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Sample from the Critique of 
“The Origin of Life: Five Questions Worth Asking 

—USING SCIENTISTS" 

G. A. Clark, C. M. Willermet (Endnote 51) 

 

Any reader of the brochure would feel confident that pages 5 and/or 60 of the book listed as Endnote 

51
1
 displays this image from ape to erect human. There are no pictures on either page of that book. 

Appropriately, the cited book states: 

The current assault on science as a paradigm for reality seems to require an 

affirmation of my conviction that a sciencelike view of the world is the only rational 

approach to understanding questions of long-term human biological and cultural 

evolution.
2
 

The authors identify two paradigms: 

Assuming an African origin for the Hominidae in general, current advocates of the 

continuity position argue that there was continual gene flow in peripheral areas of the 

world from the latter part of the Homo erectus stage right on up to that of 

anatomically modern Homo sapiens. They postulate that Homo erectus radiated out of 

Africa between 1.8 and 0.7 million years ago and spread through the middle latitudes 

of the Old World. These colonizers developed regional morphological (racial) 

characteristics soon after their arrival in peripheral regions and evolved anagenically 

into archaic Homo sapiens (including neandertals) and then into anatomically modern 

humans (H. sapiens sapiens), all the while maintaining genetic continuity. … 

The replacement position also holds that Homo erectus populations left Africa in the 

Lower Pleistocene and subsequently populated the middle latitudes of the Old World. 

However, the replacement view argues that early anatomically modern Homo sapiens 
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evolved only in Africa late in the Middle Pleistocene (<200,000 years ago) from a 

Homo erectus population that had not migrated. By a process that has never been 

made clear, some of these modern populations also supposedly emigrated from 

Africa, displacing, extirpating, outcompeting, or, most generally, replacing neandertal 

and other archaic Homo sapiens indigenous populations that had evolved anagenically 

from the original Homo erectus colonizers.
3
 

The book does illustrate these two positions—continuity and replacement—but these images bear no 

resemblance to the image at page 29 of the Watchtower’s brochure. 
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When the brochure speaks of “biases and assumptions of researchers and artists, not on facts”
6
, it 

refers to pages 5 and 60 of the book by Clark and Willermet. This is the closest I could locate: 

I provide here a personal account of the preconceptions, biases, and assumptions that 

underlie my approach to modern human origins (MHO) research. At stake in the 

MHO debate is an elaborate patchwork of ideas, theories, facts, and observations that 

make up the contemporary scientific view of the origins of our species. If anything is 

evident from the debate, however, it is that “the contemporary scientific view” of our 

origins is in no sense a unitary phenomenon, but instead a kaleidoscope of different 

colors and prisms that changes each time it is twisted. I take it as indisputable that 

human origins researchers pertain to different intellectual traditions that emphasize 

different sets of facts and theories differentially, and I argue here that it is this largely 

implicit selection process that shapes research protocols and conclusions for the 

various kinds of researchers involved in the debate. … 

My approach to research is ultimately determined by my formal training in the 

intellectual tradition to which I pertain (that of anglophone, New World, 

anthropological archaeology), combined with the general kinds of problems and 

questions with which I have been concerned throughout my career (biological and 

cultural aspects of human adaptation in “deep time”) and the necessity for modifying 

these intellectual components to satisfy the requirements of actual data sets obtained 

through field work. I think field work is important. No matter how compelling a 

theory might be, it must eventually be subjected to some kind of empirical test if it is 

to be accorded credibility in an explanatory framework.
7
 

Steven Jay Gould (Endnote [51]a) 

The following passages are from endnote [51]a on page 32. There are no images on 
that page, despite the inference at page 29 of the brochure. 

Primates are visual animals par excellence, and the iconography of persuasion strikes 

even closer than words to the core of our being. Every demagogue, every humorist, every 

advertising executive, has known and exploited the evocative power of a well-chosen 

picture. 

Scientists lost this insight somewhere along the way. … We view our pictures only as 

ancillary illustrations of what we defend by words. Few scientists would view an image 

itself as intrinsically ideological in content. … The familiar iconographies of evolution 

are all directed-sometimes crudely, sometimes subtly-toward reinforcing a comfortable 

view of human inevitability and superiority. … 

Note a famous version from the very end of [the 18th] century (figure 1.3). In his 

Regular Gradation in Man, British physician Charles White shoehorned all the ramifying 

diversity of vertebrate life into a single motley sequence running from birds through 

crocodiles and dogs, past apes, and up the conventional racist ladder of human groups to 

a Caucasian paragon: 

Where shall we find, unless in the European, that nobly arched head, 

containing such a quantity of brain? Where the perpendicular face, the 

prominent nose, and round projecting chin? Where that variety of features, and 

fullness of expression, those rosy cheeks and coral lips? (White, 1799).
8
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This tradition never vanished, even in our more enlightened age.
10

 

 

On pages 30-36 Gould presents images that are in the fashion of the image at page 
29 of the brochure, condemning each, including this one that he found personally 
embarrassing. 
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The following is also from the book by Gould (brochure Endnote [51]a). 

Life arose at least 3.5 billion years ago, about as soon as the earth became cool enough 

for stability of the chief chemical components. (I do not, by the way, view the origin of 

life itself as a chancy or unpredictable event. I suspect that given the composition of 

early atmospheres and oceans, life’s origin was a chemical necessity. Contingency arises 

later, when historical complexity enters the picture of evolution.) 

With respect to the old belief in steady progress, nothing could be stranger than the early 

evolution of life—for nothing much happened for ever so long. The oldest fossils are 

prokaryotic cells some 3.5 billion years old (see [Gould’s] pages 57-58). The fossil 

record of this time also includes the highest form of macroscopic complexity evolved by 

these prokaryotesstromatolites. These are layers of sediment trapped and bound by 

prokaryotic cells. The layers may pile up one atop the other, as tides bury and re-form the 

mats—and the whole structure may come to resemble a cabbage in cross section (also in 

size). 

Stromatolites and their prokaryotic builders dominated the fossil record throughout the 

world for more than 2 billion years. The first eukaryotic cells (the complex textbook 

variety, complete with nucleus and numerous structures of the cytoplasm) appeared some 

1.4 billion years ago. The conventional argument holds that eukaryotic cells are a 

prerequisite for multicellular complexity, if only because sexual reproduction require 

paired chromosomes, and only sex can supply the variation that natural selection needs 

as raw material for further complexity. 

But multicellular animals did not arise soon after the origin of eukaryotic cells; they first 

appeared just before the Cambrian explosion some 570 million years ago. Hence, a good 

deal more than half the history of life is a story of prokaryotic cells alone, and only the 

last one-sixth of life’s time on earth has included multicellular animals.
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