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Abstract: Preface to the special issue ‘Research Approachi® Study of Religion’. First
of all we pay attention to cognitive studies ofigein and compare theology and
philosophy of religion.

Keywords: cognitive science, cognitive science of religithreology, religion.

The study of religion has known a great expansiothe last twenty years, despite its apparent
decline in most Western areas. This is a curiouseamgmatic trend. When | attended the Annual
Meeting of the Society for the Scientific StudyRxéligion for the first time in 2001, | had to cheos
among 10 different panels of papers taking placianeously. The last time | attended the same
Meeting two years ago, | had to choose among 16Ipawe had moved from an average of 300 to
almost 500 presentations. The number of speciajaachals and book series devoted to the new
scientific study of religion has multiplied, andetlavailable bibliographies and data bases keep
growing steadily. It is hard to render a systematiciew on issues like ‘religion and prosocial
behaviour’ (more than 140 published papers) or ewvew scientific theories trying to explain
religious origins and evolution (more than 70 pagesm different authors).

Scholarly institutions devoted to the study of geln are thriving, like the traditional
American Academy of Religion with its massive arinoanferences, and the new attempt to
institute a European version, the European AcadefnReligion, to be launched on thd' ®f
December 2016 in Bologna. This tendency is refteateinstitutional changes, like the moves to
convert old Theology Faculties or Divinity Schoai$o ‘Theology and Religion’ ones, broader in
scope and covering fields like ‘Religious studiesid the new brand usually called ‘Cognitive
Science of Religion’, which often includes biologli@and neurological approaches as well.

All these moves claim for some interpretation. kdlesomething important is happening in
the field of the academic study of religion thateafs the traditional approaches represented by
theology and — more recently — by philosophy oigreh. Religion attracts the interest of many
scholars and becomes unexpectedly the object ehsite and well-founded research. We are
clearly moving from what could be called an ‘interhermeneutics’ towards an external one, from
a focus on the texts and history, which has noadsa long season in theology and exegetics,
towards a focus on empirical and even experimeagpioaches, applying quite different theoretical
frameworks, like cognitive sciences, behaviourald aevolutionary psychology, and even
comparative psychology or primatology.

The new interest that religion awakes can be empthby very broad and very concrete or
closer reasons. The latter is a result of somégioels resurgence’, as has been claimed in many
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world areas with virulent irruptions in the lastemty years, when religious factors have been
determinant in many political and social setting& could not ignore that variable when several
phenomena needed an in depth explanation. The otlgsons go beyond the conjunctural, and
rather point to the very enigmatic nature of religiand how its very essence challenges most
attempts at understanding it or at coming to temntls its truth claims. In short, religion has to do
with what is of ultimate value and meaning, anddeethinking about religion is like trying to grasp
our own last reasons and our own last fundamemgeiRing the Anselmian Argument, the attempt
to think the meaning of the Divine reflects our ché@ account for the most important and relevant
aspects in our life and our reality. In that sessepping studying religion would be like bringita

a close our intellectual endeavour to understaalitydo its end, in its whole.

The last sentences could sound as celebratorydiegaall that is going on in the field of the
new scientific study of religion. Unfortunately,ighis not the case in most published researches.
Contrasting with the great ambition and scope ie #tudy of religion, much of the current
production lacks that depth and large horizons. dureent research is much narrower and focuses
on immediate causes and dynamics presiding ovigiaes$ beliefs and behaviours. Its aim is often
to reveal the hidden mechanisms, the subtle dyrsatehind the religious mind and behaviour,
often their style resembles more a scientific warsn deconstructive practice. That approach often
becomes disappointing but might turn useful andessa&ry as well, provided that it does not
prevent a view able to appreciate the broad picteaet of the problem derives from the excess of
reductionism in the scientific treatment of religidhe obsession with details and basic levels that
inhibits a better perspective, one able to accéamthe great variety and richness represented in s
many religious expressions.

Theology and Philosophy of Religion cannot ignolletlaat is happening in that research
field. There is too much at stake and regrettabtyfew scholars in that academic fields devoting
their time and interest to follow such developmeand trying to learn from them or to apply their
findings to theological hermeneutics. This is &tdmt could be discouraged by the same paucity
resulting from a closer and critical examinatioro@bthe ongoing research. Indeed, too many
outcomes from the standard cognitive science agiogl have been harshly debunked because of
their poor theoretical ground and the scarcity wipgical evidence their authors provide. The
temptation could be to ignore and neglect all tieisearch corpus as completely irrelevant for
theologians and philosophers, used to alternativthods and hermeneutical or normative
approaches. In my opinion it would be a mistakeerE¥f we are more and more aware of the
mounting flaws afflicting that scientific approache should nevertheless learn from their many
achievements and the ongoing discussions, something highly instructive, together with most
recent developments and attempts to move beyonstdneards reached so far and to explore fields
that were left beside in the first waves of thatgsam, like culture, meaning and symbols.

Our expectation is that a new generation in thergific study of religion assumes a less
reductive stance and becomes able to take intouataentral aspects of those very human and
social experiences to help to better understandlytsamics, to improve its application and to
prevent its worse expressions. The articles coathin this special issue clearly reflect that $piri
and open to a brighter panorama.



[ ©oe cruvTER Studia Humana
= Volume 5:4 (2016), pp. 5—33

G , DOI: 10.1515/sh-2016-0021
studia humana

QUARTEELY JOURNA

Religion’s Possible Role in Facilitating
Eusocial Human Societies.
A Behavioral Biology (Ethological) Perspective
Jay R. Feierman

University of New Mexico (ret.),
the United States of America

e-mail: jay.feierman84@gmail.com

Abstract:

Eusociality is the most successful animal sociatesy on earth. It is found in
many social insects, a few crustacean speciespalydthree vertebrates: two
African naked mole rats and human beings. Eustgiasio unusual for a
vertebrate, is one of main factors leading to hutm@ings becoming the most
successful land vertebrate on earth by almost aegsare. We are also unique
in being the only land vertebrate with religiongul the two be related? This
article will present evidence, illustrated primarilwith Judaism and
Christianity, that these two seemingly unrelatediadosystems — eusociality
and religion — that correlate temporally in our lexion, are possibly related.
Evidence will also be presented that a (mostly)reproducing exemplar caste
of celibate clergy was a eusocial-facilitating agp# religion in western social
evolution.

Keywords:celibacy, Christian, eusocial, ethology, evolutiorgroup marker,
priest, religion.

1. Introduction

The term ‘eusociality’ was first used by Batra [4] describe the unique social behavior of bees.
Eusociality is sometimes called ‘ultrasociality8]5[114]. Today, eusociality has a loose and resil
definition. The loose definition requires: (1) mg#nerational care of young, (2) cooperative cdre o
young, (3) a division of labor, and (4) defensecoimmunal locales, often containing foodstuff. The
more restricted definition requires that in (3) amnponent of the division of labor involves a non-
reproducing caste.
An emergent feature of eusociality is that an vidlial's behavior benefits the in-group

breeding population more than and often at a coshé’s self, similar to a corporate or militarytave

in which the corporation’s or military’s needs tafrecedence over those of the individual. In that
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respect, eusociality differs from altruism, whemests and benefits, ideally based on measures of
reproductive success, are determined on an indévittual basis. Eusociality's emergence and
maintenance, like that of altruism, can be matheral modeled by kin-selection [62] or among non-
related persons by multi-level group selection [101

Eusociality evolved independently at differenteésrand through different mechanisms in many
taxa of social insects [145], a few crustacean§ &l in three mammals: human beings [146] and two
species of under-ground-living, naked African m@es [126], whose modest claim to success is being
the longest living rodent and by being resistanamy kind of cancer. Quoting the most influential
authors on this topic, Martin A. Nowak, Corina Efita, and Edward O. Wilson,

[E]usociality is not a marginal phenomenon in tiven world. The biomass of [eusocial]
ants alone composes more than half that of allctssand exceeds that of all terrestrial
nonhuman vertebrates combined. Humans, which cdodsely characterized as eusocial,
are dominant among the land vertebrates [101, $7]10

Humans can meet even the restricted definitionugbeiality if celibate clergy, who emerged early in
Christianity but were absent among the Judeans fivom Christianity emerged, are considered a
caste of eusocial exemplars, admired people corgldm example of what should be copied.

In this article the terms ‘clerical’ or ‘cleric’rdclergy’ will refer to the male originators, eldg
and evangelizers of early Christianity as well egamed ministers — priests, bishops, cardinald, an
popes — in Roman Catholic Christianity. Marriedrpanent deacons in the Church today, although
technically clerics, are being excluded when tmet&leric’ is used in this article. Modern cleriase
of two types: religious order, who usually live ai male communities and take vows of chastity,
poverty and obedience; and diocesan presbytersskipariests) and bishops, who usually live alone
and make a promise to be celibate. Celibacy meanmarried. Chastity means sexual relations only
between a husband and wife. For convenience, tine ¢elibacy will be used unqualified for both
religious order and diocesan clerics to mean acclierng in an unmarried and chaste state. Retifio
role as a possibly contributing and possibly nemgsbut not sufficient cause of the emergence and
maintenance human eusociality will also be addces&#her contributing and possibly necessary
causes include other types of non-religious, r@eegating social institutions [109] and our transit
to agriculture approximately 10,000 years ago [58].

Although the article is about religion, it is weh from a somewhat unique perspective of
behavioral biology (ethology), an academic disaglin which the object of study is behavior [41],
[42]. The ethological perspective has been appitedeligion before [49], [64], [138]. Ethologists
usually ask four questions about behavior: (1) Whats phylogeny (evolutionary history), if it has
one? (2) How does it develop within the lifespanh#f individual (i.e., its ontogeny)? (3) What #re
proximate causal mechanisms (i.e., behavioral plygy)? and (4) How does it contribute to
reproductive success, if it does, which is callesdadaptedness [132]? Hopefully, the reader whose
background is other than biology will see how tinsque perspective can make a contribution to our
understanding of religion by showing how some congmbs of religion, probably not the ones most
readers think, have possibly contributed to ouraépctive success.

I will develop the argument that some componeritsebgion possibly contributed to our
reproductive success by facilitating human eusitgiad two ways: at first by being in-group markers
for a breeding population, which was coexistenhwaibe’s religion until very recently; and secong, b
having as a part of early Common Era (CE) Europebgion, celibate, eusocial-exemplifying clergy.
In order for religion to have evolved by selectiah)east some of the structural design featurdsinwi
religion would have to have been adaptations, nmgathat individuals possessing them had better
reproductive success than individuals who possesdext structural variants with the same function.



In behavioral biology natural and cultural selectiavhich are interactive, can produce evolutionary
change. When | use the term ‘selection’ unqualjfledean both.

The term ‘function’, which will be used throughothis article, means the use (roughly
synonymous with ‘purpose’) of structural design featurewhich is a feature of an organism that has
static (as in an anatomical feature) or movingiifasehavior) architectural mass by which the featur
can be defined or described. The architecturedg#itern of movement of body parts with mass in 3-
D space. The distinction between a structural defegture’s definition versus just its descriptisn
very important in behavioral biology. When somethis defined it is first put into a recognizable
general category; then one says how it is diffefiemh the other items in the same general catedory.
contrast, adescriptionis just a transformation of some of the perceigdelatures of what is being
described using a different format, such as spdékeguage or in writing [51].

Appreciate that natural selection can treat aertaritable, coordinated patterns of movement,
like what is called LSV behavior (to be explaindtht can belefinedby its form (pattern of movement
of body parts in 3-D space) the same as if the\behaas an anatomical feature, like a bone [51].
Some structural design features, if they canlé@nedby their form, can be passed across generations
either by their blueprints in DNA (i.e., in genesj culturally by social learning. These two
mechanisms, both of which can generate change dopying errors in genes or cultural innovations),
are interactive and influence one another in whatalled either gene-culture evolution or biosocial
evolution. Most important, cultural institutionsx¢iuding religions) can cause changes in the genome
that favor cultural fithess [115].

I am proposing that certain structural design uesst associated with religion that can be
definedby their form, whether they are passed across gaéoes by DNA or by cultural (social)
learning, facilitated our acquisition of eusochliprimarily by being in-group markers for the
(religious) breeding population. This eased ounditzon from kin-based to non-kin based social
organizations during our bio-cultural evolutioncRerson & Boyd [115, p. 90] call this ‘marking of
group boundaries by cultural symbols.” This meagisdpan in-group marker for a breeding population
would have been the ‘ultimate function’ of the gebus ‘cultural symbols’ (using Richerson and
Boyd'’s terminology) when they were under positieéestion pressures. This would have occurred for
the first time many tens of thousands of years d&gb.course, metaphorically speaking, natural
selection did not ‘know’ that this (i.e., being imrgroup marker) was their ultimate function, asunal
selection has no brain and cannot ‘know’ anythifige only currency that natural selection accepts is
reproductive success. Human in-group breeding @oipuls that had a stronger in-group identity must
have had a selective advantage in multi-level giseipction for eusociality.

An important principle in biology is that strucélirdesign features (or forms) can change
function (i.e., what they do) over evolutionary ér{phylogeny) as well as during the developmental
lifespan of an individual (ontogeny). And, a stuwrel design feature can have two or more different
functions at the same time. With that as backgrpand given the phenomenal success of eusociality
as an animal social system, any variation of actral design feature that facilitated eusociatlityan
individual would almost certainly have been and k& an adaptation for that individual througheit
kin selection among related persons [62] or throuogliti-level group selection among non-related
persons as societies grew in eusocial complex@g][1

Theoretically, one could argue that a functioneotthan in-group marker was the ultimate
function of these religious structural design feasuwhen human beings first acquired religionsaAs
modern example of another function for a religieisictural design feature, in poorer parts of the
world today wearing a gold cross on a gold chaouad one’s neck is also a status symbol, which
would make status display the function. Ironicabpme Japanese teenage girls, who are Buddhist,
wear gold crosses around their neck, not as clibyrabols of religion, but as fashionable, highista
‘western-style’ jewelry. Today, as in the past, soreligious people wear religious items on their



person as the religious equivalent of good luckmmisawhich is another possible function of religiou
structural design features. | am open to these @ibesibilities; but within multi-level group setean |
cannot think of a more adaptive function for redigg structural design features than being eusocial-
facilitating in-group markers for a breeding pojiga.

A similar type of unanswered question occurs raigar the evolution of religion as a whole
within the cognitive science of religion with adadon and by-product proponents each making their
arguments [17]. Of course, non-material functiogatities in the non-material mind, such as the
‘modules’ within the cognitive science of religiocannot be adaptations, but they can confer
adaptedness (or adaptiveness) on the structurgindiesitures in the brain whose functions they bre.
behavioral biology the argument seems more setfédeast today, the structural design features
associated with religion, from information-ladetigi®us beliefs (and the behaviors they predictably
bias in the active state of believing) to crossesiad people’s neck to hijabs, are and were adtual
group-marking cultural adaptations for a breedioguation. Among hunter gatherers, which is where
we as a species have spent 95% of our time, rebgoeliefs and behavioral rituals probably would
have been the main structural design features ¢uéural symbols) associated with different rigigs.

Our closest non-human primate relatives, the chimpes and bonobos, are neither eusocial
nor religious. At some time in the 6 million yeasimice our last common ancestor, eusociality and
religion came to characterize us. There is no exddehat our recently extinct other human species,
Homo neanderthalwho lived approximately 500,000 to 40,000 yeaye and with whom we share
more than 99% of our DNA and with whom there wamaanter-breeding, was any more eusocial than
chimpanzees or bonobos. Nor, is there evidenceiefreligion in Neanderthals, although there issom
evidence of proto-religion, such as burying thedde@here is absolutely no evidence of either
eusociality or religion in the tool-making commancastor oH. neanderthabndH. sapienswho was
Homo erectusnd who lived 1.9 million to 70,000 years ago.

In reconstructing history, ‘possible’ is the bsttndard of evidence that can be presented at this
time for the relationship between religion and eisdy. As more hypotheses are tested and moie dat
accrues, the evidence might become probable. Givennability to test hypotheses in long-gone
ancestral environments where human proto-religidd2], [6] and proto-eusociality [146] evolved,
most likely the standard of evidence for religiaisictural design features ever having had an hctua
causal role in human eusociality will never getwithin the realm of scientific certainty. In the
meantime, we will consider if the evidence to datat least plausible.

2. Religion and Its Evolution

Evidence points to religion emerging as a cultimatitution from about 200,000 years ago to about
50,000 years ago when humans lived in small huyaérer bands of 25 to 50 persons. Religion’s
evolution [46], [120], [138], which is a separatgegtion from God’s evolution, or at least the etiolu
of human ideas about God [19], [64], [148], is anptex topic as religion is composed of religious
beliefs, emotions and behaviors. There are alserd#atures of religion, such as religious mythd an
sacred texts and commentaries, which for converiehim bundling within religious beliefs as the
linguistically represented components that contabo the creation of religious beliefs. Apart from
some arguments to the contrary [17], [138], itrdikely that religion as a whole, including its o
and culturally acquired components, could have waadHirectly by selection, which can only act
directly on structural design features, as previously dised, be they genetically or culturally
transmitted across generations [50].

There is one obvious structural design featureallaieligions that was previously mentioned:
the phylogenetically old (and therefore heritabteprdinated motor pattern of make-oneself-lower-
smallerer-more-vulnerable (LSV) behavior used in humanshe nhon-vocal aspect of petitioning



prayer. Each religion has a somewhat distinguighbdadal variation on the common and general LSV
theme by which the behavior aefined This local, learned and culturally acquired arehs$mitted
variation on the common LSV theme is why one cdhthe difference between a praying Jew,
Christian or Muslim [51]. LSV behavior, becausesia heritable, coordinated pattern of movemertt tha
can be defined by its form, can bedaect object of gene-changing natural selection. Theljoca
culturally acquired learned variation on LSV beloathat is specific for particular religion, whiclan
also be defined by its form, can be a direct obpécultural selection.

There are also bodily features that are structdesdign features of religion, such as the
circumcised penises and religious beards of JeanshMuslim men. There are also cultural items that
are symbols of specific religions, such as the sgimaepresentation of specific partially counter-
intuitive and partially counterfactual religiouslieés, a gold cross worn around a Christian woman’s
neck on a chain or the hijab head covering of Muslvomen or the Yamaka skull cap worn by
religious Jewish men. Most important, all of theseictural design features are religiously mediated
in-group markers.

Some more can be added about religious beliefeelggously mediated in-group markers.
There are two ways in which a belief can be cona@jzed: the philosophical-psychological way and
the behavioral biological way. In philosophy anggi®logy, a belief is some version of that which is
held to be true, and where knowledge is a justifreé belief. In philosophy and psychology, beliefs
are non-material/non-physical concepts in the natenal mind. Using the word ‘belief’ or ‘believe’
in language, as in ‘I believe P,’ is not evidenaethe presence of a belief. It is only evidencevbat
someone says that they believe. It is subject temléeon and may not be evidence that someone
harbors the belief at all.

By contrast, in behavioral biology, where compdeeare preferentially referenced to behavior
(movement), a belief can be conceptualized as atiy@f information, which when in the brain and
formatted above the level of an individual neuroa.(not just in an individual neuron but within a
neural network or circuit), biases behavior in edictable way; and when the individual is in thévec
state of believing, the behavior (movement) is ttrtsse of the belief and not just evidence of the
belief [54]. If beliefs are composed of informatiand if information is always ‘physical,” belieése
always physical. From the third person objectivespective, the mind is what the cognitive-related
structures of the brain do, such things as thinkplgnning, praying, etc. What things do in biolagy
in a different, non ‘physical’ ontological realnom what things are, which is framed in biology las t
form/function distinction. ‘Mind,” from the firstgrson perspective and the issue of Cartesian dualis
etc., is a separate issue not being addressed.

The state of believing, which would be what thédie (as well as the individual who harbors
the belief) are doing, would be a non-materialr@ttperson perspective) function in the non-material
mind when the individual who harbors the beliefinsthe active state of believing. In behavioral
biology causation can’t cross the ontological barmgdoetween form and function, which has lots of
application to the causes of religious behaviomslidis, because they are information-laden physical
entities in brain, can make bodies move. That isabse beliefs are in the same form/function
ontological realm as bodies. They are both forms.

This behavioral biology perspective on beliefs ipaaticularly useful way of conceptualizing
beliefs in religion, where an (if nohe most) important biological function of a (‘physigaeligious
belief is to act as an in-group marker by biasireppgle’s religiously motivated behavior in a
predictably similar way. What people do behavigrdblased on a belief they harbor, is more important
than what they say about what they believe, akbelieve P.’

I’'m saying that religious structural design featr from beliefs to gold crosses to hijabs — are
in-group breeding population markers dogmaticallgher than conjecturally because from my
behavioral biology perspective the evidence, sofmetich was just discussed, is compelling. More



will be said later. Arguing that it feels good telieve and to have faith cannot be the primary tionc
of religious beliefs. Metaphorically speaking, matwselection does not ‘care’ if someone feels good
bad. Rather, the good feelings in people of faitthe state of believing are just natural seletdiovay
of having someone have religious beliefs.

Also, utility trumps truth in behavioral biologgeaning that the truth value of the propositions
in the linguistic representations of religious b#diare not relevant, as counter-intuitive as thigght
sound. What is important for religious beliefs,nfra behavioral biology perspective, is that people
who harbor them believe together, pray togetheth@gnsame way) and then lay together and then have
babies together, the religiously-motivated ingratseof an in-group breeding population.

3. Religion’s Possible Role in Eusocial Evolution

Religion’s possible role in the emergence of ewditgican be understood in a series of stageslthat
am calling ‘isms,” meaning distinctive practicegyles, beliefs, and behaviors through which human
societies have progressed. The issue at handg®res role in when and how (i.e., by what proxima
mechanisms) individuals came to put the welfaréhefr in-group breeding population above that of
themselves, a necessary and emergent propertysotiality. Different mechanisms were probably
involved in these different stages, starting witle family group and ending with the western-style
industrialized democracies in parts of the worldietyy What follows are the stages.

3.1Nepotism

As pointed out a number of decades ago by Richadkins [28], we (or at least most) humans are
essentially vehicles for caring for and then seyuadmbining our genes with someone of the opposite
sex and then caring for the resultant progeny duoar very transient and short individual lifetimes
We die but our genes survive, if not in our chitdtban in our siblings’ children (i.e., our niecasd
nephews) and our less closely related cousinstiaml etc. As a result, most of our behavior, agege
carriers, is directed at doing what is best for angropagating our immortal genes that are scadter
among our relatives. For all of us, there are nadreur genes in our relatives than in ourselvesaAs
result, because our genes appear to be such impahtaers of our behavior, family comes first,
sometimes to our own personal detriment, which goeer the heading of nepotism.

This would be the earliest theoretical stage ah&n proto-eusociality, where self is self and
‘other’ is family. What parent would not give ugethown life to save their children. As a resulamg
of our family-first behavioral traits have evolveg what is called kin selection [62]. We don’t know
the social history of our primate ancestors welbwggh to know if some of them prior to our last
common ancestor with the chimpanzee 6 million yaars lived in small monogamous family groups,
such as the Asian gibbons live today [83]. Extaithpte societies are very variable [128].

3.2 Bandism

Even though several extant African hunter-gatheugs now have courtship-initiated marriages, there
is both genetic and cultural evidence of familyaaged transfer of reproductive age adolescent
individuals among hunter-gather bands in our hup®st in what is called reciprocal exogamy [139].
On a less formalized basis, female adolescentfeabgstween flexible fission-fusion groups [128] is
found in the chimpanzees and bonobos, our closesae relatives. In humans, among current hunter-
gathers [68], as in many more modern societieBeegex can disperse (transfer) from their natalgr

to marry.
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The fact that human groups are and probably wene rstable than the less enduring fission-
fusion groups of chimpanzees and bonobos is prgbahly multi-level/group selection, by which
eusociality primarily evolved, worked better on then it did on them. In-group marking religious
structural design features and stronger humantatiebonds among more than mother and offspring
(e.g., romantic love and paternal-offspring bondsuld have made our groups more enduring in
composition than groups of chimpanzees and bonadlita. would have occurred sometime after our
proposed transition from multi-male and multi-feméle., polyamorous) mating in the earliestmo
sapienswhich will be discussed below in the work of Ryard Jetha.

As a result, compared to a family kin group in evtheveryone is genetically related, hunter-
gather bands are composed of genetically relatddhan-related persons. The theoretical kin groap, a
a social unit, would not have needed religion ageagroup marker to put the extended family’s needs
above that of the individual. We evolved to put ilgrfirst by kin-selection, as explained above,agiv
that our genes are ‘selfish’ but widely distribusedong our kin.

What would have been needed in hunter-gather bendause individuals to put the groups’
needs above that of one’s self are symbolic, aallytacquired, in-group markers. Such markers would
have included in-group distinguishing language ¢@alect within a language), dress, hairstyle,
adornments, jewelry, cultural rituals, and commyrtiteld partially counter-factual and partially
counter-intuitive beliefs, which is where religi@momes into the picture. All religions contain such
beliefs as well as religion-specific and therefaregroup specific linguistic and behavioral rituals
[111].

Adult human males in hunter-gather bands, evesetheho are not genetically related, are
relatively cooperative and egalitarian with eacheot[11], especially for a primate. A provocative
proposal has been made by Ryan & Jetha [119] thatii early hunter-gather band stage our mating
system was multimale-multifemale (polyamorous), esmat like chimpanzees and bonobos are today,
and that our penises (but not that of the chimpamxre bonobo) are as responsible for the high degre
of adult male: adult male cooperative behaviorwasboains.

The shape of our penises could also be as mudntabiting cause of our eusociality as our
religions! The adult human male’s glans penis etaiay is essentially a scoop which in pre-
ejaculatory penile-vaginal thrusting would dislodged remove the sperm of other males who had
recently ejaculated in the adult female. We arecthlg primate with such a ‘device,” which Ryan and
Jetha argue (somewhat persuasively) evolved sometifter our last common ancestor with the
chimpanzee to allow adult human males to competdhetsperm level, which then freed them to
cooperate within the hunter-gather band at the \beta level for big game hunting and communal
defense. In comparison to our closest non-humamgbe relatives, adult human males have been
called‘SuperCooperators[99]. Fifty non-related stranger human males daors a city bus together
peacefully, which would be an impossible task ftiy fnon-related adult male chimpanzees.

The pattern for religions in hunter-gather barsd®ichange rapidly in ritual and belief as bands
split apart, which is common. There are good datauthenting this among the Apache Native
American bands in the American Southwest [47, B, 53, pp. 1-2], [94, pp. 8—13Appreciate the
advantage of religion as an in-group marker fouatér-gather band. A newly arrived adolescent might
have a different dialect or even a different acéerh having been in another hunter-gather banak pri
to puberty. Dialects and accents get fixed at pyb&ur brains react differently to someone who
speaks our language with a dialect or accent cogdptara native speaker [8]. Their different dialect
accent would identify that immigrant person as aomember of the new in-group. However, the
adolescent would have strong emotional motivatmmaicquiring the new religious beliefs as well as
the new dress, adornments, hair style, etc. Seanrespect, religious beliefs and rituals comasrin-
group markers where language dialect and accem{5&1].
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3.3 Tribalism

The next more complex type of organization in hureaaial evolution is the tribe, which can consist
of hundreds to thousands of individuals, oftendkd into genetically related (through the mateoral
paternal line) clans. And when small scale hortigel and husbandry became adopted, tribes could
grow in size. Because tribal members are even monelated genetically than members of a hunter-
gather band, religion would have taken on even nmp®rtance as an in-group marker for the tribe as
a way of predisposing people to put the in-groupsds above that of one’s self. Tribal religiors ar
more elaborate than simple hunter-gather bandioalg In tribes one can see the beginning of the
transition from the more behaviorally based imagisb the more belief-based doctrinal modes of
religion [41]. Compared to the relative simpliciy hunter-gather religions [46], the religious nmg/ith
that make up the belief system of Navajo Tribalgieh, as an example, take over 856 pages to
document [113], which is actually 31 pages longanttheCatechism of the Catholic Chur¢hl1] and

a little more than half the number of pages inNlesv American Bibl¢97].

3.4 City Stateism

The invention of agriculture circa 10,000 years atijowed larger numbers of humans to live together
and grow their food in the surrounding countrysifleity state is a sovereign city and the surroogdi
countryside, often governed by a ruling family. &uean city states, which also had their ruling
families, had their own professional armies. Ousle®d sense of in-group and out-group tribalism is
what held these city states together. In additedmost all city states contained people of the same
religion. So there were two in-group markers, thmlisols of the city states, such as coats of arms,
flags, etc. and the symbols of the religion.

3.5Nationalism

The next stage in our social evolution would be tiaion, at least historically composed of
confederations of many tribes, city states, antestés in ‘The United States’). It is at the natsbate
level that national symbols take predominance fftags to songs, to currencies, etc. Some nations
consist of citizens of the same religion, where oae see state religions. In other nations of deer
people, like the United States, nationalism app&aiEct in a similar way to religion as being an in
group marker. The United States is not a singleedirey population, as people assortatively
(preferentially) mate (i.e., marry) primarily onetlbasis of religion, although this is rapidly chisag
with secularization.

People have always been willing to die for God aodintry, which shows how the two
different types of culturally-created social ingtibns, religious and political, are related. Boghigion
and the nation state act as eusocial-facilitatiagroup markers, especially where the in-grougss a
breeding population. Nationhood is a less effeativsocial-facilitating in-group marker when there a
factions within the in-group that don’t exchang@e® Such was the case in Europe with the Jews and
Christians prior to World War 11, and now with tBeropean Muslims and Christians.

Ironically, secularization, where religion’s inflace on who marries whom declines, will allow
for more gene flow among previously geneticallylased religious in-groups within nations. This will
facilitate the nation’s ability to act as an in-gpomarker. With all its symbols, nations, like gadns,
are well suited for the task. Appreciate that th@rerthat nation-specific in-group markers disappear
such as a nation-specific religion or currency asgport-requiring borders, the less effective diteon
becomes as a eusocial-facilitating in-group. Tleatflect is evident in the European Union (EU) today
where English is becoming the common language lamdEtiro is becoming the common currency and
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one can cross national borders in the EU withogsparts. That which is considered the in-group is
expanding, which causes cognitive and emotionaledis in traditionalists.

4. Prosocial Behavior, Cooperation, Altruism, Eusaality,
and Parochial Altruism: What Are the Differences?

First, one can model these different entities witle same or similar equations and computer
simulations [13]. That is because one issue issdme among them, which is the interaction of self
with other. The ‘other’ can be another individualamy group of other individuals. Given the current
popularity of cognitive science and cognitive sceerof religion, the various ways in which these
entities are modeled primarily address cognitive aational ways of behaving and downplay the
emotional, which is difficult to model [107]. Emotis don't follow laws of logic that can be modeled.
To have a more comprehensive understanding as & vduses these different entities, and as a
general principle with which to understand humarhaw®r, imagine a triangle with thoughts,
emotions, and behavior at the three corners. Hetiea change any one of these three items, bsdlm
always has an influence on the other two.

David Sloan Wilson [144] says that altruism istbat motivation of behavior and a behavior.
He points out that the most altruistic species artheare eusocial insects in whom we don’t ask
questions about their motivation. He then arguas ithterms of trying to understand human altruism,
we should concentrate on ways of modeling the hiehand how it could evolve and be maintained
and forget about the behavior's emotional motivatidhat modeling principle would apply to
eusociality as well. In respect to humans, modekaggations and computer simulations, although
showing how such behaviors could evolve by natsekction, would not be very predictive for a
particular individual in whom emotions as well asosyncratic life history variables play a part in
behavioral decisions.

4.1 Prosocial Behavior

Prosocial behavior means two things: (1) helpintet individually or in groups, and (2) following
social norms. In terms of the first meaning of pial behavior, in the human (as contrast to ah ant
the motivation for 1:1 prosocial behavior is ofteaid to be altruism, but that is just kicking thenc
down the road because we then have to ask whavaesi altruism, which on a 1:1 basis is empathy
and will be discussed below. Also, the costs antefies in this type of prosocial helping behaviar d
not have to be as profound as units of reproduatineess. Holding a heavy door open for an old lady
when she is coming into a restaurant behind yotscalsnost nothing for you in calories and a few
seconds of time but the small act of human kindmaght benefit her significantly. Human prosocial
helping behavior can be on a 1:1 basis or on a@pbasis, such as donating money anonymously to
large charity. The motivations are different betwé®e two and will be covered below.

The other meaning of prosocial behavior, followsagial norms, does not have to be related to
altruism or eusociality at all. Examples of socrarm following include wearing the currently
fashionable, society-specific and expected clothiolgeying driving rules, belonging to the state
religion when there is one, and showing common tegyrand politeness expected of one in one’s
social group. Cultural manners are a type of caltur-group-marking, such as the greeting ceremony
of shaking hands in Europe and bowing in Japan [Al2¢se types of ritualized, culture-specific sbcia
behaviors are motivated by our tendency towardsnatve coercion and the tendency or need of
people to do what most people do and especiallyt Wit status people do [92], [95], [102]. The
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motivations behind such conformity behaviors arenglex. Following driving rules, one of the
examples of prosocial behavior just used, requoegperation, the next topic.

4.2 Cooperation

Human cooperation can be generated just from #iteal) thought corner of the thought-emotion-
behavior triangle previously explained [2], wher&asnan altruism and eusociality are almost always
generated from the emotional corner. By contrggpreciate that in a eusocial ant cooperation is jus
genetically programmed given the appropriate rabgastimuli. Although social and cultural factors
are involved in human cooperative behavior, theralso a heritable component, just like in the
eusocial ant [23]. Even though cooperativenesddsespread among the Animal Kingdom [135], many
authors conflate human cooperation with humaniattias a single entity, primarily because they can
be modeled with the same computer simulations ajutens. They use the terms synonymously.
There is an advantage in separating cooperatiom ftiruism, especially in humans. All altruism
involves some degree of cooperation but one canooperative just on a genetically programmed
basis (ants) or on more volitional, rational cogeitbasis (humans). Humans don’t have to have any
positive feelings at all for the person with whamey are cooperating. People can even cooperate with
people with whom they have negative feelings, sashcooperating together in an organization to
compete with other organizations. So even thougipetion and altruism can be modeled with the
same computer simulations and equations, altruigtnleast in humans, implies an emotional-
motivational component that is not needed in singplgperation.

There are two main types of cooperation, direct iadirect [100], which are also called direct
and indirect reciprocity. Robert Trivers [134] wése first to show mathematically how direct
cooperation, in which there is at least a tempocast to self and a benefit to another individeal)ld
have evolved by what he called reciprocal altrui€ne helps one’s neighbor knowing that if one
needs help in the future, one’s neighbor will beerlikely to return the favor. This is extendingsb
reciprocity credit to one’s neighbor. Many tribakgties (e.g., the Navajo of North America) ar&he
together by such webs of social reciprocity credit.

Allomaternal care (non-relatives taking care ofeguiles), a type of cooperation, is widely
distributed among birds and mammals and common gmpomates [70]. Adult male primates also
interact with juveniles in many ways and for maiifyedent reasons [129]. But wélomo sapiensare
the only primate in which fathers take intimateecaf offspring that can, except for nursing, can be
identical to the type of intimate care given by hess [90]. We and chimpanzees are also the only
primates that engage in cooperative food sharingngmadults. Human beings, at least in more
advanced societies, are also the only primate wittiivision of labor where specialists help and
cooperate with each other for goods and servigesimpler societies most people are generalists.
Issues like reputation and cheating, in relatigmgbi cooperating, are also involved and are complex
and beyond the scope of this article. But it canmsmtioned that reputation allows for what is ahlle
indirect reciprocity [100], where the favor is simpassed on to other community members, as long as
the person asking for help in the future does @aotha bad reputation as being a cheater who ddes no
reciprocate. The take home point about cooperasiohat in humans it can be generated by cognitive,
rational factors alone.

4.3 Altruism

We discussed the relationship between cooperatidnattruism above. There are certain features in
common between altruism and eusociality, which b@ldiscussed below. In humans, these two types
of social interaction, altruistic and eusocial, @dakfferent underlying emotional motivational syste

Altruism involves a 1:1 interaction where one deemething to benefit someone else at a cost to self
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The emotion of empathy is primarily and usually tmaotivates this type of human altruistic
interaction [31], [33], [35]. As a result, and titerate, computer simulations and games, whichtdon
involve face to face interactions with real peopleneed, reduce the role of empathic emotion as a
motivating factor in human altruism, which is whyps (computer simulations, equations, and games)
don’t always accurately reflect the territory (rdié situations). There are also experimental data
supporting the role of empathy as the motivatiodaslying human altruism [5], [45], [133], [137].

We also know something about the neurological rmeisdms that generate empathy, including
mirror neurons [56] and oxytocin [3]. We empathligainderstand what others feel by a mechanism of
action representation [20]. Empathy does not regaiprior affectual bond between the two people.
We can cooperate and even be empathic with totaigers or even to birds and non-human mammals.
One theory of empathy is that one behaves altcai$yi to reduce the negative empathic feelings we
have in ourselves when we observe someone eldstiess. Natural selection does not metaphorically
care much about how people feel but can utilizdeagant feelings in sculpting our behavior.

Cloninger & Kedia [24, p. 97], who also go inte@theuroscience behind their argument, claim
that

[A]ltruism is an attitude that is only possible am animal that has the capacity for self-
transcendence, which requires identification withatvis beyond the existence of the
individual. Altruism is an expression of self-awaees that emerges for the first time in
modern human beings along with self-aware consoess and the capacity for
sublimation. Altruism depends on brain structutest tare only present in human beings
and not in non-human primates.

This finding is another way of differentiating humaltruism from the more ubiquitous non-human
animal prosocial behavior and cooperation.

In spite of strong arguments to the contrary [$810], the evidence is weak for religion’s role
in the evolution and maintenance of altruism [99]1] or that altruism can explain religion [104].
Although some of the world’s great religions hawveeanphasis on altruism [96], many of the ancient
state religions created gods that could not cas® &out how humans behaved towards one another.
This lack of evidence for religion’s role in altsan or vice versa does not preclude religion’'s
relationship with eusociality, where religion aats an in-group marker. One’s common religion, with
all its symbols, facilitates acting in ways thahbgt the in-group at a cost or potential costeti.sTo
illustrate the principle, school uniforms, spo#srmns, boy scounts, and armies also dress the same t
increase their sense of in-group.

4.4 Eusociality

Appreciate that in most eusocial species, likeshaal insects, there is nothing in either the troa
restricted definition of eusociality that involveslividuals being emotionally altruistic to one &mer
on a 1:1 basis in the multi-generational and caatper care of the young and division of labor.
Humans also can baby sit and watch each otherldrehi as a job for money with no emotional
involvement with the child even though that is Ulyuaot the case for most people when they care for
other people’s children that they know and whicleast involves what Sarah Hrdy [70] calls mutual
understanding. In contrast to altruism, which iiactions on a 1:1 basis, an emergent property of
eusocialism is individuals acting so as to beribgéir in-group often at a cost to themselves.

Tribalism is the general term for what underliéss tbehavior, although tribalism is now
extended to more advanced and complex societiesewhes called nationalism. Richerson & Boyd
[115] call this the ‘tribal social instincts hypetsis.” However, ethologist Niko Tinbergen [132, p.
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118], who won the Nobel Prize in Physiology and Maxk in 1973 for his discovery (along with
fellow ethologists Konrad Lorenz and Karl Von Fhjof the mechanisms of instincts, very strongly
argues that within the hierarchical organizationbehavior ‘there is no such thing as a [i.e., ia th
singular] social instinct.” Instincts occur at lowRkierarchical levels and can contribute to social
behavior. As such, tribalism (or ‘colonyism’ in salcinsects) is not in itself an eusocial-facilitef
instincteither in ants or in us.

Tribalism, which is not an instinct, is also ndtreown or understood basic human emotion that
causes behavior. The closest set of behaviorsb@lism might be those related to territorial desen
where aggression is the primary emotion used tendkefterritory. However, aggression does not
accommodate the important emergent property ofaaifty, which is putting the needs and welfare of
one’s in-group breeding population above that oé’srself. There are probably several different
emotions underlying what is called tribalism. Xehopia, which is a fear of strangers who are not
members of one’s in-group, is one such emotiondtesdtes our sense of in-group versus out-group.

In the past 10,000 or so years with the adverdagoiculture, aggression in territorial defense
would have been more adaptive than in the longdngdther phase of our social evolution. So fear
and aggression are two emotions. There are otlsergel. Patriotism is a component of tribalism.
People often get emotional feelings, including sgthptic arousal (i.e., ‘goose bumps’) and sometimes
even get tears in their eyes when they hear tlaiomal anthem sung. Perhaps that is a manifestatio
of awe. Tribalism emotions appear to be sublimétgdans of sports teams, who get very emotional
cheering on their surrogate in-group sports team.

4.5 Parochial Altruism

This is a term for costly in-group cooperation @hen inter-group aggression without expectations of
future returns. Not surprising, the concept, besoghewhat of a hybrid between two different human
motivational systems, has conflicting evidence sufpg it being natural kind [149].

5. The Behavioral Biology of Human Eusociality

To review, eusociality requires (1) multigeneratibcare of young, (2) cooperative care of younya(3
division of labor, and (4) defense of communal lesaoften containing foodstuff. The more restdcte
definition requires that in (3) one component & thvision of labor involves a non-reproducing east

Given the number of elements that comprise eubtycitnere is certainly not a human ‘eusocial
gene,’ even though a mutation in one or more hugeres could theoretically impair an individual's
ability to behave eusocially. In addition, becaassociality evolved in a number of very diverseatax
(insects, crustacean cleaning shrimp, naked Afrioate rats, and human beings) that are so distant
taxonomically, it is a reasonable presumption tttere is more than one way, i.e., different
mechanisms, in which a species can become eusocial.

From a behavioral biology perspective, eusociaditg highly efficient social organization for a
society where the individuals in the society aralagous (same function but different evolutionary
history) to the different specialized cells in altincellular organism. Human beings have gone tgtou
a progression in complexity of social organizatiaiisce we first evolved, which was previously
discussed. At each stage, we became more eusBoi@pared to eusocial insects, human being social
organization is not genetically determined in sacltixed way. We are more flexible, as evidence by
the different human social organizations just i plast few thousand years around the world. Nosv, th
behavioral biology of the components of human eiadibc will be discussed separately with
occasional comparisons with other eusocial species.
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5.1 Multigenerational and Cooperative Care of theroung

Multigenerational and cooperative care of the yo(irey, cooperative breeding) are present in sgecie
that are not eusocial, including many non-humamate species. But, as previously stated, what is
unique to human beings is that adult males, eshetahers, are much more involved in care of the
young, including infants. Besides mutual understand70], one of our other mechanisms of multi-
generational and cooperative care of the youngiiscapacity to form affectual empathic bonds even
with non-related juveniles [70], which derives framaternal care that evolved independently in birds
and mammals [42]. Irendus Eibl-Eibesfeldt captutied capacity with the beautiful phrase, ‘with
maternal care love came into the world’ [43, p.]198ere is a neuroscience behind this capacity tha
is beyond the scope of this article [30].

5.2 Defense of a Communal Local, Often Containingoodstuff

Defense of a communal local, often containing fooidis requires that we as human beings can
distinguish between in-group and out-group memi®ased on twin studies there is evidence that in
humans what is called in-group love (i.e., patsiotiand nationalism) and out-group derogation (i.e.,
prejudice and xenophobia) have a small heritabfepament [74], which is almost certainly polygenic
and not presently known but which might be medidigdxytocin [32]. Compared to social insects,
who have colony-specific pheromones, human beirayge raverage-generating mechanisms in our
brains that average variations of kind on commarsse/ themes. Our brains appear to ‘know’ what is
average, as what is average is more aesthetidetgipg to the brains’ owners. For example, whesn on
takes photographs of the faces of many differenmem who for example work in the same
organization, and then morph all the faces into fa@e using morphing software, the picture of the
morphed face, which is the average face, is cormidmore aesthetic and attractive than the face of
any of the individual women [59, p. 191]. We camegmeaning to (i.e., identify) a particular face so
easily by knowing (or at least our brain ‘knows9vh and to what degree the particular face differs
from the average face.

We, or at least our brains, have a similar medmarior ‘knowing’ what is average for features
about which we are familiar other than human faBesh human in-group breeding population, which
historically has been synonymous with a religioas feulturally unique features that can be detected
with our senses. Such features include languagssdhairstyle, jewelry, manners, customs, etc. We
know (because our brains learn) what is averaga Beeing so many examples as we grow up in a
society. In a strange society, not knowing whadvierage produces what is called ‘culture shock.” We
are particularly sensitive to outliers, who areha tails of the distributions for what is averageur
own society, as average is the exemplar of therooqg When an individual is more than a few
standard deviations from average in a culturaipsmitted feature in our own society, the individea
looked at with suspicion as not being an in-growgmber. Average is beautiful is true in biology even
if it is counter-intuitive.

Racial features and how we react to them on fM&I ihto this same average is beautiful
principle, as they can be quantitatively distrilsigcross in-groups and show variation within and
across what are called races rather than beingetiskinds [117]. For example, people get
progressively more Asian looking as one moves feast the Middle East farther into East Asia. Races
are modeled as clines in genetics, which reflege@graphic center and then quantitative changes in
gene frequencies as one moves away from the gdugragnter. Human races are not discrete kinds.
Humans also don’t have an innate racial bias asaharevolved in the Pleistocene where most people
only saw people of the same race. What at firstccbe interpreted as evidence for racial bias oRfM
appears to be just driven by norm (i.e., averagelption [122]. By contrast, other features, like a
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different language, are more qualitative ways @fedentiating someone as an out-group member. The
outward manifestations of religion, from dress tehéwviors to beliefs, are often qualitative
distinguishers. A meta-analysis reveals that werdahe that someone is an out-group member based
on many different quantitative and qualitative tzast that utilize different brain regions [127].

We have out-group prejudice (‘xenophobia’), idealile on fMRI and quantitative EEG
analysis, for people who even have a differentedtabf the same language we speak, when all we hear
are their voices [8]. When people of the same @eeput in groups based on something that they
believe that they have in common, their brains trelffiéerently on quantitative EEG measures to in-
group versus out-group members [67], [112]. Ouimisraven react differently on fMRI to an out-group
with whom we are in current conflict versus a distaut-group with whom we have never had any
interactions [16] or between a moderately differegritsus an extremely different out-group [65] or to
politicians faces of the same or different politipgrsuasion than our own [75]. Our brains react
differently to pictures of people who look like useganing they are of the same race and ethnic group
depending on whether there is a national flag ofcowntry or another country in the picture, shayin
that out-group bias can occur with symbols and dibeepend on facial difference cues [27].

That later finding has obvious implication foriggbus symbols, such as the gold cross or hijab,
as in-group and out-group markers. Our brains eeawct differently when we hear pro out-group
versus pro in-group words spoken by someone el$¢ [When doing tasks, our brains react
measurably differently, using quantitative EEG gsial, in the presence of an in-group or out-group
observer [69]. Our brains react differently on fMRhen an in-group member is harmed by another in-
group member compared to being harmed by a menfilzer aut-group [93].

We also know something about in-group preferencetbnocentrism at the neurohormonal
level. As previously stated, oxytocin, a brain péptthat is associated in women with uterine
contractions and childbirth, also promotes in-grdagoritism and to a lesser degree, out-group
derogation [32]. People differ in the degree tochithey have this in-group preference tendencydase
on which of several polymorphic oxytocin receptengs they have [86]. Of interest in terms religson’
function as an in-group marker, a recently publishiacebo controlled study has shown a relationship
between intra-nasal oxytocin administration in neddige men and self-reported measures of
spirituality [136]. In-groups and spirituality (i,epolitics and religion) might be related becatisey
both appear to be mediated, at least in part, jtoc.

5.3 A Non-Reproducing Caste

The general and figurative definition of a casteha onlineOxford English Dictionary{105] is ‘a
system of rigid social distinction in a communitgiven that theCatechism of the Catholic Church
[21, p. 441] claims that ordination confers a parerd ontological change on the cleric, the general
and figurative meaning of a caste seems applicadblean males become non-reproducing clerical
caste members for a variety of reasons.

There are two main reasons (or proximate, cortingucauses that are neither necessary nor
sufficient causes) that facilitate a human maledeaible to be a celibate cleric, both of which imeo
reproductive suppression but by two very diffeneigichanisms:

» reproductively suppressed in adolescence or yodaleod by acquiring, through indoctrination,
various counter-intuitive religious beliefs,
» reproductively suppressead utero in the third trimester of pregnancy by steroid $mrmones.

First, before explaining these two mechanisms inremdetail, something must be said about
‘reproductive skew’, which is the ratio of non-reguctive to reproductive members of a breeding
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population [61]. The higher the ratio, the highlee reproductive skew. Compared to other eusocial
species, humans have an extremely low reprodustiesv. Reproductive skew is modeled in two
ways: thetransactional modehssumes that each individual has full control aeproduction but self-
restrains from reproducing. Tlsempromise modelssumes that all individual will at least try taim

a share of the breeding.

The reproductive suppression of clerics, including two main reasons mentioned above, is
most compatible with the transactional model, altfio ‘self-restrains’ should not be confused with
‘free will." In the transactionalmodel of reproductive skew ‘self-restrains’ in megucing occurs by
different mechanisms in different species. It asours by at least two different mechanisms inicder
of the human species. It is sometimes reversibdesametimes not, which also applies to humans. The
following applies to humans except where referaaceade to the naked mole rat.

5.3.1 Reproductive Suppression in Adolescence oo¥ng Adulthood

This mechanism is associated with clerics whopaiarily attracted to adult women. It is potentially
reversible. This celibate behavioral phenotype isanifestation of a very strong religious belief,
almost certainly acquired with accompanying emdjotihat biases the cleric’s behavior towards
eusocial cooperativeness where they put the reptivéusuccess of their in-group breeding population
above that of themselves. In some clerics in raligiorders, who joined the orders in adolescence,
wanting to be a member of a relatively a high stand locally admired ‘we-group’ [44] could also be
a contributing factor. Except in earlier centuniglen illegitimate children of clerics were common
(Betzig, 1995), giving up romantic love, sex anddyen in the modern world for God in such clerics
is a very different phenomenon from simply haviegsl reproduction as a result of reproductive
cooperation among males, which is common amongates[37] and is modeled by the compromise
model of reproductive suppression.

One could argue (albeit not without controver$\ttthe reversible, non-reproductive status in
celibate clergy who arprimarily attracted to women occurs by an analogous subraigsieraction
with a dominant, same sex, higher social statusvishabl, which is the mechanism that produces
reproductive suppression in the naked mole rat][1&0alogy can be a source of knowledge (Lorenz,
1974). Same sex clergy higher up in the hieraromyose beliefs that facilitate the acceptance of the
‘discipline’ of non-reproducing celibacy on all dies, including those who am@imarily attracted to
reproductive age women. The effect of this disomlis felt most by diocesan clerics who prenarily
attracted to adult women and who usually live aloneectories. After Vatican Il in the 1960s, when
many clerics were disappointed that celibacy wasnmade optional, tens of thousands of them left,
mostly to get married. By contrast, celibacy istguinderstandable and natural for religious order
clergy, who live in all male communities. Appreeiathat among the primates groups of non-
reproducing males are not unique to religious oolienics who live together in religious communities
[116]. Such ‘bachelor groups’ are different fromotirer primatological term, ‘peripheral males’, a
category that appears applicable to diocesan slére&, parish priests) who live alone in recterie

5.3.2 Reproductive Suppression in Utero in the Thd Trimester
of Pregnancy by Sex Steroid Hormones

This type of reproductive suppression is not ratgslit is not initially and sufficiently causeahly by
intra-individual-controlled factors in the fetuss ¢he mother’s physiology appears to plays a very
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important role. It results in less romantic andusdxattraction to reproductive age girls and women,
which makes a celibate clerical lifestyle easiesydhodynamic explanations for this type of
reproductive suppression, once quite popular in20té century, no longer have scientific credililit
The behavioral neuroendocrinology is quite com@ed beyond the scope of this article [40], [48],
[52], [72], [140].

Even in small scale human societies there is alveagmall percentage of adults who do not
reproduce [118]. In addition, there is always meagance in human male compared to human female
reproductive success. A common interpretation @f ldst common ancestor of all living women
appearing to be older than the last common anceétall living men by tens of thousands of years,
and also there being more genetic polymorphisnth@muman X versus somatic chromosomes, is that
there were more breeding females for each breadadg (i.e., polygyny) when we first speciated into
Homo sapieng143], [63]. Reproductive skew for men but not feomen (i.e., less men breeding)
went up over time as subsistence intensified in drursocieties from hunter-gathers to herder-
gardeners to full time agriculturists in the ficstilizations [10].

Ironically, Mathew 19:10-12 in the New Testamehth@ Bible addressed this issue 2,000 years
ago. When asked by his disciples if it is betterafanan not to marry, words attributed to Jesus say

Not all can accept [this] word, but only those tbom that is granted. Some are incapable
of marriage because they were born so; some betiaeigavere made so by others; some,
because they have renounced marriage for the $dke kingdom of heaven. Whoever can

accept this ought to accept it [97, pp. 1040-1041].

6. In-Group Breeding Population Markers in General
and in Humans in Particular

An in-group breeding population, a phrase that been used throughout this article, is a group of
individuals of the same species in which breediogucs but in which there are at least some barers
gene flow from other in-group breeding populatiohshe same species. In many cases the barriers to
gene flow are physical, such a body of water or @umain range. However, individually carried
physical barriers, like religious in-group-markiotpthing and beliefs, can also exit even when there
are not environmental physical barriers separatiegtwo groups. These in-group markers allow two
different in-group breeding populations of the sapecies to live together with very little if angrge
flow between them.

The Christians and Jews prior to World War Il mldhd are good examples of this religiously-
mediated separation of genes. The degree of genedtross in-group breeding populations is quite
variable across different species, which is onthefarguments as to why multi-level group selecison
not universally effective in all species. In 19¢ntury Europe, Catholic and Protestant religionsewe
once barriers to gene flow. They are much les®dayt Nevertheless, eusocial species are partigular
good at having in-group breeding population markers

In eusocial insects [77], cleaning shrimp [22], axatked mole rats [103], identification of ron
colony intruders is olfactory, although some sowigkcts also use visual cues. In human beingse ther
are many different in-group markers for breedinguations that use different senses. Outside of the
kin-group, who might be able to recognize one asotly bodily-emitted olfactory cues [71], larger
social organizations (bands, tribes, city statasipns) predominantly use visual cues, such asir@ilt
specific behaviors, clothing, hair style, adornnsefod, etc. However, there are also auditory doues
terms of language and music and even olfactorytasté cues based on local foods. And finally, since
we are the primate that talks, in addition to oehdviors being biased in predictable ways by our
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beliefs, we can also talk (generated by behavibguawhat we believe, thereby creating a mobile,
sound-wave-generated in-group symbol that canrelsel potential out-group suitors.

Eibl-Eibesfeldt [44, pp. 37-38] frames in-groupaahment in terms of indoctrinobility, which
he defines as ‘a special learning disposition tanfan affective attachment to symbols and values
characterizing the quasi-familial we-group... Oreoguired, individuals seem substantially fixated to
their religious... values and to the symbols typfoalthe we-group.’

Religious beliefs, which are symbols either initlsemantic representations or in the behaviors
that they bias in predictable ways during the &cstate of believing, are almost always divisivd aa
such, are quite good in-group markers. Religiouketseare good in-group markers because their
semantic representations are hard for outsideexdqaoire without strong emotional commitment; but
yet they can be acquired ontogenically when ematiamtivation is strong, as when new adolescents
enter a new breeding population. Lastly, religiba8efs, as in-group markers, can change very hapid
when an in-group breeding population splits [43F][ [82].

7. Celibate Clergy as Eusocial Caste Exemplars

Many of the earliest Christian clerics, like mosemmof their day, were married. Clerical marital
continence (i.e., you can’'t have sex with your yideept in incrementally over the first millennium;
and mandatory celibacy (i.e., you can’t have a Wwibe Latin-rite clerics was finally instituted itihe
12th century [66], [108]. Theological rationalizais for the hierarchy-imposed discipline of clerica
celibacy today include the ‘gift’ [125], apostolarigins [25], children of clerics inheriting church
property, and Jewish ritual Purity Laws once Masgdn being celebrated daily. Higher personal
religiosity is cross-culturally associated with lemsexually permissive attitudes and behaviors][121
lowering that approaches zero in many clerics. &hera well known inverse relationship between
spirituality and sexuality in many religions, esipdlg Buddhism, that goes beyond the scope of this
article. ‘Celibacy requires a good prayer life’aien taught to Roman Catholic seminarians and men
religious during their formation.

A eusocial exemplar is someone whose life is aagi$ for behaving in ways that benefits one’s
in-group above that and often at a cost to ondfs IseDarwinian natural selection, costs and bésef
are measured in units of reproductive success.ddyglcelibate or by taking a vow of chastity, aseri
are not acting to promote their own reproductivecess, which makes all aspects of their life eadoci
exemplars by definition. Whether they are coopeeaith doing domestic chores in monasteries or meet
their obligations for common prayer or act altngigbwards their fellow monks in their all male
religious communities are not relevant factors bhent being eusocial exemplars to the laity.
‘Reproductive altruism’ was and still is centralttee public image of clerics to the laity in botret
early [89] and the modern [124, pp. 151-152] Church

Non-clerical males in their adolescent and eadyltayears are highly competitive with one
another over reproductive age teenage girls andemoifihey engage in lots of high risk behavior in
this pursuit, causing their mortality rate to beesal times that of teenage girls and women oftrae
age. This is especially true in polygynous socsef3]. Even in later adulthood, the mortality rafe
non-clerical males is significantly higher than wenmmdue to diseases, some of which in the modern
world are related to lifestyle [79]. By contrastc@responding exaggerated sex difference in mtyrtal
in Bavarian religious monk clerics above age 25emvicompared to cloistered nuns, was not seen
between 1870 and 2000. And in the post World Wareliod, the life expectancy of Bavarian monks
was significantly higher than non-clerical Bavariaen [87]. Male clerics, as eusocial exemplars, are
not competing and engaging in life-shortening higtk and often show-off behaviors (i.e., bravery
displays) among themselves, jockeying for higheiadstatus for better access to higher reprodactiv
value, reproductive-age teenage girls and wometheRathey are acting in relatively non-competitive
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ways that benefit the children of other in-groupdating population members, from ministering torthei
spiritual needs to teaching, etc.

Appreciate that up until modernity, when the sbsiatus of clerics in western society started to
decline, Christian celibate clerics were regardeday high status persons, not to say that thiast
in more religious countries, most of which are nevuth of the Equator. And as high status persons
their behavior would have had a much greater initeeon the populace at large than the behavior of
persons of lower status, which is why | have caltezin eusocial exemplars. People tend to imitae th
behavior of high status persons until most peopléhe behavior at which time the laggards are swept
up into conformity by normative coercion [92], [95102].

The Judean community from which Christianity eneergn the first century CE was bound
together by a heterosexually-positive religion anetically-related persons. Monotheism, which
started among the Jews and Zoroastrians in thenfitlennia BCE, facilitated the in-group marking
function of religion [76], [123]. Polytheists areone tolerant of each other and often acquire each
other’s gods. A eusocial-witnessing non-reproducitgrgy caste was not needed to influence the
Judeans to put the welfare of their in-group abtivat of themselves. They would have been
predisposed to do this naturally through kin sébec{62]. There are remnants of this same sentiment
today in modern Israel, exemplified by what an éfir&riend once told me, ‘It feels like we’re all
cousins.’

To facilitate eusociality, with all its benefitsarly Christianity, as a new religious movement of
non-genetically related persons, needed somethiorg.nh am proposing that this something was an
exemplar caste of Christ-story-emulating, non-rdpoing male clerical evangelists, who were
promulgating even marital continence among thenesel25]. In the first few centuries of the CE such
men, like their portrayed Jesus, would have beerswal witnesses for a strict eusocial religious in-
group society. Centuries later this non-reprodudtagus of clerics was extended to religious order
brothers and sisters. It is ingenious that the sedevised for these non-reproducing ministers ef th
church (father, mother, brother, sister) and théhfid laity (children) create a eusocial-facilitag,
fictive kin group. Although religious brothers aasdters (nuns) are not considered clerics todawt wh
is said about clerics certainly applies to thenwall. They just would not have been as effective as
eusocial exemplars because of their relatively loseeial status.

8. Human Eusocial Exemplars Other Than Celibate Cleyy

Celibacy is institutionalized only within religion®ne does not have to be celibate or take a vow of
chastity to do any other emotionally (and even majty) intimate human occupation, such as a
physician. That itself is evidence of at least latrenship between religion and eusocial-faciligti
celibacy. Celibacy is also found in other greaigiehs that are beyond the scope of this article [1
There are other human eusocial exemplars besidibateeclergy that will now be discussed.

There are two very strong examples of human eabtychaving to do with suicide. In World
War 1l, when the Japanese realized that they wesiad the war to the Americans, kamikaze suicide
bombers turned their propeller driven fighter pm&o precision-guided bombs targeting American
warships. The pilots were dying for country, whinhJapan, with the populace believing that Emperor
Hirohito was a deity, meant that they were alsagyior God. For God and countrigrp Aris et Foci}
go together so well because they both have siififent the same tribalism-related motivations. €sb
as contrast to more egalitarian hunter-gather haigs have high status leaders. And, people rétate
God behaviorally as though (almost always) He isapiha male leader [53Hirohito was just an
example of an Imperial cult in which the ruler isrghiped as a God, exemplified also by divine kings
Such theocracies have existed in ancient EgypthatRome, and several places in ancient Southeast
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Asia. Today, one sees remnants of this type ofimels-like devotion to an otherwise secular
communist dictator in North Korea with Kim Jon-us the ‘Supreme Leader.” Some North Korean
women have been seen on videos overcome with emaiid crying just by being in his presence.

The other suicide-related example of eusociafitimuslim suicide bombers, who give up their
own life while hopefully (on their part) killing nme of the infidel out-group members in the process.
Human suicide has been considered an example efiavior that evolved by kin selection [29] and is
considered by Joiner et al. [73] to be an examplelevanged human eusociality. Lankford [80]
presents a weak argument trying to refute a relaktigp between human suicide and eusociality.

The final example of non-religion-related eusocedemplars are military forces where
individuals take great risks and can and ofterfali¢heir country in great numbers as witnessethiey
enormous slaughter of military personnel in Worldré/l and Il. Sometime there is an obligatory draft
where citizens (usually just male) are conscripbgdtheir country to fight the country’s wars.
However, at other times men (and now women in maouyntries) volunteer for the armed services.
Examples of where this volunteering occurred imgreimbers was after the Japanese bombing of the
American naval base in Pearl Harbor, Hawali'i in 19d after the Muslim terrorist-hijacked airplanes
crashed into the two World Trade Center towerséwN ork City in 2001.

9. Testing the Possible Association Between Religiand Eusociality

There are many ways in which one can test the egsntbetween religion and eusociality. We know
the two are at least temporally correlated in hureaolution, given that our closest living relatives
(chimpanzees and bonobos), with whom we had a comamoestor 6 million years ago, are neither
religious nor eusocial today. But so did other mdgxtors come into existence with our speciation,
including our capacity for symbolic language. Wfdakows is not meant to be either an exhaustive or
systematic review of the literature. | am just n@mnhg areas in which future research will lead to
better understanding of the relationship betwedigioa and eusociality illustrated with some of the
recent literature. What follows are data supporanglationship between religion and eusocialit th
can be interpreted as possibly being more tharmplsitemporal correlation in our evolution as a
species.

9.1 Assaociation of Nationalism with Religion

Apart from the older imperial cults and the divinghts of kings and so called contemporary state
religions like the Anglican Church in England ame t_utheran Church in Sweden and the Muslim
theocracies in the Middle East, there are otheteroporary associations between nationalism and
religion. I'll cite some examples about which I'mnfiliar from the United States. Appreciate that the
United States is a country in which there is a ttut®nally mandated separation between church and
state. Yet, on our currency it says, ‘In God westirun our pledge of allegiance to the flag we,say
‘One nation, under God.” Prior to the congresstisigra session there is an opening prayer by a
member of the clergy. Presidents and presidentiatiidates almost always end speeches with ‘God
bless the United States of America.” God and natidmch is just the larger version of the tribenply
evoke very similar emotions. Separation betweemathand state is very recent in human history.

The OIld Testament as well as the Koran, both icelgy books, are also law books. And
appreciate that there were very close ties betweemonarchies of Europe and the Roman Catholic
Church from the 5th to the early 16th century, wkien Protestant reformation began. The takeaway
point from the above is that religion and politasg closely intertwined with one another so mugt th
folk wisdom is that one does not discuss religiod politics in polite company because of the simila
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strong emotions associated with the belief systierb®th of them. Religious beliefs are very simiiar
political beliefs in many ways including both arken partially counter-factual and partially counte
intuitive and both are difficult to change. There arobably similarities in the emotions as welveA
might be a common emotion between nationalismitsiva (i.e., politics) and religion. And both
politics and religion also share fear and aggressiven that religions evolved in setting in which
one’s religion was coexistent with one’s in-groudiling population. Many people have certainly
been killed over religious differences in the wardimes and places where religions helped taatsol
people as separate in-group breeding populatioppretiate the human pattern for social groups is to
grow > divide > culturally differentiate > compefeligion is a very good cultural differentiator.

9.2 Charitable Giving

One way of testing the association of religion véttsociality is in anonymous charitable giving. \Whe
one gives to a large charity, one is usually nahglsomething on a 1:1 face basis with the needy
recipient of the charitable giving that would tendnvoke 1: 1 altruistic empathy. Charitable giyiis

one method to learn about the relationship betwaseractivity that benefits large number of less
fortunate individuals in the in-group at a costs&df. However, that being said, there are timesyod
when a great disaster anywhere in the world, ssdhatsunami that occurred in Asia a few years ago
allows one to see people in great personal distoesshe television news, even when they are
continents away. Actually seeing the human sufteon the television news after the Asian tsunami
prompted me to send a donation to a charity that g@ng to help these people. But that is the
exception rather than the rule in terms of peoplsisal anonymous charitable giving. Recent research
from the Pew Research Center shows that in 2014henUnited States persons who were highly
religious (said that they pray daily and attendgrelis services at least once a week) donated
significantly more to charities than persons idedi as not highly religious [84]. Similar findings
other times have also been found [14], [60], [$81], [106], [147].

9.3 Volunteering for Military Service

The United States has had an all voluntary miligngce 1973. Volunteering to serve in the militasy
an enlisted (i.e., non-commissioned officer), whene is benefiting one’s in-group often at a cost t
self, is another potential measure of eusocialitythe United States there is a statistically digant
correlation with the number of enlistments per 0,a8-24 year olds with what is called the ‘Bible
Belt’ in the United States, which are the most higkligious states in the South Atlantic, East thou
Atlantic, and West South Atlantic [7]. However, teavere other variables that were not controlled,
such as the large numbers of military bases inréggon as well as economic factors. Another large
sociological study that controlled for a numbepogsible intervening variables found that young)-no
college educated males who identify as ‘highlygielis evangelical’ are more likely to enlist in the
United States military [18].

The United States Defense Manpower Managemene€puablished a Table presenting data in
2009 [26] that queried 1,407,580 active duty mijitpersonnel on 107 possible religious preferences
including atheist, agnostic, and no religious piefiee. They found that 0.5% of active duty military
personnel identified as atheist, 0.09% as agnastid,20% as no religious preference. If one congpare
the 0.5% of active duty military claiming to be aift in 2009 to Pew Research Center data from 2007
[84], 1.6% of all Americans claim to be atheistsl 4% claim to be agnostic. Given that atheism and
agnosticism are much higher in younger and militaggd Americans, it is a reasonable interpretation
of these data that military personal claim to beeneligious than the general American population.
Religionism appears to be correlated with nati@maland the group > self manifestation of eusogialit
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10. Conclusion

It has been shown that religion and eusociality ratated temporally in that they both entered our
species sometime after we split from our last comenacestor with the chimpanzees and bonobos. The
bigger question is whether our religions, which angque to us among all members of the Animal
Kingdom, could have facilitated our becoming euabclhe argument has pretty much been refuted
that religion is what facilitates our behaving aistically and vice versa on a 1:1 basis. Althotigtre

are religions in which altruism is praised [96],ns® of the great polytheistic state religions that
preceded Judaism and Christianity and Islam cregweld who could not care less about how humans
treated each other. Nevertheless, there is stromerce that Christianity in particular acted as a
group-binding in-group marker for the ‘people ofdsduring the formative period of Christianity and
up until at least the reformation [88]. Religioshigs been shown to still promote in-group favaritis
[39].

But do religious feelings facilitate the feelinggt underlie human eusociality? If moods are
consideredspecificreadinesses’ to act [41, p. 48], and if feelings @nsidered self-awareness of our
moods, certain mood states facilitate or make ndiffecult other mood states. When they facilitate
other mood states, they are considered proximatedmoSo could the mood states associated with
religions lower the threshold and therefore faaiéit the acquisition of mood states necessary for
eusociality?

Reverence to a deity, especially in petitioningyer, is motivated by many emotions. One of
the most important is fear, which can be deducedhbytypes of prayer postures used in petitioning
prayer, which are the make-oneself-lovweersmalleror-more-vulnerable (LSV) behaviors associated
with the non-vocal aspect of petitioning prayer\VML.Behavior probably preceded vocalized linguistic
behavior in the earliest expression of religiorur evolutionary history. One can show LSV behavior
without uttering a single word of symbolic humaresgh. The earliest objects of human LSV religious
behavior were the earliest deities (ancestors aedt g¢lements and forces of nature). Appreciate tha
LSV behavior used in the non-vocal aspect of jetitig prayer is an exaptation (a new function for a
existing structural design feature) of very simil&V behavior that was and still is used in feasdth
submission throughout all social vertebrates.

In order to have social governance, as in thervegg of early tribal societies with chiefs’ etc.,
humans would have needed to express more hieralithithan they expressed in the more egalitarian
hunter gather bands. Boehm [11] argues that egahtaocial structure in extant hunter gatherersots
a default mode but is rather imposed by coalitiohsub-dominants. So even hunter-gatherers would
and could have exhibited LSV religious behaviordods the referents of animistic spirits as welinas
1:1 social interaction behavior with more domintiital members. But religion is and presumably was
very primitive in hunter-gather bands, primarilyagistic and behavioral with unsophisticated beliefs
in their supernatural animistic spirits in almosemlthing around them. Religion did not start td ge
complex until our tribal stage. Subservience to @od subservience to one’s political leader are jus
two different variations on the same LSV theme.

Chimpanzees definitely display LSV behavior toveadidminants. And yet, there is no religious
behavior among chimpanzees. If one then asks vamaé dirst in human beings, the LSV behavior of
subservience to other humans or the LSV behavidhennon-vocal aspect of petitioning prayer, the
subservience to other humans would have beendiven that chimpanzees also show this behavior.
So at best one could say that the presence of W®¥esvient political behavior might have facilitate
the development of LSV religious behavior. We appedave been political before we were religious.
Chimpanzees are political beings [34]. Their cosisthe bonobos, show behavioral manifestations of
proto-humanism [36].
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But LSV behavior is not the main link between g&lns, political organizations, and
eusociality. It seems as though the main way iefms of religion being an in-group marker for the
political in-group breeding population. Religionavie behaviors and beliefs that are in-group specifi
As explained, they can easily be acquired by anigrating adolescent who might never as an adult
speak the new in-group language without an accediatect. It was discussed how in-group breeding
population specific religious beliefs and rituaBncand do change easily when hunter-gather bands
split and a new religion is formed in the splintergroup. In-groups identify by various in-group
symbols. So it is reasonable to presume that cglgifacilitated governances and eusociality by
affording in-group-specific religious symbols talimiduals and with which people could identify with
the in-group. It is also important to re-emphagtzat in terms of religious beliefs, what is impaoita
from a biological perspective is their utility, vehi is what they do. Their truth value is irrelevamthis
biological function as long as they act as an iougrmarker and bias the behavior of the faithfuhin
predictably similar way.

In summary, although the evidence is weak to nastent that religion in general facilitates
1:1 altruistic acts among individuals or vice vertbere is evidence both theoretical and in prelary
data reviewed that religion facilitates human eisidg by being an in-group marker for a breeding
population. As eusociality got more restricted witlore specialization, including a non-reproducing
clergy caste, western society became even moreiallgcomplex.

What also can be said is that religion, which isatural ‘biological’ product of human gene-
culture co-evolution, follows the same ‘form follseviunction’ principle that is ubiquitous in biology
As function wanes, so does form. Religion is a dutiural form. Remember that from a behavioral
biology perspective religious beliefs, the forcatthold doctrinal religions together, are inforroati
laden physical forms, as information is always jpd8als And if information is that which is necessary
to make decisions, in the modern age, religiougefsehre slowly losing that secondary function as
well. Beliefs in general bias our behavior in potable ways but religion is having less and lesarof
effect on what we believe in the modern world iie&ato the very important role it played in antigyui

In the parts of the world, such as the westermstriblized democracies, in which religion’s
influence as an in-group marker for a breeding patmn is diminishing, religion wanes. In biology
forms with no biological function slowly become tiggal and eventually disappear. In reference to
religion, this is called secularization. Much hasei written on the topic [130]. Hopefully | have
shown that it is at least plausible that religidaypd a role in our eusocial evolution by helpirsggo
from kin based societies to the modern industeaiznformation age. Historians can sort out the
details.
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Abstract:

It is widely acknowledged that the new emergingigigne cognitive science
of religion has a bearing on how to think aboutepestemic status of religious
beliefs. Both defenders and opponents of the raliiyrof religious belief have
used cognitive theories of religion to argue faitlpoint. This paper will look
at the defender-side of the debate. | will discassoften used argument in
favor of the trustworthiness of religious beliessating that cognitive science
of religion shows that religious beliefs are nataad natural beliefs ought to
be trusted in the absence of counterevidence. drgisment received its most
influential defense from Justin Barrett in a numbdr papers, some in
collaboration with Kelly James Clark. | will disggheir version of the
argument and argue that it fails because the rahaleefs discovered by
cognitive scientists of religion are not the redigs beliefs of the major world
religions. A survey of the evidence from cognitiselence of religion will
show that cognitive science does show that othieefbeeome natural and that
these can thus be deemed trustworthy in the absérominterevidence. These
beliefs are teleological beliefs, afterlife beliefsd animistic theistic beliefs.
Keywords: cognitive science of religion, religious epistengplp
trustworthiness, reformed epistemology, naturaktel

1. Introduction

It is widely acknowledged that the new emergingigigne called cognitive science of religion has
a bearing on how to think about the epistemic statfireligious beliefs. Both defenders and
opponents of the rationality of religious beliefveaused cognitive theories of religion to argue for
their point. This paper will look at the defendatesof the debate. | will discuss an often used
argument in favor of the trustworthiness of religiobeliefs, stating that cognitive science of
religion shows that religious beliefs are naturad aatural beliefs ought to be trusted in the atsen

of counterevidence. This argument received its mdfiential defense from Justin Barrett in a

number of papers, some in collaboration with Kdynes Clark. | will discuss their version of the
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argument and argue that it fails because the rHabedgefs discussed by cognitive scientists of
religion are not the religious beliefs Barrett aldrk have in mind and are not any of the belidfs o
the major world religions like Christianity, Judais Islam, Hinduism or Buddhism. | will also
argue that cognitive science does show that soher beliefs come natural and that these can thus
be deemed trustworthy in the absence of countezaeel These beliefs are teleological beliefs,
afterlife beliefs and animistic theistic beliefs.

In section 2, | lay out the argument in supporthe trustworthiness of religious beliefs on
the basis of naturalness. In section 3, | providewerview of the scientific findings from cognigiv
science of religion that is used to argue for th&uralness of religious belief and in section 4, |
argue that the scientific findings do not suffice the argument discussed in section 2. In the last
section, | discuss the beliefs for which cognitegence of religion does provide trust.

2. Naturalness of Religious Beliefs as Justification

An argument in the debate over the philosophicallizations of the cognitive science of religion
states that cognitive theories of religion incretse epistemic status of religious beliefs because
they show that religious beliefs are natural. Tihgument was most prominently defended in
several articles by Justin Barrett; both in papdrhis hand alone and in collaboration with Kelly
James Clark [3], [4], [5], [8], but has its rootswork by Alvin Plantinga [39]. They claim thatist
rational to trust natural outputs of human cognitive meéras as long as there are no good
reasons to doubt them. Since cognitive theorieglajion allegedly show that religious beliefs are
natural outputs of human cognitive mechanisrteey ought to be trusted as well. Plantinga added
that natural outputs are only trustworthy in abseofcdefeaters (see below) and hence grants them
an ‘innocent-until-proven-guilt status’. Althoughety do not discuss it explicitly, Barrett and Clark
seem to think there are no defeaters for relighmigefs.
The argument runs as follows:

1. Religious beliefs are natural outputs of cognitivechanisms.

2. Natural outputs of cognitive mechanisms are trudfwoin the absence of defeaters.

3. Therefore, religious beliefs are trustworthy in #iesence of defeaters.
The argument is formally valid; if both premises #ue, so is the conclusion. The ‘innocent-until-
proven-guilty principle of rationality’ [15, p. 10bn which the second premise relies, goes back in
Western philosophy to Thomas Reid (1710-1796). Ating to the principle, beliefs that humans
form spontaneously or find themselves having, shde! trusted as long as there is no evidence to
the contrary. The principle is sometimes connecidth relying on common sense. Plantinga
refined this principle, stating that outputs of pedy functioning cognitive mechanisms, following
a good design plan, in a suited environment, ssfgkg aimed at truth should be deemed
trustworthy [39]. Relying on the outputs of our odiye mechanisms is usually motivated by
claiming that the alternative would lead to radical at least far reaching, skepticism. Thomas
Reid’s common sense philosophy is sometimes comgidan anti-sceptic alternative to David
Hume [6], [43]. Plantinga’s views on proper fundiiog were partly motivated by his critique on
older evidentialist views which he thought were &idngent [38, pp. 70-71]. The idea is that
relying on the outputs of cognitive mechanisms withfurther confirmation is necessary for all
sorts of beliefs which we consider true and reggirevidence for them is too big of a task. For
example, people rely on it for beliefs about théstnce of an external world and other minds
without ever having considered the evidence in faroagainst their belief. Plantinga argues that
since the outputs of our cognitive mechanisms aeally deemed trustworthy, making an
exception for religious beliefs is uncalled for [37

For Plantinga, proper functioning is closely linkéal a design plan; a mechanism is

functioning properly when its function follows tirgention of the design plan. A design plan need
not result from a personal designer as Plantinigavalfor an evolutionary design plan [39]. Barrett
and Clark use the term ‘natural’ instead of ‘profagrctioning’. They do not refer to a design plan
and adopt a more general strategy. Especiallyn]&sirrett stresses how our cognitive make-up
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naturally produces religious beliefs [3], [5]. Heses the term ‘natural’, not as opposed to
supernatural, but roughly as the opposite of caltar learned. Natural beliefs are thus those that
arise spontaneously, independently of culture daringing. In this regard, a natural belief can be
defined as follows:

Belief p is a natural belief iff p is produced ipé&dently of culture or upbringing.

The term ‘natural’ is thus used as a synonym dfiitive’ or ‘spontaneous’. The naturalness
of religious beliefs is important because beliéfat t(partly) result from culture or upbringing can
no longer unambiguously be called mere outputoghitive mechanisms. Although beliefs are not
automatically rendered untrustworthy when resultifigm culture or upbringing, their
trustworthiness depends on many factors, like éhability of testimony. As a result, they do not
enjoy the same innocent until-proven-guilty status require additional arguments to defend their
rationality?

Authors relying on common sense or defending arodant-until-proven-guilty stance
towards natural outputs of cognitive mechanisms laogever, not naive. According to Plantinga,
outputs of properly functioning mechanisms can bermdden by defeaters. In his discussion of
Christian religious beliefs, Plantinga writes: “Thaaim [of those who argue against the
trustworthiness of religious belief] is that theege serious defeaters for Christian belief:
propositions we know or believe that make Christimstief (...) irrational (...)" [39, p. 358]
Barrett and Clark write: “(...) [w]e can trust bebeproduced by our cognitive faculty until that
belief is undermined or defeated by stronger otebeorroborated beliefs” [15, p. 10]. As a result
the innocent status of natural beliefs is alwayslipinary since we cannot know what future
defeaters will be found. Plantinga argues thateth@re no convincing defeaters for religious
beliefs. Barrett and Clark seem to hold similar views.

What does and does not count as religious is raatshy hard to defineBarrett and Clark
are not clear on what they mean with ‘religiousddsl. They mainly discuss ‘belief in God’ and at
one point ‘belief in spirits or polytheism’ [15, p1]. The term ‘God’ of course also lacks a uniform
definition. In analytic philosophy of religion, ‘@b is often defined as a perfect being, having
perfect qualities like omniscience and omnibenawde In Abrahamic traditions, God is a
transcendent, very powerful being who created tsenos. In older polytheistic religions, gods are
associated with natural phenomena like the windheroceans and some modern day animistic
religions use the word ‘god’ in a similar way. Mamgian religions use the term ‘god’ to refer to
celestial beings who have attained a higher (sjilitstatus than ordinary humans. Barrett and
Clark do not specify what they mean by the terneiffpapers do make it clear that they are writing
from a Christian perspective. We can thus safedyim® that their understanding of the term ‘God’
comes close to the Abrahamic understanding whetki§&a transcendent, very powerful being who
created the cosmos.

The conclusion of the argument does not staterdigious beliefs are trustworthy. To make
this claim, one must argue that no defeaters asfladle. Defenders of this kind of arguments
devote most of their attention to defending theoedcpremise. Most criticisms are also aimed at
this premise [18, pp. 194-199], [44], [24]. Som&ics have granted both premises and the
conclusion but argue that there are successfuhtiefor religious belief [16], [35]. Some authors
have attacked the first premise. Jason Marsh atfpa¢she wide diversity in religious beliefs poses
a problem for thinking that religious beliefs ar@ural outputs of our cognitive mechanisms [32].
Jonathan Jong, Christopher Kavanagh and Aku Viajae that the God of classical theism does
not match the idea of God that comes naturallythedefore appear to deny the first premise [27].
My argument is different since it does not invottie God of classical theism but religious beliefs.
Although there may be some overlap between somgiae$ beliefs and the God of classical
theism, the overlap is limited and religious baliefove well beyond the God of classical theism.

In this paper, | will grant the second premise &oalis on the first premise. | will argue that
the first premise does not hold under scrutiny bseareligious beliefs move well beyond the
natural outputs of properly functioning cognitiveechanisms and often even contradict them. For
this purpose, a closer look at the evidence frognitive science of religion is needed.
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3. What Natural Bdiefs?

Clark and Barrett claim that recent insights froogmtive science of religion support the first
premise stating that religious beliefs are natanaputs of cognitive mechanisms. Indeed many
authors in cognitive science of religion subsctibe claim that religious belief is natufaln this
section, | will survey the evidence from cognitiseience of religion in support of this claim. A
number of cognitive theories of religious belieBncbe used as evidence. Since the theories in
cognitive science of religion are diverse, | witictis on the most widely discussed theories and
distinguish three groups; one suggesting that abeunof natural beliefs prepare the way for
religion, one suggesting that theistic beliefs teelwes are acquired easily and naturally, and one
suggesting that people naturally find themselvesnggatheistic beliefs. All theories | will discuss
put the emphasis on unconsciously formed, intuibediefs rather than on consciously formed,
reflective beliefs. They all suggest that religious beliefs shouldnarily be explained on the level
of the first kind of beliefs. In all this, a caveaust be made that none of the claims about natural
beliefs discussed below should be taken as edtellisAlthough some are better confirmed than
others, none of them is uncontroverSial.

Some psychologists suggest that a number of betieisnportance for religion emerge
naturally during childhood development. Though éhestural beliefs cannot be called religious
themselves, they are thought to prepare the wayeligious beliefs or make the acquisition of
religious belief easy. A first kind of natural kedb is teleological beliefs. Deborah Kelemen and he
team observed that children are prone to give liedgmal explanations for phenomena where
teleology is absent [29], [30]. When children wasked questions like ‘What are clouds for?’ or
‘What are lions for?’, many of them gave answemmnglthe lines of ‘Clouds are for raining.” and
‘Lions are for visiting in the zoo.” Older childremere less likely to give similar answers and adult
usually gave mechanistic, non-intentional answel®wvever, when adults were asked to answer
guestion under time pressure, they were again tikalg to give teleological answers [30]. A study
on Romanian Gypsies showed that adults who hadenetved much education were more likely to
give teleological answers [13]. According to Kelam#hese results provide evidence for the claim
that humans have a general bias to treat objecsbahaviors as existing for a purpose. After
learning scientific (i.e. mechanistic, non-inten@d) explanations for phenomena, the bias recedes
but does not completely disappear. According toeKen, ‘promiscuous teleology’ is believed to
be a conceptual prerequisite for intuitive theiS0][

A second kind of preparatory natural beliefs ardielee about mind-body dualism.
According to Paul Bloom, it is not controversialathnaive physics is different from naive
psychology and therefore people think of physia#ities in different terms than psychological
entities. Bloom claims the difference results ia thtuitive belief that the mind is distinct frormet
body or can exist separately from it. Experimefsveged that young children tend to believe that
the brain is only responsible for some mental &, like solving math problems, but not others,
like pretending to be a kangaroo or loving onetlver. They believed the latter activities are done
by persons and not by their brains. Mind-body dumlis thus a by-product of people having two
different cognitive systems, one for physical éedgitand one for psychological entities. This
dualism makes it possible to imagine an immortal amd immaterial gods [11]. Bloom’s common
sense dualism is closely related to the third kihdatural beliefs, immortality beliefs.

Jesse Bering and his colleagues concluded fromriexgets that children intuitively believe
that people continue to have psychological stdtes biological death [9], [10]. In one experiment,
children watched a puppet show in which one charadted. When the children were asked
whether the dead puppet still had mental statey, tbnded to answer in the positive. For older
children and adults, not all mental states continaiger death but mainly epistemic, emotional and
desire states like ‘being hungry’ or ‘being sad’ [9

Teleological beliefs are very different from betiefbout mind-body dualism or afterlife but
these (kinds of) beliefs are similar insofar thagyt are believed to prepare the way for religion.
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Bloom suggests that a combination of these belefseeded to arrive at religious beliefs but
Kelemen and Bering seem to believe that one is glnoNone of the authors discusses in greater
detail how the intuitive beliefs result in religitys They do suggest that religiosity is the eviden
next step when the intuitive beliefs are in pldéer example, Paul Bloom writes: “The proposal
here is that there are certain early-emerging ¢ognbiases that give rise to religious belief. (...)
These biases make it natural to believe in Godssairits (...). These are the seeds from which
religion grows” [11, p. 170].

A second group of theories has also gone one stdpef and argued that belief in God itself
is acquired easily and naturally. Justin Barreguad that humans tend to overdetect agency. Upon
hearing sounds like rustling of leaves or seeinggthlike a branch that resembles a snake, people
tend to believe that they are caused by or aretagBarrett suggests that this was evolutionarily
beneficial for our ancestors; detecting too mangnégywas much safer than detecting one too little
because detecting one too little could have resguttenot noticing an approaching predator. Usually
the initial beliefs about agency are overruled theaking the environment and finding an
explanation for the perceived phenomenon. Sometmeesxplanation is found and then humans
will tend to infer that an invisible agent causbd phenomenon. Once the presence of an agent is
inferred, humans will begin reasoning about thenagexd form more elaborate beliefs about its
nature [2].

Kurt Gray claims that humans intuitively look fornaoral agent and a moral patient in
situations they experience as morally significambral agents being those who do good or bad, and
moral patients being the recipients of good and[Ba{l In situations where people find themselves
as moral patients (e.g. when they are harmed @etdglbut cannot find a human moral agent, they
form beliefs about an ultimate moral agent. Cleanaples of such situations are natural disasters.
For Gray, belief in God is thus intimately tied lieliefs about morality. People can thus infer to
God both in good and bad situations but Gray sugdesd situations are more likely to lead to
belief in God. Gray finds support for his theorystudies stating that suffering and belief in God
are significantly correlated [23].

Jesse Bering argued for something similar like Gaag Wegner but in his view people
(unconsciously) infer to God when experiencing niegfial events. He claims that people have an
‘existential theory of mind’, a cognitive systenathallows people to attribute meaning to certain
experiences. Meaning is intuitively connected teray so when people experience something as
meaningful they look for an agent who invested ¢hrent with meaning. For some meaningful
experiences no human meaning giver is to be fobadexample, in the case of a beautiful sunset
which is experienced as meaningful or again a ahtisaster, no human can be pointed to as
meaning giver. In these cases, people will infeatoultimate meaning giver according to Bering

[7].

Barrett, Gray and Bering all suggest that vaguasticebeliefs are acquired naturally.
Although vague, the theistic beliefs are not jingt bare belief in the existence of a god, but belie
in (a) divine agent(s) for Barrett, in a divine rabactor for Gray and in a divine generator of
meaningful events for Bering. On the three thepmeple arrive at theistic beliefs in different
ways but they are not mutually exclusive. Gray Expf connects his theory to Barrett's [23], and
all are similar in claiming that theistic beliefssult from an overly active cognitive mechanism.
These three theories are less well backed up byriealpevidence than theories from the first
group. Bering offers some limited evidence himdrlf Barrett and Gray leave it at stating their
theory.

A third group of theories states that people ndifufand themselves having theistic beliefs.
The difference with the previous group is that éhdseories suggest that theistic beliefs are not so
much acquired after experiences of agency, morafitjeaning, but rather preprogrammed by our
evolutionary history. One influential theory contsebelief in God to social cooperation [36], [41].
Defenders of this theory note that people relyariad cooperation for their survival to a far gegat
extent than any other animal. Our ancestors alréadlyto make arrangements to coordinate the
activities of the tribe (hunting, food gatheringg.g and with the emergence of states coordination
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became even more important. A problem is that peoph forego their obligation and rely on the
efforts of others because no one can be sure iesnewill keep their promises. When people have
the belief that a God with full access to peoplatentions and desires is watching them and that
this God will punish or reward people in accordatcéneir obedience to the norms, people are far
more likely to keep their promises and cooperate.aAesult, tribes with the belief in God were
more successful in surviving and belief in God viriserited. A number of philosophers have
argued that this evolutionary story might have b@ed’s way of letting Himself be known [34].

Another theory suggests that gods function as latteat figures who provide comfort and
alleviate psychological stress. Belief in God iglda provide a safe haven in times of distress and
serve as a secure base for risky and challengidgamors. In this regard, attachment to God is
similar to attachment to parental figures [20],][2lee Kirkpatrick suggests that believing in God
as an attachment figure could be evolutionarilydferal, but holds that this is not very important
for the theory [31]. An evolutionary account wowdcount for why people would naturally find
themselves with beliefs about a divine attachmeniré. To my knowledge, implications of an
evolutionary account have not been discussed Hggaphers but this could also be God’s way of
letting Himself be known.

Both theories share the suggestion that peopleraigtithave vague theistic beliefs. In
contrast to the second group, both theories h&le o say on how theistic beliefs are acquiretl bu
rather suggest that people naturally find themsehaeving these beliefs. Their beliefs are also not
bare theistic beliefs but belief in in a morallyncerned, all-seeing god for the social cooperation
theory and in a comforting, loving god for the attanent theory. The theories are also not as well
backed up by empirical evidence as theories ofiteegroup. Empirical evidence for evolutionary
theories is of course more difficult because theyec processes stretching over millennia that
cannot be repeated.

4. Natural Religious Beliefs?

Now does the evidence from cognitive science agie establish the first premise, stating that
religious beliefs are natural outputs of propetdpdtioning cognitive mechanisms? At first glance,
the answer should be negative for the vast majofiteligious beliefs. Although the major world
religions are very diverse, it is safe to say thast of them move well beyond the intuitive beliefs
from the first group of theories. Teleology isdil in a number of very different ways; Abrahamic
religions will state that the teleology in natul@is from the will of God and many Indian religions
will state that teleology results from the univéisavs of karma. Religious traditions that subserib
to mind-body dualism also do not rest at the behet the mind is somehow different from the
body but hold that mind and body are separated ditath. Many religious traditions also have
beliefs about what will happen after death that eméch more elaborate than the belief that
psychological states will continue.

All theistic religions also move beyond the vague theistic beliefs distidy the second
and third group of theorists. No cognitive theotgtas that full-blown religious beliefs, like bdlie
in the Trinity or the avatara of Vishnu, are theéunal outputs of our cognitive mechanisms. Often
cognitive scientists will admit that culture plaga important role in shaping religious beliefs. If
that is the case, religious beliefs can no lonpemsselves be called the natural outputs of our
cognitive mechanismSbecause natural is defined in opposition to caltor learned (see section
1). Clark and Barrett acknowledge this point bupend with: “(...) [T]he initial function of the
godfaculty [Clark and Barrett's term for the cogret mechanisms producing theistic beliefs] (...)
is to make humans aware (...) of the sacred dimersfioeality rather than clearly defined Judeo-
Christian conceptions of God (...)” [14, p. 187]. Trresponse does not avoid the problem. If only
awareness of the sacred dimension of nature comesally, only the belief that nature has a
sacred dimension is shown to be trustworthy byrtlaegument and not the Judeo-Christian
conceptions of God. To argue for the trustworthsnafsreligious beliefs more will be needed.
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Defendants could also respond that current cognttieories still provide some reasons for
trusting religious beliefs because important eletsielike belief in God, do come naturally. This is
a valid response but since those theories claitmagtheistic beliefs are natural only discuss eagu
theistic beliefs the trust will be limited. Compléixeistic beliefs, like the Christian belief in the
Trinity, move very far from the vague theistic le¢di discussed by the second and third group of
theories in section 2. If vague theistic beliefsneonatural this gives some trustworthiness to the
Christian belief in the Trinity but the trustwontl@iss is of the same order like the trustworthiness
article 10 of the Belgian constitution, statingtthdl Belgian citizens are equal before the law and
hence allowed to hold public and military offitegets from the natural, intuitive belief that pempl
should be treated equally. Moving from a vaguesdtiibelief to the belief that God created the
world, became incarnate, and sends his Spirivih each of us, requires many intermediate steps
which do not come naturally and need to be rendeustivorthy on other grounds.

The first premise of the argument can also be eglastating that religious beliefs are not
natural outputs themselves but result from natataputs of our cognitive mechanisms via some
intermediate steps. Stated as such, religiousfeehemselves do not come naturally but can rightly
be called natural outcomes of our cognitive medrasi This approach is suggested by the first
group of theories, discussed in section 2, and laysBarrett. It draws on ideas from dual process
accounts of cognition where beliefs result fromhbonline, fast, intuitive thinking and offline,
slow, reflective thinking [28]. Barrett distinguisé nonreflective beliefs from reflective beliefs.
Nonreflective belief is Barrett's term for intuigvor natural beliefs and reflective beliefs aredigl
arrived at through conscious, deliberate mentaliact He argues nonreflective beliefs influence
reflective beliefs in three important ways; they as a default for reflective beliefs, they make
(some) reflective beliefs more plausible and thiegpg memories and experiences [2, pp. 2—26].
Since reflective beliefs are thoroughly influend®dintuitive beliefs, claiming that the latter come
natural will show that the former are trustworthy.

This approach is problematic. Apart from the fdwttit is hard to assess to what extent
reflective religious beliefs are influenced by itiize beliefs, a problem arises. Barrett's view sloe
not hold for the reflective beliefs of the majotigmns. In all major religious traditions at least
some of the intuitive beliefs discussed in sectimo are contradicted. We already noted the
mismatch between intuitive theistic beliefs andtherstic religions. Christian doctrine contradicts
the intuitive beliefs discussed by Barrett and Gtaythe Christian tradition, God’s activity in the
world is limited so that most intuitive beliefs alhonvisible agency, which Barrett discusses, will
be dismissed. For most Christians, morally bad &svea not directly result from God’s agency but
rather from sin or the fallen status of the wordlse intuitive belief of God as ultimate moral age
will be dismissed. Most Christians will also pogtr&od as forgiving in nature rather than
punishing. Jewish and Islamic doctrine contradiiikpatrick and Granqvist’s intuitive beliefs.
The Jewish and Islamic traditions, where God iselvetl to be strictly transcendent, does not fit
well with an intuitive belief in a comforting Godhwe alleviates stress that defenders of the
attachment theory discuss. Finally, Indian religioend to contradict the intuitive beliefs discusse
by Bloom and those of the third group of theorMany Hindu traditions, Sikhism and Buddhism
will discard the intuitive mind-body dualism ancetimtuitive moralizing nature of God.

The fact that all major religious traditions suliiserto some intuitive beliefs and dismiss
others poses no problems to their internal consigtébecause each tradition can serve as an
overrider system? Each tradition can override certain intuitions te basis of sacred texts,
authority of important figures or knowledge fronrtedn ritual practices. Sacred texts, authority of
important figures and/or knowledge from certainaltpractices can thus be defeaters for intuitive
beliefs. Christians can dismiss the intuitions t@aid is frequently intervening in nature and yet
hold on to the intuitive belief in God’s moralizirgnd comforting nature because the latter beliefs
are confirmed in the Bible whereas the former ariet. Muslims will base their objection to a
comforting God by referring to Quranic surahs. Jewkdo likewise by referring to the Torah. A
follower of Hindu advaita vedanta might overrule Healist intuitions because of the authority of
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Adi Shankara’s writings or because of her expeesnduring yoga meditation. A Buddhist can
refer to her experiences of unity with the univedtseng meditation.

Furthermore, when religious traditions endorseiiiviel beliefs, they usually don’t do this
by merely claiming that they come natural but oftdéaim they were confirmed by revelation,
experience or reasoning. Natural beliefs thus appealay some role in establishing religious
beliefs’ trustworthiness, but their role is veryniied because the authority of sacred texts,
authoritative figures and knowledge from ritualgirees is much greater. The question whether the
traditions themselves are trustworthy falls beytme scope of this paper. It is, however, clear that
an appeal to naturalness is no longer warrantex siatural beliefs are often discarded and when
they are affirmed they are rendered trustworthgtiver ways.

5. What Does Come Natur al

We noted in the previous section that the eviddéraa cognitive science of religion is insufficient
for defending the trustworthiness of religious éfiand thus that Clark and Barrett's claim does
not hold water. Theories in cognitive science dijren do, however, claim that some beliefs come
naturally and hence are trustworthy in the absesfcdefeaters if one subscribes to Clark and
Barrett's (and Plantinga’s) argument. | will disswesach of the three groups separately.

Kelemen’s experiments provide evidence that théebabout teleology in natural comes
natural. The experiments do show teleological Eelreceding when people learn mechanistic
explanations but this only shows that in some onyneases there are defeaters. In cases where
there are no such defeaters, teleological beliafsthus still be trusted. Bloom’s intuitive mind-
body dualism also comes natural, but here thereapp be convincing defeaters. Modern science
(especially neuroscience and psychology) show sarchintimate connection between mental
operations and the physical body that a strict redjom between the two is implausible. Recent
defenses of mind-body dualism [19], [42] also do r&dy on intuitive beliefs. The naturalness of
afterlife beliefs discussed by Bering and his @aaliges supports the belief that physical deathtis no
the end. Often this belief is overruled by a conmeint to some form of physicalisth For those
who do not subscribe to physicalism, the belief i continues after death is supported.

The intuitive theistic beliefs discussed by Bar€tay and Bering support a form of theism
closely resembling animism or spiritism as it i#l gtracticed by indigenous tribes in Africa and
America. Boyer discussed at length how many triedeeve that spirits are often interacting in the
world and are morally concerned [12]. Animisticuats and shamanism suggest that animistic
spirits or gods are also believed to invest meamngvents. David Hume famously claimed that
animism was the original religion from which alhet religions developed [25], and Boyer makes a
similar suggestion [12]. We noted that the develephtannot be as straightforward as Hume and
Boyer claim because religious traditions contradizny of the animistic beliefs. Nonetheless,
animism can be deemed trustworthy when overridstesys like those of the major religious
traditions are absent.

The theories from the third group are interestiagduse they yield contradictory beliefs; on
the first belief in a morally concerned, punishiggd comes natural and on the second a loving
forgiving god. the first thus gives trust for thaisbeliefs resembling those of Judaism and Islam
whereas the second gives trust for beliefs clogethbse of Christianity and bhakti strands of
Hinduism. Each of both theories can also be madepatible with the beliefs discussed by the
second group of theories, yielding trust for am@asm with punishing or loving gods and spirits. A
combination seems difficult. This might signal tlwate of the two theories must be false or that
both are incomplete. Assessing this falls beyoedsttope of this paper.

6. Conclusion

In this paper | have argued that arguments to gshatwreligious beliefs are trustworthy on the basis
of their naturalness fail because religious bel@fs not natural. The beliefs of major religious
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traditions differ greatly from the natural beliedsscussed by cognitive scientists and often even
contradict them. Religious traditions can be cdesiswhen rejecting natural beliefs because
natural beliefs can be overridden by elements ftheir tradition, like sacred texts, authoritative
figures or experiences during rituals.

| have also argued that cognitive theories of relis belief do yield trust for some beliefs,
namely some teleological beliefs, afterlife beli@isd animism. Two theories provide trust for
contradicting beliefs; one in a punishing god andther in a loving forgiving god.
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Notes

1. Clark and Barrett are not clear on what they meafrdtional’. For Plantinga, someone is rationatlfe has not
violated any of her epistemic obligations. This fitell with Clark and Barrett's argument. The tdenhowever,
used in a wide variety of ways by epistemologistshe remainder of this paper, | use the ternstinorthiness’ to
avoid confusion.

2. The term ‘cognitive mechanism’ is used to talk a@bspecific functions of the human mind. Some cagait
scientists take a firmer stance and argue thatittegmechanisms are distinct modules in the brisiast cognitive
scientists, however, take a more relaxed view.

3. One could argue, like Plantinga, that testimonglidis also enjoy an innocent-until proven-guiltatas. But then
the trustworthiness of religious beliefs no londepends on their naturalness like Clark and Bactaittn.
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4. Plantinga distinguishes between rebutting and wutiéng defeaters; rebutting defeaters being pritipos that rule
out the truth of a belief you hold and undercuttifefeaters being propositions that are (inconcé)sieasons for
giving up a belief.

5. Plantinga primarily discusses Christian beliefs.

6. Prominent cognitive scientists, besides Justin @amwho defended this claim are Robert McCauley],[Pascal
Boyer [12] and Jesse Bering [8]. Of these, onlytiduBarrett discusses the consequences of religmalef
allegedly being natural for its trustworthiness.

7. This distinction was popularized by Daniel Kahnerf28i).

8. For example ,cognitive scientist Jonathan Jongegrit(...) [C]entral tenets of the ECSR [evolutiona@ggnitive
science of religion] are (...) notoriously under-detamed by data, as anyone intimately familiar witle primary
research literature knows.” [26]

9. | take theistic religions to be religions that guicthe existence of at least one god. This excludaeng others
Theravada Buddhism and religious naturalism. Ifaaegory gods is limited to creator gods, it a@goludes other
strands of Buddhism, Jainism, Taoism and animishvi@usly Barrett and Clark’s argument does not raléavor
of them.

10.This point was also made in a somewhat different g Jonathan Jong, Christopher Kavanagh and Aleali
[27]. They, however, do not explicitly discuss thmifications for the trustworthiness of religidusliefs.

11.http://www.senate.be/doc/const_nl.html#const

12.The term ‘overridder system’ was first used by With Alston [1].

13.Physicalism is the philosophical doctrine that gtling is material or physical.

44



(Yl DE GRUYTER Studia Humana
— BEEEY \Volume 5:4 (2016), pp. 45—56

G . DOI: 10.1515/sh-2016-0023
studia hum_ana

QUARTERLY JOURNA!

‘Responsible Interim’: Revising Hermeneutics and
Ethics in the Era of Globalization
and Religious Plurality. Philosophical and Sociologal
Reflections on the Modern State of Religion
Sybille C. Fritsch-Oppermann
Germany

e-mail; sybillefritschoppermann@web.de

Abstract Coming from a moreomparative point of views far ad'heology of
Religions and Interreligious Studi@se concerned — though to a certain extent
as well as a pluralist in the sense of hope fovensal understanding and well-
being — | want to ask howterreligious and Intercultural Hermeneutiese a
necessary tool when we try to setramimal standards for a Global Ethids
the reality of nowadays multicultural societiemtroduce for Ethics as well as
for Hermeneutics the concept ®esponsible Interim> the latter reflecting
the fact that human beings do have universals onter the'eschatological
reserve’ (in Christian terminology), asSuchness in Emptines§n Buddhist
terminology). | will proceed from universal trutluestions and more general
guestions of philosophy of religion towards quessi@f cultural i.e. religious
contexts shaping ethical and religious view(s) andvictions. Can smallest
common denominators be found? How désgal rule help to establish and
keep them? How does society, how do individualsnghaby starting from a
spiritual, creative and holistic and maybe ett@mspersonal point of view a
view of co-creation and incarnatio continuain religious, i.e. in Christian
terminology again?

Keywords:Comparative theology, theology of religions, ingdigious studies,
interreligious and intercultural hermeneutics, $tdi hermeneutics, minimal
standards for a global ethics, ‘responsible interigschatological reserve’,
‘suchness in emptiness’, legal rule, transperspoait of view, co-creation,
Incarnatio Continua, deep pluralism, beauty.

1. Introduction and Preliminary Remarks

A global world is a plural world. Not the least magjon has brought plurality to each and every
country — plurality of cultures and religions. N@nder that it is 30 years already that Alan Race
published his well-known classic ‘Christians andlifleus Pluralism’ [31], a book eagerly
perceived and discussed in the World Council ofrChes and the Ecumenical Institute of Bossey,
Switzerland, where | spent a special internshifhatbeginning of the eighties. My parish past and
future was of mainly bourgeois downtown backgrownth English worships for tourists and
foreign visitors: we jushad to become ecumenical. It also had at its Eastatsets the second
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largest prostitution area and a growing number mframts, i.e. asylum workers: therefore tead
to be aware of socio political and interculturalegtions. We were more and more faced with
secularism and declining numbers of church and dgrazcish members. We were surrounded by
citizens from non-Christian background amatl to discuss the question of interreligious encaunte
We of course had been engaged in Jewish-Christialogdie since quite long (the huge and
impressive Frankfurt synagogue, painted so mameljo by Max Beckmann, had been at
Bdrneplatz, which then was part of my parochialigtacompound too), but this of cause was an
agenda set by German history and the Holocaushaddo be differentiated also in terms of church
history and the Jewish roots of Christianity itself

When | look back I never had the idea that integie@lis dialogue and interfaith engagement
or even a necessarjheology of Religioncould be done and achieved without taking into
consideration connected sociological, politicareamic and juridical questions, or the question of
how societies and religious bodies are shaped hyreuart and rituat. When | look back, in my
professional career philosophy and theology alwegs to make sense for pastoral considerations
as well, since it is not only reason pleading f@oenmon truth oEthicsof humankind but also our
heart which has to accept them, our spiritualityminich it has to play a role. Without personal
convictions, without self-understanding also imterof faith and confession, without taking into
consideration that milieu and heritage, educatioth @ass shape us as individuals there will never
be what | would like to call a ‘grown up and trusthy intellectual conviction and theory of truth
and behaviour’. And here lies the reason why theduction to an article which seeks to help
building a platform for interreligious and intertiwial encounter starts with rather personal remarks
too. If the outcome should be a trustworthy anguligble suggestion for reviséttrmeneuticand
Ethics in a plural world, philosophy of religionsh#o proof its suggestions on the level of religiou
studies, Ethics and personal faith convictions.

2. In Order to Be Holistic Hermeneutic Has to Be Plurdist

Hermeneuticsis not only understanding words (and maybe witknththe Word of God),
understanding scriptures and sayings but alsoineliyidual or collectively grown expressions of a
culture, of a religion in art and music, of ritu@adamer can be seen as father of a universal
Hermeneutics in the footsteps of Heidegger: allansthnding (of a text, of a piece of art of the
partner in dialogue) is bound to language. Theeefwnenever we try interpretation we have to be
aware of our pre-judices, i.e. underlying subjettiv may add? Discourse and dialogue is always
needed. In a hermeneutic circle singularities antvausals interpret each other. For Gadamer
however understanding as it is described is muchentban a method; it is universal [9].
Understanding, i.e. Hermeneutics is seen as the lmishuman existence. There must be a
correlation then of truth, sense, perception andetstanding, between understanding and
explanation, between dialogue partners, betweeader and a text, a piece of art and so on.

I would call this ‘holistic understanding’, a hemastic deeply influenced by
phenomenology therefore necessarily pluralisticst 8so a hermeneutic which takes space over
against time very seriously. Merleau-Ponty for egandue to his study of Husserl and Heidegger,
suggests a ‘third dialectic’ in dealing with thenflamental connection between ‘Esse’ (‘Dasein’)
and ‘World’: the basic constitution of the subjechot its intentional conscience neither its #&ss
but its corporeality [25].

A more ‘holistic Hermeneuticshas been suggested again and recently by schofars
Comparative and Post Liberal Theology. Marianne &t/ [27, p. 289] points out, that meaning
does not exist apart from its material embodim8he quotes George Lindbeck [22, p. 187] in that
religions “even more than the culture and languafey resemble, are like places of residence,
which one cannot leave without losing part of oiféaseAnd as Paul Griffiths writes, “it seems to
those who belong to it, to be comprehensive. lirse® them to take account of and be relevant to
everything” [12, p. 9]. But religion, be it as ouftimate concern(s) (“das, was uns unbedingt
angeht”, as Paul Tillich put it [41] or as one aiumy autopoietic subsystems of society (and culture)
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[23] from a secular sociological point of view, cah and should not (wholly) occupy what in
recent cultural anthropology, coming from geographsciences, is called ‘third spatehe space
of civil society. In fact this ‘third space’ cannotit be as plural as our societies are. We neetkspa
for our ultimate concerns - that is true. And sitleey always drive us towards action, there is no
Hermeneutics without and Ethics accompanying. eilshhowever not forget that whatever truth
we know of, whatever Ethics we plea for is hermdically in process and never absolute. In
Christian terminology we may also call thisider the eschatological reservé&s Christians talk of
the ‘Already now and not yet’ of salvation, theg@bre aware that final truth is only to be expecte
at the end of times.

One of the advantages of Enlightenment Philosopitly Rrotestantism for Ethics therefore
is the teaching of the Two Kingdoms and its coypddrin constitution law as separation of religion
and state. In a multicultural society, in a globairld we will have to live with minimal common
standards of agreement in order to have as mugiossble democracy and justice. Again: the
‘third space’ will always be a space for a pluradilcsociety. There can be only unity as long as
diversity is taken serious.

3. A Hermeneutical and Ethical Theory of ‘Responsiblelnterim’ — a Revised Comparative
Theology in Terms of ‘Pluralism Under the Eschatolgical Reserve’

As ‘Comparative Theology’, to my point of view, t&nto be a variation of older (mainly Catholic)
Inclusivist Models and ‘Pluralist Theology’ is iradger to end up in a mere Humanist Philosophy
(sometimes ghidden inclusivisny, what is often called ‘Intercultural Theologyiot seldom ends
up de-masking as a modern and late modern formis$iom theology. Where it used to seek
inculturation of the Christian teachings and doesi, it now opens up dialogue with those various
cultural contexts of Christianity. And sometimeshwthose religions which have been shaping it.
Some, for example Franz Gmainer Pranzl and with thien'Zentrum Theologie Interkulturell und
Theologie der Religionen’ at the University of Salay (Faculty of Catholic Theology), prefer to
see ‘intercultural’ as an adverb: since the histriand hermeneutic ground is plural in itself,
interculturality is not an aspect of theology betsdribes the method and Hermeneutics it has to
follow. Interculturality nowadays plays a more andre important role in philosophy and cultural
anthropology as wéllA well-known representative of Intercultural Plsiaphy, from a more Indian-
Hindu background is Ram A. Mall, from a Persian-Mushackground let me mention Hamid. R.
Yousefi [24], [49].

Reinhold Bernhardt, a well-known German Systema@tieologian and ‘critical Pluralist’
described in a lecture [2] during the annual cariee of DGMW (German Society for Mission
Studies) in September 2013 in Hofgeismar, Germamgrcultural Theology’ in its bridge building
function between Systematic Theology and ReligiStigdies: in providing a larger ‘material base’
(as far as culture is concerned) it leads a wayobtiie prevailing mannerism and provincialism of
the former. Furthermore it helps to escape Westeomoculturalism by taking up the context
paradigm in, for example, cultural semiotics anzbrestruction.

| do see the advantages of a revised comparativeeth@s pluralist point of view as far as
Theology of Religions and Interreligious Studieg aoncerned. And, as stated above, all my
pastoral work, ecumenical engagement, all confegnworkshops and think tanks | had the
pleasure to prepare, organize and conduct, finally research, have proved that there is no
Theology of Religion(s) without the questions ofahieligion and culture are connected. And they
are deeply intertwined. So again: why not ‘IntercudtuiTheology’ as an important aspect of
‘Theology of Religions’ and it's ‘“Typology’ as wé&lMaybe ‘Intercultural Theology’ — at least in
Germany and as stated already above — still hamtarh a connotation of being a ‘modern way of
Mission Theology’' that is aware of the meaning antportance of culture, not the least
inculturation. And sometimes it tries to avoid stiens of interreligious encounter by taking non-
Christian religions just as ‘part of foreign cult(s’ to be understood for Christian theologians and
missionaries. But even where it opens up an eawdfiakigue with non-Christian religions (and
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world views), it stays part of or at least is dgepbnnected with the Typology of Theology of
Religions. It is sharing its exclusivist or inchasit, and sometimes pluralist, also critical plis@al
standpoints. In the latter case pluralism in sorases would be called ‘pluralism under the
‘eschatologicateserve’. Other Pluralists have come to what ileddtlual belonging’, describing a
sort of ‘religious bi-linguality’. In Paul Knittergase however it is to be seen that there stays a
certain inclusivism: if | am not mistaken Knitteees Buddhism as a deepening factor of his
Christianity and not equitable in the deepest s¢hge Even representatives of dual belonging, one
famous German representative being Perry Schmidkdleund Reinholdt Bernhardt, the latter
teaching at Basel University [35] are in dangeragfuing from a humanist-philosophical meta-
position.

The very term ‘intercultural’ can be misleadingitfis not taken in terms of a (more
phenomenological) comparison of religions but tetmdsonstruct a very sophisticated religious or
cultural syncretism.

In terms ofHermeneutics and Ethicsvhen asking the truth question (be it philosoghic
religious or ethical) | am obliged to reflect th@bserver's standpoint’ being that of a confessing
Christian. Arguments from creation theology allove o argue for salvation of all beings (living
and non-living — but this would need another agtid explain more deeply), and be it under the
‘eschatological reserve’. From my understandintheblogy of the cross on the other hand | cannot
but differentiate between my personal Christianfession and the probability of more than one
‘truth’ because of the confessional truth claimsatibwers of other religions and world views. This
cannot but lead to a dialectical, i.e. critical Istieal philosophical approach and a Hermeneutics
and Ethics to be developed nesponsible interirras | call it — and will come back to later.

And if theology means to defend faith before reashis does not mean, to my point of
view, to neglect any critical potential of truthesgtions or to renounce valuation. But any valuation
and any truth claim is done imeSponsible interim under ‘eschatological reservéo put it into
Christian terminology and without any exclusivisam (@nalogy from natural science would be the
principle of falsification so to speak — again pitoto be discussed in another article). Whether we
call that ‘deep religious pluralism’ as Griffin (@ong from Comparative Religion) does from a
more process philosophical background [11] or fellinose who are in favour of what often is
called ‘mutual inclusivism’ still has to be discadsand depends not the least on answering the
guestion whether process thought still is a metsighy- though ‘in becoming’.

In what developed from the 90ies onwards as ‘Coatper Theology’ comparative meant
an inter textual, pre dogmatic and pre systemapipraach. All conclusions are seen as of
preliminary character, grand narratives are regedtar more the serious study of other religions is
seen as an intellectual and ethical MUST. Local mamsons of really existing faiths and their
expressions are urgently needed.

Francis Xaver Clooney [3] can be seen as an eadyiraportant representative of this so
called ‘alternative’ to pluralist approaches. Conapige Theology for him stresses experience and
confession over against Metaphysics and centrisssentialist approaches.

Comparative Theologyhowever, despite its post-modern gestures, ofteds eup more
traditional then Pluralist Theology in stressingt B0 much the singularity of personal confession,
but the uniqueness of each religion, i.e. faithtesys And of course, when we stress what is unique
in each religion there is no way but also stres#iieiy sometimes (confessional) absolutist claims.
Yes, it is possible and most helpful to shareturdjies of other faith communities and get to know
to ones best ability their Ethics, doctrines andagsbphies. But when it comes to research let us
stick to describe them from a more epistemological,phenomenological point of view. Even if
one would claim to try and ‘share’ faith claims etithan one’s own from within (for example
because of dual belonging, which out of variousoea for me theologically is perfectly justifiable
but then again and though epistemologically andtsplity intriguing, not any step further on a
way towards a universal truth) this could nevemrbgeientific argument for or against whatsoever.
Moreover it would lead those strongly criticizinget hegemonic attitude of traditional pluralism
into a double bind situation in claiming deep plisra and at the same time defending the
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uniqueness of their own religion — and be thatafuthurch political reasons. Those on the other
defending the truth of different religions by pangt out to the ‘truth’ of dual belonging set up a
new hegemony by ‘knowing’ several final ultimateand be that by faith.

Of course we know today, especially as a resulhotlern natural science, — and have to
take this seriously as theologians if we still wHrgology to be a scientific discipline - that thés
no neutral observer’s position. And this is theecasso for philosophy (of religion). Therefore
whatever theology of religion(s), whatever Hermeérmsuor methodology we follow we are well
advised to reflect upon the subjective, confessjgraliminary factof

Those representatives of Religious Studies tryondd justice to the observer's standpoint
by developing what they call ‘Intercultural Relig® Studies’. Different traditions of Religious
Studies and their individual questions and sol#iare seen as equal contributions to the ongoing
discourse. The influence of personal faith andgret is taken seriously over against an
understanding of Religious Studies as purely siiemnd phenomenological (as for example in the
DVRW, the German Association for the Science ofdrah).

Religious Studies claiming scientific neutrality esvagainst Christian Theologies of
Religion sometimes rely upon Lévi-Strauss [21] vdoonpares the relation between linguistics and
language with the one between ethnology and culfitire rules and structures of culture like those
of language to his point of view are only to be emstbod from without. But his ‘structural
anthropology’ still claims that a system and itatextual structure as a whole is underlying reality
In their debate about nativism and constructivisnoi@sky claims over against Piaget, that for the
understanding of language there exists geneticshagauman brain [29]. But if we follow Piaget in
his argument that language shapes and makes dily m¥gperception of it however and take this
serious we reach what can be called linguistidirelg This can be called ‘post structuralism’so
far as it also denies the (linguistic) methodstaficturalism and questions traditional standards of
rationality in general.

However | would argue that Pluralism as well as @amtive Theology in their still
metaphysical, i.e. idealist claims tend to postiginénment thought structures, whereas post-
structuralists such as Derrida for example areeclés Critical Idealism again — especially in its
deontologicalaspects (and deontological Ethics does by no wagnnthat concepts of material
Ethics are lacking). Whether Post Structuralism ends nuganguage games and relativism or
whether it takes serious the relativity of truttdaeality (be that over against a spiritual grownd
not) and in doing so helps to avoid hegemonic trakims and moral systems (Foucault
understands even language as technology of powscoirse for him in a way means the
understanding of reality in a certain era [6.]aiguestion yet to be discussed in far more detail.

4. The Concept of ‘Responsible Interim’ in Buddhist-Christian
Encounter: Truth and Justice in Becoming

In the following | want to ask how my ‘hermeneutiead ethical theory of ‘responsible interim”,
how is revised Comparative Theology and a Plurafisnder the eschatological reserve’ can and
should not only lead to a shared standpoint ofuthtin becoming’ but also be helpful when we try
to set up minimal standards for a Global Ethics

Taking Buddhist-Christian encounter as an examsk, how those questions can be better
answered from its results and suggestions. Canleshghermeneutical and ethical) common
denominators be found (at all)?

Western culture often and rightly is accused o&aative of grasping, clinging, holding and
hoarding and so strongly stressing permanence ayanst impermanence. But life and with life
human beings face uncontrollable, unpredictable iamgermanent realities and situations and
therefore reality (‘truth’) is not always and shdulot always be perceived as linear over agaiest th
cyclic and circular aspects.

In doing so we must know that we live in a timaxadre or less permanent ,liminality’: this
term from ethnology and anthropology was introdusgd/ictor Turnef when following up Arnold
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van Genneps concept of ‘rites de passages’, bat saanwhile it serves very well in describing

political and cultural change) [42, p. 51]. It da@& applied to societies going through crisis and/or
change. Karl Jaspers for example with his concefiteo‘axial age’ as an in-between period of two
structured world views and two rounds of empirelding described this age as one of creativity
and at the same time insecurily.

A more or less permanent phase of ‘liminality’ irdamight lead to (political and spiritual)
insecurity. Facing chaos human beings might becaggeessive and fundamentalist because of fear
and a lack of self-awareness. On the other hamibitt also be a real chance for something new, be
that a new order, new legal rules, new forms oheawy or also new world views (sometimes in the
past even new religions).

Truth, also and maybe especially religious truthinos, and with it Ethics, especially in its
concreter material aspects, are in process. lrodise we should try to find minimal standards and
agreements to be shared; neither metaphysicalsengalist solutions nor universal or absolutist
claims. Kant's Categorical Imperative might be vémipful here again as it shares part with
constructivist and deconstructivist or post-strualist (and let me add here comparative) world
views at least in itgleontologicalarguments. The latter also meaning that consecaaisot be
reached by any ‘Moral Imperative’ (as Hans Kunggongly and to my point of view also wrongly
suggests in his World Ethos project [18]), sincerah@and all material Ethics are contextual and
their universal claims are still dependent on atater culturally influenced metaphysics,
essentialism, and therefore always to a certaiangxdbsolutist and hegemonic. Even a consensus
reached by discourse and agreement of all pogsarteers has to be seen in ‘responsible interim’.
Political correctness as one of the outcomes ofemosim is in danger of a fundamentalism of its
own so to speak.

‘Responsible Interim’ in Hermeneutics and Ethicsatibes arguing and acting towards a
common truth and a common good — in knowing angeetng, that final truth is not known by
any human person, group or society but lies in ®delwill know and experience it only at the end
of space and time, i.e. beyond space and time. &/batve claim as philosophical, theological,
ethical and moral truth cannot but being said urttier eschatological reserve. What follows is
neither absolutism nor quietism but a way of knayyiarguing, loving and acting to the best of our
knowledge (intellectual and emotional) for the tibe@ng — until...we know better.

In a ‘liminal’ world society we need to live witlnése paradoxes of different religious truth
claims and also ethical concepts — not a few afntldeeply grounded in religious or at least civil
religious world views — of unity in diversity anduth in process, i.e. becoming. In order to get
closer to it we need permanent reflection and dis®m we need to confront the Other, the other
person, the other group, the other system so @kspée it political, economic, cultural or relig®
— we need to get to know, better to experienceadsmito endure the o/Other as well as possible by
getting as close to it as possible. And in thisang and dangerous but necessary and hopefully
nevertheless enriching process of transformatiach deeper self-awareness, we long for a true,
good and beautiful outconté.

5. Transpersonal Co-creation: Outcomes for Anthropolog and Ecology

First of all let me make it quite clear that whespleak of ‘transpersonality’ here, it is meant to
point out the interdependence of all sentient being all that what is even. There is no need & se
any spiritual or religious roots for such transpeid existence, but if we want to name a concept
analogous to its meaning, | would suggest the (JBardtdhist concept of ‘dependent co-origination’
(skr.: ‘Prattyasamutpda’). This, and especially for Westerners, canlbtha more helpful since it
has as its philosophical, spiritual or religiousicterpart the concept of ‘An-Atman’, of ‘Non-Self’.
To be aware of, to be sensitive to the worlds aulesies transitionalities and interdependences in
Buddhist thought we do not need any idealist trandent principle (which all too often tends to
new fundamentalisms — and be it that of modernisand ideologies [7]. Since human beings
cannot but conceptualize ‘unity’ from their ownrsling point. Even what they call revelation, still

50



stays truth as they perceive it, stays ‘truth uidereschatological reserve’. This truth is ingass,

in becoming, as we already saw; we never ‘hav&Vhen ‘final truth’ is proclaimed and this comes
together with a plea for a new and better self-ustdading, the new (S)self becomes only a mere
substitute for the old ego.

Western culture, even when stressing the dangernamdwness of an egocentric and
anthropocentric world view, tends to a non-refldcéand in this sense negative solipsism. A too
narrow interpretation of (Jungian) psychoanalydeap for overcoming the Ego’s prison but still
does so in terms of ‘*higher morality’ which canbetand is nothing else but the therapist’s morality
and philosophy. The metaphor of Oneness (all inliisrsity and even contradictions is one, good
and bad are overcome on a higher level etc.) tkenrbes a shallow metaphor for ‘my universality
and my values’. The necessary (poetical) paradaxels(twofold) dialectics are lacking. And so
what is called ‘mysticism’ gets rather close agaira double bind situation for those who are not
‘followers’ of the self-made wise or saint. This what happens when paradoxes are not only
captured in a non-reflected form of substance ogtolbut also ‘overcome’ on a very subjective
(pseudo)metaphysical level.

In quite a few forms of Eastern religiosity to tkentrary, epistemological questions,
guestions of how and questions of exercise are mgsbrtant. ‘How does one lead a good life’
then is not so much a moral question but one ofitawgmh and exercise. The way is what one
should care about. ‘Esse’ (in the meaning of ‘safbst’) is not the focus, neither a metaphysical
concept of ‘Self’. There is no real self, therdfiat all an ‘enlightened Self’ (Sanskrit: ‘Atman’)
And this is ‘No-Self’ (‘An-atman’). Amazingly thenEgo’ comes up again as a topic in its
‘Suchness’(and worldliness). In order to find a good way dres to be enlightened and then (!)
very realistic and pragmatic.

The Buddhist teachings of ‘Pratasamutpda’, of Non-Self andEmptiness(Sanskrit:
‘Sanyat’) as final reality allow us to take whatever isias and therefore ‘right’ without leading
to any new absolute or categorical moral or idepldgin a rather realistic, humoristic and
nevertheless sincere attitude we might then congotwhat is necessary for the world’s survival.
As free (S)selves we decide to act for peace,gastnd integrity of creation. This helps us on our
path to Enlightenment, but does not bring it fol¥e give up part of our freedom for the sake of
the ‘beauty of togetherness’ which might be callenl creation’ to borrow a term from modern
management theory even. But this is all the tingeeision to be taken from anew, to be revised
(‘'semper reformanda’ to borough a term from Chaisty). And a similar thing is true for the
Philosophy of Enlightenment: there is no absolutisétaphysical truth claim (besides the
Categorical Imperative as a means and method ofglivacting and believing in ‘responsible
interim’ — always reflecting anew what has beemtbout so far and if necessary revising it).

Let us call it a ‘realistic’ decision because wewnthat one ‘law’ of reality is that of dependent c
origination: ‘Praityasamutpda’. It would be unwise and unhealthy to go agaiiist No
heteronymous moral, no ‘Moral Imperative’ is neededrder to do the right things. The human
capability of wisdom, understanding and will isiestted very highly — and trusted in the end. And
of course this is an intellectual and ethical amd tertain extent also aesthetic decision grounded
the conviction, that we all possess the Buddharadtom the very beginning (at least in some,
especially Zen-, Buddhist traditions).

6. Love: Beauty as Eschatological Truth

Will this help shaping future politics, governanéeadership — not the least economics? And in
what direction will we have to move together (f@ape, justice, integrity of creation)?

This we do not know for sure. But as long as wendbhave better and more convincing
alternatives let us try and proceed with what weehgot here so far. In the New Testament, in
Paul’s letter to the Corinthians in chapter 13:4/8, read: ‘But now faith, hope, love, abide these
three: but the greatest of these is love.’

Hope is important indeed as optimism is and faght without love it will not lead us
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anywhere. Love opens eyes for the ‘Other’ and @sauty. In terms of an all too narrow, rigid or
even fundamentalist morality love even might béechia-moral in the truest and best sense’, since
it is a free (willing) and beautiful reaction toetvisdom of our interdependence, of God's love for
his whole creation?, as a late modern variation of the ideal of ‘kak@gathon’ so to speak. And
here what | define as beauty comes in: like lokesawhat is there and says yes to it for beauty
everything that is makes ‘sense’; even the dualishgood and bad are overcome since everything
is what it is in love (by grace in Christian termlogy). Everything is real in its ‘As-it-is-nesst o
‘Suchness’ (Sanskrit: ‘Tath#) to use Buddhist language once more and in takirtgis point both,
‘Emptiness’ and ‘Suchness’ in their dialecticalatedn. Believers may think here of what is often
called ‘sublime’, the tremendum and fascinosdriihere lies something holy at the ground of all
that what is which cannot be captured by the dudiiterentiation between good and bad, now and
then and here and there. Love and beauty in otleedsvare the reminders of the kingdom of
heaven, of Nirvana yet to come and already thevehiat we might call ‘eternal moments’.

7. Individual Faith in Pluralist Societies —
Let Us Be Visionaries, Let Us Stay Pragmatic

Religions as pure as they may be in their origingy have a dark and possessive part, patriarchal
exploitation and violence may be even in the irpat of monotheist religions [1¢ading finally to
a clash of civilisations. But can this and is tiside said of faith(s) as well?

For Karl Barth there was an important difference, not to be aw@ae, between religion and
faith. For him, religions had to be seen as partuwfure and faith being the existential call and
answer between human beings and God, a verticelatgewn of the Christ as only warrant of God’s
grace and grace alone.

We are meanwhile living in a different politicalcatheological situation and to see religion
as inseparable part of culture is a necessary queiee of (intercultural and interreligious)
Hermeneutics, but there is still something extrgmelevant in this aspect of Dialectic Theology:
faith is something between human beings and Gowlaaion beyond culture and politics and
therefore directly leading us to Ethics and to ampropriately. But — and here overcoming Barth
towards a more twofold dialectics, faith and cosi@s are no longer to be taken as final ultimates
(in a metaphysical, essentialist manner).

Hermeneutics and also Ethics in this direction arvere relational than pluralist or
inclusivist, are transpersonal. Dualisms, also betwsubject and object are criticised and partly
overcome™® For us nowadays this could mean that faith is ingththat contradicts pluralist
societies. And if faith is an existential (in thense of Martin Heidegger’s ‘Existential’), religion
can never be absolute, religions can and shouldrreampete or even fight each other, but together
strive for truth and peace. The famous Japanedesppher of religion, Christian theologian and
Buddhist Katsumi Takizawa interpreted Barth in tihi®ction, seeing even Barth’s ‘solus Christus’
still and to a certain extent as materialized faathreligion so to speak [8], [48].

8. Faith Facing Multireligiosity. ‘Incarnatio continua’

Here is, were the saying, the wisdom ofrf3ara is (Japanese: ‘soku’) is not Nina’ becomes
important and very meaningful for a late modernld/@nd its lasting ‘liminality’. The Suchness
of all what is there, is, in a special and not ktoatological neither dualist nor idealist way,
‘identical’ with ‘Emptiness’.

Therefore we are allowed to let go, to let ffiéwto let be. Not the least to decide in and to
understand and explain in ‘responsible interim’.

Finally if we try to understand the Christian dawtr of incarnation by the help of this
Buddhist wisdom we cannot but avoid thinking abdlitcarnatio continua’, an ongoing
manifestation of the Holy and the Sublime, of theife, of God in history and in cosmos in the
sense of ‘the Divine is (‘soku’) is not the Profankhe life of Jesus (the Christ) then would be
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the/one representation — a unique but not essishuaiversal; maybe an eschatologically universal
representation - of the ‘ultimate Reality’ — ‘Gosl (fsoku’) isnot Void’? Incarnatio continua also
meaning our longing to materialize divine truth, émbody what might be called ‘holy’ or
‘sublime’. And if so, couldn’t we think of the pateal of representing the Divine, all of us, sentie
and non-sentient beings even? No contradiction avthere be from now on between theism and
non-theism, neither between a mainly historicalceg and a more spatial concept of revelation.
This is the freedom in switching from absoluten&ssiniqueness, from substance ontology and
metaphysics to epistemology (and phenomenology)Hemineneutics and Ethics in Responsible
Interim. And, by the way, isn’t substance ontology a puolshical concept added to Christian faith
once it left its Jewish surroundings?

Reality is a process and so is truth and right gloiihere this process will lead us is more
unexpected then we can even imagine — and yee then unchangeable element in this process as
well: let us call it ‘Emptiness’ and ‘Suchnesst, Ies call it ‘God’, let us call it ‘Love’ and ‘Beayi,
beyond time and space, beyond good and bad, begoaad is not. Let us call it hope or faith,
longing or will, insight or enlightenment. Let ustncall it at all. Let us not kill mysticism by
doctrinal fundamentalism. Let us rely on a phildspm becoming. Let us live with it and try it out.
Let us sense itnsinuate.

9. Conclusion: Hope and the ‘Beauty of Diversity’:
Freedom and Responsibility in ‘Responsible Interim’

If truth is in becoming reality is a process ak tmore so. And we are ‘co-creators’ in it and of it
‘Creativity’ understood here as an ever ongoingndi activity we share with all other beings. In a
global and plural world considered as Gods creabiothrough the lenses of ‘Prigfasamutpda’
there is no development but the development ohatlions, states, communities and individuals.
Development is not any longer to be seen in terfres toansfer of help, knowledge and education
from North to South, from East to West or in whatggr direction.

In this world then there are neither subjects rimects, neither donors nor receivers, we are
all talented, wanted, ‘mutually dependent co-cresaitf what should be and has to be, inhabitants
of what is as it is. ‘Otherness’ is a challenge gififor ‘co-creation’ on its path towards the Uk,
Good and Beautiful’. We will need to learn how tocept nature as equal partner in those
‘regulation processes’. Not because it is a commmeamd to do so, but because it is wise.

It follows that in ethics and for minimal moral stiards there are no universals if not
universal declarations agreed upon by all and intpthinto international legal rules. What we can
achieve and must achieve therefore is, step by, stepmany smallest common denominators
regulated by legal rules, allowing as many facétthe existing plurality as possible. With the help
of such legal rules we might keep our nationaliaeg, continental etc. uniqueness, but these then
will be parts of a greater whole as each individsiah a group or society.

We should however never forget that we are in ttimms part of a process, maybe of an even
unlimited ,liminality’.
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Notes

1. And | would add, that all intellectual and scieictifliscourse is nowadays deeply influenced by Westelutre,
thought history and methods.

2. For Habermas however, a self-reflective methodolcayy overcome pre-judices. And so he criticiseda@at and
his Hermeneutics. First in: Zur Logik der Sozialséaschaften, Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, 1967.
A debate started to which also Ricoeur contributedrying to mediate between those two positionsoRur
suggested that we cannot carry out our emancipad@als and interests without incarnating them wvitultural
acquisitions. An overly abstract dualism betweedenstanding and explanation is not adequate: PadeRr,
"Ethics and Culture: Gadamer and Habermas in Disdgghilosophy Todayol. 17, Issue 2, Summer 1973.
Also: Robert Piercey, Ricoeur's Account of Traditand the Gadamer: Habermas Debate, SpringernB2€D4

3. Post liberal theology, mainly narrative in its nedhand critical against Systematic Theology aaerl system, at
the end of last century started explaining Chnisfaith as ,story’, with its own culture, grammardapraxis to be
found in the Bible and to be understood only witl@hristian ‘logic’. That partly goes back to Wittggein's
concept of ‘language games’. Lindbeck for exampleags of the ‘incommensurability of religions’ asal denies
Ricoeur’s ‘Hermeneutics of interreligious dialoguModernity is accused of its foundationalism amdjégmonial
structures, its belief in universal rationality.ig larticle however will differentiate more cleabgtween a concept of
enlightenment in the sense of Kantian critical lid@a and modernity and its fundamentalisms and erfgu a
democratic and liberal rationality (in Hermeneutasd Ethics) without absolutist claims. In doing gowill
differentiate between a critic of subjectivism adividualism and a total denial of a subject. Bu¢re the latter
might be understood in terms of a ‘deeper Selfth®y help of nhon Western philosophy (and mysticiamg seen in
analogy with the freedom of individuals as one loé great achievements of Protestantism and Entigieeat
philosophy to my point of view.
(In German theology the Swiss theologian Dietridts¢hl was one of the first to take up ‘story’ ax@ncept:
Dietrich Ritschl,Story als Rohmaterial der Theologkaiser: Miinchen, 1976).

4. ‘Spatial turn’ is a concept coming from modern,. imstmodern geographies to social theory and ralltu
anthropology. The ‘third space’ here opens up et for civil society, ‘in between’ politics and@wmics. For a
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general introduction see Soja, E.W. and DdringlTdielmann, T. et al. as listed in the bibliography

For an introduction see books of Hock, K., Kisteland Wrogemann, H. as listed under bibliography.

In Germany a leading institution is the universitfy Hildesheim, Prof. Dr. Rolf Elberfeld and the &g for

Intercultural Studies in Cologne.

7. D’Costa for example (who more and more stressesi¢bessity of a Trinitarian approach to questidnglaralism
and uniqueness as well as the ecclesiological vaukd of these questions) in following Alisdair Miatyre and
John Milbank is very concerned that there is nana¢rchimedean reference point for ‘judging’.fact, he can go
so far to claim exclusivism as the most open attitin taking o(O)therness serious: see bibliography

8. | owe this insight to ‘Radical Constructivism’ whitraces its arguments back to relevant positioridi¢tzsche and
Schopenhauer. One of his founders is Paul Watzlawae bibliography.

Other introductions into thoughts and methods ofli&a Constructivism such as by Glasersfeld, En,vand
Schmidt, S. J.: see under bibliography.

9. Turner (see bibliography) differentiates three pisasseparation, transition and reincorporation. phase of
transition is liminal, is in between (‘betwixt amtween’) what human beings were and what they bl This
phase is ambiguous, ambivalent and in a certainamegral let me add.

10.see bibliography. Although Jaspers conclusions umeraof his, what | would like to call ‘metaphysical
existentialism’, and because of his philosophy istdny to a certain extent cannot avoid a more Eemtric and
hegemonic world view, his analysis is extremelyphdlin order to understand what we explain heréiminality’.

11.The famous Jewish philosopher of religion EmmaniueVinas, influenced by Husserl's phenomenology and
Heidegger's thinking, has elaborated on the tembjest’: it ,becomes’ subject only in being ,subjed’ to the
imperative postulate of the Other (another indialjluAll other ethical considerations are secondangn it comes
to wage what ethically is to be said concerningdtier person/s. Maybe we could call this a ‘Jewedponse’ to
existentialism in the footsteps of metaphysics (antical idealism). The egocentric and anthropaderelements
of existentialist thought are seriously questiobgdhis proto-ethics. Theology is possible onlyhintethics. God is
‘falling’ into thinking in the ‘face’ of the Othe(see bibliography).

12.The term comes from transpersonal psychology agdhosherapy. An informative introduction would B#ilber,
K. (see bibliography).

13.Merton for example understands salvation not inagenial sense but — close to Buddhism — as the&usiaf non-
space’. For him liminal space is sacred space.usder bibliography).

14.Kant in his ‘Critique of Judgement’ teaches ust,thh¢her than still and to a certain extent is ¢hse for morality,
i.e. ethics, aesthetics is nothing but subjectBigt. this does not mean that it is immoral (as Kégikard as well as
Nietzsche in various ways showed, differentiatinga@rality from immorality on a higher level).

And since ontological truth is generally non-metgpbal, i.e. Kant's critical idealism has a certdaontological
aspect, especially in his ethics, aesthetics cammgiart of metaphysics in its deepest sense.

In "Erscheinungsdinge..." Figal, in analysis ofniks& Philosophy, develops a phenomenological a@stheigal is
trying to distance himself from attempts to explaihin the framework of metaphysical systems ¢askample in
Hegel, Heidegger and also Gadamer). He calls tier Igphilosophy of art’ and differentiates it fromhat he then
calls ,philosophical aesthetics’. Husserl is quotethat it is necessary to go back to ,things theilves’ instead of
following ,wrong theories’. This for Figal becomeencrete in aesthetics as appropriation to workrtsf as objects
which are eminently phenomenal. They are calledscleinungsdinge" (,objects of appearance’). Whakes
them art is their ,decentralised/peripheral ordé&tis order is not structured conceptually. Thera ifree play’ in
the experience of art, but it is not a play of sghiye capability but as phenomenal impact of amtks themselves.

15.see Otto, R. under bibliography.

16.The complexity of reality is seen in more spatahis as dependent co-origination — to borrow thiddhist term
again and so represents an alternative to Newtdimiearity in defining reality.

17.Flow taken here as a (psychological) state andhfgelf total concentration — a state of neither tabanderload nor
overload. See under bibliography: Schmaus, Th.Zp01

owu
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Abstract:

Considering that the brain is involved in humannkimg, feeling and
behaviour, we must also ask the question of whethding neural correlates
of religious experience is not just a matter ofeinihe questions ‘if’ and ‘how’
human brain responds to or generates religiousriexme capture the interest
of researchers from various fields of science. iTjunt efforts and scientific
discourse lead to implementation of bold interg¢iboary research projects,
with a far-reaching goal of explaining the mystefyaith and religion. Studies
conducted at the meeting point of empirical andlibgical sciences raise
controversies and criticism. Examples include tiseussions on natural and
theological experiments, collectively called netiemilogy.

Keywords: neurotheology, mind, brain, religion, religious expnce,
neurotheological experiments.

1. Preliminary Remarks

The term ‘neurotheology’ is applied to research amdhlyses aimed at identifying neuronal
foundations of religious experience. Such activgtyhuman-specific. Therefore, it is specific for
humankind to create and profess certain beliefsamyictions included in myths and religions.
Anthropologists agree that there are no human @dtwithout a mythology or religion [12], [8]. In
recent years, researchers have focused also oificsgehaviour of hominids (in particular in
Homo Sapiens Neanderthalensisd Homo Heidelbergensiswhich may indicate that they had
religious or mythological beliefs about life andatte Cultural anthropologists argue that evidence
for this hypothesis may be found i.a. in presergeale sites, traces of decorating the dead with
flowers, special burial sites and remains of spguigoose constructions [11]. Therefore, searching
for relevant and universal forms of brain and meeativity justifying such behaviour seems
sanctioned in both scientific and cultural terms.

The term ‘neurothology’ was popularised by Jamebbfsok, a theologian who studied
neuroscience [1]. He believed it justified to raatise the phenomenon of religious experience by
describing and analysing with methods used in mhtand psychological sciences, in particular
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those allowing to investigate human cognitive anagirbactivity. The aim of the research was to
explain why humans need to have beliefs in the formeligions and myths.

It is worth noting that the term ‘neurotheology’applied to the majority of interdisciplinary stadi
and analyses which combine empirical methods oficaéénd neurobiological sciences and the
study of religious experience. Neurotheology cosg®ithe studies which use neuronal activity
imagining, as well as genetic studies and projeotsa the field of molecular biology.

2. Areasof Study

Proponents of neurotheological approach believeftith is related to human brain structure and
its functioning patterns. Studies to confirm thigbthesis are conducted using various empirical
methods that are specific to natural sciences. &elseprojects use neuroimaging methods (e.qg.
PET, SPECT, fMRI), techniques affecting the coréetivity (e.g. TMS), genetic and molecular
research. Interestingly, those projects are imiieell and build on earlier research results and thei
interpretation.

The fundamental proposition behind neurotheologicajects is that religious experience is
linked to the functioning of human brain. The résgl assumption is that the study of human brain
activity allows to identify such forms of brain stture activity which are specific and exclusive fo
religious experience, and to determine their patarse Therefore, it is possible to obtain
information on its intensity, course, nature anchtmn in brain structures. Those hypotheses were
of key importance for research aimed at analysiragnbactivity during religious experience, i.e.
prayer, meditation and open or concealed manifestabf religious beliefs and faith. Those
preassumptions also determined the experimentssifuglon investigation of artificially induced
sensations similar to religious the religious ones.

Such studies were conducted in the 1980s by MicRagdinger et al. Building on medical
theories pointing to the link between brain funciig distortions and experienced consciousness
disturbances, Persinger assumed that specific ttemsanay be artificially evoked. He based his
assumptions on observations of altered states mdcomusness occurring in e.g. epileptic attacks
[16]. Persinger also took into account the fact thiein function disorders may be caused by
physiological factors (oxygen deficiency, malnudrit, inappropriate arousals caused by trauma or
disease, etc.), chemical factors (pharmacologigehts, psychedelic drugs, etc.) or by using the
devices stimulating specific brain areas electiycat magnetically. This last fact was used by the
Persinger's team to build the essential devicettieir experiment. It was a type of helmet with
appropriately placed solenoids generating magfielit. WWhen put on the head of a volunteer and
activated, it caused temporary disturbance in tiréex activity in frontal, temporal and occipital
lobes. Brain activity was monitored with EEG. Thevide, also called the God helmet, was tested
on 600 volunteers who were also asked to fill iquagstionnaire. The analysis of EEG readings,
subjective and individual description of experiencand information obtained from the tests
revealed that over 80% of the volunteers reporteasations described as non-empirical and
mystical, and corresponding to their religious &sli[15], [19]. At the beginning of the 2tentury,

a similar study consisting in eliciting specifi@ts of consciousness by disturbing the brain field
activity was conducted by a team headed by Petandgwist who, however, obtained different
results [14].

Andrew Newberg et al analysed brain activity durihg performance of religious activities
using the SPECT (single-photon emission computetbgwaphy) neuroimaging technique, which
allows to measure the level of metabolism and blfdo@ in specific parts of the body. Further
research included scanning of the brains of sewdoaen people who prayed and meditated,
achieving the state that they described as ‘onesnihk the universe’. When the subjects achieved
the sense of unity with the Absolute/God, scanseuaken that presented the fields of brain activity
[14], [7]. The studies using the PET (positron esias tomography) technique were performed by
Nina P. Azari et al. Religious and non-religioudwieers read the same excerpts from the Bible,
fragments of neutral texts and recited child vesmsbile their brains were scanned. The scans
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revealed that different regions of the brain wervated, depending on the type of text [2], [7].
Similar studies were conducted by Mario Beauregard Vincent Paquette who analysed brain
activity using EEG and fMRI. Volunteers (Carmelmens) had their brains scanned when recalling
‘mystical states’ occurring during deep meditateord prayer. The records were compared with the
resting state brain activity [4]. Other similar dies include research by Vilayanur Subramanian
Ramachandran, who measured galvanic skin resptmsesious images, including religious ones,
in patients suffering from temporal lobe epilep&eligious images elicited particularly high
responses in volunteers, which was interpreted h&s donfirmation of correlation between
sensitivity and susceptibility to religious imagesl activity of temporal lobes [18].

Another group of studies comprises biological armatular research, the aim of which is
to i.a. search for genes responsible for generapegific religious attitudes. Such studies were
conducted i.a. by behavioural geneticist Dean HamrAecording to him, acceptance of the
hypothesis of neuronal foundations of faith reguidetermination of whether the process is
genetically programmed and whether there are geeggsonsible for this phenomenon. Their
presence would not only be an argument in favownidueness of the humankind, but would also
justify the special need of humans to perform relig rituals [10]. Hammer used the reports of
mental sensations occurring during mystic expegsras his starting point. He focused on ‘out-of-
body’ and ‘mind extension’ sensations experiencednd the performance of specific religious
activities, such as meditation, prayer, contempiatietc. Similar sensations may also be elicited
artificially, using pharmacological or psycheddlizigs. Hammer asked the question whether there
were any natural chemical compounds generatedriti@in that were similar to pharmacological
substances generating or controlling specific stateconsciousness? If so, which genes code such
neurotransmitters? Together with George Uhl, naotogists from the National Institute of Drug
Abuse, they focused their work on VMAT2 gene regiole for delaying the release of
neurotransmitters (monoanimes) in synapses. Aaegridi the scholars, activity and an appropriate
variant of this gene may be linked to intensity aldation of the sensation of ‘onesness with the
universe’, experienced during religious activifi£3].

The last group of studies includes experiments iexplkpecific states of consciousness
using specific chemical substances. Psychoactibstances, occurring naturally in the human
body, raise particular interest. Many of those coumuls are also found in plants. Such psychedelic
substances include DMT (dimetylotryptamine). Sonteal beverages (e.g. ayahuasca), used in
numerous cultures or South America and Africa,udel DMT-rich plant extracts or animal parts.
Rick Strassman and colleagues performed an expefricomsisting in injection of large doses of
this psychedelic and found that 20% of volunteeastigipating in the study described their
hallucinations as contact with non-human creatufidse researchers found that DMT-induced
sensations may be identical to religious experig2#].

3. Context of Neurotheological Experiments

For several decades, neurotheology has raisece faiBtussions between supporters of naturalist
concept of religion and mystics, between theists atheists. Attempts to find evidence for faith
being generated by specific brain structures orrophysiological determinants are closely
followed by scholars and the general audience. Sclaen that the results of neurotheological
experiments could disprove the belief in the existeof God, while others argue that they could
sanction the phenomenon of religion and faith asltemg from biological foundations of human
brain.

The question of whether religion is a natural pmeeoon specific for humans is not a
matter of recent decades. Already at the time ofvda people began to wonder whether religion
may be the product of evolutionary transformatimeurring in the course of human race
development. Much earlier, already in the Antigu#gholars pointed out to co-existence of specific
states of increased brain activity and sensatitassified as religious experience. Literature an th
history of medicine includes treaties on religi@tstes occurring in somatic or mental diseases, or
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after the application of hallucination inducing ge&lchedelic drugs [5], [6]. However, as late as in
the 20" century, attempts were made to find correlatiomwben religious experiences and
parametrised activity of human brain. This clairased numerous objections and reservations, in
particular among comparative religion experts.

Classic study of religion is based on two axescltianic and synchronic, supplemented by
phenomenological and hermeneutic discourse. Alongh whe development of sciences,
sociological, psychological and cultural anthroglaliscourses also appeared. In the second half
of the 20th century, a new area of studies, callaghitive, appeared. The progress in natural and
mathematical sciences led to the formation of neigrgific disciplines, such as neurobiology,
systems theory, information theory, linguisticsgeibive psychology, etc., allowing to initiate
religious discourse of an unprecedented scope [R@search on biological determinants of
religious behaviour started at the beginning of288 century, when Oskar Goldberg described the
impact of rituals on racial genetic, ethnogenetid &iological processes. In the 1960s J.S. Huxley
investigated religious rituals in the context okithbiological and evolutionary determinants.
Similar considerations may be found in the work edhologists, such as K. Lorentz and N.
Tinbergen. In the following years, religious belwans, in particular rituals, were analysed in the
context of ecological, neuropsychological and etrohary theories. It was found that religions
share numerous similarities, e.g. rituals, behayimieas. Widespread occurrence of religious #fe i
also striking. Non-cultural similarities betweetig®ous phenomena are analysed using theological,
phenomenological and cognitive approaches [22].

According to the theological approach, an explamator similarity of religious phenomena
may be the fact that they refer to transcendeetllty. In the phenomenological interpretation, the
essence of religious phenomena, which is commoralfpris manifested in various religions in
different ways. In line with the third approach psacultural similarity of religious phenomena
results from the uniqueness of human brain [22pg®uers of the last approach assume that there
are cognitive mechanisms or processes that mayndget religious phenomena. Such mechanisms
could explain the observed supra-cultural repebttat@nd universality of religious experience.
Being specific for human brain, they would be resble for surprising similarities of behaviour
and phenomena in different religions. In view otlsisignificant objectives, enthusiasts of the
cognitive approach believe that religious phenomeaa and should be investigated using the
methods specific for cognitive sciences and neigoses. The remaining problem is the selection
of the analysed aspects. Cognitive approach is #m#ching for answers to two important
qguestions. First, why people have religion and sdcavhy there are similarities in religious
experience, its diversity and abundance] [Z2ognitive approach to the study of religion iscal
linked to an approach which uses evolutionary amguish Therefore, religion may be treated as a
mechanism of social involvement developed in thecess of natural selection. It requires the
analysis of the cognitive structure of human bramparticular its evolution and influence on
formation of religious engagement [3].

Attention must also be paid to the issue of reecgydhe brain activity. Despite increasingly
technologically advanced methods of analysing bsaincture, little is still known on how their
activity translates into specific behaviour. Moregveven very thorough knowledge about the
structure of a given nervous system does not attovdentify specific structures responsible for
specific activities. It is clearly demonstrated rnesearch on the behaviour @faenorhabditis
elegans In 1986, its connectenome, i.e. a complete mapoahections between its 302 nervous
cells, was published. However, despite many yefaresearch, scientists are unable to identify how
those connections allow to perform specific actjonsluding such essential ones as eating. It
remains unknown how neuronal impulses translate bghaviour. The interpretation of brain
activity recordings becomes even more complicatednore complex organisms. Information
obtained from brain scans illustrates the actigityndividual brain regions, but does not mean that
specific behaviour is generated by specific stmastuand only signals that they are activated durin
a given action. Such discoveries, as the identiboaof the ‘Aniston neuron’, i.e. nervous cells
responding only to specific forms of activity (eagphoto of actress Jennifer Aniston), still do not
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have any satisfactory explanations [17]. Therefoadls are made to develop the methods allowing
to monitor brain activity that would be superior tfee currently used neuroimaging methods.
Identification and description of specific pattefsneuronal activity within the widest possible

scope could allow to obtain essential information bow specific behaviours, states of

consciousness, etc. are generated [23].

The results obtained in neurotheological experiméehts far failed to provide explicit
answers. Numerous studies were challenged dueetortiethods and the lack of methodological
precision. Some experiments could not have beezated, while in other cases the results differed
considerably from the previous ones. Numerous lagtiare devoted to critical analysis of the
performed studies, their assumptions, methodologyiaterpretation.

4. (Over)Interpretation of Neurotheological Experiments

Studies on correlation between brain activity apiditsiality are thoroughly scrutinized. On the one
hand, as in neurobiological sciences, the verifispects include research procedures, selection of
volunteers, conditions and course of proceduregareh assumptions and hypotheses, methods of
obtaining the analysed results, etc. On the ottsrdh specialists in theological sciences and
comparative religion experts analyse the studiedeiail from the point of view of their subject.
When subject to such thorough analyses, neurothealo studies seem to provide too weak
grounds for proposing arguments about neurobicddgieterminants of religion. It is worth looking

at reservations formulated with respect to neutiggy.

The first group of reservations concern methodaialgi philosophical and theological
aspects of research. The analysis of preassumptionsurotheological studies justifies the claim
that they most often focus on a specific type @ifi@us experience, such as meditation or prayer.
The decisive factor in those research is the egpee intensity. It is due to possibilities of the
applied neurobiological procedures resulting frohe tselected neuroimaging techniques or
measured physiological parameters. In consequeelgion and faith are reduced to the selected
religious experiences that are measured. Howeerndsults are interpreted in the context of faith
understood as broadly as possible and extrapolateall religious doctrines [12, p. 51]. The
complexity of religious experience is reduced tagiaage, the sociological and ethnological
connotations of which become the main motive cdnpitetation and blur the research results [12, p.
62]. Attempts were also made to define universalacultural elements of religious experience in
the preassumptions, but with their simplified urstinding this leads to unfounded and far-
reaching reductions (studies by Newberg et al.)[14]

Critics point out that the fundamental conceptrieurotheological research is the common
belief that religious phenomena are natural, wheeltls to disregarding the multidimensionality of
religious experience and to simplification of coepty of religion and faith [7, p. 121]. It is also
worth noting that numerous scholars try to distisgubetween mystical and religious experience,
adopting operational terms that are appropriateirfdividual research projects. In consequence,
definitions of religious experience in neurothegl@ge imprecise and inconsistent.

Experts in religious and philosophical science® aigice reservations about the language
and methodology of neurotheology. They put forwardusations of unfounded extrapolation from
neurobiological sciences to theological language subject [12, p. 52]. Furthermore, theological
language is used for describing psychosomatic siensan research results. Therefore, claims are
made that neurotheology lacks conceptual appassdisnethodology [7, p. 121].

Another controversial issue is the maximalist otiyecof neurotheology, which is to find
the ultimate answer to the question of God’'s erisgteor non-existence, determined for research
with a minimalist objective, which is to discoveeurological or physiological correlates of
religious experience [12, p. 53].

In addition, the analyses of results, the experimé¢imemselves and research projects are
ideologically oriented, which excludes the objeityivof interpretation. As a result, already in
preassumptions, in the ‘leftist’ interpretationittiais treated as the effect of electrical and cicain
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brain activity, whereas in the ‘rightist’ interpagion, the co-existence of brain activity and rnelis
experience demonstrates that the transcendentattasp faith is embedded in human nervous
system [12, p. 53].

The second group of reservations refers to methwsdsl in neurobiological studies. It
concerns, first of all, research groups, their nemdnd selection of volunteers. The latter arenofte
persons from groups selected because of occurrehapecific disorders (e.g. in research by
Ramachandran et al. [18] and Persinger et al. [15], [19]). Some analyses rely on case studies,
which precludes their application to the entire ydapon [12, p. 58]. In other studies, groups are
very small, which also makes extrapolation difftciAnother reservation concerns the lack of
possibility to repeat the performed tests on grafpsolunteers selected using different criteriat b
the same procedure (e.g. studies by Granqvist.€f9Rl It is also argued that the sensations
experienced by volunteers are influenced by theiBpalefinition of research objectives and that
the tests are often distorted, e.g. by the neeselbcontrol the religious experience during the
experiment (studies by Newberg et al. [14]).

Critics often point out that regardless of the addmssumptions and the applied empirical
methods, neurotheological studies are in fact studisualising only the brain activity during
specific states of consciousness. The causal-metitamodel or the neurocomputational model
used in neurobiological sciences is insufficient feurotheological analyses [7, pp. 120-121].
Cognitive sciences are founded on models rootdaersynthetic theory of evolution, neurobiology,
cognitive linguistics, cognitive psychology, etahich seem inadequate when applied to religious
sciences [20, p. XIl].

Another problem is the location of religious expede in the brain. According to some
researchers it is related to a specific structstad{es by Persinger [15], [16], [19], Azari [2],
Ramachandran et al. [18]). However, others arga¢ thligious experience may be linked to
activity of the entire brain (Newberg studies [14[herefore, preassumptions include the need to
identify the physical location of such experiennebrain structures, and to establish the scope of
observations, which determines the interpretatioesults.

5. Final Remarks

Neurotheology, contrary to expectations of numerscisolars, seems to be an interdisciplinary
research programme or project that should notdsed as a scientific discipline on its own. As a
research programme, it may inspire and encouragstigns and new scientific challenges. The
lack of a well-developed methodology, language assumptions hampers the interpretation of
results. Worldview determinants and context of aede also lead to excessive extrapolations. It
seems that the most adequate role for neurotheatompgpirational. It may thus be expected that
guestions and research proposals formulated byotieology proponents will contribute to better
understanding of the basics of human brain funstopnHowever, finding the neurological
correlates of faith seems as unattainable goak@laiaing the mystery of life.
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Abstract:

Cognitive approach towards the study of religioa igood and promising way.
However, | think that this approach is too narrawd & would be better to use
some basic concepts of CSR as a starting pointfuidher, not cognitive
explanation of religious. | suppose that religidagdiefs should be explained
also by their pragmatic functions because they wprebably always
associated with some pragmatic purposes at thepgoouat the individual
levels. To develop further this last approach, dbed explanatory way is the
evolutionary study of religion.

Keywords:cognitive science of religion, evolutionary scierafereligion, by-
product, adaptation.

Whereas the ease with which humans acquire fesmaifes

presumably evolved in response to snakes themsehesurvival threat,
the ease with which humans acquire belief in gods

is not thought to have evolved in response to fids

1. Introduction

Cognitive science is a research method for lookahdpehavior or beliefs. Cognitive Science of
Religion (CSR) is not a singular entity. CSR haswndifferent points of view, probably as many
as there are people that use cognitive scienti@thods to conduct their investigations. | am aware
of this complexity when | use the general term ‘Qitige Science of Religion.’ | will discuss some
concepts and explanations developed within CSR lawdl refer to the evolutionary study of
religion and religious beliefs.

As one might expect given the name of the fieldRQ&urports that religious beliefs are
cognitively natural [6]. ‘Naturalness’ as it is ds@ CSR generally bears a favorable implicatian fo
the concept it describes. If a concept is naturahay imply pragmatism, epistemic reliability, and
intuitive acquisition. However, naturalness mayoalsmdermine justification and reliability of a
concept by explaining it away as a by-product afletton or as an adaptation evolved by natural
selection. Thus there is a tension involved wheorecept is deemed natural or not. Typically, CSR
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describes religious beliefs as natural and inteitivith agnosticism toward the reliability of
religious beliefs to describe reality. In contratste non-natural ideas like those that belong to
science are far more reliable. This idea is epiteahiin the words of Robert McCauley who argues
that “religion is natural and science is not” [2Thus naturalness develops a negative implication
for ontological veracity in CSR. This topic can lbennected with evolutionary debunking
arguments that state that the evolutionary originaogiven belief raise questions about its
truthfulness and justification.

While CSR bears many useful and important insigbtscerning the development and use
of religious beliefs, CSR is not justified in debang religious beliefs as natural in all the ways,
including in intuitiveness, adaptability, and umbllity. What is more, it is not clear that the
descriptor of ‘naturalness’ undermines a concemlmbility. Factors beyond the scope of CSR
must be considered to conduct such an evaluation.

In this paper | argue that religious beliefs:

1. are a function of past adaptability rather thanremtr adaptability. However, this topic —
evolutionary explanation of religious beliefs inrmes of survival and reproduction — is very
complex and complicated and it depends on the vdaptation is interpreted (when one uses a
strict or broad definition of adaptation). Jay Feian discusses in a detailed way one of the
possible biological approaches to religion lookiogreligious roots of evolution of eusociality yJa
Feierman’s paper in this issue) [13],

2. never were reliable and cannot be evaluated inaapis terms,

3. may be understood as natural only in their pamicignvironmental contexts (Hans Van
Eyghen’s paper in this issue is focused on topfceaturalness and trustworthiness of religious
beliefs) [11],

4. are not intuitive because they cannot be any kindtoition,

5. function uniquely as adaptive traits.

It seems that religious/theistic intuitions do moist because they work on other non-religious
intuitions. Some scholars like Helen de Cruz angsepb de Smedt suggest that human beings can
have some religious or even theological intuitidoesed on the so-called design stance or a
theological approach that can be interpreted asldial or co-opted with religious contents [9].
However, | mean evolutionary debunking argument skiggests that intuitions have evolved in the
past environment and religious beliefs never wengitions evolved by natural selection as
specially designed for religious contents [7]. Ganeently, it becomes evident that these CSR
interpretations of religious beliefs that explalmem as by-products or side effects of natural
selection are fundamentally flawed. | think thae t&SR approach gives only proximate, not
ultimate explanations of the origin and acquisitadrreligious beliefs. In this sense it could belsa
that every human belief is a by-product of natwagnition because cognition itself was not
specially designed for any cultural contents. HosveM suggest that naturalness of religion
hypothesis describes technical work of human cagnitvhen it meets religious contents. This
approach does not say anything about their eveolatig functional origin. | assume that reference
to the pragmatic contexts of religious beliefs magically change the meaning of their naturalness.

2. Religious Beliefs and Intuitions

CSR generally assumes that religious beliefs dtgtive and counterintuitive; intuitive in the sens
of their acquisition and transmission but counteitive in the sense of their content, which often
breaks intuitive expectations of ontology [2], [3h this understanding, a quandary arises:
intuitively acquired beliefs that are counterinitet in content may contradict other intuitively
acquired beliefs. And yet, CSR scholars like PaBogkr, Justin Barrett, or McCauley contend that
such ontologically counterintuitive beliefs remamtuitive in regard to their acquisition. But if an
intuitively acquired belief can contradict anothatuitively acquired belief, then it seems the
significance of defining a belief as intuitive imited to meaning that it is simple but without any
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relevance to reliability. Such a restriction thromso doubt the claim that religious beliefs are
intuitive at all, either in content or in acquisiti

Intuitive acquisition as it is understood hereatd®s ideas (called intuitions) obtained in a
fast, direct, and unreflective way. But perhapsvauld be better to distinguish between the
acquisition of intuitions and the appearance otitiin. It is assumed that intuitions or ideas
interpreted as intuitive have long evolutionarytdiiges [9]. Selective pressures appropriate for one
particular environment have affected particular svay thinking and interpretations of the world.
Consequently, the most adaptive kinds of behavawelendured. In this place it is worth making a
distinction between two levels: non- or a-religiongiitions that are a cognitive base for religious
contents, and religious and theistic intuitions. RC&sumes that human beings have some basic
cognitive mechanisms and processes which worktuntive and spontaneous ways [2]. They do
not have religious and any other cultural contént.the other hand, we can ask whether there are
some possible religious or theistic intuitions thed intuitive in the sense described above. Insee
that in this case we should say rather about alljucontaminated intuitions. We can find some
approaches that suggest that human beings, edpetidtiren are intuitive theists [16], [18], [19],
[26]. However, in this matter it is worth bearingmind a difference between strictly religious or
theistic nature of intuition and its cultural comiaation which can cause that in some cultural
conditions religious reference seems to be moneraladnd intuitive than atheistic or non-religious.
In the light of recent discoveries that suggest f@sic emotional reactions are not universaltier t
entire humankind [8], we can doubt if such spediitiefs like supernatural ones can be rooted in
any universal religious/supernatural intuitions.

Intuitions that work in the current environmenuaky were evolved in the past. They could
be adaptive in the past environment when we asshateselective pressure has been looking for
adaptive strategies. There is only one of the ptssexplanations because a feature that has
particular function can be a result of by-produttother adaptation, the result of phylogenetic
history, or the product of genetic drift [14], [1R]et us assume this first explanation that sttitat
intuitions could be adaptations at least in thd pasironment. We can assume, like Kelly James
Clark notes, that these intuitions are not relialilerhaps their main purpose is usefulness and
adaptability, not reliability. Clark notes that #iegeintuitions theoretically could be truth-trackiimg
that past environment but in the current world thegy be unreliable [7, p. 1]. This point of view is
one of the crucial elements of the main idea of G8Rported by many scholars within CSR that
religious beliefs are the by-product of natural mtign. Religious beliefs are not evaluated
epistemically in terms of truth and falsity with@SR. However, they are not evaluated also
pragmatically in the evolutionary terms of surviaald reproduction [24, p. 243]. It appears that the
cognitive scientific approach excludes both episteamd pragmatic kinds of analysis of religious
beliefs. In this paper | suggest that religiousdielshould be interpreted in an adaptive way and i
is worth bearing in mind their alleged usefulneseday or at least in the past.

Looking for an evolutionary history of current uittons may function as a kind of
evolutionary debunking argument. The core idea lo$ kind of argument assumes that the
explanation of an evolutionary origin of a giveratigre leads to undermine its justification and
reliability. In other words we can say, like Guy héme, that the “aetiology of a belief can
undermine its epistemic standing” [17, pp. 103,]18®ligious intuitions (if we can say about these
kinds of intuitions) have a secondary nature bezdligy are strictly connected with evolutionarily
prior intuitive mechanisms that are blind in thaseof their contents. In this context we agreé wit
the main paradigm of CSR that religious beliefs affected by automatic natural cognitive
mechanisms like some kind of agency detection afesign stance. However, we treat these
cognitive modules like proximate, not ultimate easi$or acquisition and transmission of religious
beliefs. Concerning evolutionary debunking argunvestcan say that this evolutionary perspective
undermines the reliability of religious beliefs base human beings probably do not have any
specific mechanisms that have evolved for religipugposes. We find that in the case of moral
matters we could try to look for evolutionary megisans that where specially designed for moral
purposes. We mean moral emotions or evolutionaidgply rooted “tit for tat's” rule that is the
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basis for selfish and altruistic behaviors as vj@ll], [34], [36]. However, we do not find any
similar mechanism that could have evolved for relig contents. This is why we can accept
evolutionary debunking arguments within the framawof religious beliefs. Consequently, this
point of view excludes the possibility of lookingrfepistemic value in religious beliefs.

It seems that so called religious or theistic itdns are based on other non-religious
intuitions that also can be maladaptive in theaenirenvironment. This issue is a part of the debate
between adaptations and by-products as well &s trait have lost their adaptive functions [28].

3. Naturalness of Religious Beliefs

The question of the naturalness of religious belaid religion was discussed in another paper in
reference to the question of the naturalness ddisthin the sense of ultimate explanation [33].
Here we would like to briefly recall the possiblasic meanings of the term naturalness in the
context of religious beliefs. In light of CSR, gibus beliefs are explained as natural ones because
they are non-supernatural in the sense of proximgbéanation. This point can be a starting point
for all ideological interpretations of CSR. For exale, the naturalness of religion hypothesis in the
sense of its non-supernatural nature may be ir@Egras an argument for an atheistic worldview.
However, this claim refers rather to proximate, albimate mechanisms and shows that religious
beliefs work on the basis of natural cognitive natgbms. This proximate explanation excludes
theistic and atheistic ways of interpreting theunaihess of religion hypothesis.

Another meaning of “naturalness” focuses on theitine nature of religious beliefs. In this
context we assume that a feature or a trait thatistive and in some sense automatically or
spontaneously acquired or perceived, is naturate ke have to refer to McCauley’s distinction
between maturational and practical naturalness [ayvever, it is worth bearing in mind that the
intuitive nature of a given trait is context-depend It refers to many different traits like motgli
culture, religion, etc. Consequently, we can intetrpnany different traits and features as intuitive
We only should underline what type of origin — itenar culturally acquired — we mean. Of course,
the amount of innate traits is very limited. We cassume that some religious forms will be
interpreted as intuitive because they are cultyddminant and in a particular cultural contextythe
will be a “natural” starting point. It is similapt‘the Baldwin effect” when a feature or behavior
that is useful is acquired by, for example, imdati and then is culturally inherited from one
generation to another. Finally, this behavior cdaddome our “second nature” and in some sense it
can function as an intuition [15].

The third meaning is strictly associated with th#ter one and it refers to a trait that is
cognitively effortless. This feature refers to tiagy of acquisition of a trait. Religious beliefstian
CSR are understood as natural also in this senseveVer, consider the following virtual
comparison between religious and atheistic beljefs perhaps it would be better to say about a
lack of religious beliefs). It is not clear whethee can separate these two kinds of beliefs
according to the level of intuitiveness and cogmeiteasiness. In this case we should compare
plasticity of individual imaginations and an abjlib accept competitive worldviews. It seems that
it is not easy to strictly separate a domain ofuratcognition from a domain of cultural and
educational training [20]. We suggest that thegrelis point of view can be interpreted as more
natural in the sense of intuitiveness and cogngiasiness because it is a result of cultural trgini
and it is a core element of given cultural enviremi Analogically, an atheist or non-believer
probably in the same way would have some troulrlemcceptance religious understanding of the
world. Consequently, we find that demarcation lies in cultural context, not in specific nature of
natural human cognition.

We prefer to explain the universality of religiobsliefs via the concept of convergent
evolution rather than by the concept of the sangnitive background. We mean similarity by
analogy when the same feature has evolved by tie sa& very similar pressure in different and
independent lineages [14]. We treat cognition Bkeecondary feature. We suggest that religious
beliefs are universal because they were favoredndyiral selection for achieving the same
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psychological and social purposes. In this sers@ bccurrence is casual. It seems that cognitive
explanation of origin and transmission of religidasdiefs should lead to their necessary validity.
However, we know that they are not obligatory hurfeatures and that even religious people do
not treat consistently their beliefs. In this semge conclude that cognitively affected religious
beliefs should be more deeply rooted in the humardnit is obvious that their impact is not so
great. This is why we suggest that their origimosted in their evolutionary adaptive nature. This
adaptive nature can explain why these beliefs somstcan strongly affect human decisions and
actions, and why sometimes they do not. We supitadehis difference is caused by an individual
and group opportunity of reference to differentldgical or cultural tools that could serve as tools
for solving problems. This choice is very contegpdndent. For example, an individual or a group
can choose this feature that is or that seems todre efficient or less costly. We mean especially
the rational choice theory of Rodney Stark. He ditight believer can reject religious point of view
or rather religious way of solving problem whendees that other solutions that are more efficient
or less costly are available [29]. Of course, aaltueligious training can have great impact for
individual or group enhancement of religious pahview.

We can find also the fourth meaning of naturalnesgeligion and religious beliefs.
Naturalness may mean something that is evolvedalhyral selection. In this sense that is difficult
to strictly demarcate adaptation and by-producsetms that this question is a matter of concepts
and definitions. We can find several features #tauld be done by a trait that is called an
adaptation. Let us in the following paragraph referthis fourth meaning of naturalness and
mention these features and let us consider wheghigrous beliefs could meet these criteria.

4. The Fourth Meaning of Naturalness of Religious Beliefs

Adaptation can be a trait that is genetically inleelr This narrow definition would exclude
religious beliefs because there are no genes Wjiressociated with religious phenomena. However,
a broad definition of adaptation not only allows @&pigenetic inheritance of adaptation but also
suggests that adaptation does not have to be tetid¢di2], [35]. We can imagine a situation when
someone has adaptation but he does not reproduealdMmot doubt that religious beliefs can be
inherited only via culture and education.

Another feature required for adaptation is beingraduct of the historic process of
selection. It seems that religious beliefs fit thigerion. For instance, we find historical recofdr
Christian beliefs first in the Gospels. Then welfiheir further historical development. We know
that religious beliefs have evolved and they wdre subject of controversies and arbitrary
decisions, like in the case of councils in theitngbnal Christianity. In this context we can shwat
these beliefs were a matter of historical select@glection in historical process makes pressure fo
seeking the most adaptive and useful traits. Is $slense perhaps it would be possible to explain at
least some beliefs as a result of historic prooéselection. We mean especially the oldest kind of
beliefs like the concept of an afterlife or shansam{23].

Adaptation should be specially designed by natse&ction for the purpose of a particular
function. This function should be adaptive in tlhierent environment or at least in the past. Itas n
important whether religious beliefs or rituals ahe current adaptations or whether they are
maladaptive today but they were adaptive in thet. pEisis question also depends on a given
theoretical approach. We can take a perspectiteettdudes the possibility of interpreting cultural
phenomena in the terms of adaptations evolved lyradaselection. However, we accept this
possibility and we assume that some religious fseb@d behaviors as well as religions could be
interpreted as features specially designed by akht@lection. We take an approach developed by
David Sloan Wilson who claims that religious fathn be understood as an adaptation when it
affects group behaviors that turns this group adaptive unit [36]. We mean “specially designed”
by natural selection like a process in which ndtsetection promotes development of — in this case
— these cultural traits that are adaptive in tlimgeof survival and reproduction. In this sense we
can evaluate religious beliefs as specially desighg natural selection if they are useful in
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evolutionary sense. We can go a step further asdnaes that cultural evolution is affected by
sexual selection and in the field of ultimate expl#on perhaps all or at least many different
cultural phenomena have evolved because supposad dr indirect attractiveness for mate. Males
who have better access to resources can be moaetiatt for females who can think resources
necessary for survival of her offspring. We cariiptet as adaptations all mechanisms that increase
the amount of material resources [14].

Another feature of adaptation is an ability to dwoe individual benefits. That is
unquestionable feature of many religious beliefd practices that they are very useful. We know
about the phenomenon of religious coping. We fihdt tfirst religious beliefs and practices
probably were associated with a positive impachealth. Societal impact was also very important
but probably is much younger component of religitnetiefs and religion in their history. We
suggest that this feature of adaptation is fully yereligious beliefs and practices today anchim t
past. Of course, this adaptive component has cllaonger time and some beneficial parts of
religious beliefs and practices could lose theindfigial nature. We mean, for example, that the
process of secularization may be a critical fagtowhich religious beliefs can lose their positive
power. However, it seems that this component oicels beliefs is in general rather independent
of historical and cultural changes. A believer vdiares some religious beliefs can receive profits
from his religious practices especially in the pwjogical sense [27]. Another field where this
criterion is commonly realized is the life of clgrgn many religions clergy is the social cast that
has specific laws and has privileged access tairess.

Finally, we find fithness maximization as a verypiontant feature of adaptation. Religious
beliefs and religion can efficiently meet this eribn. We know correlation between high level of
religiosity and high level of fertility and reprochion [5]. Perhaps this correlation is a stabléuea
when the level of religiosity is enough high. Ircskarized Western Europe Christian beliefs have
lost their adaptive nature in this sense as a glexgl adaptation which motivates to reproduction.
In the past, religious beliefs in this part of wbulere efficient cultural tool that motivate to hig
level of reproduction [36]. Despite loss of reabpoat, institutionalized Christianity, especiallyeth
Roman Catholic Church until today is focused instxial and cultural policy on sexual matter
connected with the question of reproduction. Tipigraach is especially developed in Poland where
the Church has fighted against proclamation of “Tweincil of Europe Convention on preventing
and combating violencagainst women and domestic violence” [32]. Whenane brought up in
the cultural framework after the Second World Wiarwhich human rights and the concept of
equality are natural starting points we can bet auoprised and confused that the Church in Poland
was (and perhaps still is until today) against thiw. However, it is possible to find rational
motivation for this statement when we refer to sheordinated role played by women whose main
purposes in this framework is reproduction and d¢hee of offspring. In this sense, the catholic
approach is even more radical than hunter-gatreen@munities living in the Pleistocene. Among
hunter-gatherer groups women could and had tofiloofood [10]. In the catholic tradition, women
could only cook this food, but not look for themtside households.

5. Adaptability of Religious Beliefs

We suggest that the main purpose and cause okisterce and persistence of religious beliefs and
religion were their adaptive functions. In the bigtof religion we find that probably psychological
functions were chronologically first. Peoples etfiald that among communities of hunter-gatherers
the most popular kind of belief is animism. Thenfime belief in an afterlife and shamanism [23].
We can suppose that these kinds of beliefs haccandhave in the current societies psychological
functions. This question of religious coping untes$ the adaptive nature of religious and
supernatural beliefs that had and have positiveaghpn psychical and physical health. It seems to
be obvious that these beliefs had to be adaptiviearierms of survival and reproduction. Different
situations when these kinds of beliefs could oaem to be too far from evolutionary rationality
that favors the simplest and the least costly nmashas and solutions. Religion can't be an
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adaptation because it is too broad and heterogentobe a structural design feature. However,
beliefs in general and religious beliefs in pafthcy because they are made of information, are
physical structural design features and can bei@lly transmitted adaptations when adaptation is
defined in the broad sense [12].

If we assume that religious and supernatural lzeheé rather cost in the sense of energy and
time because they direct attention to non-real atbjewe would find the great evolutionary or
genetic fallacy when natural selection could enateergence of these kinds of non-real beliefs.
This is why we suggest that they had to be pragmati this sense we assume that the CSR
approach is not right when it is focused on thelyduct and casual nature of religious beliefs that
have occurred “spontaneously” because they wengattggavored by natural cognition, especially
agency detection device. This explanation seemsoibable from the evolutionary point of view.

In this context we suggest that — especially inligitg of mentioned above research of Peoples.et al
— religious/supernatural beliefs have emerged fagmatic, psychological purposes. We mentioned
animism, the concept of an afterlife and shamani$imen, especially after the Agricultural
Revolution, we find the dead ancestor worship aigh moralizing gods/God worship. In this
period of human evolution we can find new sociadgbems which were not known for small
hunter-gatherers societies. This new level of huroeganization — large groups of unrelated
individuals — has caused new social and ethicablpros [30]. These problems probably could not
be solved by natural biological mechanisms. Howewer can refer to the concept of Wynne-
Edwards who suggests that group selection leadgoiap adaptations. We find on the other side
George Williams’ approach that rejects the idegrolup selection. Williams states that individual
selection that favors selfishness is a more powerchanisms because individual changes occurs
much frequent than changes at the group level N4djural selection has looked for new solutions
like cultural tools. One of them was mentioned wo tkinds of worships (ancestors and then
gods/God). These supernatural observers theotgtizate good candidates for social disciplinary
tools [22].

To sum up we suppose that CSR, especially the d$itmhdard model fails because it
underestimates the pragmatic usefulness of rekgsogernatural beliefs and overestimates the role
played by natural cognitive mechanisms whose natotdd be attractive for the occurrence of
these beliefs. We claim that natural selectioname sense specially has designed these beliefs to
enable solution of first psychological, and thewrialbproblems. In the natural history of human
beings these prior psychological functions have kwall time and today we can find that
psychological usefulness of religious beliefs iskyably their main function. It is possible to state
that religious beliefs in this context are not adfpns but exaptations. We can observe that in the
secularized West religious beliefs also today waskadaptive trait but rather in psychological than
social sense. We can find examples of religiousiggdhat probably work as adaptive groups until
today [36]. This topic suggests that religious éfslicannot be interpreted nor in cognitive nor in
epistemic terms. Cognitive explanation does nagbduce anything new because natural cognition
is normal and basic ground for other kinds of beli®/hen we take the CSR approach we should
assume that all adaptations are by-product bedheyealways use other mechanisms and elements
that were not designed for a given feature.

6. Reliability of Religious Beliefs and Factual Versus Pragmatic Realism

CSR rather excludes an opportunity to interpregi@ls beliefs in epistemic terms of truth and
falsity. It seems that this question is beyondatsis for at least two reasons. First, CSR presents
functional approach and explains rather than jestithe work of cognitive mechanisms. Second,
cognitive mechanisms are interpreted in evolutigriarms of increasing chances for survival. In
this sense, they are not understood as truth-trgdbut as fithess maximization oriented [9]. From
this point of view the reliability of natural cogin is not very important.
At the basic level of survival and reproductionunat cognition should work in a reliable

way because we need to have an efficient systenddfeanse and for looking for food. Reliable
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interpretation of the external world usually canrbgquired to achieve these purposes. However, at
the higher level of social organization we can findhe human history that our natural cognition
was not truth-oriented. Human beings have creatésteht fictive belief systems that were focused
on pragmatism rather than truth. Effective religiaystem does not have to be reliable. We find
some basic concepts like, for instance, eight rafésg gods that probably have worked effectively
independently on their reliability [22].

This topic is a domain of a difference betweertdacand pragmatic realism. Religious
beliefs like many other belief systems are a donadithis latter one. Perhaps science is the only
unique belief system that is fully truth-oriente86]. How in this context can we interpret the
cognitive approach to religious beliefs that arglaxed as a by-product or side-effect? Our
approach is as follows. On the one side, we actteptpoint because in the sense of proximate
explanation natural human cognition is not religiguwriented. Religious beliefs perhaps work and
react better and faster with these cognitive meishasthan other kinds of beliefs. Perhaps their
contents make them better candidate for paragtipim cognition than other beliefs. We mean
agency detection, Theory of Mind, or anthropomaephclinations of human cognition.

On the other side, we think that this interactiathwatural cognitive mechanisms does not
matter because cognition is a natural and necessaryng point for all kinds of beliefs. Even if
religious beliefs are better candidates for glolbahsmission than others we suggest that their
universal presence is a domain of convergent eeoluand adaptive usefulness for solving
psychological and social problems. As we said eqnve suppose that it seems to be improbable
that such a costly energetically system could spwuusly evolved as a non-controlled by natural
selection its by-product.

7. What For Do We Need a By-product?

We assume that religious beliefs are not by-praductfunctional sense. We suggest that natural
selection in some sense specially designed thesks kif beliefs when it “has looked for” new tools
that could be useful for solving new problems. Tikigshy we suppose that standard model of CSR
in a bit wrong way presents its story about origfnreligious beliefs as a by-product of natural
selection. It is worth to bear in mind particulperhaps the same in different cultures and regions,
functions that have been played by religious bgligtuals, and religions. Perhaps some religious
systems were focused more on other fields thanr otligious systems. However, it seems that
probably majority of them was oriented on solvingyghological and social problems.
Consequently, they were and are also today adaptileast for the clergy whose can effectively
accumulates material resources and prestige byerefe to the unique theistic license in morality
and metaphysics.

Even in the current secularized societies incthieligious systems do not work as a
group-level adaptation, they can effectively work endividual-level adaptation. We mean
psychological coping and stress reduction. In thetter we find unbroken continuity from the
Paleolithic shamanistic rituals to the current pesiimpact of religious beliefs and practices for
psychical health. We suppose that this adaptivdaeation works better than the by-product
hypothesis. Religious beliefs usually were and associated with particular pragmatic functions
and it seems improbable that their evolution isomdin of not designed evolutionary side-effect.
We accept the point of view of Rappaport and Cdylihht suggest that it is possible to interpret as
adaptation all these mechanisms that have servedvidution and enhancing sociability [25. p.
99]. There is no doubt that religious beliefs weeey useful and perhaps necessary in the natural
history of humans for the evolution of ultra-soitiand cooperation.

8. Conclusion

We are aware that there are possible differentaggbions of the origin and nature of religious
beliefs among cognitive and evolutionary studiesetifjion. Beside these two approaches we find
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many others, more traditional ways of — rather wstd@ding than interpreting — religious beliefs. It
seems that perhaps the more useful way it wouléddme kind of combination of these more
scientific with more humanistic and social waysnlyzing of religious beliefs.

I wanted to show that the cognitive approach towahe study of religion is a good and
promising way. However, | think that this approatoo narrow and it would be better to use some
basic concepts of CSR as a starting point for &rrtimot cognitive explanation of religious. |
suppose that religious beliefs should be explamled by their pragmatic functions because they
were probably always associated with some pragnpatiposes at the group or at the individual
levels. To develop further this last approach,gbed explanatory way is the evolutionary study of
religion.
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