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1  | E VOLUTION AND MEDICINE

In the early 1900s, the practice of medicine underwent a transfor-
mation through its integration with the natural sciences, which de-
veloped in parallel, but largely independently and could be directly 
applied to explain disease. With the addition of the basic sciences, 
scientific explanations of the etiology and pathogenesis of diseases, 
increasingly found their way into medical practice, where previ-
ously only practical experiences could be drawn upon. Today, these 
basic sciences have become an established and required part of the 
medical student's curriculum (Varki, 2012), whether in the form of 
a premedical degree, known as “pre-med” in the United States, or 
by direct preclinical training, as required in Germany and Austria, as 
part of medical studies. In both the premedical studies and preclinical 

training, hereafter referred to as the premedical curriculum, the core 
subjects (such as anatomy, physiology, and biochemistry) are taught 
prior to the practical training “at the bedside.” Supplemented with 
a clinical-theoretical part (pharmacology, pathology, and microbi-
ology), which also precedes the clinical-practical training, modern 
medicine is an empirical science, which is thoroughly based on the 
natural sciences. Why then is evolutionary biology missing? While 
both Jean-Baptiste Lamarck's (Lamarck, 1801) and Charles Darwin's 
(Darwin, 1859) theories had preceded medicine's transformative 
stage, evolutionary biology remained unrecognized as a field of study 
and was never integrated into the medical curriculum (Varki, 2012).

Today, while there are some traces of evolutionary concepts 
in the courses for medical students, there is no evolution in medi-
cine, nor is there evolutionary medicine (EM) in medicine. Take for 
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Abstract
The applicability of evolutionary biology principles to diseases has been largely ques-
tioned by the medical field. While Evolutionary Medicine (EM) developed in part to 
lessen this gap, EM is an independent field from both evolution and medicine, whose 
continued narrowing of topics as a consequence of its reductionist approach, in ad-
dition to its focus to introduce itself at a late stage in medical education, has led 
to its continued resistance toward implementation. In turn, this has had a profound 
and lasting impact on the awareness of evolution in medicine among physicians. For 
both the evolutionary and medical communities to reach a common perspective and 
obtain a greater frame-work of medical thought, a comprehensive view of the evolu-
tion of the healthy human being needs to be introduced as a starting point during the 
premedical curriculum. Here, we present our views on the ongoing challenges that 
have caused the continued division between the evolutionary fields and medicine, 
and provide solutions to help bridge the gap for an interdisciplinary field of evolution 
in medicine.
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instance, antibiotic resistance. While commonly acknowledged and 
an urgent global concern, the principles for how antibiotic resistance 
emerges, can be transmitted, or the rate of emerging resistance 
within an individual is largely unknown by physicians. By applying 
standard medical protocols (identifying the infectious organism and 
administering the appropriate therapy), physicians reach the same 
end result, whether or not the evolutionary principles are under-
stood. Despite the progress that has been made through strong 
advocacy for educational reform in medicine, there continues to 
remain a lack of interest and action to include evolutionary expla-
nations in medicine.

Here, we present key problems with integrating the evolution-
ary fields (evolution and EM) into medicine, explain why this process 
is failing and provide some possible solutions. We will particularly 
focus on the difference in perspective between the fields, empha-
sized by “how” and “why” questions, and promote the understanding 
that a middle ground exists where both evolution and medicine can 
meet through the concept of a comprehensive view of the evolving 
healthy human being.

2  | E VOLUTIONARY MEDICINE

EM emerged as a field to aid the progress of medicine by applying 
evolutionary principles to understand health and disease. One of the 
most valuable insights EM has reintroduced to medicine is the prin-
ciple of evolutionary compromise, whereby adaptations tend to be 
constrained by tradeoffs. Take the famously used example of the 
human eye, which has numerous constraints as its novelties, or ad-
aptations, and is built from a foundation with limited possibilities. 
The current constraints of the human eye are the result of adapta-
tions over time for which only certain outcomes were possible due 
to its original construct. Yet, herein lies a fundamental difference 
between the evolutionary fields (EM and evolution) and medicine. 
These compromises have taken place through selection over long 
periods of time, and while EM and evolution rely on these time 
scales, medicine does not.

3  | “ WHY ” AND “HOW ” QUESTIONS

Compared to physicians, the EM and evolutionary biology communi-
ties have a fundamentally different perspective of time. Medicine 
is restricted to a level of causation that is extremely short, oth-
erwise known as proximate causes, or “how” questions (Alcock & 
Schwartz, 2011). Consider a linear timescale; medicine most often 
deals with the present symptoms (acute symptoms), it may then con-
sider the patient's history (individual's lifetime and chronic symp-
toms), and at its farthest point, the patient's parents (hereditary 
diseases and genetic predispositions causing higher disease risk). On 
the other hand, evolutionary explanations seek to understand “why” 
traits have evolved. In the practical sense, imagine the following 
scenario. A patient diagnosed with cancer may ask their physician, 

“why did I get cancer?”. A physician will often answer, “because you 
have a specific mutation(s).” However, this does not answer the pa-
tient's question. They are not asking “how I got cancer?”, referring 
to the proximate cause, but “why” referring to the ultimate cause, 
or evolutionary explanation. Why did the cancer arise to begin with? 
Contrary to a physician, an EM member might say “it is a shared con-
sequence of multicellular life.” In such cases, the proverb “timing is 
everything” could not be more relevant to distinguish this difference 
in perspective.

4  | PROBLEMS IN E VOLUTIONARY 
MEDICINE

Although EM and evolution share the core principles of evolutionary 
biology, they remain distinct from one another. Perhaps as a result of 
EM's primary focus in medicine, EM has developed an emphasis on a 
few topics, while the rest are aggregated into different, but separate 
fields. On the other hand, evolution is integrated into these other 
fields (such as veterinary medicine, paleopathology, evolutionary 
developmental biology, and evolutionary or biological anthropology) 
and EM has become another branch. This increases the difficulty of 
bringing these disciplines together into medicine.

Moreover, EM's emerging trend of concentrated topics dealing 
with medicine is subsequently also the ones that are not working 
with the evolution of humans. Ultimately, human evolution occurs 
too slowly and is often the root of the shared problem for why it is so 
challenging to apply evolution, or EM as it is currently being taught, 
into the medical curriculum. Undoubtedly, it is easier to study the 
evolution of pathogens, which can produce new generations in as lit-
tle as 20 minutes. Whereas it is much more challenging to explain to 
a physician and the medical community why they should care about 
the evolution of humans when neither they, nor their patient, will be 
around to see or experience these changes.

Another fundamental difference is the approach between the 
evolutionary fields and medicine. Evolution and EM both apply a 
methodological approach where the principles of evolutionary bi-
ology are central to its process. In this way, evolutionary content is 
applicable to any subject or organism and why it can successfully 
branch off, or be implemented, into other fields. On the other hand, 
medicine uses a reductionist approach relying on content, where 
learning to identify diseases through patterns of signs of symptoms 
comes first. This in turn limits medicine to humans and specific dis-
eases, leaving no room for additional material that does not have any 
direct relevance for the clinic (Why should a physician learn about 
frogs? That is what a veterinarian is for!). Thus, while EM applies evo-
lutionary biology, its focus on health and disease has caused it to 
take medicine's reductionist approach. Understanding this method-
ological difference is critical for the future success of implementing 
evolution in medicine.

Finally, although efforts have been made to integrate EM into 
the medical curriculum, as it currently stands, EM is taught almost 
exclusively to evolutionary biologists. Few physicians have been 
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exposed to evolution during their premedical or medical studies and 
fewer still have had the opportunity to apply it to their work. If EM 
continues in its current fashion, it will become exclusively research 
centered, for which only the results, or proximate causes, will be of 
interest to physicians.

5  | THE HE ALTHY HUMAN BEING

To tackle these differences and integrate evolution and medicine, 
a comprehensive view of the evolution of the healthy human being 
needs to be introduced in the premedical curriculum and would 
serve as a middle ground to build upon a common perspective. EM's 
concrete starting point is the question of a disease; “Why we get 
sick?”. While this may emulate medicine, EM is not based on a pre-
vious understanding of the healthy human being equivalent to the 
medical field of anatomy. On the other hand, medicine includes the 
healthy human being as a prerequisite for understanding disease, 
yet evolution is completely absent. The commonality would be to 
address the question of why a design characteristic causing suscep-
tibility to a diseases arose, after developing an understanding of the 
evolution of the healthy human being. Through this application, light 
would be shed on the evolutionary role and function of normal pro-
cesses, and on limitations and disease. Just as the core subjects are 
essential to the premedical curriculum, so too should evolution be 
essential to medicine.

6  | ADDING THE HE ALTHY HUMAN BEING

Taking a closer look at the core premedical subjects demonstrates 
that evolution could be easily integrated, with only a few topics re-
quiring a new approach for teaching the material. For instance, biol-
ogy is fundamental to teaching the basic evolutionary background 
and phylogeny systematically. Anatomy should begin with the evolu-
tion of the human organ system integrated with human embryology 
and closely tied to evolutionary developmental biology. Histology, 
another component of anatomy would need to expand its under-
standing of the evolution of cells, which is currently lacking and has 
not been adequately addressed. Biochemistry, otherwise under-
stood as molecular medicine, would further transition to evolution-
ary molecular medicine (Nesse et al., 2012), and currently has the 
most direct influence on medicine (e.g., porphyria and porphyrins). 
The benefits for the systematic integration of evolution in medicine 
would be the exposure and a broadening of the understanding of 
the human being through its evolutionary history. In turn, this would 
provide new insights through different approaches to answer long-
standing questions of disease.

To obtain an in-dept understanding, the evolutionary history is 
needed and should be implemented to the premedical curriculum. 
With evolution clearly underpinning the core subjects, anatomy and 
biochemistry are great starting points. The integration of the fields 
would also be most cohesive to introduce prospective physicians to 

evolution and the notion that humans have an evolutionary history. 
This would also provide premedical students with time to under-
stand the clinical relevance, ask “why” questions, and in the future 
to apply this knowledge in the clinic, toward research, and all areas 
of specialties. The premedical curriculum is so important for imple-
menting evolution, that it becomes nearly impossible to introduce 
the material later with the intent for physicians to apply it. However, 
to apply the evolution of the healthy human being, phylogenies are 
needed as a prerequisite.

7  | THE PHYLOGENY OF “MAN” IS MORE 
THAN THE “HUMAN HISTORY ”

Phylogenies serve an important purpose of demonstrating the miss-
ing time scale in medicine. However, while phylogenies are com-
pletely missing from medicine, they are too restricted in EM, in both 
time and events, and should begin from the birth of Earth itself in 
order to incorporate important processes that have impacted all life 
on Earth (Figure 1). Despite these problems, phylogenies do provide 
an example of why evolution should be implemented, rather than 
EM, and could serve as an initial solution to bridging the gap be-
tween evolutionary biologists and physicians.

Usually, discussing the “evolution of man” refers either to the be-
ginning of the divergence of chimpanzees and man, to the Homo lin-
eage, or exclusively to Homo sapiens. However, most of the relevant 
events take place prior to the emergence of our species. Rather, they 
begin with the development of life itself. As such, current phylog-
enies are often incomplete and cannot address medically relevant 
questions that would require a much greater historical timescale. 
Additionally, phylogenies tend to focus solely on biology, excluding 
fundamental geological and chemical processes that have also con-
tributed to life as we know it. Yet, the birth of Earth took place first, 
with the environment preceding the development of life. For in-
stance, the early oceans were essential for the initial development of 
life, the eventual emergence of Cyanobacteria, which in turn led to 
the rise of oxygen, the use of Iodine, the development of Glutathione, 
and multicellularity, which have many clinically relevant implications 
today (Figure 1). The emergence of insulin-like substances has been 
shown to have occurred as early as unicellular organisms (Le Roith 
et al., 1980; Vitali et al., 2018), and the clinically relevant common 
history of insulin and insulin-like growth factor diverged prior to 
when vertebrates arose (McRory & Sherwood, 1997). The addition 
of phylogeographical events (plate tectonics) further improves the 
understanding of changes that have had a role in medicine today, 
such as the kidney's response to freshwater and saltwater changes, 
and geographical disease risk in population groups (such as malaria, 
Crohn's disease, and hemochromatosis).

For these reasons, it is essential to expand the focus of cur-
rent phylogenies to begin with the birth of Earth and complement 
it with geographical and chemical events. However, phylogenies 
need to be taught through the medical lens and should only focus 
on events, or content, that directly impact humans (Figure 1). 
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F I G U R E  1   Timeline of human evolution. Inclusive timeline beginning with the birth of Earth and continuing to present day events. Events 
selected include environmental, biological, chemical, molecular, and anatomical developments from a wide range of evolutionary fields that 
have had a direct impact on humans and subsequently, an important consequence on modern medicine

Birth of Earth
4.57 Billion years ago

Moon formation, magnetic field,
water (4.0 bya), rain washing 

minerals to the primordial ocean. 

Today
Global sea levels rising, climate 

change, continents continue to shift, 
moon landing, sixth mass extinction. 

Emergence of Life
3.8 Billion years ago

RNA, DNA, prokaryotes,
porphyrins, cyanobacteria.

Ediacaran Period
635 - 541 Million years ago

End of Snowball Earth, multicellular 
life (600 mya), emergence of 

many animal developmental plans:
chordates, lancelets (vascular system),
Olfactores (insulin - IGF split), tunicates, 

vertebrates (bone, multilayered epidermis,
labyrinth organ, endothelium). 

Vertebrates Conquer Land
380 Million years ago

Shallow freshwater seas, loss of the 
effect of buoyancy, ancient amphibians 
(lung, locomotor system, neck, tongue),

Reptiliomorpha, amniotic egg. 

Pangea Begins to Split
200 Million years ago

Continents drift to present positions,
higher mammals (enucleated red blood
cells, corpus callosum) begin to split into 

four superorders (115 mya), Primates 
(79.6 mya), end of dinosaurs (66 mya).  

Oxygen
Oxygen crisis (Great Oxygenation 
Event 2.4 bya), mitochondria and
nucleus (first eukaryotes 1.4 bya), 

Insulin-like molecules. 

Jaws
440 Million years ago

Collision of Laurentia and Baltica,
Gnathostomata, emergence of 
jaws, neural crest cells, myelin, 

adaptive immune system 
components (MHC, Ig, TCR).

Divergence of Amniota
310 Million years ago

Pangea begins to form, Amniota 
split into Sauropsida and Synapsida

(emergence of the breast, urea 
instead of uric acid, biliverdin reductase),

mass extinction (250 mya). 

Human Beings
Split of Hominina from the 

chimpanzee/bonobo lineage, 
Australopithecus (4-2 mya), 

Stone Age, genus Homo, 
Homo sapiens, Neolithic 
Revolution, metal usage.

2O

A
m
iota

Synapsida
(mammals)

Sauropsida

—

Timeline of Human 
Evolution
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Although this does narrow the countless possibilities offered by 
a phylogeny, it would help to reach a compromise between evolu-
tion and medicine by keeping the scope of the content relevant to 
physicians and patients.

8  | BENEFITS OF IMPLEMENTING 
A COMPREHENSIVE VIE W OF THE 
E VOLUTION OF THE HE ALTHY HUMAN 
BEING

A clear benefit of implementing phylogenies with the concept of 
the evolution of the healthy human being is the deeper under-
standing of the human body, which reduces the complexity of 
learning material through shared similarities (Nesse et al., 2010; 
Nesse & Dawkins, 2010). If one common origin leads to the de-
velopment of similar structures, it is easier to both teach and 
learn the common origin than it is to know all of its subsequent 
individual features. Consider Oxytocin and Adiuretin, which have 
overlapping properties (similar side effects when used in the clinic) 
resulting from a common shared gene and a subsequent gene du-
plication. Thrombocytes and Erythrocytes also serve as a good 
example, where a common evolutionary history gave rise to over-
lapping properties. In terms of the clinical benefits, understand-
ing the shared common origins also applies, such as the similar 
side-effects of the steroid hormones cortisol and aldosterone. 
Regarding research, the benefit lies not only in a better under-
standing, but also in a new perspective altogether. It expands upon 
already existing research on proximate causes, by providing new 
insights into the reasons behind such causes through ultimate ex-
planations. This delivers new answers as to why we have more 
antibiotic-resistant pathogens, but also why this trend developed 
and how to find viable, long-term solutions. However, this benefit 
is not restricted to microbial pathology and would incorporate a 
wider network of physicians in medically centered research areas 
that would directly benefit from the addition of evolution (such as 
research on the development of organs and systems).

9  | EM' S DISCOURSE CHALLENGES

A common challenge that arises in any field is the challenge of in-
terdisciplinary discourse. This is particularly true when implement-
ing new subjects into an already existing curriculum. Although EM 
and physicians may share the same aim, it does not mean that they 
share the same perspective on how to approach it. Moreover, as 
new methods and knowledge develop and accumulate, the subject 
becomes defined as a separate field altogether. Unsurprisingly, 
most research, and consequently academic publications, are in 
a different field from medicine. However, if evolution is going 
to integrate into medicine, then an increased exchange between 
evolutionary biologists and physicians is needed, regardless of 
the inter- and transdisciplinary problems that will occur (Dahm 

et al., 2019). To resolve this, a system of rewards, or credit, to mo-
tivate interdisciplinary discourse between evolution and medicine 
is essential.

10  | SYSTEM OF RE WARDS

To address the first challenge, steps need to be implemented 
to begin to introduce evolutionary research into medical jour-
nals. This is not limited to just new works being published, but 
also to prior works that are currently unrecognized by physicians. 
Hypotheses on the evolution of every organ system have already 
been published, yet they remain unrecognized to the medical field. 
There is also value to reviewing older publications that are rele-
vant for today. Consider Mendel's laws being rediscovered, or that 
of Aristotle, or Hildegard von Bingen. Unfortunately, much of this 
work is not considered research, and consequently is not given any 
funding or importance.

Without a system of rewards in place, there will be no motiva-
tion to act toward adding evolution to the premedical curriculum. 
In a survey of North American medical schools in 2003, only four 
hours were implemented into the curriculum for core topics of 
evolution (20% of deans reported 0 hr), although 48% of medical 
school deans stated that understanding evolutionary concepts is 
important for physicians (Nesse & Schiffman, 2003). While both 
the Association of the American Medical Colleges and the Howard 
Hughes Medical Institute recommended evolutionary thinking as a 
core competency for premedical education, it remains absent from 
most medical school curriculums (AAMC-HHMI Committee, 2009; 
Grunspan et al., 2018). In a 2013 follow-up study, curriculum deans 
for all North American medical schools were invited to participate in 
a survey. Notably, only 60 schools took part of which the evolution-
ary principles rated most important were antibiotic resistance, envi-
ronmental mismatch, and somatic selection in cancer, which either 
occur in a short time frame or are currently visible within society (i.e., 
obesity) (Hidaka et al., 2015).

However, this trend is not exclusive to the United States. In 
Germany, the German National Competence-Based Learning 
Objectives for Undergraduate Medical Education (NKLM, Nationaler 
Kom-petenzbasierter Lernzielkatalog) was passed in 2015 by the 
Medical Faculty Association (MFT, Medizinischer Fakultätentag) as 
the official representative body of the medical faculties. This was the 
first time a nationwide consistent learning objectives catalogue had 
become available (Fritze et al., 2017). The NKLM includes the Medical 
Licensing Regulations (ÄAppO, Ärztliche Approbation-sordnung) 
previously issued by the government and completely devoid of evo-
lution, in addition to the catalogues of examination-relevant topics 
(GK, Gegenstandskataloge) developed by the professional societ-
ies, and the Institute for Medical and Pharmaceutical Examination 
Questions (IMPP, Institutfür Medizinische und Pharmazeutische 
Prüfungsfragen). Strikingly, the 356 pages NKLM catalogue only in-
cludes five references with an evolutionary background (founded in 
biology and psychiatry).
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With the lack of examination questions providing little incentive 
for premedical students to study evolution, is there any wonder why 
they leave medical school with no knowledge of evolution.

11  | POSSIBLE NE X T STEPS

Developing a system of rewards is essential to promote evolution in 
medicine. As with any new endeavor, the first steps should be attaina-
ble, and once achieved, have a clear plan developed to reach its future 
end goal. The implementation of evolutionary examination questions, 
particularly for the Medical College Admission Test (MCAT) and the 
NKLM, is an important first step. This would encourage the addition of 
evolution to the premedical curriculum and to medical schools. Other 
possibilities for these early first steps would be to extend the existing 
networks through joint seminars within the current premedical and 
medical curriculum, such as biologists and physicians, geologists and 
nephrologists, and so forth. Publishing companies could also be en-
couraged to support authors who integrate evolution into textbooks. 
Developing bibliographies, and publishing and editing on Wikipedia 
may all prove to be important steps toward creating greater awareness 
in each subject. It may initially be helpful that in 5 years textbooks will 
have stickers on their cover denoting “now with evolutionary aspects,” 
which would hopefully be obsolete in 10 years.

As previously mentioned, the addition of a comprehensive view 
of the evolution of the healthy human being to the existing net-
works also serves to bridge the gap between the evolutionary and 
medical communities. This applies to the EM and evolutionary bi-
ology societies, as well as universities, where starting a discussion 
on a common ground would create an easier transition between the 
fields. The next steps should be to integrate current subjects from 
the premedical curriculum with an expanded view of evolution. For 
instance, the evolution of the organ system and cells would be rele-
vant to anatomy and histology, whereas the evolution of molecules 
would be relevant to biochemistry.

12  | FUTURE PERSPEC TIVES

Taken together, the importance of a transdisciplinary experience, re-
vealing the perspectives of both fields of thought cannot be under-
rated. Evolutionary biologists investigate the evolution of the organ 
system, but usually stop just prior to human emergence, while physi-
cians unknowingly make use of evolution dispersed throughout their 
investigations of isoenzymes, model organisms, polymorphisms, and so 
forth, yet are unable to define it. Like a puzzle that cannot be completed 
until all of its pieces come together, so too must evolution and medicine.

13  | CONCLUSIONS

Currently, there are fundamental differences that need to be ad-
dressed by the evolutionary community (EM and evolution) in order 

to understand the absence of evolution from medicine. First, the 
evolutionary fields and medicine have a different perspective of 
time, which has greatly impacted their respective fields (“why” vs. 
“how” questions). Secondly, they have a different approach, where 
evolutionary fields focus on a methodological approach for which 
its core principles can be broadly applied, while medicine takes a 
reductionist approach that is content based and specific to humans.

However, while EM applies evolutionary principles, its sole 
focus on health and disease has caused it to take medicine's re-
ductionist approach. Finally, EM is introduced too late in medical 
education and should instead begin at the premedical curriculum. 
Altogether, despite some of the shared challenges between EM 
and evolution, evolution itself is much easier to integrate into 
medicine.

To tackle these differences (between evolution and medicine), 
a commonality is needed through the application of a comprehen-
sive view of the evolution of the healthy human being implemented 
in the premedical curriculum. However, a common challenge that 
arises when implementing new subjects into an already existing 
curriculum is the lack of interdisciplinary discourse. Thus, a system 
of rewards is needed to motivate actionable change. Ultimately, the 
goal is for this expanded evolution to be a core science within the 
medical curriculum and an integral part of medicine. In other words, 
a redefined evolution in medicine, for which its systematic methods 
of scientific thinking could produce much more rapid progress for 
both science and medicine.

ACKNOWLEDG MENTS
We would like to thank Carina Polzer for her discussions during the 
development of this article.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
The authors declare no competing interests.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Jacqueline Moltzau Anderson: Conceptualization (equal); investiga-
tion (equal); project administration (equal); supervision (equal); writ-
ing – original draft (equal); writing – review & editing (equal). Florian 
Horn: Conceptualization (equal); investigation (equal); project ad-
ministration (equal); supervision (equal); writing – original draft 
(equal); writing – review & editing (equal).

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
This paper does not include data.

ORCID
Jacqueline Moltzau Anderson  https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-1398-5980 

R E FE R E N C E S
AAMC-HHMI Committee (2009). Scientific foundations for future physi-

cians. Association of American Medical Colleges. https://store.aamc.
org/scien tific -found ation s-for-futur e-physi cians -pdf.html

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1398-5980
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1398-5980
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1398-5980
https://store.aamc.org/scientific-foundations-for-future-physicians-pdf.html
https://store.aamc.org/scientific-foundations-for-future-physicians-pdf.html


10936  |     MOLTZAU ANDERSON AND HORN

Alcock, J., & Schwartz, M. D. (2011). A clinical perspective in evolutionary 
medicine: What we wish we had learned in medical school. Evolution: 
Education and Outreach, 4, 574–579. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12052-011-0362-1

Dahm, R., Byrne, J., & Wride, M. A. (2019). Interdisciplinary communica-
tion needs to become a core scientific skill. BioEssays, 41(9), 1900101. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/bies.20190 0101

Darwin, C. (1859). On the origin of species by means of natural selection, 
or the preservation of favoured races in the struggle for life, 1st edition, 
(1–502). London: John Murray. http://darwi n-online.org.uk/conte nt/
frame set?itemI D=F373&viewt ype=side&pages eq=1

Fritze, O., Griewatz, J., Narciß, E., Shiozawa, T., Wosnik, A., Zipfel, S., 
& Lammerding-Koeppel, M. (2017). How much GK is in the NKLM? 
A comparison between the catalogues of exam-relevant topics (GK) 
and the German National Competence-based Learning Objectives 
Catalogue for Undergraduate Medical Education (NKLM). GMS 
Journal for Medical Education, 34(1), Doc9.

Grunspan, D. Z., Nesse, R. M., Barnes, M. E., & Brownell, S. E. (2018). 
Core principles of evolutionary medicine. A Delphi study. Evolution, 
Medicine, and Public Health, 2018(1), 13–23. https://doi.org/10.1093/
emph/eox025

Hidaka, B. H., Asghar, A., Aktipis, C. A., Nesse, R. M., Wolpaw, T. M., 
Skursky, N. K., Bennett, K. J., Beyrouty, M. W., & Schwartz, M. D. 
(2015). The status of evolutionary medicine education in North 
American medical schools. BMC Medical Education, 15, 38. https://
doi.org/10.1186/s12909-015-0322-5

Lamarck, J. B. P. A. D. M. D. (1801). Système des animaux sans vertèbres, 
ou, Tableau général des classes, des ordres, et des genres de ces animaux: 
présentant leurs caractères essentiels et leur distribution, d'après la con-
sidération de leurs rapports naturels et de leur organisation, et suivant 
l'arrangement établi dans les galeries du Muséum d'hist. naturelle, parmi 
leurs dépouilles conservées: précédé du discours d'ouverture du cours de 
zoologie, donné dans le Muséum national d'histoire naturelle l'an 8 de la 
République. , Paris: Déterville. https://www.loc.gov/item/06009 975/

Le Roith, D., Shiloach, J., Roth, J., & Lesniak, M. A. (1980). Evolutionary 
origins of vertebrate hormones: Substances similar to mammalian 

insulins are native to unicellular eukaryotes. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 77(10), 
6184–6188. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.77.10.6184

McRory, J. E., & Sherwood, N. M. (1997). Ancient divergence of insulin 
and insulin-like growth factor. DNA and Cell Biology, 16(8), 939–949. 
https://doi.org/10.1089/dna.1997.16.939

Nesse, R. M., Bergstrom, C. T., Ellison, P. T., Flier, J. S., Gluckman, P., 
Govindaraju, D. R., Niethammer, D., Omenn, G. S., Perlman, R. L., 
Schwartz, M. D., Thomas, M. G., Stearns, S. C., & Valle, D. (2010). 
Evolution in health and medicine Sack-ler colloquium: Making evo-
lutionary biology a basic science for medicine. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 107(Suppl 
1), 1800–1807. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.09062 24106

Nesse, R. M., & Dawkins, R. (2010). Evolution: Medicine's most basic 
science. In D. A. Warrell, T. M. Cox, J. D. Firth, J. Edward, & M. D. 
Benz (Eds.), Oxford textbook of medicine (5th ed., pp. 12–15). Oxford 
University Press.

Nesse, R. M., Ganten, D., Gregory, T. R., & Omenn, G. S. (2012). 
Evolutionary molecular medicine. Journal of Molecular Medicine, 
90(5), 509–522. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00109-012-0889-9

Nesse, R. M., & Schiffman, J. D. (2003). Evolutionary biology in the 
medical school curriculum. BioScience, 53(6), 585–587. https://doi.
org/10.1641/0006-3568(2003)053[0585:EBITM S]2.0.CO;2

Varki, A. (2012). Nothing in medicine makes sense, except in the light 
of evolution. Journal of Molecular Medicine (Berlin), 90(5), 481–494. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00109-012-0900-5

Vitali, V., Horn, F., & Catania, F. (2018). Insulin-like signaling within and 
beyond metazoans. Biological Chemistry, 399(8), 851–857. https://doi.
org/10.1515/hsz-2018-0135

How to cite this article: Moltzau Anderson J, Horn F. (Re-) 
Defining evolutionary medicine. Ecol. Evol.2020;10:10930–
10936. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.6825

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12052-011-0362-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12052-011-0362-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/bies.201900101
http://darwin-online.org.uk/content/frameset?itemID=F373&viewtype=side&pageseq=1
http://darwin-online.org.uk/content/frameset?itemID=F373&viewtype=side&pageseq=1
https://doi.org/10.1093/emph/eox025
https://doi.org/10.1093/emph/eox025
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-015-0322-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-015-0322-5
https://www.loc.gov/item/06009975/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.77.10.6184
https://doi.org/10.1089/dna.1997.16.939
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0906224106
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00109-012-0889-9
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2003)053%5B0585:EBITMS%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2003)053%5B0585:EBITMS%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00109-012-0900-5
https://doi.org/10.1515/hsz-2018-0135
https://doi.org/10.1515/hsz-2018-0135
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.6825

