

Wray, G. A., M. W. Hahn, E. Abouheif, J. P. Balhoff, M. Pizer, M. V. Rockman,
and L. A. Romano. 2003. The evolution of transcriptional regulation in
eukaryotes. Mol. Biol. Evol. 20:1377-1419.

Wray, G. A. 2007. The evolutionary significance of cis-regulatory mutations.
Nature Rev. Gen. 8:206-216.

1010 EVOLUTION MAY 2007

Yang, C., E. Bolotina, T. Jiang, F. M. Sladekc, and E. Martinez. 2006. Preva-
lence of the initiator over the TATA box in human and yeast genes and
identification of DNA motifs enriched in human TATA-less core pro-
moters. Gene: In press.

Yasui, D., M. Miyano, S. T. Cai, P. Varga-Weisz, and T. Kohwi-Shigematsu.
2002. SATBI targets chromatin remodeling to regulate genes over long
distances. Nature 419:641-645.

Yokoyama, S., H. Zhang, F. B. Radlwimmer, and N. S. Blow. 1999. Adaptive
evolution of color vision of the Comoran coelacanth (Latimeria chalum-
nae). Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA 96:6279-6284.

Yokoyama, S., F. B. Radlwimmer, and N. S. Blow. 2000. Ultraviolet pigments
in birds evolved from violet pigments by a single amino acid change.
Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA 97:7366-7371.

Zhang, J. Z. 2006. Parallel adaptive origins of digestive RNases in Asian and
African leaf monkeys. Nature Genet. 38:819-823.

Zufall, R. A., and M. D. Rausher. 2003. The genetic basis of a flower color
polymorphism in the common morning glory (Ipomoea purpurea). J.
Heredity 94:442-448.

.2004. Genetic changes associated with floral adaptation restrict future

evolutionary potential. Nature 428:847-850.

Associate Editor: M. Rausher



COMMENTARY

‘panunuod

“Tea[oun JuaSe QAT)OA[OS
‘adKyjouoyd pue uonouny
urojoxd uo uonmmsqns
"B'B JO 109JJ0 o)

‘sydiow 1000 usamIaq
[9A9] uorssaIdxa ur o3ueyd
ou ‘doays g Jo aa131pad

Ut I0[0D JIM PAJR[LI0D

‘wstydrowAod

poouE[eq B SE pauTejurent
(sa.1p s100)) doays

PUE[SI PAIOJOI-1YSI] YIIMm

(1

u1210.4d pajpja.

900 Te 12 uaneln) 3urmoys Aesse [euonoun,y Apooyrad st o3ueyd ‘e’ QU POJBIDOSSE UOIEINW BB J[3UIS T S -aspuiso4fy) [dif]
"popaau sAesse ‘Kesse [euonouny “(smp1osnf
soruagdsuer) ‘suorjendod poseq-[[0 Juisn uorssardxa xpupnisy/) suonrerndod (wAzZud
€ AU} JO [ UI paynuapI Jo ssoj ‘suonrendod juaroyjip JAeD Juopuadopur wisiuIqe
900 ‘T® 10 sej01d JOU Zpo() Ul UOIIRIN]A  UI SUOXD JUIQJIP Ul SUONI[_J danyy ur Juowdid Jo sso] 1 S Ie[Nd0) Z0I()
‘vjydoso.q
SNSIOA SUBQIRISIID
‘uondnisip D12y ur uorssardar quuiry
Kemyed pue Surpuiq jo ssoj JO SSO[ UI S}[NSAI SNUIULIY) (10100}
€002 SMOUS SISouaeINuW PJOAIP D ur says uoneLroydsoyd uonduosuen
‘[e 19 uagneysuoy ‘Aesse J1uo3sueI) OAIA U] 9)1s Suisn AeSSe OXJIA U] QULISS JO SSO[ BIA SQUII| JO UIRD) 's) S XOH) X4/}
‘JNO PINI JOU UOTFAI ‘Sunjerd owos Jo A19A0091 “(smpanon
SuIpoo ul suonenw Jo ul SJ[nsaI orud3suen $M2]50.12]SDL)) SYORQIONS
uonnqrnuod ¢(adKjordey ‘3urouanbas proe ourwe qurdsoary) ur (si01epaid) (0100f
S00T AJuo) paynuapr {UOIRWLIOJUI QUT JepIpURd JBIIqRY [QAOU UM uondriosun.y)
‘[& 30 oWISSO[0)) 10U UONEINW [BUONIUN] Surddew @7 pue 11,0  pajeroosse saje[d [eI9JR JO SSOT 1 S/ vpyg
‘UMOYS JoU SAZUBYD ‘uorssardxa
9007 ‘T8 10 uoneyuawid yrm urojoid mojjad ur sagueyd
Qwwoy, pnig UONBIJOSSE ‘PalJIudpI 1M PJBIOOSSE SJUSWI[D 'so10ads pjydoso.cg
£600T Jou suorEINW [BUONOUNJ K101B[NT1-S12 JUAIIJIP Qwos ur sAefdsip drys}noo (owAzud
‘Te 10 [edwon $Ino pa[ni jou sa3ueyd ev'e M sAesse oTuagsuel], ur pasn sjods Surm o[eJA 1/D N juowdid) mojjag
("wwod s1ad) ‘uMOUUN 90UBIYIUSIS ‘uoneuow[dwod "D1]]aY22s *(q/Subpmuls
uIdlsS ‘000T aandepe ‘pagnuopr Qua3 ‘Surddewr oeAre] pj1ydoso.(q Jo soroads
uI9)S pue BUAING jou suoreINW [euonounj uono[ep ‘Furddew onouon [BIADS UI SOWOYDLI) JO SSO] 1 | {gpquaapysjoa
“(smajnon
‘Papaau sAesse ‘uostredwods souanbas proe §12]50.12]SDL)) SYORQAYONS
J1uaSsuRn) {PIYNUIPI JOU OUIWE {UONBULIOJUT QUIT ourdsaany ur (s1oyepaid) (10108]
900T ‘%002 suoneInW [euonounj Jno dJepIpued {uonezIpLIqAy JelIqey [9AOU JIM PIJBIOOSSE uondrosuen)
‘e 30 oxdeys  po[nijou sauas SurIoquIION s ur ‘urddew 11,0 sourds orajad jo sso T M X1 d
ADOTOHdION
1SS0 Arojyen3ax
NUAIRYY DUIPIAD SUISSIIA] PUIPIAY J[NSA.I Ul jures) /[ean)onas Judx)

.:O_u.mu.o_mvm 0} 91nqLiuod ey} mco_mw._ jeanidniys 1o >L0um_:mw._|m..~u ul suoneln|) “xipuaddy

1011

EVOLUTION MAY 2007



COMMENTARY

‘panunuod

‘Ino
Pa[NI J0U SoUAT PIaYuUI] pue

SUOI3aI A10JB[NTI {PIpadu "I0[09 (vipnovw (101daoar
00T Kesse [BUON}OUN] QINJONIS PaYouR[q YIIM PIJB[OLIOD DIY00.q]OF]) PIBZI] SSI[IB U1}1090UR[IU)
‘e 39 winjquasoy  uopne[ndod 10j [0O13UOD 01 PAIAN] Areonsne)s aueyd e’ ouQ  J9ss9[ ur uonejuawdid ondAry  (sAnIppe) T S Ao
“JNO PI[NLI JOU SAUT PAUI| “10[0 ‘(smpmpun (10ydooar
$00T pue suoi3al A10je[n3ar PAYOUB[q YIIM PIJR[ALIOD sn.10d0]22g) SpIezI] AU} U1}1000UR[OUL)
‘Te 10 WN[quIsoy {pIpau Aesse [euonoun,j A[reonsnels o3ueyd e'e uQ  uIdised ur uoneluowdid ondA1y  (eanippe) 1 S A[OW
“JNO PI[NI JOU SAUZ payuI| "10[0D “(pipu.Lour (103dooar
002 pue suor3ar £10je[n3ar Payoue[q YIIM PJB[ILIOD s1a00p1dsyy) Treydiym padins UnJOdoUE[ou)
‘[€ 32 WN[quasoy {popaau Aesse [euonoun,j A[[eonsnels asueyod e'e AU oM ur uonejuowSid ondA1y  (eAnIppe) T S L[
‘umouyun
JUa3e 9AIOJ[RS N0 ‘wstue[oU “uonereA (101daoar
pornI jou suor3ar A1ojen3ar YIm paje[aLIod ATpoojrad [euro {(pj02av}f v.1Ga.120))) U1}1000UB[oW)
100C e 32 uo1dy], {popasu Aesse [euonoun,j uo13al Furpod ur ‘e'e dUQ symbeueueq ur WSIUB[OIN s} S A[OW
‘Ino ‘uonereA a3ewnyd ‘(snomisv.and (103daoar
PaJ1LI Jou suoI3aI A1ore[n3ax JAneIUENb YIIM Paje[aLIod SNLIDL02.2]S) BIYS UnJOJOUB[IW)
$00T 'Te 32 Apunjy {popaau Aesse [euonouny uo1391 SUIpPod Ul "B'B U onae pue ur ureyed oFewnjd  (eAnIppe) O S A[OW
‘3unew aA1jRIOSSE
‘Ino ‘uonjerrea oFewn(d UL PIAJOAUL (SUIISINIIDD (103dooar
PaJILI Jou suo13a1 A1ore[n3ax JaneIuEenb YIIm paje[orIod 1251Y/) 95993 mous ur urdyed unJodouE[oW)
$00¢ 'Te 30 Apunjy {popaau Aesse [euonoun,j uoI3a1 SUIPod Ul "B’ OM], o3ewn[d pajog[as A[enxeS  (2ANIppE) D S A[OW
‘Jno
pa[ni Jou suoigar A1oje[n3ar
‘{papaau Aesse [euonouny “IO[0D UJIM PIJBIDOSSE “(Snipautiagul (103dooar
€007 ‘umoud[un suonejnuu Ap3o9y1ad uordar Surpod sndipojapy)) 01w jax00d UT}I000UB[IU)
‘[e 10 UeWyORN ‘'R JO SJO9JJQ [enpIAIpU] ur sa3ueyd ‘e’ POUI INOJ Sur[[omp-eAe[ Ul WSIUB[IIN s} S L[N
‘sAesse
QIn3no {199 ut Surpuiq
‘(sydiow pue31| pue Surpeudis 10jdodar
10[09 U99M]Oq PAAIISQO 20onpal 0} umoys A3ueyd
S[OAQ] uOISsaIdxd YN YW "B'® {sS01d d3re| ur Sururayed ‘(smouorjod (101dadar
900¢ ul sa3ueyd ou Jng) IO 1M PJBIDOSSE UOIZI sn2sA10.494) 21U oBAq UnJoJOUB[IW)
‘Te 39 BISYAOH pa[ni jou souad SuLIoqu3ION 3UIpod UI BB PIALIDP AU ur weyed JuowSid ondAiy (tenred) 1 S A[OW
1SS0 Axojen3ax
NUAIRYY DUIPIAD SUISSIJA] NUIPIAY J[NSA.I UIRA] Jures) /[eanionng AUIN)

panunRuo) *xipuaddy

EVOLUTION MAY 2007

1012



COMMENTARY

‘panunuod

$00T 'Te 10 JouIopm

“JNO PAYNI JOU SAUAT pasuI]

pue suorgar A1oje[n3ar

{popaou Aesse [euonouny
{SUOTSSQI0® UI PAYOO']

“JNO PI[NI JOU SAUT PAUI|
pue suorgar A1oje[n3ar
‘{popoau Aesse [euonouny

“(arefre [Nu)

uonouny sydnistp Surords

QAIJRUIR)[E puE Furun

IOMOTJ A[Ied [)IM POIRIOOSSE
uoneIN B8 ASUISUON

‘uonejuouwe[dwod
oruagsue) aAneIriuenb
‘sour] oTuUaF0ST {UOTIA[AP

“(pupioy)
sisdopigo.ryy) adKjouayd
AJea[ Ul uorjeLIBA TRUI[D)

“(puvipy
s1sdopiqp.ryy) 2Injeu Wolj

(10308]
uonduosuen
1 S Surwn 1omory) 27,4
(10300]
uondriosuen
Surwn
TOMOT)) w]

S00T 'Te 19 JouIopm {SUOISSQ00E UI POYOO] SNoo[ ‘sAelreororw <10  SQIR[OSI UI QW) SULIOMOT) A[Teq 1 S
AYOLSIH d4IT LNV1d
‘(umouun uonenw
[enseds jnq o3ueyd I0[0d
0] ped] os[e ued uorssardxo ‘(umouun I8 uoneINW JUAT “QUWIOIPUAS
H .£4 PoNPaI Jey) jou) [oeo Jo $109j39 Juopuadopur) uoneur[jod ur a3ueyd
JNO PI[NI JOU SQUAT payuI| QWIAZUD Y. (7 Ul 93ueyd )M PIIRIOOSSE (J1]00uvnh (sowkzua
002 ‘€002 pue suorgar A10je[n3al pIo® ouIWe pue JWAZUd paowody) saLI0[3 JuTuIow ur urueAooyiue)
Joysney] pue [[ejnz ‘{popaau sAesse [euonoun,j H.£4 JO 9[o[[e InOYO0Us]  93ueYd I0[0D JOMO[J PAI 0} an[g 1 S yAdpue [.c4
*9oua3raAIp ordKjouayd
“JNO PN JOU SAUT PAUI] 0] S10JNQLIJUOD JTIe[ *QWOIPUAS
pue suorgal A1oje[n3ar [)0q 9Ie UOTBINW 9SUISUOU B uornjeur[jod ur a3ueyo (10100}
‘{papaau Aesse [euonouny J[a[[e paALdp Apuapuadopur B [IIM PIIBIOOSSR (SLIDJIXD uondrosuen)
6661 £INQLIIUO0J Os[e Aewr Ue Ul pue JJIYSQuWelj/uoro[op paunja ) serunjod ur a3ueyd 1q€wdui] 0y
‘[e 12 oryooomiend)  SQWAZUD ul SAZUBYD [BINIONNS pajerpaw uonsodsuely, 10[09 JoMmO[J aym 03 o[ding  (eAnIppe) 1 S sno3ojowoy ‘zuy
‘wstydiowAjod paosuereq
“JNO PINI JOU SAUAT payuI| ‘(v.and.and paowody) (10300]
pue suoigal A1oye[n3ar ‘uoneINW JIys-ourey A10[3 Sururow ur d3ueyd uonduosuen
S00T ‘Te 10 Suey) {popaau Aesse [euonoung © 3ursned uonsodsuel], J10[09 JOMOTJ AIYM 0} an[g 1 S qfuw) jqfudy
“Iea[oun JuSe QAIO9[IS
N0 PI[NI J0U SAUAT payUI] -92131pad ur uorye3or3es ‘(1puo.on3nk (103dooar
pue suorgal A1oje[n3ar SWISTUR[OW [)IM PIJBIOOSSE snunpivd.a fy) sipuningel U1}1090UR[IUL)
€007 ‘Te 19 yuuzig {popaau Aesse [euonouny Apooyrad o3ueyo e’k 9[SUIS  UI WSIUB[OW (IIM UONRIJOSSY  (SANIPPE) D S L[N
Iea[oun Juade "OAI}O[AS -9a131pad ur
INO PI[NI JOU SAUT PIUI| uone3aI39s (WSTUB[OW YIIM (101daoar
pue suorgar A1oye[n3ar pajeroosse Apooyrad uor3ar “(vouo vaayjuvg) srengel U1}1000UB[OUL)
€00T ‘Te 12 yuuzig {popaau AeSSe [eUOnOUN,{  QUEBIQUIOWISURI} ISIIJ UL UOIQ[O( Ul WISIUB[W [}IM UOIRIOOSSY 's) S A[OW
1SS0 Axojyen3ax
NUAIRYY DUIPIAD SUISSIJA] NUIPIAY J[NSA.I UIRTA] Jures) /[eanionng Judx)

peanunuo) *xipuaddy

1013

EVOLUTION MAY 2007



COMMENTARY

‘panunuod

“P00T €661
‘[e 32 JueISUOD)

*Q0UR)SISal

[JIM PIJBIDOSSE UonmIIsqns
qwres JoeXa ‘sa10ads 1ay10

QATJ U] "ULIP[AIP O} QANISUDS SS|
W) SISPUAI $9J£000 F0I1J OJUT
payosfur YN ‘42ispSoupjau

"(s309sur
Jo saroads Joylo QAL 29)

-YOUdLyJ 4661 ‘JNo pani ‘@ U1 “(A][3 10 135 <- e[R) UOIZI A2)sDS0UD]IW * (7 UL ULIP[IIP (103dooar
JUB)SUOD)-UOULJJ Jou SUOI3aI A10IB[NTY 3urpoo ur 93ueyd BB AIUIS OpIONOASUL 0] AoUR)SISAY  (Surpuiq) | S vavD) ipy
HONVLSISHY dAIDILOASNI
‘no ‘Aesse uipuiq Kjurgge (-snuvian.iod
PIJILI JOU SQUT PayuI| T ‘Surpuiq SpLIO[YO 0NPAI sniqoipw]a]) 301 uBIPUY (Jowren3o)
00T e 12 199M pue suor3ar £10Je[n3oy 03 sureyo eydye ur soSueyod ‘ee opmne-y3siy Jo sisAreuy s} S  uiqo[Soway) g1
(snpown))
SNua3) SPI[OWED PUB[-MO[ 0}
0661 QA1IR[al [(PUSNIIA “T) BUNDIA
‘[€ 39 TUIuIOo1g ‘Jno ‘(200pupnd ) odeuens
‘9861 ‘B 10 Po[NI JOU SOUAZ payuI| ‘(soond -7) eoedpe ‘(nwn)3
IPIUYOSUIL ] pue suor3ar K10je[n3ax ‘Kesse DY) ewe([] sprjowed (Jowreno)
‘€861 ZINIdd {pPIpadu AeSSe [euonOUN,] Surpuiq Ayrurgge 2O O3uryd eR opmne-ysiy jo uostredwo)) 's) S urqoj3owy) gy
*(LoSUD 4ISUY)
95003 Fe[AQ13 opmIn[B-MO][ O}
‘Jno (n1a3dounjow p3vydaojy )
1661 P9JTLI JOU SoUS payuI| 95003 UBIpUY pUR (SNO1PUI
[ 10 uassor pue suorgar A1oye[n3ar ‘sAesse Juipuiq Ajurgje A2SUY) 9S00F popeay-Ieq (1owren9)
€861 ZInIod {papadu AeBSSe [eUONOUN,] ¢ pasea1our d3ueyd BB AIUIS opmne-ysiy uostredwo)) '9) S urqojsowdy) gpf
ADOTOISAH TVNIANIILTV
‘Jno
PIJ1LI JOU SAUT payuI| (10308]
pue suorgar A1oye[n3or ‘SowI) SULIOMOT) A[Ted YIIm uondrosuen
0002 ‘{popaau Aesse [euonouny pajeroosse awelj surpeal uado ‘(puppy; sisdopigp.y) dwin Surun
‘[& 39 uosuryOf {SuoIssaooe ur payoo| Sundnisip wsiydiowAjod uonsjeg SULIOMO[J UT UOIBLIBA [RUI[D T S IOMOTJ) DPISLL]
‘no A1)
PIJILI JOU SOUDT PayuI] JO uone[NIoIUMOP PadNpuI-IYSI|
pue suor3ar Arojen3ar sQonpur a3ueyd ‘e'e
100T ‘{popaau Aesse [euonouny 9[8urs ‘wisiydiowAjod ureyoxd *(vupviypy; sisdopigp.iy) owiry
‘Te 12 [essy-19 {SUOISSI0E Ul PAYOO] ‘3uruoro reuonisod pue TLO SuLIoMOTJ UT UOTIRLIRA TRUTD) N S ¥
1SS0 Axoyen3ax

RUAIY

DUIPIAS SUISSTIA

DUIPIAT

NS UIeA]

Jures) /[eInyonang

dudr)

panunRuo) *xipuaddy

EVOLUTION MAY 2007

1014



COMMENTARY

‘panuniuo)
“owAzud Aq oproroasur
Jo uonexnsanbas jo
WSTUBRYOUI UMOUY SB [[OM SE
‘SouQF JO "OU puE QOUR)SISAI
"UOTIB[NSQI JUAISJJIP dARY U29M19q UOTJR[QLI0))
R661 ‘Te 10 soua3 pareorjdnp y3noyire *00] ‘sAem JUAIOHJIP
QITYSUOA(] ‘aoandepe st douaIyIp ur poje[n3al oIk SQUAD) “(avois.ad snz{py) pryde
‘6661 ‘661 uone[n3ar 9yIoyMm ‘(7)) uraroad poyrjdure 10 ojerod yorad ur opronoasur (uoned
‘8861 'Te 19 pIo1g moys 03 sjuowiadxa oN  ($g4) ureroad pajeounsy Iy s19)sonbas urooxd yuenyy  -yrdwe) o S (oseI11$9) pH
‘SoIf¥
paxdouIsue A[eonauad
JO 9ouBISISaI JAYSIY ‘sisAjoipAysreydsoydouesio
JOU Op INQ AJUBISISAI YIIM paseaIour sey “(pur.4dnd p1j1on7)
L661 PAIRIOOSSE ANSTWAYO0Iq QWIAZU JueINW JUBUIQUIOOT A13mo1q dosys ur sopronoasur (uoned
‘Te 19 QUIOOMAN ur 93ueyd Moys guowooedar ‘e o[Surs  9jeydsoydoue3io o) ooueisisoy  -yrdwe) o S (eseI9)so) £g0IT
“Soljy ul
AL oY) Sururejuod s}onIsuod
oruagsue) ‘uondrIdsueIlIoA0
Aq uonerndruew
J1joUd3T feour)SISal
pue suosodsuen) usamiaq
UOTIR[QLIOD JO9J19 ‘Quo3
L00T 'Te 19 J0 uondLIOSUBILIOAO S9SNBD (ewAzu? (OSHd
3uny) Z00g Qua3 JO 9pISINO pud G Je 1235D30UD]2W DI1IYdOoSO.L(] (uondros QWIOIYD0)AD)
‘Te 10 woqeq QuoN  uosodsueln p.oooy Jo UOTISSUT Ul [Q( 0} Q0UBISISIY  -UBIMIQAO0) D) D 1396
‘surens
Jo opdures [fews ‘Ino “QOUR}SISAI
Pa[NI J0U SUAT paYuI| pue UOHINISqNS UAMIOq ‘(suardid xapn)) ‘viquins (owkzua
pue suorgar A10je[n3ax uone[aII0)) *saroads yjoq ur sajaydouyy) seoymbsowr 9SBIAISAUT[OYD
€002 'Te 19 TI1oM ‘popasu Aesse Jeuonoun,y JuIes ‘uonmusqns ‘e e 9[3UIg UI 9PIONIOASUL 0) QOUBISISAY 1 g [£308) [-20y
€00g orddruyy
pue punIopos ‘;no "QOUR}SISAI Quad
‘9661 ‘B 1R pa[ni Jou saud3 payuI| pue uonINIISqNs UAM1Oq *(s109sul Jo soroads I9YI0 XIS [oUUBYD WINIPOS
D{RZRATIA (9661 pue suor3ar A1oje[n3ar saroads ur Uuorje[aLI0)) "9[o[e 2 DOSIUOP DISNY) SOIJ (eoue)sisal
“[® 39 UOSWRI[[IA\ ‘popasu Aesse Jeuonoun,y uo Surpuadop "sqns ‘ee 7—[ 9snoy ur I, 01 QOURISISOY 1 S umopsoouy) .ipy
18so  Koje[ngaua
UIIY DUIPIAD FUISSIIA dUIPIAY J[NS3I UIBJA] /ures)  /[eanjonas JudN)

panunuo) “xipuaddy

1015

EVOLUTION MAY 2007



COMMENTARY

*(A&y1Ande pasnpas

‘uoissaidxa Jo 23udsqE 10 Pasealddp “6°3) uonduny 4o ssoj 4o (AlAnde 1o uoissaidxa paiae 4o pasealdul “6:3) uonduny o uleb Buisnes suoneINW YIIM PaleOSSE UoRdUNY IO Uoissaidxa utRyoad ul abueyd |

¥00C
PIBUIO] 19661
Aysi03nerd pue

AQIRWIO]T, /86T
‘Te 19 MOISTA\

Jy31] SuISno0j J0J XLIjeW
Ie[nooenuUl Uk St UONOUNJ SUI)oI

‘JNO poyni
JOU SUOIFAI A10Je[N3Y

*(QUTISQIUI [[EWS UT
se) sgd 1omo] Je 19139q pajerado

“JNo poynI surajoxd mau :surajord poryrind

900¢ Sueyz JOU SUOIZAI A101e[N3Y JUBUIQUIODAI JO paurwexd syd
*Souad ‘surojoxd
1002 9Z32131jue JO uone[NIaI Ul payuind Jo sarpnis [euonouny ut

‘[e30 10ydI9L]  SeSueYD JUBPIOOUOD JNOQE  UMOUS SE S[BISAIO 901 0] QOUR]SISAL

{1007 urwn( UOTJEULIOJUT OU :JNO Pa[ni SIQJUO “(s, &'k pajeadar SurAjoAur
‘8661 3UAYD JOU SUOIZAI A10Je[N3oYy  UQIJO) souasd pajedridnp ur se3uey)

Juowdid poryrnd

Jo winnoads uondiosqe Aq

POUTULIS)P ‘UOTIOAIIP P3oadxa

6661 “JNo poynI ur AJARISUQs sagueyod sjuowdid

0M] JO 1[OBD UL S,"B'B 0M] JO d3URYD)
Juowdid peyyrind jo winnoads
uondiosqe £q pauruIdiop
guowSid A N ojur yJuowid

J9[01A soyeW “B'e J[3UIs Jo a3uey)

“[& 19 eWERAONOX JOU SUOIFI A101e[N3oY

000¢ IO [T
‘[& 30 BWRAONOX jou suoI3a1 A103e[n3Y

*Q0UR)SISaI

apronsad yym adAjousd

‘Ino Jo uoneauo)) opndad Jururewax
ur sogueyd ‘e'e / AQ pOMO[[0J
uo1391 UIpod Ul HJ, JO UOT}IASUL

PI[NI JOU SAUSST payuI|
S00Z pue suorgal A1oye[n3ar
‘[€ 12 yoeZiouruy

{papaau Aesse [euonoun,  Aq opridad pojeounsy v soyeW Q[ UL JNZV p1onsad 03 90ue)sIsay]

Y311 snooy sdjoy [sowAzua

949 ojur (soua3 areordnp 2

Jo syonpoid woyy jo Aueur) surojoxd
SQJRIQALIQAUL PUB SAJBIGLIOA (poIye
ur surejoid pue sowAZud U93jO pue)

Jo a3ueyd pue JuounInIYyY  paydo-09] O S UI[[BISAIO SUQ|
‘(snavwiau x1.4yip3L ) M3ue|
oNop pue (pza.ans snqojo)))

Aoxuow ezo1on3 oY)

ur KJIATIOR 9SBYNY PoseaIour (sqns ‘ee

£q ounsaur [reuws oy % uon dIdSVVNA
ur uagonTu 9[0Ada1 01 AIqy  -eorpdnp) H S 9sYNY onearoued
‘(sqns (surojoxdooA[3
'R QZJ2IJ11UR)
‘syued pue ‘sypoesur  uoneordnp SADAY
‘YS1J SNOLIBA UI SUIZO1J —urajoxd pue (surajoxd
01 wise[doi£d Jo ooueISISAY [oA0U) D) S 9zoaynue) sqiv
YJHLO
(apuwunypyd
DLIQUIIDT) UOISIA (urjoad sursdo
[IuBJ0[909 JO ANANISUS an[g [oA0U) D S ZHY pue [HY
(urjoxd
"UOSIA PIIq UI AJTAIISUSS A ) [oA0U) D S ursdo [SMS
SINAINDId TVASIA
J£2isn3ounjou " (J (urojoad (oseury
[oa0u) O S auloyd) j1oy YD

RUAIY DUIPIAI SUISSIIA DUIPIAY

1SS0 AJojengax

NS UIeA] Jures) /[eanjonns dudr)

panunuo) “xipuaddy

EVOLUTION MAY 2007

1016



