The reading asserts that there are three various theories about how agnostids may have lived. The lecture, however, finds the theories dubious and cast doubts on the reasons proposed by the reading passage.
The author argues that agnostids might have been free-swimming predators which hunted smaller organisms. Conversely, the lecturer brings up the idea that since vision is one of the best ways for a predator to follow its prey, free-swimming arthropods had large, well- developed eyes, while agnostids had tiny, poorly developed eyes, and were sometimes completely blind. Therefore, were they predators, they would have had some other special sensory organ to help them find prey, which there is no archeological evidence to prove it.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Furthermore, the reading passage holds the view that they may have been seafloor dwellers that fed on dead organisms or bacteria. On the contrary, the professor underlines the fact that seafloor dwellers do not have the ability to move fast and usually stay in a restricted area in which they had originated, but agnostids occupied several areas spread across large distances. As a result, since they were able to move easily and fast, they cannot be seafloor dwellers. 
Finally, the reading asserts that agnostids could have been parasites that lived on and fed on larger arthropods. In contrast, the speaker dismisses this issue due to the fact that parasites populations are not very large; otherwise, they would kill off the host organisms they live on. While due to the vast amounts of fossilized individuals, agnostids populations were very large; consequently, they cannot be parasite either.
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