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Critiques of Evolutionary Psychology:

Dr. Burke’s Insights

· He sympathizes with Evolutionary Psychologists, but still acknowledges that they are vulnerable to critique.

· Critics might say: Evolutionary biology was used to suppress blacks, and women. The reintroduction of “genes” by EP brings back ideas of Hostile Racism and Nazis. – Instead of reacting to what EPs say, critics react to what they MIGHT say.
· The arguments against EP are the same as the arguments about sociobiology, they haven’t bothered to understand how EP is different.

· BUT: Not Scientific/Useless

· Can’t look into environment of evolutionary adaptiveness, un-testable, and un-falsifiable

· Evolutionary biology still can’t determine why we walk on two legs…how can EP look to behavior? – 

· Ducks are instinctive (bones) BUT, Humans are malleable to culture

· Evolution is good for explaining very broad things like mating. You can 
study the degree of polygamy and amount of sexual dimorphism.

· Plausible BROAD explanations for the way we are, but doesn’t help in 
day to day life
· Psychology: Biologists believe psychology suffers from a unifying paradigm psychology


is attractive and plausible, but hard to test – neuropsychology is really biology.

Supplemental Readings:

1) Crawford, C. B. (1993). The future of sociobiology: counting babies or studying proximate mechanisms. Perspectives, 3, 183-186.


*Darwinian Anthropology

 - Unnecessary to invoke evolution…

 - Behavior maximizes fitness, should be the focus


 - There are relatively small numbers of gene conditioned domain-general mechanism


 - Tabula Rasa


 - Research: Behavioral ecology


*EP

 
 - Can’t say evolved to maximize inclusive fitness


 - Behavior not adaptation – use it to elucidate mechanisms


 - Reproductive differences that contribute to fitness now can’t be used for elucidating 
adaptations


 - Specific mechanisms, not general problem solver


*Is it legitimate to construct explanations entirely in terms of behavior – or must 
another level be introduced?
2) Lee, P. C. (2003) Reason, rape, & angst in behavioral studies. Science, 301. p. 313.


*Thornhill and Craig Palmer’s A Natural History of Rape


 - Politically loaded, justifiable attack by another band of demonic males on the value and 
meaning of women


 *Cheryl Prown Travis – Picked it apart with polemic and dialects


- Why conjure up an “Environment of Evolutionary Adaptedness?” – don’t need 


just-so-story to understand behavior


- All efforts to understand any potential for evolved propensities or tendencies in 
human behavior can now be dismissed – tamed with “you support rapists” brush.
3) Laland, K. N. (2003). The new interactionism. Science, 300, 1879-1880. 


*Review of Matt Ridley’s Nature via Nurture

- Spells out how monolithic forces of nature and nurture cooperate to produce complex 
behavior

 
- Compelling case for explanatory interactionism 


- Weak: isolated examples, stronger with genes than culture, use heritability 

4) Yu, D. W., & Shepard, G. H. (1998). Nature, 396, 321-322


*Attraction to beautiful individual may be an adaptation for choosing high-quality mate


- If standards are artifacts of culture – vary 


- Preference of low WHR not culturally universal: every culture tested previously 
has been influenced by western media

- Yomybato (minimal contact with West): High WHR is healthier and preferred


- Shipetari (same area, contact with West): High WHR is healthier, low WHR is preferred


*Propose: Embrace variation of cultures and attempt to explain that way!


*Counter: Manning, J. T., Trivers, R. L., Singh, D. (1999). The mystery of female beauty. 
Nature, 399, 214-216.

5) Horgan, J. (1995). The new social Darwinists. Scientific American, 273, 174-181.


*Attempt to explain evolution of religious symbology, resurgence of spouse swapping…


*Too much time has been expended on preference studies, sexual behavior is often more 
complex, and calculated, than such surveys suggest (obsessed with breasts)


*Can Darwin Explain Everything?: sex, politics, and religion – male dominance of 
culture – the amorous female tourist – female beauty – problems during Pregnancy.

*Is language an instinct?

- Pinker: Language is far too complex to be entirely learned; it must stem from an 
innate program hardwired into our brains. It is common to all cultures. Common features 
suggest that natural selection favored certain syntactic structures.


- Chomsky: just because it is adaptive now, does not mean that it arose in response to 
selection pressures. Language may have been an incidental by-product of a spurt in 
intelligence that only later was coopted for various uses.
6) Pinker, S. (1997). Against nature. Discover, 18, 92-95.


*Sometimes the most selfish thing a gene can do is to build a selfless brain – for 
example, one that gives rise to a loving parent or a loyal friend.

*Just as blueprints needn’t specify blue buildings, selfish genes needn’t specify selfish 
organisms.
7) Lewontin, R. C., Rose, S., & Kamin, L. J. (1984). Biology, ideology, and human nature: Not in our genes. New York: Pantheon Books.
8) Coyne, J. A. Of vice and men: A case study in evolutionary psychology.
9) Rose, H., & Rose, S. (2000). Alas, Poor Darwin: Arguments against evolutionary psychology. New York: Harmony Books.


*According to the fundamentalist Darwinists, feminism is doomed because it refuses 
to acknowledge scientific truths about human behavior.

*The problem with EP is that it offers a false unification, pursued with ideological 
zeal. Far form creating a genuine integration, it offers yet another reductionist 
account in which presumed biological explanations imperialize and attempt to 
replace all others.
Opportunities: 

http://www.psych.ucsb.edu/research/cep/topics/topics.htm
*Tooby and Cosmides: The University of California, Santa Barbara has developed one of the largest and most active communities of researchers in evolutionary psychology and allied disciplines in the world. To provide support for research and comprehensive training in this area, and to facilitate multidisciplinary and multi-university collaboration, UCSB has established the Center for Evolutionary Psychology.

Research topics at the Center for Evolutionary Psychology

*Scientists at the Center for Evolutionary Psychology specialize in finding new ways that an evolutionary perspective can inform research on the design of the human mind.  In so doing, we have been researching many new topics, as well as trying out new approaches to old topics.  *Below we provide a partial list with links to some relevant research papers. 

Principles of evolutionary psychology, Social exchange (reciprocation, reciprocal altruism, cooperation), Coalitional psychology (us versus them; collective action; perceptions of race; multi-individual cooperation), Evolutionary Biology: Intragenomic Conflict, Pathogens & the Evolution of Sexual Recombination; Banker's Paradox (etc), Emotion (emotions as super-ordinate programs solving the problem of mechanism coordination in a multimodular mind), Friendship and Deep Engagement Relationships, Memory (memory systems; specializations; personality trait database; self-knowledge), Judgment under uncertainty (intuitive statistics; optimal foraging; ecological rationality; heuristics & biases), Kin detection (as regulator of incest avoidance; altruism), Development, Predator-prey reasoning, Tools and Artifacts: What cognitive mechanisms underlie our ability to understand artifact function and tool-use?, Darwinian medicine, Darwinian psychiatry, Vision and Visual Attention, Personality, Art, Fiction, and Aesthetics, The Brain, Economics, Business, and Organizational Behavior, Spatial cognition, Hazard Management (precautionary reasoning), Courtship, Mate Choice, and Human Sexuality, Culture, Intelligence (improvisational intelligence; dedicated intelligence; decoupled reasoning (counterfactual reasoning, suppositional reasoning, metarepresentation), Theoretical foundations of psychology and the behavioral sciences, Environments of Evolutionary Adaptedness (EEA; Why the past explains the present), Evolutionary psychology and Philosophy , New Animacy Article Stimuli .

Places to study Evolutionary Psychology
*University of California, Santa Barbara*McMaster Unisversity *Arizona State *University of Texas at Austin*University of Pennsylvania*University of Arizona 
*Georgetown Universtiy*Max Planck Institute: Center for Adaptive Behavior and Cognition *University College London*University of Michigan *University of California, Los Angeles*University of New Mexico*University of Hawai'i at Manoa

*University of Cambridge*Queensland University, Australia*Simon Fraser University *University of Oregon*Stanford University *Harvard University *Texas A&M University*University of Washington*Florida Atlantic University*The University of Reading

Implication of Evolution for Other Disciplines: 
Philosophy

Dr. Brown’s Insights (Epistemology – should be considered psychology)

· Some philosophers have adopted the “meta-Evolution” perspective in order to find a more global theory.


* Old theory: Freedom is necessary for non biological view of morality and ethics


* New theory: There is a biological component of ethics, consider altruism – so we are 
not free

Signals an entirely different way of thinking

· Foder (Philosophy of mind) contributed to the philosophical movement to accept modularity of mind


*Stlerney argues against modularity
· Critiques of Sociobiology: Darwinism/Eugenics – but they are unfounded

· Leaders


1) Daniett: Darwin’s Dangerous Idea: advocate of evolution, but notes its serious 
implication – focuses on work that freedom evolves.


2) Sober, Elliott: Unto Others: Evolution of Unselfish behavior. The Nature of Selection
· His opinion: It is “obvious” that evolution occurs. It would be widely recognized as odd if philosophers don’t address evolution.

Additional Readings:

· Does Evolution Make us Psychological Egoists?


*If focus on psychological aspects find motivations


*If focus on Evolutionary aspects find explanations

· Prospects for Evolution


1) Promise of new understanding of problems of ethics



*Evolution gives insight into human mind – insights can’t fail to transform 


understanding of right and wrong


2) Accept as truth, but is it relevant?



*Evolutionary past no more significant than the fact that the human body must 


obey laws of physics (does gravity give insight into why we think and act?)

*So accept 1, or accept 2 and believe that human behavior is not susceptible scientific 
explanation


BUT: Progress in biology and social sciences supports sciences (1) and no support for 2

· Philosophy of Biology

*Principle problem for sociobiology is evolution of altruism
*Psychological and evolutionary arguments are not in conflict
· Cunningham, S. (2000). What is a mind: An integrative introduction to the philosophy of mind (pp. 131-158).  Indianopolis, Indiana: Hacklett Publishing Co, Inc. 


*Did the Mind Evolve?

· Perhaps one of the most obvious reasons for thinking that our mental powers are the product of evolution is the fact that everything else about us appears to be.

· Objections of Anthropomorphism: interpret things exclusively from a human point of view and project.

· Daniel Dennett: intentional stance (phys/design)

· Russel Wallace’s argument against evolution: 1) Natural Selctin does not provide for future possibilities 2) Natural selection can’t produce mental capacities that can disarm nature

*Mental Evolution and Theories of Mind – One of the factors that is useful when you 
are trying to evaluate a theory is to see if it is consistent with other theories that you 
take to be true.

· Substance Dualism (mind is simple, unified, non physical substance) NO

· Behaviorism (mental capacities in context of an organism’s interactions with its environment) methodological YES metaphysical NO

· Functionalism (composition irrelevant to mental capacities – include non-living organisms) NO

· Property Dualism (mental properties simply special complex physical properties) No

· Radcliffe Richards, J. (xxxx). Human nature after Darwin: A philosophical introduction. 

· Blank Slate and Gene Machine

· “In a way, it’s not surprising that the rediscovery of human nature has taken so long. Being everywhere we look, it lends to elude. We take for granted…”

· Evolutionary theory reveals previously invisible links by the circumstances and the cultures

· The END OF ETHICS: Evolution as sufficient for non-objectivity – Ethical standards come form the strategies of genes, not form a perception of some external standards of truth.

Questions: 
1) Why is the question of the possible evolution of mental functions so much more controversial for some people than is the question of the evolution of the body?

2) If it is the case that some nonhuman animals possess certain mental capacities, should that make any difference in the way that we treat them? – and BIOMEDICAL ETHICS

3) Do you think that consciousness frees us from the influence of natural selection?

4) Do you think that biology and culture are two independent domains, or do you see them as interdependent?...be explicit in notion of “culture”
5) Tomasello and Call, in their book, Primate Cognition, says: “The Western intellectual tradition was created by people living on a continent with no other indigenous primates. It is therefore not surprising that for more than 2,000 years Western philosophers characterized human beings as utterly different from all other animals, especially with regard to their mental capacities.” Do you agree that this was indeed a significant factor?

OTHER TOPICS

*Political Aspects of Evolution/Media/grants/conservative v. liberal

*Creationism/ID/Evolution – Do you think ID and Evolution should get equal time in schools? Running head: FAIR TIME FOR CREATIONISM AND EVOLUTION
 Should Creationism and Evolution get Equal Time in Schools? – Jennifer Johnson

When side agendas are filtered out, the debate between proponents of evolutionary theory and the proponents of creationism is deduced to an argument about the origins of creatures. This debate has relevance in itself. For, those debating the topic are attempting to find answers to natural and sustaining questions such as where did man come from? Inquiry into this question and related topics brought about mythological answers at first as noted by ancestral people’s acceptance and worship of Greek Gods and Native American spirits. However, scientific materialism, the explanation of everything in terms of matter and physical phenomenon, slowly became the norm for societal information and swayed the masses to believe in more “scientific” views on the origin of creatures.

Reacting to the vast influence of scientific materialism, religious fundamentalists developed creationism as their theory for the origins of creatures. Creationists maintain that all creatures are immutable; all creatures alive today are the same as they were at the time they were created because divine creation was responsible for separately creating each diversified creature. Genesis and its story of the creation week is the support for the fundamentalist view of creation, meaning that this theory of origin of creatures is solely based on scripture because creationists maintain that scripture, which provides only a divine and spiritual account of creation, is law as defined by God. Additionally, creationism allows for a theory to be developed as to why creation occurred because it offers a spiritual dimension to the explanation of origin or creatures (Moore, 2002).


Creationists formed their argument in contrast to the theory of evolution which was derived from scientific materialism and explained in Darwin’s work, The Origin of Species (1859). In this work, Darwin proposed a theory of natural selection which provides an explanation for how species emerged and how they changed over time. His theory proposed that a gradual change over time took place due to essential components of variation and mutations, inheritance, and selection so that new components of creatures in a species and ultimately new species eventually evolved. Darwin did not propose a theory for the origin of creatures, but the implicit explanation is that matter and physical phenomenon, not a Divine creature, were responsible for the creation and diversity of our world. Because evolutionary theory accepts scientific materialism as truth, hypothesis about the origin are thought to be able to be tested empirically for the sake of gaining scientific knowledge (Buss, 1997). 
Ongoing debates to the worth of each theory began in the 1860s. At that time, evolutionary theory was thought to contradict Scripture and was deemed bad science. In contrast, creationism was not considered scientific by any means. The result of the debates was that creationists developed a more scientific approach to creationism known as Intelligent Design Theory. Proponents of this theory maintain just as creationists did, that the multitude and complexity of the diversity found in the different species could not have been a product of random mutations which evolved, thus, the only alternative explanation is an intelligent designer. The difference between Intelligent Design and creationism is that there is no mention of God in the Intelligent Design theory and Intelligent Design attempts to be scientific in that proponents attempt to demonstrate the flaws in evolutionary theory in a scientific method. However, no hypotheses to support Intelligent Design are formed and tested (Monastersky, 2006). 


In the 1920s that the debates became a political issue because the importance of the debates shifted from determining the origins of creation to determining which theory should be taught in schools (education affairs being a government and thus political issue). This shift in importance of the debate occurred because creationists blamed the teaching of evolutionary theory for society’s problems, and thus legislatures in Arkansas, Florida, Mississippi, Oklahoma, and Tennessee passed antievolution laws. The issue finally reached the courts in 1925, resulting in the “Monkey-Scopes” trial in which Scopes, a biology teacher in Tennessee, was charged with a crime because he taught natural selection to his students. Scopes was convicted, signaling a legal victory for creationism (Pigliucci, 2002). 

However, over the years, proponents of evolutionary theory also had their own victories indicated both by a federal judge concluding that the sole teaching of creationism in schools was an unconstitutional intrusion of religion into a government activity in 1982 and the US Supreme Court ruling against equal time for creationism (Easton, 2006). Due to losses in the courts, creationists decided to take their political agenda to a lower government level, the school board. At this level, people are currently attempting to decide whether creationism, or its derivative, should get equal time in school curriculum.
These legal actions and verdicts allow for an understanding of the underlying assumptions of American politics. First, the search for common ground and reasonable consensus was alluded to; the courts were helping different groups come to a reasonable decision about which theory should be taught. So, according to the goal of politics, sway in opinion should be brought to a consensus. However, another assumption of American politics found in the verdicts of the federal courts is that there should be separation of church and state. Thus, keeping religious viewpoints out of education should not be compromised in order to find reasonable consensus on the matter and only scientific theories should be taught.


Yet another assumption of American politics is rooted in the goals of science education, an activity of the government. The importance of these goals is obvious considering the government installed an organization, National Science Education Standards, with the primary duty to ensure that the goals of science education are being met. These goals for students include:   

1) experience the richness and excitement of knowing about and understanding the natural world; 2) use appropriate scientific processes and principles in making personal decisions; 3) engage intelligently in public discourse and debate about matters of scientific and technological concern; and 4) increase their economic productivity through the use of the knowledge, understanding, and skills of the scientifically literate person in their careers (nap.edu, 2006).

With America’s political assumptions in mind, it is obvious that equal time should be devoted to teaching both Intelligent Design, a derivative of creationism, and evolutionary theory in the classrooms. First, common ground and general consensus should be met. Common ground is necessary due to the differing views of the public:

“Politically, 60 percent of Republicans are creationists, whereas only 11 percent accept evolution, compared with 29 percent of Democrats who are creationists and 44 percent who accept evolution. A 2005 Harris Poll found that 63 percent of liberals but only 37 percent of conservatives believe that humans and apes have a common ancestry” (Shermer, 2006).
Judging by the people surveyed in these political parties, the public obviously has a sway in opinions. This sway in opinions should be acknowledged by the government and action should be taken to find common ground. The solution is that evolutionary theory and creationist views should both be taught in schools, and both should receive equal time.


Again, however, there must be a separation of church and state. This separation can be accomplished by teaching Intelligent Design in lieu of creationism. Intelligent Design does not specifically refer to a religion, it simply offers a spiritual explanation in substitution of a purely physical explanation that evolutionists maintain. By teaching Intelligent Design in classrooms, the education system can provide a glimpse of the spiritual answer to the question of origin of creatures without mentioning God, keeping in line with the American political assumptions. 

There are other opinions, however. Critics of Intelligent Design accuse the theory of being a “guise” for a clearly religious agenda. They claim that Intelligent Design Theory is “creationism in a lab coat” (Ratliff, 2004, as cited in Easton, 2006, p. 53). This issue is relevant concerning the political assumption that religion and thus creationism should not be allowed in school. This can be countered in two ways. First is the opinion that Intelligent Design is not religious because “if the argument from design is taken seriously, one has to conclude that the god acting in the universe is very different form the Christian one” (Pigliucci, 2002, p. 42). Second, it does not matter if the underpinning motivation of the Intelligent Design movement is religious because the actual curriculum taught to students concerning Intelligent Design does not have a religious message. Therefore, religion is not taught through Intelligent Design curriculum, which keeps the curriculum in congruence with the political assumption that church and state should not mix regardless of whether the movement attempts to push a religious agenda.

Now that it is clear that Intelligent Design curriculum does not constitute religion and thus does not violate American political assumptions, the next political assumption can be addressed. The political assumption related to the goals of education listed above alludes to the mandating of equal teaching of creationism and evolution. Although all four of the goals of science education will be enhanced by teaching Intelligent Design in addition to evolution, goals two and three are most relevant to the issue. 

The second goal, to use appropriate scientific processes and principles in making personal decisions, blatantly states that each student should make their own decision. Additionally, the goal implies a need for each student to have access to information in order to critically analyze the issue. In order for each student to critically analyze the information taught to them in hopes of finding their own personal decision, curriculum must be set up so that both Intelligent Design and evolutionary theory are taught in the classroom. For, without access to the information, personal decisions based on critical analysis of each theory cannot take place and the education system thus fails to uphold a goal set by the government for the good of education.

The third goal, to have students engage intelligently in public discourse and debate about matters of scientific and technological concern, also compels the decision for both Intelligent Design and evolutionary theory to be taught equally in school. Obviously, students cannot engage in an intellectual debate about the two theories if they are first not given the information in which to debate and second not given the intellectual grounds (a classroom) to have the debate. If both theories are taught in the classroom, students will be able to intelligently debate the topic, thus fulfilling another goal of science education as set by the government.

With the ultimate goal of politics being to reach consensus and common ground and the goal of science education being to use an appropriate scientific process to make personal decisions, it is obvious that both Intelligent Design and evolutionary theory should be taught in the classroom. Through this solution, the sway in belief about the origin of creatures is brought to reasonable consensus and students are given the tools to make their own decision about the scientific issue.

A major flaw to the above conclusion derived from American political assumptions is that Intelligent Design is assumed to be scientific. This flaw in the argument thus brings the issue of whether or not Intelligent Design is indeed a science. Critics of Intelligent Design believe that the theory is merely opinion, and relate the teaching of opinion to nonsense, for, “some people have opinions that the holocaust never happened, but we don’t teach that in history” (Ratliff, 2004, as cited in Easton, 2006, p. 57). Additionally, critics of Intelligent Design believe that the theory “makes no predictions and doesn’t offer any explanation whatsoever, except for God did it’ (Ratliff, 2004, as cited in Easton, 2006, p. 57). Those people who hold the view that Intelligent Design is not scientific maintain that it is not worthwhile for the theory to be taught in a science classroom because it does not provide scientific information.

The above declaration can be addressed by demonstrating that Intelligent Design is scientific, or at least as scientific as evolutionary theory. To address this issue, it is first necessary to understand the definition of science. Science refers to the process of gaining knowledge or information through use of the scientific method. This method includes stating the question, forming a hypothesis, completing experiments (through observation or otherwise), interpreting the data, drawing conclusions, and revising the theory. Proponents of Intelligent Design create and test hypothesis that can disprove evolutionary theory. However, the reason why Intelligent Design cannot be fully deemed a science is because these scientists cannot test hypothesis that support their own theory because there is no way to experiment with supernatural forces and therefore no way to validate the theory. Thus, it would seem that Intelligent Design does not hold to the standards of a science. However, neither does evolutionary theory. 

Evolutionary theory uses experiments and observations made in the present about human nature and the physical environment in order to obtain knowledge about the past. The past cannot be physically observed or tested upon, just as supernatural forces cannot be experimented with. Thus, just like Intelligent Design theory, evolutionary theory is not a science. This statement does not lead to the conclusion that neither theory should be tested or taught in the classroom. Rather, the idea that evolutionary theory is not a science supports the idea that both evolutionary theory and Intelligent Design should both receive equal time in the classrooms. This is because proponents of both theories are capable of finding new information through the use of the scientific method (as best as it can be used) which allows for the acceptance or rejection of parts of each theory which in turn leads to a continual search for new information and allows the body of scientific knowledge to grow. So, again, by allowing each theory to be taught in the classroom, students can gain all of the knowledge of each theory and use their critical analysis of the information to decide for themselves whether they accept or reject either theory.

Additionally, there are many other benefits to teaching Intelligent Design in school than simply allowing students to make up their own mind about the topic. The first is that if the students accept a creationist view, they are given a way to conclude that there is a causative agent beyond the universe that explains how and why the universe exists. Evolutionary theory does not provide an answer to the question of why the universe exists, and therefore can lead the students to the conclusion that the universe has no meaning. So, it is important to teach both theories in the classroom in order to provide an option for finding meaning in the universe (Faulkner, as cited in Ashton & Westacott, 2005).

The second benefit to teaching Intelligent Design in school is that it can allow for an open understanding of the metaphysical realm. Currently, nothing associated with religion can be taught in schools. This lack of information about anything associated with religion can lead to a closed mind about religion specifically, and spirituality in general. Making schools religion free zones is a bad practice, and a better approach to make sure “public schools neither inculcate nor inhibit religion but become places where religion and religious conviction are treated with fairness and respect” (Clifford, 2000, as cited in Easton, 2006, p. 51) would be to allow the teaching of Intelligent Design so that some form of metaphysical understanding can take place without the blatant teaching of religion and religious ideas.

Yet another benefit of teaching Intelligent Design in schools is that it will serve the needs of society as a whole. By allowing a form of metaphysical thought into the classrooms, by allowing faith and science to coincide, morals and values that do not emerge from purely scientific materialism knowledge can be taught so that students can think of themselves as agents for creating a just world through the just use of science or through any other means. Again, this is possible because the introduction of Intelligent Design Theory can leave the students with a sense that the universe has meaning and that they themselves can contribute to this meaning (Abrecht, 1979).

Another consideration of the debate which leads to the conclusion that both creationism and evolutionary theory should be taught in classrooms is that pinning the two theories against one another is a senseless conflict. Many people believe that the two theories are not mutually exclusive. These people believe that the two theories can coexist in both a theological and rational perspective because faith and science actually complement and penetrate each other (Abrecht, 1979). In regards to the creationism and evolution debate, people can believe in the Intelligent Design Theory for the creation of each species and also accept evolutionary theory for the continual change of each species. The rationalization is that the two “work together because God works through the natural laws and processes that He created, and there is no reason to think that natural selection is an exception” (Pigliucci, 2002, p. 42). By acknowledging that the two theories can coincide one can also acknowledge the need to teach both theories, or at least acknowledge that the two theories are not necessarily contradictory and can therefore both be taught in the classroom.

Creationism, or rather its derivative, Intelligent Design, should be given equal teaching time in the classroom as compared to the time given to teaching evolution. Not only does this decision follow American political assumptions in that it is a reasonable consensus to provide a scientific, not religious, alternative to evolution so that the students can decide to accept or reject each theory, it also provides benefits for students that only learn an evolutionary scientific materialism perspective. Additionally, both theories do not need to be pinned against one another. They can be taught in a fashion that allows each theory to compliment each other, thus necessitating equal time for both theories in the classrooms.
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