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Summary. Evolutionary psychology has as its foundation the classical Darwinian-Wallace theory of evolution. Using this theory as a guideline, evolutionary psychologists have interpreted human behaviors from an adaptationist outlook using a circular logic wherein no matter what the behavior is being looked at it is always given an evolutionary rationale. Furthermore, there is evidence that the classical theory is flawed in that the emphasis on adaptation as the basis for evolution is incorrect. As such, the author predicts that evolutionary psychology may ultimately become extinct as a subdiscipline.
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Within the past century and a half, the biological concept of evolution was applied to the fields of economics, politics, and cultural anthropology and it was only a matter of time until it would also be adopted by psychology, the only question being why it took so long (the 1990s). Although evolution was relevant for decades to comparative psychology and ethology (Greenberg, 1985; Beach, 1950; Schneirla, 1952), “evolutionary psychology” is a relatively recent discipline within the overall field of psychology (Buss, 1995). It attempts to understand human behavior in terms of evolution’s adaptive underpinnings, i.e., if any physical trait or a behavior is present in an organism, then it is due to it rendering that organism some adaptive advantage over the environment, or its conspecifics (Apostolou, 2008; Duchaine, Cosmides & Tooby, 2001; Fowler and Schreiber, 2008; Holden, 2010; Jonason, Jones and Lyons, 2013; Lankford, 2015; Noller, 1986; Robinson, Fernald & Clayton, 2008; Scott-Phillips, Dickins & West, 2011). Almost always the emphasis of evolutionary psychology is on humans, not animals. Evolutionary psychology has become fashionable in the field of psychology (Toates, 2005; Nettle, 2006). 
One flaw in such an approach is its circularity (Trafimow & Gambacorta, 2012): the reason a trait exists is because it is adaptive, otherwise it would not have been selected for by natural selection so that any, and every trait, has an evolutionary underpinning (e.g., Lynch, 2012). This circular reasoning is not confined just in evolutionary psychology; it is also prevalent in biology and has even been admitted to by some neo-Darwinists (e.g., Gould, 1989; MacArthur & Wilson, 2001). Early Darwinian biologists even claimed that the coloration of flamingos was adaptive because it served as camouflage during dawn and dusk, and, that the markings of zebras and tigers were also supposedly adaptive because they served as camouflage (Thompson 1941/1992).1
The problem is that if one looks hard enough and long enough one will come up with a reason (realistic or not) as to how it is adaptive. This has been pointed out by critics of evolutionary psychology (Schlinder, 1996; Miele, 1996). To illustrate this type of reasoning: fingertips in humans are highly sensitive, much more than the back; it could conceivably be argued that this increased sensitivity was selected for by natural selection since humans constantly use their hands for almost all activities and so, sensitivity makes for the better utilization of hands. However, if the reverse was instead the case, it could also be conceivably argued that since hands are constantly utilized, a lesser sensitivity of fingertips would be advantageous when handling noxious or painful surfaces. It could also be argued that increased sensitivity in the back was selected for in order to compensate for the visual blind spot in the back, since an attack from behind by an animal or adversary could be reacted to quicker, whereas decreased sensitivity in the hands allows for greater utilization of those hands in adverse environments. 
Evolutionary psychologists are equally at fault: they see a behavior that is prevalent and then work backwards to find some rationale as to how it fits adaptive evolutionary theory and by intently doing so invariably come up with a rationale. Relationships between the genders is a favorite topic in evolutionary psychology (Haufe, 2008). For example, the emotion of jealousy by men has been interpreted along the lines to indicate that men will not wish to expend “resources” on an offspring that is not biologically related to them (Confer, et al., 2010); however, the same emotion occurs in a wife, or when a spouse is sterile, or even when spouses have divorced. Likewise, facial attractiveness has been interpreted as an indication that attractive faces have not been subjected to disease and therefore the person who is attractive is healthy since pathogens have not disfigured those facial marker traits that indicate a person is healthy (Fink and Penton-Voak, 2002; Rhodes, et al., 2007); however, the reverse argument can be made, that it is because those pathogens have distorted the markers that person is unattractive; additionally, a very unattractive individual, having distorted markers, can also be very healthy with no obvious physical symptoms (furthermore, the argument also falls apart if the person is healthy but very ugly). Nevertheless, a large (n = 4732) longitudinal study in Britain, testing the proposition that symmetry in facial traits is associated with attractiveness because it reliably indicates good physiological health, particularly to potential sexual partners, did not support the idea that facial symmetry acted as a reliable cue to physiological health (Pound, et al., 2014)

And, lastly, proving that any behavior can be argued to be evolutionarily adaptive, Andrews & Thompson (2009) and Hutson (2018) have suggested that depression is an adaptation from an evolutionary standpoint while others have made the same claim for schizophrenia (Adriaens, 2007), envy (Gillman, 1996) and boredom (Zomorodi, 2017). Going one step further, Sinkkonen (2009) argues that the belly button is fitness signal in humans. The lesson here is that no matter what the trait is, a rationalization for its existence as being adaptive can be made and evolutionary psychology is supposedly affirmed.2 The assumptions are the result of teleological thinking.
The second flaw that the field of evolutionary psychology shares with biology in the matter of evolution is the speculation as to what occurred millennia ago that led to the present state of the organism, which speculations can be viewed in Brosnan (2011), Caporael (2011), Dar-Nimrod, et al., (2011) Dawkins (1982), Garlick, (2002), Erwin,  (2005), Hess & Hagen (2006) Kanazawa & Hellberg (2010), Margulis & Sagan, (1997) and Sell, et al., (2010). The arguments travel from the present to the past and then back again (Ferguson, 2002). The speculative conclusions are at times treated as if they were verifiable.
The third flaw is contained in the classical theory and it is that it is untestable.3 One of the core prerequisites for a scientific theory is that it should be testable. The classical theory as it presently stands is not testable. The test for evolution through Natural Selection simply cannot be done because speciation supposedly takes centuries, millennia, or millions of years (in fact, the precise time element is never made clear). So, for all practical purposes, one could just as easily state that sun spots are very slowly causing speciation, and such an assertion could, likewise, be neither proven nor disproven. Additionally, according to the classical theory, evolution is, by definition, an ongoing, never-ending process. Why, then, do we see living fossils, unchanged, after millions of years? From the exotic coelacanth, to horseshoe crabs, to starfish, to the ginkgo, to sand dollars, to shrimp, (just to mention a few), all of these organisms should be unrecognizable, unknown, today because they should have changed long ago, they should have evolved, they should have become extinct. Yet, here they all are. If constant speciation through Natural Selection occurs due to the morphological differences between members of a particular species, the only way that speciation would cease would be if all the members of a particular species were clones.
The fourth, more serious, and more relevant to this paper, is the issue of adaptation. Ever since the classical theory was put forth, there was doubt as to how central was the issue of a trait being selected for because of its adaptive value; although central to the theory, Thomas Huxley and Alfred Wallace had doubts as to it being paramount (Shermer, 2002) and, later, in The Descent of Man, Darwin admitted that he had, indeed, overemphasized the importance of Natural Selection (Natural Selection is, of course, synonymous with adaptation) and, instead, focused on sexual selection. Even so, hardcore “Darwinists” in the late 1800s/early 1900s made erroneous claims, such as that flamingos were adaptively red because predators would be confused at dawn and dusk, or that Orientals’ eyes were slanted in order to protect them from the freezing cold---in Cambodia and the Philippines. Since then, it has become evident that many physical traits have no adaptive value. In the case of evolutionary psychology, this now obsolete attitude of attributing adaptive advantages to anything and everything has nonetheless been embraced to make dissonant claims, such as the above claim that depression is an adaptive strategy (Blease, 2015).

Radical changes in morphology did not occur gradually to cause speciation, i.e., because of small, accumulated, adaptive traits. Rather, sudden, radical changes took place, wherein Natural Selection did not play a part (Goldschmidt, 1940/1982; Dietrich, 2000, 2003; Denton, 2016). What is more, the fossil record supports this view of Schindewolf (1950/1993), Goldschmidt (1940/1982), Stindl (2014), Denton (2016), and others, which is called “saltationist” and “punctuated equilibria” (Gould, 2007). Consequently, there is evidence to indicate that the original classical Darwinian-Wallace theory of evolution is flawed (Welch, 2017), something that psychologists (and even some biologists) may not be aware of, or willing to accept. 
Let us recap. The Darwinian-Wallace theory of evolution puts forth as a theory of common descent and that the mechanism whereby evolution occurs is Natural Selection. It posits the fact that all species are made up of individuals that differ from each other in a variety of ways (speed, color, size, etc.). There is a finite amount of resources available to a species, over which the conspecifics must compete since there is a periodic increase in population. Thusly, any one organism that possesses any trait that gives it an adaptive advantage in securing those resources will automatically have more offsprings. This is a continuing process as the numbers of traits slowly accumulate to make new, distinct species, different from the original ones. This is a very long, never-ending process (and, because of this, there are some biologists who claim that there is no such thing as a species, since organisms are constantly changing). Human beings have used this same process, in an accelerated manner, in order to create varieties of livestock, plants, and pets. This is how we have the Fouta, the Yili, the Gidran, the Kustania, Appaloosa and the Yakut breed of horses, for example.


Unfortunately, there is the fact that there is no experimental data to substantiate Natural Selection as being the causative mechanism for evolution, that is, for speciation (Goldschmidt, 1940/1982; Schindewolf, 1950/1993; Pigliucci & Müller, 2010; Denton, 2016). We can point to the paleontological lineage of mammals, humans, and birds as evidence of evolution at work over eons, but we cannot point to evidence of Natural Selection as being the active mechanism for these evolutionary developments, either in the field, or in the laboratory. If one asks the neo-Darwinist for evidence of speciation that we can see, he/she will respond that the evolutionary process is one that takes millennia, if not millions of years (again, the exact amount of time is never specified). Ironically, he/she will also inform us of field studies that point to evolution taking place due to Natural Selection faster than expected, wherein the environment was either manipulated or changed of its own accord and a particular organism’s morphology became altered by a fraction of a centimeter as a response to that environmental alteration, so that a bird’s beak changed, or a fin became larger, etc. and this occurrence supposedly proves that evolution is taking place all the time (Morris, 2001; Weimer, 1994; Akst, 2017).

However, the fact of the matter is that the organism remains the same species. There are certain parameters within which a species will change due to environmental fluctuation, but it will still remain that species. A dog remains a dog, whether as a Siberian Husky or a Labrador Retriever and no amount of selective breeding, or centuries of Natural Selection will turn that dog into a non-dog; the dogs’ genome has remained remarkably consistent down through the ages (Botigue,´ et al. 2017). Yes, the dog did evolve from the wolf (without even one chromosomal change (Stindl, 2014)), and the horse has its precedents, but evolution appears to have occurred not through Natural Selection, but rather through a saltationist process (Goldschmidt, 1940/1982; Denton, 2016). There are certain parameters within which morphological changes (microevolution) may occur due to the environment, but that is all; the organism will remain the same species. For example, years ago, a penicillin-resistant gonorrhea bacteria was pointed to as an instance of evolution---even though that microbe remained the same microbe. Therefore, a distinction has been formulated between Microevolution and Macroevolution. The latter refers to speciation, wherein one species becomes a different species. Microevolution, on the other hand, refers to minor changes in the organism that are, indeed, adaptive to its environment but which do not lead to speciation. There is substantial evidence for microevolution, none for macroevolution through Natural Selection Schindewolf (1950/1993), Goldschmidt (1940/1982), Stindl (2014), Denton (2016).

In recent years, the issue of evolution has been complicated and heavily affected by research on symbiogenesis (Margulis & Sagan, 2003; Ryan, 2002) and epigenesis (Pigliucci & Müller, 2010; Denton, 2016), which have been shown to play a significant role in evolution. In both, the question of adaptation and adaptive traits are irrelevant to either topic.
 
In conclusion, (1) there is much rampant speculation in evolutionary psychology as to the reasons and the origin for certain traits being present in human beings, (2) there is circular reasoning as to a particular trait’s supposed advantage in adaptability in that a trait is chosen and reasoning works backward to subjectively “prove” its adaptive advantage, (3) the original classical theory is untestable, and most importantly, (4) there are serious doubts as to Natural Selection, i.e., selection through adaptive advantage, being the principal engine for evolution. Natural selection, i.e., adaptation, has never been proven to create new species. There are no missing links, no intermediaries between species. And, novel physical traits have been proven to occur suddenly, not gradually as the theory proclaims.
However, I have saved the best (or worst, depending on one’s viewpoint) for last: evolutionary psychologists are outdated. They are out of touch with the field, by several decades, and do not even know it. Evolutionary biologists, as a result of the Modern Synthesis, had focused on the issues of adaptation, variation and population dynamics, and the use of statistics in order to study evolution. The question of novelty, that is, the rise of brand new, unprecedented anatomical traits has, since the 1990s, become the primary focus of evolutionary biologists, since it was practically ignored in the Modern Synthesis, and the issue of adaptation, particularly through Natural Selection, based on unverifiable assumptions is now regarded to be a dead end (Müller, 2010; Müller & Newman, 2005) by all but the most intransigent, hardcore, neo-Darwinists.
Consequently, evolutionary psychologists may feel unsettled. And well they should. Evolutionary psychology may very well be a mirage, although this conclusion will be fiercely resisted by those scholars who have carved out a professional niche in the field. But once this realization takes root, the subdiscipline will become extinct. Like the dodo.
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Footnotes

1 “In the post-Darwinian era, a reaction against uncritical acceptance of the selection theory set in, which reached its climax in the great days of Comparative Anatomy, but which still affects many physiologically inclined biologists. It was a reaction against the habit of making uncritical guesses about the survival value, the function of life processes and structures. This reaction, of course healthy in itself, did not (as one might expect) result in an attempt to improve methods of studying survival value; rather it deteriorated into lack of interest in the problem---one of the most deplorable things that can happen to a science. Worse, it even developed into an attitude of intolerance: even wondering about survival value was considered unscientific.” (Tinbergen, 1963; p. 417)

2 After finishing the present paper, the author came across a report of an annual satirical contest carried out at Harvard University, called the Festival of Bad Ad-hoc Hypotheses, or BAH-Fest. In it, scientists present theories based on the theory of evolution, which are clearly absurd, but sound reasonable and are supported by scientific facts. To take just one example, the theory that humans yawn is to supplement protein by inhaling flying insects, such as gnats; after yawning, there is an increase in cortisol level which is a mark of hunger (Chen, 2014). I would submit that many of the evolutionary psychology theories that have been put in print could be candidates for the BAH-Fest.


3 Incidentally, criticism of the some of the aspects of the classical Darwinian-Wallace theory should not be misinterpreted as trying to further Creationist doctrine. A reaction that often occurs when critiquing the classical theory is the assumption that the critic may be a Creationist. This is a false assumption, particularly in this instance. Another false assumption is that in questioning the central role of Natural Selection one is abandoning the concept of evolution. Again, this is incorrect.
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