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The creationist/intelligent design proponents want their paradigm taught along side evolution in the schools. The evolutionists don’t. The evolutionists, as they would say, don’t want to confuse the students by mixing myth, faith, and religion with science.
One of the problems with the evolutionists’ approach is that they are missing a great pedagogical opportunity. They are scientists and from their point of view, they want to teach their science (i.e., evolution) and, “not waste time with pseudoscience or religion masquerading as science.”
I am an epistemologist and I would like to see students learn science, but more. The biology curriculum is pregnant with opportunities to teach epistemology, research methodology, and the philosophy of science, not as abstractions, but with evolution/intelligent design as a concrete example , like geometry teaches axiomization (i.e., deductive derivation of a mathematical discipline from definitions and postulates) and the philosophy of mathematics, when it is taught properly, which unfortunately is seldom the case.  Once the notions are grasped via the evolution/intelligent design or geometry examples, the concepts could be generalized to any science, math, or non-science.
To be specific about the learning outcomes proposed here, students should gain practical understandings 1) of the scientific method; 2) of the basic assumptions of science; 3) of the nature and origin of scientific knowledge and knowledge in general; 4) of the limitations on our ability to generate certain (i.e., 100% accurate and correct) knowledge; 5) of the possibility that convoluted and/or highly improbable theories could nevertheless be "true;" 6) of the inductive path to knowledge; 7) of the deductive path to knowledge; 8) of how different assumptions or definitions can lead deductively to different knowledge sets or paradigms; 9) of how religion might be squared with science; 10) of what science is and what it is not; 11) of how to determine whether a piece of purported knowledge is "true," "false," indeterminate (i.e., based on the information currently available), or indeterminable (i.e., based on any information that could conceivably ever be available); 12) of alternative explanations for the origin and operation of the universe, along with their strengths and weaknesses; and 13) all this in addition to teaching the theory of evolution, but with a far deeper and broader understanding.
Again, the analogy to geometry is clear and clarifying.  High school geometry teaches students how to work with shapes, especially triangles.  But, more importantly for those students who will continue on with their education, high school geometry presents a practical and understandable application of formal deductive science.  It shows how deduction is based on assumptions, definitions, etc. and teaches students how to utilize these in structuring and carry out proofs to reach deductive conclusions.  Formal deductive science is applicable to all fields of mathematics, to many fields of science (both natural and social), and in every day thinking and analysis.  Hence high school geometry is vastly more important than learning about the relationships among a few shapes and triangles.  An analogous conclusion would be true concerning the high school biology course I propose; call it Biology and the Foundations of Science or Biology in the Foundations of Knowledge.
[maybe move up part or all of this: 10) of alternative roles for God, a creator, a supreme being, etc.  He could play a role in the creation and operation of the universe (supplemented by a historical view of these issues, e.g., from God causes almost everything to God designed and started the universe to the concept of natural and parallel universes), {God in the spaces, but science pushes God’s role back and back} {Note the specific theories considered and the assumptions required for each} { To understand what is not science and why, in order to better understand what is science and what science is} {Alternative theories of the origin and operation of the universe} {about the nature of general scientific knowledge and how to determine which science theories are “true” and which are “false.”}  These understandings on the part of students would be more general and useful than just an understanding of the science of evolution alone; it would be applicable to all fields of science, even including the social sciences, mathematics, and non-sciences.]
The  curriculum I propose would posit at least five alternative explanations for the observed operation of the universe and specifically for the observed operation of Earth's biosphere, along with the strength, weaknesses, and required assumptions of each.  The curriculum will not tell the student what conclusions to draw concerning any alternative explanation.  It will simply give them the understandings and tools with which they can reach their own personal opinions and conclusions.  [evolutionism, creationism, God controlling all, God the creator, recent (e.g., wi the least second) creation, random occurrence; then consider the assumption, upon which each theory is based.]
Following are the five alternative explanations I propose:

1) Creationism: In its simplest and most straightforward form, Creationism's basic assumptions are that the operation of the universe is based on natural laws which were established by God and that God periodically intervenes to temporarily override the operation of those laws.
Creationism is posited here rather than Intelligent Design, because Creationism is the explanation consistent with Genesis and the one that its proponents want to forward.  Intelligent Design is simply a discipline, established by a group of Creationists to circumvent the restrictions, promulgated by the Supreme Court, on the teaching of Creationism as science.

2) Evolution: Assumes that the operation of the universe is based on natural laws, only.  No pronouncement is made as to the source of these natural laws and it is assumed that God does not intervene in their operation.
3) The Flying Spaghetti Monster: Originally proposed by Bobby Henderson in a 20XX open letter to the Kansas School Board, this explanation of the operation of the universe is based on the assertion that no universal natural laws exist and the assumption that all observed phenomena in the universe are a result of the intervention of The Flying Spaghetti Monster.

I apologize to Bobby Henderson if this explanation does not exactly parallel his, but it represents an explanation which I wish to consider because it is simple and clearly distinct from the other explanations.
4) A Stochastic Universe: In this explanation it is assumed that no universal natural law is exist and that the behavior of the universe is determined by random occurrences.
The operation of the universe is not determined by God, by natural laws, or by The Flying Spaghetti Monster; only by random outcome.  It would seem highly improbable (a trillion times a trillion times a trillion... to one) that the intelligible, coherent universe that we observe could simply be a result of myriad random fluctuations.

On the other hand, quantum mechanics sees the universe is probabilistic at its most fundamental level.  This apparent contradiction will need to be dealt with in the curriculum.
5) The Supreme Deceiver: The Supreme Deceiver is a powerful deity who creates a universe that appears to have more history than it really has.  Maybe She created the universe 1 billion years ago, in such a way that physicists and astronomers would believe that there was a big bang about 13.7 billion years ago, but the initial conditions estimated 1 billion years ago (namely that the galaxies were far apart and moving further apart) misleading scientists' to infer that they were originally together 13.7 billion years ago.

Similar deceptions could have been established 10,000 years ago, 10 seconds ago, or only in this instance.
As a first cut at the problem, can any of the five explanations be invalidated with certainty?  Take Creationism: Can we say that it is impossible that God established the natural laws of the universe or that God periodically intervenes?  No, from a scientific point of view, those possibilities cannot be ruled out with certainty.  What about the possibility that the earth is no more than 7000 years old?  There is a lot of evidence that the Earth is much older, yet it is theoretically possible that God could have conspired with The Supreme Deceiver or operated as a deceiver Himself to make the earth appear older than 7000 years.

The point is that Creationism may require some bizarre or convoluted explanations to remain a viable option, but dispassionate, rational thinkers are unable to rule it out, as technically impossible.
As for a particular individual, he/she may see Creationism as consistent with what he/she learned in church and the tortured rationales are not that upsetting.  Alternatively, another individual might accept the precepts of Occam's razor and find the complex rationales required, to be thoroughly unconvincing.

As for evolutionism, it is not a natural law built into the fabric of the universe, but, as all macro-theories, evolution is a product of the interplay among a number of micro natural laws.  Micro natural laws operate scale of the atom and below.  All macro theories are perceived regularity above the atomic scale, which are not laws of the universe, but are aggregates (i.e., build ups) of multiple applications of micro-laws.  [Give example of the operation of micro-laws or elemental laws within and between atoms.]  Surprisingly evolution and a vast number of other macro theories operate with great consistency and predictability even though they are only summations of the actions of numerous natural micro-laws.
One might ask, how do we know that the micro-laws and fundamental particles which science has developed, are truly elemental?  The answer is we don't know.  It is certainly possible that scientists may eventually discover more elemental micro-laws and/or fundamental particles then they know of today.  In that case the present fundamental laws and/or particles would be considered aggregates (summations) of the new fundamental laws and/or particles.
Additionally, I greatly appreciate your suggestion that I read Laughlin's book, A Different Universe.  The origin of the book resides in a 1972 paper by P. W. Anderson, entitled "More Is Different," published in Science.  Interestingly, a small portion of my dissertation, Foundations of Mathematical Epistemology: a Derivation of Causal Statistics, also published in 1972, contains similar ideas, but expressed in different terms.

Laughlin and I are climbing on the same latter between the micro and macro worlds.  He starts with the quantum mechanical laws of the micro world and quickly moves to the, qualitatively different, natural laws in the macro world.  In my dissertation I call this qualitative difference, "lumpiness in the universe," kind of like buttermilk.

In my 1972 dissertation, Foundations of Mathematical Epistemology: a Derivation of Causal Statistics,
{A} here?
To understand this, one must understand the nature of scientific “knowledge” and how it both is and should be derived. Consider a researcher who desires to study the effect of force on the motion of a bowling ball sitting on a table top. He could set up an experiment in which, on a series of runs, he applies either a constant, horizontal force of 10 Newtons (metric unit of force) or no force at all to a 5 kilogram ball. The motion of the ball is measured on each run and all else is held constant (i.e., controlled). The experimenter would find that, on each run in which the force is applied, the ball accelerates horizontally at a constant rate of 2 meters/sec/sec so long as the 10 Newton (i.e., kg-meters/sec/sec) horizontal force is applied. When no force is applied, the acceleration would be 0.
In working with these data, a theoretician would likely develop the formula F=ma (10=5x2 or 0=5x0=0) to model the data from the experiment and then propose the formula as a theory to explain the relationship among the variables; force, mass, and acceleration.
A causal theorist might say that force causes motion, in accordance with the equivalent formula a=F/m (i.e., 2=10/5=2 or 0=0/5=0).
Based on this experiment, the relationship inferred (i.e., F=ma) would be far from certain. But, if other, more varied experiments were performed and all results were consistent with the equation, confidence in the equation as a theory would increase.
Over time and after the theory (i.e., a=F/ma) is successfully integrated with other accepted theories, the a=F/m theory might be accepted as a natural law or a law of the universe, raising the confidence in the theory to near certainty.
This is the manor in which most scientific theories are developed by virtually all scientists, i.e., through the use of inductive reasoning. 100,000 out of 100,000 observations are consistent with a=F/m; therefore all observations will be consistent with the theory.
Deductive reasoning could lead to the same result, but with an advantage. Geometry is a deductive, logical construct. It begins with expilicit statements of its assumptions, definitions, primitives, etc. and then uses mathematical proof to arrive at a result.
The advantage of this approach is that all assumptions, etc. are stated and can be understood; questioned; and, in some cases, tested. The result of both inductive and deductive reasoning is not certain knowledge, but deductive logic makes it clear what the veracity of the result rests on; inductive reasoning does not. Hence, scientists should, whenever possible, use deductive logic to develop their theories.
A deductive derivation resulting in Creationism would begin with the assumption that God controlled all or some of the development of the life, the earth, and the universe we see today. A second assumption or constraint is that the development of our world was accomplished in accordance with the accounts recorded in the Bible.
Creationists maintain that the earth is less than 7,000 years old. Based on myriad dating techniques, evolutionists claim that the earth is over 4 Billion years old.
Take carbon dating for instance. Carbon-14 is produced in the earth’s atmosphere by the collision of cosmic rays with nitrogen. In our experience so far, Carbon-14 is produced at a constant rate and experiences radio active decay at a ct rate.
Hence, the ratio of C-14 to non-radioactive Carbon (C-12 and C-13) on earth is approximately ct. at 1 part per trillion. Living things take up and give off Carbon when they are active, maintaining a ratio of about 1 part per trillion while they are alive.
But, when they die, no new Carbon is taken on and the C-14 continues to decay (with a half life of 5730 years), decreasing the ratio of C-14 within the remains. The ratio can then give an approximate date when the organic material was created.
This technique can give fairly accurate dates for material up to about 60,000 years ago and results have been found consistent with other dating techniques.
Other Dating tgs.:
Rock strata

Dendrochronology

Glaciers
Pole reversal

Cladistics

Pottery

Fluoride
Uranium decay

To mention only a few of the hundreds of pink techniques that have been developed.

Support for these dating techniques:

1. Cross checks

2. Convergence

3. Mutual support

Other concepts taught:

1. Occam's razor 
2. tortured reasoning

3. gerrymandered to fit Genesis.

{Present alternative theories, along with the strengths, weaknesses, and required assumptions of each. The curriculum will not tell students what to think it will simply give them the understandings and tools with which to think about the various issues and alternatives.}
1) Creationism: Same basic, general assumptions as evolution, but all secondary assumption are gerrymandered to fit the Bible. Assumes natural causality, with God’s periodic intervention.

2) Evolution: Occam's razor. Assumes God doesn’t intervene.

3) God Control:

a. Assumes no natural causation

b. Assumes God causes all behavior (i.e., change)

4) Random

a. No natural causation

b. No God causation
c. Therefore, all behaves randomly.
Subcategory of 3: The past didn’t happen. The world was created by God 1 billion years ago or 10 thousand years ago or 10 years ago or 1 second ago to look like and feel like there was a previous past. 
Subcategory of 4: At least some of the past didn’t happen. 1 billion years ago, 10 thousand years ago, 10 years ago, or 0 seconds ago; highly improbably random occurrences resulted in the appearance of a coherent past.
Conclusion:
1.  Earth is older than 7000 years because of glacier and other dating, unless God intervened to trick us This is possible, but it is tortured. Each theory (1-4) is possibly correct, based on its assumptions. All (1-4) deductive theories, given their assumptions, are observational equivalent.  Tortured, gerrymandered required. Fitted to agenda (i.e., the Bible) [discuss scientific method here]
2.  Simplist and most straight forward. No ax to grind. No hidden agenda. Ex: constant C-14 production and yearly glacial rings.
3.  Possible, but why would create a world that appears causal and mechanistically ordered, but is not. On the other hand, who knows the mind of God?
4.  Very, Very,….improbable. But maybe this is the only one in a trillion trillion… universes that worked out.

