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Abstract

For the past 500 years, to varying degrees, theepses of religious
secularization have been occurring in what today the wealthy, highly
educated, industrialized nations of the world. Thag causing organized
religion, as a social institution, to go from beiagery important influence on
the lives of people and the nations in which thiee Ito being a smaller
influence, or almost no influence at all. Variousciplines from theology to
psychology to sociology have tried to explain sadmbtion, each discipline
contributing something unique. One discipline thas not contributed has
been biology. From &biological perspective, based on observation and
reasoning, at least one of the ultimate functiosth® physical forms
associated with religion appear to be that of iougr marker for a breeding
population, which, as will be shown, is how alliggins start. Religions
structure larger human populations into smalleustdrs” that are separate in-
group breeding populations. The clustering into IBnan-group breeding
populations prevents the spread of contagious skseand creates inter-group
competition and intra-group cooperation, both ofichhhave contributed to
human eusociality, a very rare type of social oizmtion that will be
explained. As the physical forms of religion arsihg this in-group-marker
function of clustering populations with modernitg, general biological
principle comes into play, which is “form followsiriction, and as function
wanes, so does form.” When applied to religion i means the physical
components by which all religions are built. Theegpc meaning of
“physical,” as used here, will be explained in taeicle. This biological
perspective, which is counter-intuitive and canegate testable hypotheses,
should complement, not compete, with perspectivem fother disciplines.
Physical forms in biology can and often do haveertban one function, so the
same form with a biological function can also hawgychological and
theological functions. The physical forms of rabigiare its objects of natural
(genetic and cultural) selection. As socio-economadernity spreads through
the world, the evolutionary biological trajectoryggests that religion, as a
social institution, will eventually become extinct.
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1. Introduction

The common meaning of the transitive verb “secméati, which requires an object, is to make
secular; separate from religious or spiritual catioas or influences. The word “secular” is an
adjective, which must modify a noun. Something hbasbe secularized or be secular. Both
“secularized” and “secular” are not stand-alonecepts. They both tell us something about
something else. There are related terms as welh as the noun “secularization,” which is used in
the title of this article and means the physicalcpsses of secularizing. There are other related
noun words as well: “secularity” (a view or positithat is secular), “secularism” (indifference and
rejection of anything religious) and “seculariséih(individual who advocates the separation of the
state from religious institutions). Secularizatiera series of processes, marked by gradual changes
that lead toward a particular result.

From abiological perspective, “a particular result” is not a goaparpose of the processes
of secularization, as natural selection has nosgdabnly operates in the present and has no brain
to think about the future. To presume it can hagea or purpose sometime in the future is called
teleological thinking, which is discouraged in thiée sciences. Where the processes of
secularization are heading can only be predictilost to within the realm of scientific certainty,
by looking back over the past 500 years. But, hgidsgenerated foresight does not a scientific
theory make. Any prediction made by hindsight i€ anade by simple observation of what has
been occurring over the past 500 years and thelyiagpdeductive reasoning that the trajectory
will continue in the future.

Before one writes about these secular-related téroms the perspective of biology, one
must know what is/are the noun(s) object(s) to Whiey will refer?” There are many possibilities.
Examples include views, positions, beliefs, exparés, paradigms, individuals, families, in-groups,
polity (political entities from tribes to nationsypcial organizations, social institutions, andreve
historical ages, as in Charles Taylasfsus magnus‘A Secular Age” [42].

Although “religions” can be defined in many diffateways, in this article, religions are
human-made social institution, as compared to diesity” which is a more anthropological term
that reflects how people practice religion andudels such things as religious feeling, thoughts and
beliefs, spirituality and other private religiougperiences. There are also secular social ingtitgti
such as political parties and secular states. lohnofi the modern world today, (generic) church and
state imply two separate social institutions. Bubther parts of the world, such as some Muslim
theocracies and many tribal societies, the two ree separate. At other times, the distinction
between what is religious (sacred) and seculafdps) breaks down [12]. For example, in many
historical and some extant cultures, religion is émen a separate category from all that makes up
the culture. In some societies people do not ewase lan equivalent word in their language for what
people of the Abrahamic faiths in English call igedn.” The Old Testament and the Qur’an are
both religious and law books. Sharia Law is religidaw.

Although it is difficult to speak generally abouteligion”, given the diversity of world
religions, the article is not about theistic redigiany more than deistic religion, which really bas
do with whether a god who is believed to have midg@eworld, intervenes in it or not. What is
being said has as much to do with animist tribéibiens as it does with the post-axial world
religions. That being said, many of the examplesie&drom the theistic, Abrahamic religions
primarily because of better author-familiarity. Tmderstand what is secular, one must first
understand what is religious, although almost amgle definition of “religion” will have
exceptions and fail. With that understood, therthés concept of “a-religious”, which means non-
committal or professedly neutral concerning religionatters. A-religious is in contrast to atheism
(“ don't believe there is a God”) and agnosticiéiindon’t know if there is a God, but at least I've
thought about the question”). On census forms imesqurisdiction, when one’s “Religious
Preference” is queried, there is now often oneahoalled “None”. Sociologists of religion have
studied “Nones” [47], who are not necessarily &greus, atheists, or agnostics. Many “Nones”
claim that they are religious but don’t professtyy particular organized religion or denomination
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within a particular religion. Some just refer tethselves as “Christians” or “believers”. There are
also those who claim to be spiritual but not religi [19], religious without God [10], and to
believe in God without religion [38].

From a biological perspective, the physical forimat tmake-up human culture can evolve.
They are considered a part of human biology. Geratid culture selection are two kinds of
Darwinian natural selection. Although the mere nwnbf the word “evolution” can sometimes
cause great distress in religious fundamentalstsllithree of the Abrahamic faiths, this articte i
not about whether God or natural selection credifedin general and human life in particular.
Rather, the article just uses Darwinian evolutignnatural selection as a well tried and tested
general biological theory with good predictive puig to understand a small component of the
processes of secularization.

Because several different disciplines study thegsses of secularization, it is important to
appreciate that “explaining” these processes, wisiahhat each of the disciplines try to do, is aot
one-zero sum game, where for one explanation tesb&ul all others have to be rejected. There are
many different biological, psychological, and thegptal perspectives that can address the question
of why the wealthy and well-educated industrializedions of the world are in varying stages of
the processes of secularization. Each disciplia¢ skudies secularization acts like the blind man
touching only one part of the elephant. Only a fwolld believe that a single discipline-generated
explanation about features of the elephant’s taild give one a comprehensive explanation of this
elephant in particular, or worse, all elephantggémeral. Hopefully, the collation of all of these
different discipline-generated explanations of fnecesses of secularization will one day give a
broader picture than what can be achieved fromoaeydiscipline aloné.

Only scientific theories whose predictive poteneyéd been well tried and tested should be
used as explanations for empirical data on seaal@on. Otherwise, all we have grest hoc'just
S0” stories being explained by the currently inafaa paradigmslu jour, most of which rarely stay
fashionable for more than a few academic genersti@rdiscipline-specific scientific theory of the
processes of secularization with predictive potemegd not be applicable across all the disciplines
that study the processes of secularization. Themebe biology, chemistry, and physics theories of a
bending knee joint, each theory useful primarilyrte particular discipline.

One should already appreciate the complexity oftweacall “religion,” and as a result, the
complexity of what is called “secularization”. Isgective of how “religion” is defined, it is
presumed that all readers believe that the threahsmic faiths — Judaism, Christianity, and Islam
— are “religions.” In the next Section we will erpt some extant religion-like social institutions
that are, so to speak, around the edges of relignahthat blur the distinction between the sacred
and the profane. This must be taken into considerah understanding secularization, as these
types of institutions could very well continue twgist even when the more formal, recognized
religions eventually give way to secularity.

2. Religion-Like Social Institutions

Quakers (or The Society of Friends) [2], which lsaseral divisions, believe that God is within
everyone; and when one speaks sincerely from the,heis the “Word of God.” A minority of
Quakers have unstructured “Meetings for Worshipfvises with no clergy or leader. The
congregants walk in to a plain, unadorned-wallezhrpexcept for a large clock on the wall. They
sit for an hour on chairs around the four wallsrfgdnward and looking at each other. There is
total silence in the room. At any time within theun, anyone can stand up and speak for as long as
he or she wants. Or, no one can speak at all @htur. Based on the time on the clock, everyone
stands up and leaves one hour after the meetirtgatas it a religion?

There is also secular humanism [23], which acis sikeligion without a deity and which is
contentious for religious tax-free status as agi@fi in various jurisdiction$ Although there are
many other religion-like examples that could beegivincluding what some people would include
“the new religion” of environmentalism and globahnming [42], Alcoholics Anonymous (“AA”)
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is a good place to end the religion-like discuss®A is an international, non-profit, free of charg
fellowship, started in 1939, by and for persons whed help because of their use of alcohol. They
believe in a non-specified “power greater than elwes” who can restore the alcoholic to sanity.
According to AA’s own data, their “Big Book,” whicis analogous to a canonical sacred text, has
sold more than 30 million copies in the Englishgaage alone and can even be downloaded free of
charge [3]. It has been translated into 67 langsilagé exists in over 170 countries and claims a
membership of at least 2 million. The fellowshimsmlers themselves spiritual but not religious.

3. The Noun Object(s) of Secularized and Secular in Tt Article

Given the above discussions of religion-like soanstitutions, it should be obvious that secular is
not a mutually exclusive category from religiougc@lar is one end of a continuum with strict
religiousness or religiosity at the other end. Grmald even say, although there would be
objections, that secular is part of a normal distiion of religion with secularists with little rglon

in the left tail of the normal distribution and iggbus fundamentalist extremists (in any of the
Abrahamic faiths) with too much religion in the higtail. We now need to determine what the
noun-object(s) of secularized and secular will io¢his article, given the large number of choices.
Because this a biological and methodological nétimaapproach, the noun-object(s) of secular
and secularized has or have to be a form or fohas dre observable with the senses. The term
“form”, which is distinct from “function”, will bediscussed in the next Section. In this artitie
noun-objects of secularized and secular will be &mmpersons and also the nations in which they
live.

The nations are important to consider because sofmé¢he demographic data on
secularization refer to particular nations and tfegcentage of the population who consider
themselves to be secular, measured in many differays. As an example, in 2018, The Pew
Research Center found that only 8% of Swedes werhtirch at all [32]. Compare that to the
Philippines, considered to be one of the most il Christian nations in the world. Although
church attendance is declining, especially amongngopeople, 41% of Roman Catholics in the
Philippines still attend weekly Mass [44]. Obvioysbweden is a more secularized nation than the
Philippines.

4. Forms, Functions, and Ontological Realms

To better understand the relationship between faant functions and why only forms but not
functions can be objects of selection, it helpsetize that form and function are the life sciexice
two different ontological realms. It is the lifeisgces’ version of ontological dualism that hasyver
little in common with Cartesian ontological dualishorms are what things are. Forms exist in the
“physical” ontological realm that contains massgergy, force, space, time and information.
Functions are what the forms do conceptually andllsare expressed as present participle verbs
that end in “ing,” as in “praying”. Functions do tnexist in the “physical” ontological realm.
Functions come into existence (or come “to be"hbw they are formally defined and how they are
used in discourse.

As an example, the human heart is a form. “Pumpbigdd is the non-material conceptual
answer to the question, “What does the heart ddf?€iwa less precise way of asking, “What is the
function of the heart?” Functions are the answer“\tdhat?” questions. They have to be
distinguished from the answer to “How?” questiosisch as “How does the heart pump blood?”
The answer to this “How?” question will use whakmown from physiology and biochemistry and
will contain anatomical forms (also called anatamhistructures) and their interactions in the
“physical” ontological realm.
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5. The Initial Objects of Study

In all of the natural sciences, there has to béndial object of study that is observable with the
senses. Sometimes, the initial object of studyhissen to learn something about something else,
which is being done in this article. One might a8khy are religions themselves not the initial
object of study to understand secularization? Téegm to be observable with the senses”. The
reason is that although religion evolved by natsedéction, different religions themselves are too
heterogeneous and complex and contain to manyifunattand purely subjective features that are
not all forms that potentially can be objects ofesgon and adaptations. The transition from
religion to secular is through a series of evoh#iy processes, but they are not acting on religion
itself as a whole, just certain aspects of religiwat are forms.

Religion has some components that are not formsataicompletely subjective (e.g., the
“feeling” of God’s presence), which in the authaojginion, are wrongly called an “illusion” [45] or
delusion [8] by some authors. Subjectivity and fiorconly defined concepts, which are not forms,
cannot be “objects of selection,” which have toftsens. If we are to understand how religion’s
evolutionary trajectory is heading towards sectyasis a by-product of the decreasing positive
natural selection pressures on religion’s formstha wealthy, highly educated, industrialized
nations (with of course exceptions), our initialjeats of study must be forms that can also be
“objects of selection.” In summary, forms withirdiggon can be direct objects of natural selection,
but religion as a whole, just like people and naias a whole, cannot be.

In this article, the initial “object of study”, wti will be used to understand the biology of
the processes secularization of people and natishigh are the noun-objects of “secular” and
“secularized,” will be certain forms within religiothat are calledstructural Design Features,
hereafter referred to by the acrony®&Fs.They are animate or inanimate forms that havecstati
moving architectural mass by which they can bengefi(not just describedirchitectural mass
means a deliberately-constructed, function-reldtdh. To help understand the word “form”,
animate forms are the same as “anatomical strugture

There are other evolutionary processes on the frath religion to secular that don't
necessarily produce adaptations in populations, ilkmigration, emigration, cultural imposition,
and what is called “genetic drift” and its analdgultural drift.” Genetic and cultural drift are
caused by random (in genetic evolution) or sometirbg mistake or deliberate (in cultural
evolution) changes in SDF forms, usually with tlaens functions, as they are passed across or
(with cultural evolution)—also within generationt cultural evolution such changes, when
deliberate, usually lead to technological advamveis new devices doing the same function (e.g.,
communicating) better.

In terms of inanimate forms, a piece of black voicaobsidian is not an inanimate SDF
form but an arrowhead made from the obsidian witim&n hands and flaking tools is. The
compilation of letters “mosidu” is not an inanima®&>F form but “sodium” is, as the same
inanimate letters are “deliberately constructedaispecific order to be an agreed-upon linguistic
symbol in the English language for a particularnstoal-element referent. The linguistic symbol
“sodium” can be used in speech or writing to fumacdlly answer a question, such as “What is the
metallic element in table salt?”

The value of SDFs is that they can be inanimatammate, objects of both cultural and
genetic natural selection, and potential adaptatidime term “Structural Design Feature”, which
was first used by Feierman in 2009 [14], gives are@mmon terminology by which to understand
genetic and cultural natural selection as well lasrtimportant interaction as gene-culture co-
evolution.
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6. Secularization of People and Nations as By-Products
of Changing Selection Pressures on Religious SDF riats

First, some terminology. “Ultimate function” is whaDF forms, such as the tails of monkeys or the
various animate and inanimate religious SDF fomvese doing when they were first under positive
natural selection pressures in an ancestral envieoh and where they increased in frequency in the
population over time. “Proximate use function” idhav the SDF form is doing in the current
environment. If the environment changes from amaksimes to the present, the proximate use
function of an SDF form could have diminished ubefas, compared to its usefulness at the time
of the ultimate function. With diminished usefulegpositive natural selection pressures, which
kept the SDF form common in the population in theestral environment, get reduced. When that
occurs, the SDF form reduces in frequency in thgufadion and sometimes in size or complexity in
the individuals harboring it, whether the form isiraate or inanimate. If there are no positive
selection pressures at all on an SDF form, it caventually disappear, like the inanimate, SDF-
form telegraph keys.

The argument in this article is that human persons nations secularize as a by-product of
the reduction of positive natural selection pressusn the animate and inanimate religious SDF
forms within religion and upon which religions drailt. Appreciate that a reduction in positive
natural selection pressure (i.e., it is of littleeubut does no harm) is very different from the
presence of negative natural selection pressweg (ti.does harm). In biology, “harm” is short for
that which produces a reduction in survival andradpctive success, especially of the in-group
breeding population to which in-group members bglon

With that as background, it should not be too diffi to appreciate that “secular” (of
persons and nations) can result from the relateeehse of proximate use function in previously
ultimate functioning animate and inanimate religi&®@DF forms. Clearly, the ancestral environment
in which pre-doctrinal religions first evolved wasvery different environment from the current
environment in a wealthy, highly educated induktnation in which doctrinal religions exist [9].
And, as the (ultimate to proximate) function of treigious SDF form decreases, so does its
frequency in the population as well as how oftemsitcarried out in individual persons in the
population. As an example, even in persons whoedagively secularized, religion can play a small
part in their lives during major life changes, suah weddings and funerals. The reduction of
religious SDF forms (i.e., how often they are seedisplayed in nations as well as in persons) as
their proximate use function wanes is analogoutéareduction in the bones of the human coccyx
(“tail bone”) when we lost our tails.

The human coccyx is the result of an evolutionaayettory that started with our monkey-
like primate ancestor’s tails. Around 20-25 milligears ago, our monkey-like ancestors, whose
descendants eventually became us, came down frentréles, where tails had been useful in
grasping and balancing. Once life was no longezdin trees, these primates became what are
known as the savannah apes as well as the savdwalmg old-world tailless monkeys that we
call baboons. When the ultimate function (gras@nd balancing) of tails waned on the savannah,
so did the size and shape of the bony SDF forras @iertebrae) that had formed the tail. What is
left of our ancestral tail is the small vestigiabgp of fused vertebrae at the end of our spinedal
our coccyx. There is no reason for natural selactooput a lot of valuable time and energy into
building an SDF form whose (ultimate to proximdi@)ction is waning. Consider how this applies
to the animate and inanimate SDF forms with whedlgions are built.

In reference to the vestigial concept as applieduttural evolution, in “The Foundation of
Ethology”, Konrad Lorenz [27] wrote about this vugil principle in reference to changes in
military uniforms over the centuries. Certain peoé metal armor that were originally designed to
protect the throat and chest of fighting knightsammor were changed over many centuries to
smaller cloth-made status decorations on the wbtite uniforms of officers.

This most general biological principle, which apglito both genetic and cultural evolution
— “form follows function, and as function wanes, does form” — is what is being used to
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understand the secularization of people and naiionkis article. The argument is that there is a
reduction in the positive natural selection presswon animate and inanimate, religious SDF forms
in the wealthy, highly educated industrialized oa$i. These religious SDF forms are in varying
stages of becoming vestigial (i.e., of seculariginthey have not acquired new proximate use
functions to replace their waning ultimate ones.aithese SDF forms are and what their functions
are will follow.

7. What Are Some Animate and Inanimate Religious SDF é&rms

Religious SDF forms can mnimate as in parts of the body, including the brain. yrban also be
movements of the body. Religious ritualized behav{mmovements) are also animate religious SDF
forms. Examples include the “signing of the crossmost branches of the Christian religion and
even the stylized non-vocal behavioral aspectsiest presiding at a Roman Catholic Mass. The
vocalizing behaviors used to produce oral prayes @al hymns, but not the sounds of the oral
prayers or hymns themselves, are animate, religRidE forms. Similarly, the behaviors used to
write sacred texts, but not the written words thelwes, are animate religious SDF forms. Religious
facial hair, like the Muslim “religious beard”, tf@rthodox Jewish curled sideburns (“payot”), the
Medieval-originated tonsure (bald shaving of the &6 the head) of monastic Christian monks and
friars, the bald, shaved heads of Buddhist monks, the circumcised penises of Jewish and
Muslim males are all animate religious SDF forms.

Religious SDF forms can also beanimate Written sacred religious texts containing
religious mythical stories, belief-word-prefacedpositions, and the written words of hymns and
prayers are all inanimate religious SDF forms.pbleen and when between mouths and ears, the
vocalized words in religious mythical stories, bé&lvord-prefaced propositions, hymns, and
prayers are all inanimate religious SDF forms, lasytare really just patterned vibrating air
molecules. Religion-specific identifying piecesctifthing are inanimate, religious SDF forms. This
would include the Roman collar, the vestments wypriests saying mass, the Muslim hijab and
bourka, the Jewish skull cap, etc. The currentishi@nable small gold crosses with religious
symbolism worn around the neck on delicate goldinsha@f some Christian women also are
inanimate religious SDF forms. In centuries to cpmevould not be surprising if small gold-
crosses on delicate gold chains around a womaiels aed without any religious meaning became
the last vestige of a religious, inanimate SDF fanmma previously Christian nation. One can see that
today in Japan, where many non-Christian teenatdge wear small gold crosses around their neck
purely as jewelry and as a Western-emulating faskiatement.

8. Religious SDF Forms as In-group Markers for Breediig Populations

If we just consider the western, industrialized deracies, especially the heterogeneous “melting
pot” ones like the United States, how does ondhellreligion of someone else? For some religions,
like Islam and Orthodox Judaism, inanimate SDF <leeg]l animate SDF hairstyle are easy give-a-
ways. However, for mainline Protestants, Cathobeg] non-Orthodox Jews, one usually can't tell
someone’s religion just by outward appearance dttger by racial and ethnic clues and the religion
most common among such groups. However, subtles sidge the inanimate-SDF form small gold
cross on a gold chain around a woman’'s neck, affmooot able to say which Christian
denomination to which the woman belongs, gives @yearance, at least in the present time, that
she is not a Muslim or Jew. “Appearance” is the@trword rather than “indication”, as a number
of Jewish women, who passed as Christians durieaddtblocaust, wore small gold crosses around
their neck. In the language of behavioral ecolagyold cross around a woman’s neck is not a
costly nor a hard to fake signal.

In the men’s locker room, it used to be possiblddétermine someone’s religion as Jew or
Muslim in Europe by their circumcised penis’s Sifn, something that did not go unnoticed for
Jewish males during the Holocaust, where Jewish emohmd a better chance of surviving by
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passing as Christian than Jewish men. However couatry like the United States today, about 50
to 60% of all male babies born are circumcisedndafieugh Jews and Muslims make up only 1.4%
and 1% of the total population, respectively. $othe United States, circumcision is no longer a
religious SDF in-group/religion marker. And realslly, the presence or absence of a foreskin is
not the usual way in any country for casual frieadd acquaintances to determine someone else’s
religion. The same issue applies to female genitaation, a grotesque animate SDF form that is
peculiar to mainly Muslim countries and a few snaalimist groups. Although theoretically not a
religious SDF form, it still acts as one, as thactice is unheard of among people of non-animists,
non-Muslim religions. In terms of circumcision, r@ugh it is not an outward in-group marker,
when a man and a woman get sexually intimate wnith another, a Jewish or Muslim woman can
identify the man with whom she is with as part ot part of her in-group. And, when the Nazis
were suspicious that a man might be a Jew duri@dHtblocaust, they made the man take down his
pants to see if he had or did not have a circurdgsis.

For mainline Protestants, Catholics and non-OrtRalBws, apart from knowing if someone
attends a particular religious institution, the alsway that one determines someone else’s religion
is based on what they say in terms of their expibbelief-word-prefaced propositions, values, etc.
And, that is also a relatively easy thing to hiddake. There are few times in one’s life where one
has to verbally declare one’s religious beliefstioers involuntarily. However, when people do say
things that reveal their religion, it is usuallytire form of belief-word-prefaced propositions whic
occur during conversation. This supports the argumabout how religious SDF forms act as in-
group/religious markers for breeding populations.

In earlier times, especially when humans livedribal societies, everyone was of the same
religion. There were many in-group markers fromglaage to dress to hairstyle to adornments to
religious behaviors and rituals. Religious SDF fenwere just one of many intra-tribal SDF forms
that signified tribal in-group identity. Orally mamitted religious mythical stories bound the in-
group together along with religious behavioralaltu

9. The Waning of Assortative Mating by Religion

Clergy of all religions are notorious for advocatiin the strongest of terms, that their congregant
should only marry people of the same religion. Tikigspecially true among Orthodox Jews [39]
and Muslims [22], even though Sharia Law reluctaatlows a Muslim man to marry a Jewish or
Christian woman but not a Hindu woman, as she msicdered an idolater. However, according to
Sharia Law a Muslim woman can only marry a MuslimmnmSunni-Shia marriages are still strongly
discouraged as are Roman Catholic-Protestant rgasidn recent times, things are changing in the
wealthy, highly educated, industrialized nation$ri§tian and non-Orthodox Jewish clergy are
losing their ability to dissuade their congreganten marrying someone of another faith. Perhaps
their advice, at least among the not-yet-seculdrigbould be considered if one puts a high value on
long term marriages. With a few exceptions, evidesigpports that same-faith marriages, at least in
the United States, have a longer duration tham-faith marriages [24].

The important thing to appreciate about all thedigion-associated SDF forms is that they
identify people with a particular religion/in-grouprithin  which almost everyone, at least
historically, married. Even today in most of thdatigely non-secularized world, religion’s
influence is similar to age, race, socio-economatus, and ethnicity in terms of who marries
whom. This especially applies to people of différesligions who live in close proximity to one
another, often in the same neighborhood, and wheretare no physical barriers between them.
The preference to marry someone with a featurdasirta one’s own is called “assortative mating”.
Religion is one of the main features determiningpwtarries whom in both Western [46] and Asian
[20] samples. The barrier to gene flow can be cetep} cultural, given that particular religions are
cultural social institution.

In the United States, which is secularizing slotamn Europe [54], assortative mating over
the past half century on the basis of religion esn slowly declining among Protestants, Catholics
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and Jews with the largest decline among Jews. A8prding to a 2013 Pew Research Center
survey [27], between the years 2005 and 2013, 58%merican Jews married non-Jews. Before
1970, it was between 11 and 17%, and in the 19688useit was only 7% [34].

In Canada, a predominantly Christian nation, otly & marriages were inter-faith in 1927
but by 1967, it had risen to 16% [5]. By 2001, pgegcentage of inter-faith marriages in Canada had
only increased to 19%, not much higher than in 19&iat surprisingly small change is because of
the sharp rise in religious: non-religious marrggevhich do not count as “inter-religious
marriage.” The population of Canadians who professreligion” has increased from 7% in 1981
to 17% in 2001. Ironically, marriage between a pergho professes a religion and someone who
professes no religion in Canada was higher in 1(38%) than in 2001 (25%). That lowering of
percentage is thought to be because people wheagwraio-religion, who are becoming more
numerous in the Canadian population, also havertaise mating and tend to marry one another.
According to the 2001 Canadian Census, peoplenodstl all religions, living in communities with
a low concentration of co-religionists of the opp®sex, are more likely to be in interreligious
unions than people in communities with high congidns of co-religionists [7].

10. Religious Diversity, Not Amount of Religion in a N&on,
Determines if Religious SDFs Will Be Significant InGroup Markers

Even though there are large differences betweern meBgious [50] and most religious nations of
the world [49], SDF forms are acting as in-grougrkees for a breeding population as a function of
the religious diversity within a nation. Religio®DF forms are not going to act as in-group
markers for an in-group breeding population in d@omain which the population describes
themselves as 98% religious where virtually eveeyonthe nation is of the same religion. The
most religious nations in the world are the alsorpst. Very few persons in these poor, almost
single-religion nations have ever been outsidehefriation to even see someone of marriageable
age of a different religion.

In the countries in which 98% of the population siders themselves “religious”, there is
lots of variance among these countries in religibiasnogeneity. In Burundi, there are 67%
Christian (62% Catholic and 5% Protestant), 32%gadous beliefs, and 1% Muslim [11]. In
Djibouti, 94.1% of the population are Muslim, almadi Sunni [13]. In Somalia, over 99% of the
population are Sunni Muslims with 0.01% Christi@rQ1 % traditional religion animists, and 0.1%
Hinduism, Buddhism, or unaffiliated.

11. Modern China as an Example of the Difficulty
in Evaluating Religious SDF Forms as In-Group Markng Barriers to Gene Flow

In the country claimed by many studies to be tlastleeligious (or most secularized) in the world,
China (although it sometimes ties with Sweden) Witlio of the 1.4 billion people claiming to be
“irreligious”, still has 140 million claiming someeligious affiliation. The other problem is simply
claiming to not have a religion does not mean orectges nothing that could be considered
religious. Just because one claims to not havdigiowgs affiliation, does not mean that one does
not have religious feelings, beliefs and behavidtgs applies to Europe as well as to China. By a
2015 Gallup poll, there are five state-recognizetigions in China: Buddhism, Catholicism,
Daoism, Islam, and Protestantism [1]. One can bgrisuned for practicing a “non-approved”
religion.

Religion in China is very complex, which makes ustinding secularism even more
difficult. In a 2005 survey of five major Chinesdias, only 5.3% of the surveyed population
actually belonged to a religious organization while8% belonged to no religious organization and
could be by some definitions considered to be “radigious”. However, 23.8% of this so-called
“non-religious” sample claimed to regularly worshienerated ancestors, 23.1% claimed they
worshipped Buddha or at least self-identified asldust, and 38.5% had beliefs and practices in
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folk religions or celestial powers. Many Chinesgoatlaim to have more than one religion and may
practice both, one, or neither. Only 32.9% clairteede committed atheists [52]. City dwellers are

easier to systematically poll than rural farminggents. With hundreds of millions of rural farming

peasants left out of the polling, one can’t geneeanost studies to all of China.

In a 2007 book, Rodney Stark, one of the most egdesociologists of religion, claimed
that there were “40 to 50 million devoted followekChrist in China” [40, p.335]. Only a few
years later, 2010 Pew Research Center publicaéstismated that there were 67 million Christians
in China [30]. Whether such a rapid increase inigGianity is plausible in such a short period of
time has to be evaluated in light of a number oh-Bwangelical Christian religious scholars
accusing the Evangelicals of being too optimistiterms of the number of Christians in China.

It is difficult to get English-language data on thequency of inter-religious marriage in
China today. Most of the data released by the Geirgovernment are on “mixed marriages”,
meaning a Chinese national marrying a non-Chinatiemal spouse, although one can presume that
many of these mixed marriages were also intericelgy In 2006, there were 68,000 mixed
marriages “registered” in China [53], a countrylot billion people.

There is evidence that inter-religious marriagers’tdnaturally or usually occur in some
parts of China. The data (in English) come from &@s China in Cherchen County in southern
Xinjiang Province, population 10,000 of which 73%e aJighurs and 27% Han Chinese. The
Chinese communist government is offering financash incentives as well as housing, schooling
and health benefits for the Han Chinese (predontiywanaoists, Buddhists, and traditional
religions) to marry the Turkic-speaking, Muslim Wigs [25]. The issue is both a cultural
difference and a religious difference, althougHeast among the Muslims, it is difficult to sefdara
the non-religious cultural factors from the religgoones.

It also was reported (in English) by Xing, using@@3%ensus data from 476 cities in China,
that the urban Muslim Hui, who have adopted moghefmajority Confucianism Han culture and
differ primarily on religion, do marry occasionallyith variance in frequency across different
cities. Traditionally the majority Han have no regtons to “out-marriages” but the Muslim Hui
have strong taboos, prohibiting its members, eafigcivomen, from “out-marrying” with non-
Muslims. The literature is conflictual as to howesf such “out-marriages” within the nation of
China occur [51]. In summary, the degree to whidhn@ is really the most irreligious or most
secularized nation in the world is contentious gitiee control of information coming out of the
country by the communist government.

12. Eusociality and the Biology of the Processes of Sgarization

In order to understand the role of religious SDigtiaup markers in the processes of secularization,
one must understand eusociality, which is the nsosicessful animal social system on earth.
Eusocial animals make up about 1% of all animatigsebut they are more than half of the number
of individual animals alive and their combined besa is more than the other 99% of species. Most
eusocial species are social insects, such as laees, and termites. There are only two eusocial
vertebrates (teleost fish, amphibians, reptilesddhiand mammals): two species of mole rats and
human beings. There are a number of more-or-lagedgipon criteria for eusociality. They are (1)
multi-generations living together, (2) defense dfaceme locale containing juveniles and often food
stuff, (3) cooperative care of the young, and (4hwasion of labor that is more than just between
the two sexes. Eusociality can be divided into Slgbeusociality and “strict” eusociality. The
difference between the two is that in strict euslityi, as part of the division of labor, there is a
(potentially-reversible in some species) reprodtyi suppressed caste and what is called
“reproductive skew”, where the non-reproducing wdlials within the “breeding population”
outnumber the “breeders” to varying degree. Asaafay, human beings in the wealthy, highly
educated, industrialized nations easily meet caitier “loose” eusociality.

There is evidence that as a species, we H@mo sapiensare moving toward a “stricter”
eusociality, as we do have increasing sub-speat#iz as well as an emerging and growing group
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of individuals who are reproductively suppressediifferent mechanisms. They include religious
celibates, homosexuals, asexuals, transsexualsthan80% or more of forty-year old women in
many of the industrialized democracies who haveenéad a child. For all eusocial species, (1)
individuals within the in-group breeding populatibave a way of identifying other individuals as
members of their in-group, and (2) all individuatsthe in-group breeding population put the
welfare and survival of the in-group above thaself. Eusociality’s evolution can be modeled by
two different “book keeping” methods: kin selectigrepotism) and multi-level selection (selection
on both the individual and the in-group breedingydation) [48].

Eusocial ants, for example, use chemical pheromtma&tentify individuals as members of
their in-group breeding population, even thouglyttien’t distinguish among individuals within the
colony. The argument being proposed in this artiglthat humans use other in-group markers to
identify individuals within their in-group breedingppulations, but somewhat like ants, they don’t
always distinguish (i.e., recognize as familiaknow the names of) particular individuals. Among
humans, think of soldiers in a large infantry diets who only recognize other in-group members
by their uniform and not by personal recognition.

Recall that all religions started out as in-grouedding populations and today, there is still
very strong assortative mating for the same ratiggtronger in some religions (e.g., Orthodox
Judaism and Islam) than others. All ingroup markease to be SDF forms as they have to be
recognizable with the senses. Human beings havey nmagroup breeding population markers.
They include, not in any order of importance, leeqge, dress, hair style, adornments, habits and
customs, and many different religious SDFs, frowththg to hair to religion-identifying jewelry
and even religion-identifying variations on the geal postural theme used in the non-vocal aspects
of petitioning prayer [15]. A knowledgeable persmn tell, with a fair degree of certainty and by
the behavior alone, if someone in petitioning prage Jew, Christian or Muslim.

13. Human In-Group and Out-Group Relations

The argument has been made in the literature thatob religion’s primarybiological functions is
clustering larger human populations into separatesaaller, non-gene-exchanging groups. There
are two main reasons supporting why this appeatsetohe ultimatebiological function of the
religions SDF forms, the frameworks upon whichgieins are built. One reason is that clustering
larger human populations into smaller non-gene-amghng in-groups through taboos against inter-
religious marriage, produces a reduction in theagprof contagious diseases for which humans are
especially vulnerable. The density of religiondi@iens/area) increase in direct proportion to the
amount of contagious diseases in an area glodBly [

Second is that religions, as in-group breeding fadjmns, create competition between
human in-group breeding populations. As a genaecdbdical principle, when resources get scarce,
in-group breeding populations within the same ssmecget competitive with one another.
Competition also makes everything better, whichwisy free competitive market economies
produce better goods and services and are morpgrmss than socialism and communism. As a
result of the competitive advantage, there wouldpbsitive natural selection pressures on the
animate and inanimate SDF forms, whose functioad te competitiveness. And ironically, inter-
group competitiveness requires intra-group coopeaess, so that in multi-level selection, there
would also be positive natural selection pressarethe animate and inanimate SDF forms whose
functions are in-group cooperativeness, sometinmies ealled altruism in humans. At times,
different human in-group breeding populations disan coalitions to compete with a common
enemy or threat. NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Assaiein) is a good example.

The main natural selection pressures on humandapgbreeding populations over the past
300,000 years have not been the environment or pvedators. Rather, they have been other
human in-group breeding populations. In competitfon resources, human in-group breeding
populations are continually trying to out-smart oaeother and garner more resources. One
common form of human inter-group competition is faes, where victory depends on the
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development of better strategy, tactics, and teldgyp all of which improve with higher
intelligence. Our extremely high intelligence far animal species is thought to have evolved, at
least in part, by sexual selection [29].

This is how sexual selection works. If nubile wonpeferred higher intelligent men, who
usually become higher status men, higher inteligem humans would evolve in both sexes by
sexual selection. In contrast to natural selectidmch does not have a brain, women do. A female
brain is sexually selecting for a better a malarraking cultural factors into consideration. For
example, in the Zicentury, a mild-mannered, un-muscular certifiebljpuaccountant has higher
“mate value” in terms of being able to better psoam a woman and her children than a large and
brawny, somewhat aggressive, relatively un-educhtete of a man, who probably could have
swung a club and protected the woman and her ehilBetter ten thousand years ago. Women'’s
brains are faster than natural selection in keepipgwith rapid cultural changes, especially in
technology.

In summary, in all the above-mentioned examplesabse we as humans are a eusocial
species, especially in times of inter-group comjoetj individuals put the welfare and survival of
their in-group over that of themselves.

14. The Emotional Need for In-group Identification and Membership

The argument has already been made that one obtheus, mairbiological functions of religious
SDF forms, which are the core upon which all relig are built, are that of in-group markers for
religions/in-group breeding populations. Althoudlistseems true in the early stages of religion’s
evolution, in the wealthy, highly educated indwdized nations, religious SDF forms are
performing this in-group marking function less desss. That is because there are so many other in-
groups to which individuals can simultaneously bgloin such wealthy, highly educated and
industrialized nations, individuals, especiallygbavith high degrees of eusocial specialization, ca
have many different in-groups besides religion tocl they can belong at the same time and which
often contain people with whom breeding (i.e., na@e) is not prohibited. Examples include nation
(i.e., nationalism, whose origin is tribalism), tetaneighborhood, job, profession, academic
discipline, academic organization and society, dradsociation, union, political party affiliation,
sports team, etc. Identification with and doingwdker work for a political party with which one
shares very strong political beliefs is a good eplanof an in-group that meets many of the same
emotional needs of belonging that one has in giogli That's especially true because of the many
areas of commonality between politics and religiohjch are still one in the same today in the
Muslim theocracies.

15. Form Follows Function, and As Function Wanes,
so Does Form, with Special Reference to Religion

To review, one of the most general principlesbadlogy — and especially true of comparative
anatomy where one traces the evolutionary histbfgrons through different species — is thatthe
function of a form wanes (especially if not replhdrsy another function), so does the form whose
function it is The form becomes vestigial, as applied to refigithe forms are the animate and
inanimate SDF forms associated with particulargrefis. There are many reasons why religious
SDF form’s functions as in-group markers for bregdoopulations are waning. One of them, which
is being emphasized in this article as it has tlstnbiological salience, is the fact that in the
wealthy, highly educated industrialized nationdigrens are now competing with other social
institution in-groups that meet the human neechairoup belonging. That was covered in its own
Section above.

When children get to middle school, high schoolj &r some the university, they have to
weigh these simple religious answers against whey fare learning in biology, chemistry and
physics. They also have to compare these simplgeaaghey were taught in religion classes based
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on religious mythical stories to what they see &atn on the internet, from teachers and then
professors, from talking to other children of diéfet religions or who are secularized. They also
have to weigh what they learned once they reahaéthey can think for themselves about the big
guestions in life. So now, in the wealthy, highlgueated, industrialized nations, religion is

competing with science for answers to life’'s bigesfions. By the time that children get out of

elementary school and begin to learn science, ncanye to believe that science provides better
answers than religion. That might cause at leasesof them to doubt other things they were taught
about life and other aspects of living by theiigiein.

As one specific example, on page 7 of the New Sawseph Baltimore Catechism [37],
under the Section, Prayers for Every Day, it ségfer an ejaculation, boys are supposed to say a
particular prayer: ‘My Jesus, mercy. Most Sacredntdef Jesus, have mercy on us, Mother of
mercy pray for us. Jesus, Mary and Joseph, bleaswisand at the hour of our death.” Appreciate
that this is being taught to “upper elementary stlebildren”, who probably don’t even know what
the word “ejaculation” means. By the time that thebildren get to middle and high school, the
presumption for adolescent boys (but not for adaes girls, who don’t ejaculate but who also
masturbate, almost as often) is that orgasms aut$id “benefit of marriage” and not open to
procreation are bad. Appreciate that this book p#dished in 1969, in the middle of the sexual
revolution®

By the time these previously catechized Roman (iatieenagers became middle age in
the United States, according to a 2006-2008 NaltiSnavey of Family Growth by the Guttmacher
Institute [35], among a sample of over 13 millioorRan Catholic women who had ever had sex,
married or not, 98% of them had used a contraceptiethod other than natural family planning,
which according to the Magisterium of the RomanhGhat Church, constitutes “gravely sinful
matter” that is “intrinsically immoral” and “is tlsunever permissible for any reason or purpose
whatsoever” [6].

Historically, one of the most important theologjgatoximate use functions of the written
teachings (which are inanimate SDF forms) of thenRo Catholic Church has been to teach and
guide its members toward behavior considered tabeal. However, in modernity, at least since
the sexual revolution of the 1960s, that functidnthee Church is waning both for the issue of
masturbation, which is virtually universal among wbung teenagers, and for what is called
“artificial contraception”, which at 98% use amadRgman Catholic women who have ever had sex,
is even more universal.

In earlier times, even a few centuries ago, religi®DF forms found in religious mythical
stories were culturally isolated from individualshevbelieved other religious mythical stories.
Today, educated persons, certainly at the posts$ubbol level, have knowledge of more than one
religion's mythical stories, even if just cursodowever, that's enough information to know that if
two religions opine differently on the same tomnge must be false if the other is true. An educated
person realizes that her religion might not be.tAreexample is whether or not Jesus is considered
a deity or just a prophet, about which Christiaaityl Islam are not in agreement.

Another reason for the waning of religion’s funcoin the wealthy, highly educated
industrialized nations is economic security. Witfea exceptions, the most religious nations in the
world, most of which are now in the peri-equatompairts of the world between the Tropics of
Cancer and Capricorn, are very poor. People hatgedbeconomic insecurity. There are many
sociological studies of religion that show that thest economically insecure nations are the most
religious. The opposite is also true. Being the tmasonomically secure correlates with high
degrees of secularism with socialist democraci€candinavia being good examples.

Starting in the 1960s, with the so-called sexualolgion, primarily because of the
discovery of oral contraceptives for women, whatswance a religious in-group breeding
population turned into a contracepted mating pdparawith much “looser” borders that were no
longer constructed by religion. If one is not goitmghave a baby as the result of sex, then the
religion of the person with whom one is engagingséx becomes irrelevant. Once sex became
uncoupled from the probability of pregnancy, radigs function of regulating with whom and

35



under what conditions (i.e., “the benefit of magad one could be sexual with someone else
waned.

As a part of the sexual revolution, homosexual akrelations, which were condemned so
heavily by organized religion, especially the moomservative factions thereof, became socially
acceptable even to the degree of legalizing hom@denarriage in some nations. The objection to
“same sex unions” by all but the most liberal neligs denominations, were discordant with the
values of many young people today, causing thenugstion religion’s function regarding sexual
morality. And, causing even more doubt on the pymvef sexual morality function of the Roman
Catholic Church clergy has been the sexual abumedats, starting in the 1980s, of celibate male
clergy's sexual behavior mostly with peri-pubesdmyts.

In more heterogeneous nations, such as the UnitatesS which contains people of
hundreds of different religious denominations, #i@ation is different from the primarily one-
religion nations and one-religion parts of natiam$Northern Europe. There are so many different
religions in the United States because, apart fedinof the standard and mainstream world
religions, there is a current trend of free-laneetrepreneurial “Christian” churches that are not
centrally-controlled and franchised branches oferestablished religions (e.g., Catholic, Lutheran,
Baptist, Methodist, etc.). These freelance churdm@ge nondenominational-identifying names.
Some of the more entrepreneurial pastors in thgelamega-churches” become multi-millionaires
from their non-taxable church “businesses”. These-af-a-kind, nondenominational Christian
churches do not have the same cultural barrier;sigmarriage between their congregants and
members of other similar freelance, one-of-a-kindgregations, again causing a waning of the in-
group marker function of SDF forms within partiautaligions.

16. Religion’s Diminished Function as an Authority on &xual Morality

The institution of marriage itself is on the deelim the United States as well as the other wealthy
well-educated, industrialized nations, with of cgiwariation among them. Going against centuries
of organized religion’s control over people’s inp@rsonal sexual lives, an increasing number of
people of marriageable age no longer feel the ted@ married to someone with whom they live
and with whom they are in a sexual relationshigheaut or with the creation of children. Even
when the analysis is restricted to adults overahe of 30, self-identified atheists, agnostics and
those whose religion is nothing in particular atié somewhat less likely than Mormons, Jews,
evangelical Protestants, mainline Protestants aattiadlics to be married [28]. According to the
2010 U.S. Census data, over 7.5 million unmarri@aptes live together (which translates into 15
million people). This is a 138% increase since 1980d an increase in 13 % from 2009
alone. Forty percent of unmarried households haudren [26].

To the woos of almost all organized religions, adow to a 2017 Pew Research Center
Study [41], as marriage rates in the U.S have ralthe number of U.S. adults in cohabiting
relationships has continued to climb, reaching &d@umillion in 2016. This is up 29% since 2007,
when 14 million adults were cohabiting, accordiadhte U.S. Census Bureau data. Approximately
half of cohabiters — those living with an unmarrigartner — are younger than 35. However, an
increasing number of Americans ages 50 and oldeiracohabiting relationships, according to a
new Pew Research Center analysis of the Currenil&agmn Survey. In fact, cohabiters ages 50 and
older represented about a quarter (23%) of all loiing adults in 2016. Since 2007, the number of
cohabiting adults ages 50 and older grew by 75%s irftrease is faster than that of other age
groups during this time period and is driven intdar the aging of the post-World-War-Il born
Baby Boomers.

Against all religious admonitions, with the Unit&tates as the example and based on the
data above, the trend towards cohabitation “withibngt benefit of marriage” is steadily rising.
Combine this trend with the fact that even amoregAlmericans who marry, almost all have had
premarital sex. Data from four cycles of the Nagilo8urvey of Family Growth, 1982—2002 indicate
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that by age 20, 75% had had premarital sex. By4dg®5% of respondents had had premarital sex
[18].

Given all of the above, if one of the méamlogical functions of the SDF forms within
organized religion were, as its ultimate functioml @s as its proximate function, to act as barriers
gene flow between clusters of humans in stratifedulations, then the behaviors that ordinarily,
without the use of contraception, would lead toegéiow, are less and less under strong cultural
selection pressures to be curtailed by organizkgioes. And as function wanes — prohibiting all
sex, with self or others, outside of marriage amadnewithin marriage, only sex that is open to
procreation and with someone of the opposite sexttom you are lawfully married and of your
same religion — so does form, where the formslaeSDF forms around which organized religions
are built.

The end results are the secularizing processesersops and nations. Thaological
component, which is the in-group marker for a breggopulation component, is just one among
many. However, all together the forces diminishimganized religion's functions are strong and in
a predictable trajectory heading for religion’s gl extinction. A sad reminder to the author was
the magnificent medieval Bremen Cathedral, whosestroction began in around 789 A. D. There
is now a 1 Euro entrance fee. When the author askekhiversity of Bremen religious studies
professor colleague, “Why do | have to pay to go im church?” the colleague said, “Oh, no one
prays here anymore. It is just a national treaguotected by Germany’s Monument Protection
Act”.

It should also be mentioned that when people msdertatively by religion, they are not
necessarily getting the best mates any more thameif did not assortatively mate by religion.
Within a particular religion, presuming the prineipf female choice, there is variance among the
reproductive values of males. There is some mataimate value between the couple. And, what
counted as good mate value in a male hundredsan$ y&o is not necessarily what counts as good
mate value today, as the brains of women know. $eailar society today, individuals are not so
limited as to where they can look, as was the a@lsen people assortatively mated more by
religion. In Europe today, there is still strong@sative mating by religion among Muslims, who
have more than enough religious SDF in-group markgr which they can identify one another.
The same can be said of the Orthodox Jews, thevfemare still left in Europe.

17. All Roads Lead to Rome Secularization

Art galleries, restaurants, and concert halls nooupy deconsecrated churches in Rome. Today in
Western Europe 46% of people, who are now the ntyjedentify as “non-practicing Christians”,
18%, who are predominantly older people, identi§y“ehurch attending Christians”, and 24%,
primarily the younger people, identify as “religgy unaffiliated” [4]. In Italy in particular, it &d
been widely thought that between 30 and 50% oiahal attended Mass more than once a month.
However, a 2004-2005 study by The Patriarchate exfi®¢ showed that the actual Italian church
attendance at least once a month was no more th@fe2with 7.7% attending one to three times a
month, and with only 15% attending every Sunday.[Based on all that has been presented in this
article, and especially on the historical trend dodvsecularization that started around 500 years
ago, when the time comes, religion will go. Relig®fond farewell says nothing about God, just
about religion; and at least from the author’s pecsive, the transient role religion might have had
in facilitating our species eusocial evolution [16]

18. Summary

The role ofbiology in the processes of secularization has been pgessém this article with the
disclaimer that the forms within religion that arkinterest to biology have different functions in
psychology and theology. Biology’s unique contribatis that it can address how these religious
forms can evolve by natural (i.e., genetic anduelt selection. Biology does not pre-empt any
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other discipline in its attempt to understand thecpsses of secularization. Hopefully, it's

contribution will complement those of other disaigls, most of which do not even address the
issue of how forms in religion could have evolvey matural selection. Psychology and the
Cognitive Science of Religion are more concerneth iinctions than forms, the meaning and
significance of which hopefully can now be undesstoTheology’s contributions are best left to

others to explain. Contributions by all disciplinase important and hopefully, one day will fit

together into a more comprehensive understanditigegbrocesses of secularization.
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Notes

1. Appreciate also the difference between “explanatiaf secularization and a scientific theory of idacization.
Most of what we believe today about secularizaiomes from discipline-specific explanations, nofisvbich meet
Popperian-like [33] criteria for a scientific thgoi(1) be able to predict, within the realm of sdiic certainty, that
which has not yet occurred and which can't be mtedi by common sense (i.e., the prediction haset@dunter-
intuitive), and (2) the prediction can’t be madediimple observation and inductive reasoning.

2. In many jurisdictions religious institutions arevgi tax free status, meaning they do not have yotgees to the
government, like a charity. Secular humanism ist&aiious in some jurisdictions as a religion, akas no higher
power or deity, which most governments considerafrtee elements of a religion.

3. Other functions in the same Baltimore Catechisrpage 9, which children had to memorize, addressBig?
questions in life for children, like “Who made us&id after the answer, “God”, the next questiontfier children to
answer is “Why did he make us?” This is all jusermemorization.
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