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= This chapter will focus primarily on the relationship Sl pgle g (35 bl dellao ¢y dyly Gw)y ®
between comparative religion and the newly, but 02
rapidly, developing cognitive science of religion
(CSR), . .

= |nsum, the general approach of comparative G O9) il )3 (aud gbg)
religion was hermeneutic; Cawl s g Skl Jle &)l s30 )5 ans gy =

=  The search was interpretive rather than explanatory,
If by “explanatory” we mean a search for causal
explanations that might lead to an account of
why and how people produced, transmitted, and
acquired such ideas, and why and how they felt
the urge to practice them.



- WHAT PROBLEMS IN COMPARATIVE RELIGION WAS COGNITIVE SCIENCE O RELIGION
TRYING TO SOLVE, AND WHY?

= |n comparative religion, there was dissatisfaction with the l> a3 | (oL Vlgw ik agllhs =
explicit and implicit theological assumptions that were ' o
guiding the research, and discussions ol 45 (50

= \ery important, therefore, was the original work of Justin 3 S ey | 5 lellhs culal =
Barrett and Frank Keil (1996), who did the first 2 Erie 2l 5y O
experimental study in cognitive science of religion, one 285" g "l Cawyd HSa5" gl =

explicitly informed by notions emerging in cognitive
science. This study made the crucial distinction between
“theologically correct” thought and the quite different
intuitive religious thought.

w1 wglas "Lgbge,&’:

=  The former was the consequence of deep reflection,
whereas the latter was intuitive, rapid, and
spontaneous.



= The power of CSR comes from its capacity to provide L Gingi b g3
compelling, novel, and often experimentally based accounts for
the emergence, transmission, and persistence of what appear to 53 sl sl byl wyy

be similar sets of ideas 023 313 Cuws g b Jole (b,

ol

= The first involves a study of the human capacity for agency 5 »
detection in the context of the important notion of “theory of adyb Gl 0392 98l )
mind.” The second involves an inquiry into the tendency of this > Cuelgo (5350 )3 (iSlub

capacity to become hyperactive under special conditions.



B RITUALIZED BEHAVIORS

= Typical responses to a “why’ question about ritual performance include “I

don’t know why we do it,” “We have always done it that way,” jHES) duw il glo)ls, =

0 Perfgr_min? ritual behavior is much more like acting on an instinct than Cuwl 650,€ (69)
explicitly tollowing a set of instructions.

= for example, a notion that is present in many religious traditions— namely, ol GLolSS bt lg, =
the compulsion to avoid contamination and impurity. In religious 503 | o5 L
contexts people frequently engage in elaborate ritual activities to remove B30 Zuog |y )<
contamination even if it is invisible

= Boyer and Lienard (2006) suggest that humans implicitly understand, and 0392 0550 JUo =
are prepared to act on, the difference between signals of imminent danger . . o
versus potential danger. The built- in evolutionary response to imminent w28 goyhs g wylas =
danger Is freezing, fleeing, or fighting. The enemy is visible, and the threat . : .
obVioUs. : 9 OT TIIMHNY y sk g 5o g E585l

= But many dangers are hidden. People become ill without an obvious or olek
visible cause, or they behave in self- destructive ways for no apparent
reason.

= You need protection against these invisible forces, and “ritualized” behavior
often works.



Bl RELIGIOUS RITUALS

= Another question that has arisen has to do with why some GRS sl ol =
rituals are performed frequently and others rarely. & b el oyl e

= rituals that have ritually closer proximity to the presence to 033 oy Jole lgic @y 135 (yinds a5 (algsT

a god and whether that proximity is manifest in the role of ol
the agent versus that of the patient bear upon intuitions . < .

- - . .. . Aduc ¢ 135 U 3 u
governing centrality and just who can participate in the /’bs S ‘i"”" Jio )
ritual. iy 035515 ylgic Ay (pog0 (Hiadd a5 (lgsl =

Cawl

.9)&9’%&&4’)&}&0 u



B THEOLOGICAL CORRECTNESS

= Why do people’s judgments about the characteristics of the 639¢ (5oL (Plio )5 (Sl (Siwys =
gods typically differ from theologically orthodox views?

= Theologically orthodox beliefs, are the result of a great deal of ) S el oS ol 4 1) il Ky owge Ap> @
reflection and often the consequence of debates about al 63335
theological contents. Gl @S 0595 Cdylo «3,SL> (0 pges i (oS g5 ®

: i oy
= But judgments about the gods that are based on religious

intuitions, which come quite naturally, tend to be influenced by
quite ordinary cognitive processes that are focused on the
standard properties of agents. They often have a decidedly
anthropomorphic flavor (Barrett



ll SUCCESSFUL NARRATIVE THEMES

= Ethnographers have often noticed the similarities in narratives 2 O9ie gl Quogs =
from different cultural contexts. ol il egle o LLolSs pusgs @
GOL 9 0w Jddie yigy wlle
lo e

= |f we ask why narratives from different cultural contexts have
such similar forms, the simple answer is that they are the kinds
of narrative that are more successfully transmitted



B WHAT ARE THE MERITS OF CSR IN SOLVING PROBLEMS THE METHODS
OF COMPARATIVE RELIGION COULD NOT?

1. The merits of CSR lie in the recognition of the importance

| . 023 35)5 gudgi ,3 ple (yud
of the explanatory function of science,

2. CSR has also helped us recognize the importance of (5394 9 (5ol (slo)gly Cunadl agd
identifying the different functions that intuitive and s S s T ol '
reflective judgments play in religious thought and behavior. 4295 &5 AiSae yo05 JI ol 23 3 g
= This identification has clarified the tension between idealized P3y0 dole (123 )3 (5093 9 Cawl Gl 42 LIl

religion, and actual religious practice, c. . .

3. CSR encourages us to acknowledge the deep relationship »
Ao oyl

between religious cognition and adaptive modes of behavior
disclosed in evolutionary theorizing.

WIse lin ) ()l o p)8 (=8lg Vs
4. Finally, CSR helps us recognize the real reasons for the
persistence of forms of religious thought and behavior. S522 5l 35100 H)luws (503 o,)Ls, g oyl =
R_ellglous thought and behavior IS much ha_rc_ler to AiSa0 555 T il | 55y 45 ket
eliminate than the cultured despisers of religion ever
Imagined.



B \WHAT ARE THE LIMITATIONS OF CSR?

1. Even_lf.we achieve an accurate and compellmg causal explanation o3 dy Wlgians |y ¢35 Syl dad @le yg5 =
of religion capable of leading to an understanding of why
religious thought persists, many forms of human knowledge that
are relevant to the study of religion remain to be captured by the
scientific net. For example, how consciousness emerges from

s)'l.).sl

the systematic firing of neurons continues to be a puzzlement. Cawl ago (s
= \We certainly need to learn much more about the varieties of religious X . w e IS A R
experience. 319 Ao oy |) Bl kid CSR =
2. the fact of the matter is that not all religious ideas are the same. Cawl j2le gl g gl ©9las s

There are important differences among individual religious
representations, religious ritual practices, and, on the wider level,

religious systems. S Blas WP ¢ & Glog Y 557 ) al @6 35 o5 =
(om0 117) o331 2d3 ¥ &) o5

1
-

= We should always ask, what has been left out?
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justified true belief «é,20

truth gao

sy Manifest (9> cuwl Hlgdd Gluo 4 (ydaw, =

justification au>gs
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CSR theories do not directly explain religious beliefs at the level of
the individual. Instead, they rather aim to explain why beliefs (or
ideas, rituals, etc.) are common in a population.

If Barrett’s theory is true, the operations of HADD make
populations of people prone to form religious beliefs. In this way,
HADD explains why many people hold religious belief, but it does
not necessarily explain why any given individual does so.

Epistemic status of religious beliefs can also be affected by other
reasons in the subject’s evidence base. This holds for both kinds
of arguments. If negative arguments are true, the negative status of
religious beliefs can be overturned by the reasons | have mentioned.
If positive arguments are true, their positive status could be
overturned if arguments for atheism are true.

Often, defenders of CSR- based arguments do not make this
explicit.

29 9L 9 CSR s

&hw )d 1) 2 y9b (il pgle =
b \so pude dsals

HADD . Gy =
Hyperactive Agent Detection =
Device

glad =0 Lgis CSR :pgo 4iSs =
Gt (529 (g)ob woMic (gl



CSR could render religious belief undermined,
unjustified, not rational, or unwarranted.

On this account, a belief can be rationally held if the
content of the belief is more probably true than false
given the evidence a subject has.

| consider what changes when a subject adds CSR
theories to her evidence base. Does it force her to give
up her religious beliefs? Does it add evidence? Or
does nothing change?

WS azgopé b Johneps ) (53 )9b Llgie CSR
Calas 1) o @30 Algid a5 canl Jsio g0l

S9) 4= A5 8Ll 393> awlgs 4y 1) CSR (owS )31
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CSR AS EPISTEMIC FOE




Bl NOT RATIONAL BECAUSE EVOLVED

1. CSR theories show that propensities to form
religious beliefs (PFRBs) evolved by means of
natural selection.

2. Religious beliefs that result from PFRBs, which
evolved by means of natural selection, are not
rational in the absence of additional reasons to
judge that PFRBs are reliable.

3. There are no additional reasons to judge that
PFRBs are reliable.

4. Therefore, religious beliefs are not rational.

olS yaw jl 030l (h92 Cumns Joine 19l (o

)

Cawl

R 9k il (gly Jaled” &5 amaae i CSR
S50 S (s2ub 1l dluwg 43 (PFRBS)
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Premise 1 is clearly true. Though CSR theories disagree
about many things, they all claim that PFRBs evolved by
means of natural selection. Whether the theory claims that
religious belief evolved as an adaptation in its own right
or as a byproduct makes little difference.

Barrett’s (2004) HADD theory, religious beliefs co-
evolved with the human proneness to overdetect agency.
The overdetection of agency yielded better chances of
survival.

1 doddo :Olm).g )

59 dsls (gl Julei" a5 Ao L CSR =
b 1] alg 43 (PFRBS) "isd

Ol 53 (69L) VWIS g Cuwl Caw)yd dodio ¢yl =
Bl & Sje
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Our perceptual faculties, which produce perceptual
beliefs, were subject to evolutionary pressures, yet
claiming that all perceptual beliefs are therefore not
rational or false is surely absurd.

For this reason, premise 2 is weaker and leaves open
the possibility that beliefs of this sort can be rational
If there are additional reasons to believe that the
propensities that produce them are reliable.

Note here that the argument relies on a
naturalistic reading of evolution. On theistic
accounts of evolution, evolution by naturalistic
selection aims— or can be aimed— at truth.

Having false perceptual beliefs about one’s
environment would have made survival more
difficult.

2 doldio :Olm).g Ad)

2 Dguinre Sl rub VDl Golwlyy a5 ()gb 12 dodde
Ak Joino 503 Ja¥s wlad

9T dwgyy yaadd jl Lo (gldygly dadd a5 Cuwl oyl adgl 85
-dguiar0

@15 ;505 JaVs ST (glp tolg>

GOMEE 3 (5Lo)9L ;323 VS Gl )d 2950 dodio uy

.
° .

o5 )51 . cawl JolSS @y (amallyzi 05 (wlwlys 3,39, ¢yl 1385
G0 Craw 4 Jlgine JoBSS yuw el diwls JolSS 4 (5]l
Sl ble logi) Lol diulyd 51 6dui dagi (glo)gb 12345



N 3 doldo oy A

= Wilkins and Griffiths (2013) note that natural theology can
help overcome the suspicion toward PFRBs. If famous
arguments such as the cosmological or teleological argument
are convincing to a person, such a person could rationally hold

that God exists. )15 399 a8LSI JoVs :3 doddo A& =

oleS plop jl odely Vs Jie

3135 3929 (6,595 LY 13 dodio =

= A better additional reason for religious belief is a more
pragmatic one.

= Some do, however, allow for spiritual pragmatic success. William Oawld (gl g.i.ul.qfl).) Ol e =

Alston (1991, p. 251) argued that religious belief could yield
spiritual fruit, such as growth in sanctity, serenity, peace, joy,

fortitude, and love. .),S(_,.o el gi Ii
= Alston discusses the epistemic value of spiritual fruits in his

defense of the reliability of mystical experiences.
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B NOT RATIONAL BECAUSE OF MISATTRIBUTION
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bl Clwil Gulwlyp 095 ()

1. CSR theories show tha_t religiou_s 51 080050 S (g9l 45 ABIs0 (Ui (3 il pgle .1
beliefs result from a misattribution. , )
Akt balé Ol

2. Beliefs that result from a misattribution )
are not rational. Al (Jodnoyas dale Gl jl 6dsely gyl .2

3. Therefore, religious beliefs are not A JgiRo jé (53 gloygl .3
rational.



Barrett’s HADD theory, arguing that religious
beliefs are produced by a tendency to
anthropomorphize.

Gray and Wegner (2010) argue that religious beliefs
result from the way people intuitively characterize
moral situations. Natural disasters are a good
example.

If humans are indeed prone to jump to agency
conclusions, they will soon learn that they often
make mistakes. When they do not find any agent

around, they will correct their initial hunch and not
form a stable belief that an agent is or was around.
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Apart from the question of whether these misattribution-
claims provide a detailed explanation of how religious
belief is formed, they do not show that religious
beliefs cannot result from a correct attribution.

Believers in most religious traditions believe that God or
other supernatural beings can make themselves known
to humans. The fact that human detection of physical
agents is hyperactive does not rule out the possibility
that humans can correctly pick up signals from
supernatural beings in their environments.

Guthrie assumes there are no gods and, hence, all
attributions to gods are misattributions.

With respect to CSR, methodological naturalism
prevents CSR theories from appealing to anything

supernatural to explain how religious beliefs came
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CSR AS EPISTEMIC FRIEND




CSR theories show that religious beliefs are formed
naturally.

Beliefs that are formed naturally can be prima facie
rationally held.

Therefore, religious beliefs can be prima facie rationally
held.

The argument does not conclude that religious beliefs

can be rationally held. Its conclusion is less firm. Like
Clark and Barrett (2010), | use the term prima facie in

the sense of “innocent until proven guilty”
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= According to many CSR theories, belief in b 30183 (5135 (5y9l 45 AL 0 L CSR :1 doaie
anthropomorphic gods or spirits comes

naturally, but not belief in a transcendent

God, let alone belief in the Trinitarian God. L P ) e
These beliefs are the result of learning or L kil 40k Jre dtus oamb (3 slmygl dem tam

socialization and are therefore not natural Jirio g )lg patb e glas

A3gai 50 Syl

= Belief in anthropomorphic, time- bound

- . . - d.S:UI | = ) O 1oL dak 43.6.? “wwl ol -
supernatural beings logically implies the 21 9lg Jhzingw 39290 4 9L S9ib 4idS Cawl ySae (olg>

more general belief that at least one Oy | ok 2l 45) sl 5o 9 yloj 6393x0)3 9 )y (L]
supernatural being exists. Therefore, if one is Jsiizo |y Jhzssow 3e260 S 43 9L (Cawl Jsio 315 Josb
rational in believing the former, one is also o "lS . ) s
rational in believing the latter. Ll 85 135 4y 9L (gl @& )lado (yaad g .35 (50

= | argue that CSR theories only support ol & o, L lwlwl (50 g o) I 518 3990 Lol 1ads =

rational belief in a limited number of _
. . . - e 2 . & b J:’l . & I» ) . l . w )
religious beliefs. P58 9 lhas 3929 Bilgiue Y51 . Cuwl (95,5 )3 ple
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Premise 2 is in line with an influential tradition
in contemporary epistemology. It hinges on the

claim that most of the human belief- forming
faculties are reliable.

For well- known, elaborate defenses, see Reid
(1872); Plantinga (1993); Huemer, (2007).

Michael Huemer argues that justification of
beliefs is grounded in how things appear or
seem to the subject who believes.

Thomas Reid defends the validity of
commonsense judgments.

Alvin Plantinga argues that beliefs formed by a
properly functioning apparatus that functions
according to a design plan and in a suitable
environment have warrant.

09 40320 (5u))?
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