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Introduction

The word “truth” is among the most diversely used, and abused, in our vocabulary. This essay’s purpose is to explore three ways in which that word is commonly used, the reasons for confusion between them, and how disciplining ourselves to distinguish between these uses of the word "truth" and thinking in terms of what can reasonably be inferred from each of them will be helpful
. This approach is particularly useful in terms of understanding how powerful social groups, including religious organizations, create and maintain the perception that they have “the truth” in spite of empirical evidence that disconfirms their claims to a high degree of probability. 

The truth concepts that are of main interest to me for present purposes are:

· Empirical truth: The object of and basis for science that, like gravity, are predictable in the application and apply to everyone;

· Agreed-upon truth: Beliefs that are not supported by empirical analysis, but are nonetheless agreed by certain people to be true and cause coordinated behavior that changes the world; and

· Revealed truth: The powerfully moving but ineffable result of the kind of epiphany we experience in the thrall of artistic or other deeply moving experience. 

I will comment below with regard to the use of the “truth” in each of these contexts. Here are a few examples of how they work, and become confused.

Imagine a social group that for some mundane reason or as a result of a coincidence of some kind, creates an agreed-upon truth. For example, consider the circumstances that eventually gave rise to the western idea that all humans are equal, that made Christianity a world-wide religion
, or made Mormonism uber-American and international
.   

Once an idea of this kind is widely accepted, in some cases it is reinforced by the productivity and other successes that result from cooperation within a social group based on agreement. If that does not happen, the idea dies out. Only agreed-upon truths that are associated with successful social movements survive long enough to leave a mark on history. As is the case with other evolutionary processes, ineffective organisms die.

Additional support for the perception of truthfulness is then provided by the experience of group members as they struggle to find their place within the group, and have revealed truth experiences. For example, some who do not initially feel inclined to go along with the group norms
 experience insecurity and related stress, and then if they accede to the group behavioral and belief norms will often have a kind of epiphany or revealed truth experience as a result of the dramatic increase in security they experience as they begin to cooperate more fully with the group, and as a result are embraced by the group. Ideology based social groups are designed to produce revealed truth experiences in various ways
.

Experiences of this type strengthen the perception of truth in the individual who have the experience, and in other group members who witness or hear about the experience. Think of Paul on the road to Damascus, for example, and similar stories that form an important part of the mythology of virtually every major religious and other ideological tradition. This is the case on both micro (with individual families and congregations) and macro scales.

Accordingly, once a significant group of people have constructed an agreed-upon truth and created stable behavior around it, feedback loops of various kinds come into being that will tend to reinforce the perception that the agreed-upon truth is as true it can be, which in today's world put it on par with empirical truth, like the law of gravity. As a result, agreed-upon truth is mistaken for empirical truth, and revealed truth is taken to be more (and in many cases, better) evidence that an agreed upon truth is as or more true than any empirical truth.

Many people who have experienced revealed truth (the rainforest is the most beautiful thing I have ever experienced …) are as a result of that experience moved to belief and decision (… the rainforest and the rest of our ecosystem must be better protected …) and action (… I am going to do my part by starting to recycle, taking transit and walking to work more often, and protesting the oil sands …) as a result of that experience.  They often band together with other like minded people and agree with them that things are a certain way (the creation of an agreed-upon truth, and assumption that it is an empirical truth) and that as a result they will behave in certain ways (the result of the agreed-upon truth).

In other cases people agree with others that certain things are true (only fully obedient Mormons will live with God the Eternal Father after death …), and mistakenly believe that they are in the possession of empirical truth. This causes countless bad decisions to be made. However, once we understand a bit about how the human brain works and the way in which evidence related to revealed and agreed-upon truth tends to present itself, we should plan to regularly encounter confusion of this type in our own experience, as well as observing it in others.

Below I will provide detail with regard to each of the three above categories, and describe some of the ways in which they tend to be confused. And, importantly, I will include a number of examples that illustrate what I have come to regard as one of the most important of our social dynamics. This explains much of the confusion between empirical truth, on the one hand, and other agreed-upon or revealed truth on the other.

Methodology

Some people who take language seriously
 are likely to be critical of my encouraging the loose use of the word “truth”, as I am in this essay. I defend myself in two ways.  First, the meaning of “truth” has been hotly debated for millennia. Today that debate continues in professional as well as amateur circles
. There is accordingly no accepted meaning of the term and so plenty of room for well-informed people to disagree. 

And second, I am a pragmatist
 in some ways. This means in part often choosing method and accompanying definitions on the basis of objectives. My objective in this case is to better understand my own thinking and behavior as well as that of other people, and then to improve myself. If this effort is useful to others, that is great, but not my primary objective.

As a result of my objectives in this exercise, I find it useful to start with actual word usage and work from there. That is why I chose the three categories above. After a bit of poking around, I also found that they have more philosophical and linquistic support than I had suspected
. In particular, I was surprised to find how much support the approach I thought I had developed pretty much from scratch is given by various pluralist and pragmatic theories of truth. These emphasize that all theories of truth are deficient in some circumstances, and that it is best to accept that we need multiple lenses to develop the more accurate understanding possible of the world around us
.

So, rather than get into a debate about what “truth” is or what is “real”
 with someone who uses those words or implies the concepts with regard to an insight gained through a personal epiphany of some kind (a revealed truth), I think it is more useful to meet people where they are in terms of language, and use their terminology while discussing what can reasonably be inferred from this experience. The same applies to truths that find their basis in relatively new social practises or inherited traditions (agreed-upon truths). And, we regularly over attribute certainty to the truths toward which science continuously moves (empirical truth).  Again, the question is what can we reasonably infer in terms of how the world works and what the future will bring from this kind of truth?

This brings what is often the real issue into focus. The question behind all the other questions is not usually what is true, but rather what should I do, or what will happen if I do, or don’t do, X? So, what we are usually saying when we take the position that something is true is that we have decided that we should behave in one way as opposed to another in order to obtain (or avoid) a certain future state. When we examine the nature of the “truth” on which this decision is made, we are examining the justification for our behavior.

Our tendency to confuse one kind of truth with another and as a result, make dysfunctional decisions
, can be traced to our basic need to security, and the cognitive biases that follow largely from that. 

Empirical Truth
Empirical truth is what science is trying to discover and provides the basis for technology. For example, cell phones undeniably work, and do so on the basis of predictable cause and effect relationships
 in the physical world that are the most reliable part of empirical truth.

Science attempts to describe empirical truth in terms of its reliability, to the degree of probability justified by relevant research. The law of gravity, for example, is an empirical truth. We don't know exactly why objects move through space as they do under the influence of gravity, but these movements are so consistent and predictable that it is reasonable nonetheless to describe gravity as a truth. 

The weather is also the subject of a great deal of empirical truth while being much less reliable than the law of gravity. However, when a weather forecaster says that there is a 30% probability of rain on a particular day, that can be demonstrated to be a very close approximation of the real probability of rain falling on that day.

Because of the reliability just described, and the way science and technology have changed our lives, empirical truth is highly persuasive. It is not therefore surprising that people often try to describe a belief that is important to them as empirical truth when it is in fact an agreed-upon or revealed truth. Think of the belief that the Earth is approximately 6,000 years old, or that the Book of Mormon is real history.  These are presented as empirical truths even though empirical analysis and evidence falsifies them to a high degree of probability. They are, however, undeniably agreed-upon truths that provide part of the social glue that keeps significant groups of people together and doing many good (as well as bad) things. Truths of this kind have many significant impacts on the world. And, in the countless stories of how people came to hold these beliefs we find many examples of experiences in which people believe that they have encountered revealed truth. 

In addition, there is often great debate with regard to the predictions that can be based upon empirical truth. For example, climate science is based upon many empirical truths. However, we do not have the kind of data with regard to what our climate will be like 100 years from now that we do with regard to what the weather will be like tomorrow. And, just like the weather tomorrow, the only way to find out whether the prediction is right or wrong is to wait until the appointed time. There is therefore a great deal of uncertainty with regard to the predictive reliability of climate science, as well as its ability to help us understand cause-and-effect relationships
. These uncertainties are often given short shrift by those who argue on one side or the other of the climate debate. We find similar problems when dealing with arguments based on empirical truth related to economics or sociology, two other extremely complex areas of scientific study that generate a lot of debate relative to social policy and politics.

Agreed-Upon Truth

Agreed-upon truth is something people have agreed to regard as true, but cannot be demonstrated to be empirically true. It is in that sense chameleon – there is no acid test for agreed-upon truth, other than whether people have agreed. And that is far harder to pin down than one might thing
.

In fact, many agreed-upon truths can be demonstrated to a high degree of probability to be empirically false. To use an absurd example
, it would be possible for a group of people to agree to the reality of, and to worship, an Invisible Pink Unicorn
. This entity cannot be proven to be true or false, but given everything we know about our universe, there is somewhere between little and no empirical justification to believe in an all-powerful Invisible Pink Unicorn who controls all. Nonetheless, let's run with this example for illustration purposes. 

If the Invisible Pink Unicorn was pacifist and a significant percentage of the people on earth began to worship Her, our world would become much more peaceful. That is, the fact that a significant number of people have agreed that something is true, and will coordinate their behavior on that basis, gives this form of truth significant power to change the world. It is real, or true in a sense, by virtue of its impact on the world. This impact also endows the agreed-upon truth with persuasive capacity. It is powerful; therefore it must be true. This idea has a long philosophical pedigree. 

As noted above, members of groups that have agreed-upon certain truths often mistakenly believe them to be literally or empirically true. A number of our cognitive biases help to understand human tendencies in this regard.

Throughout most of human history, being part of a close-knit human group was essential to survival. It was also necessary that the members of these groups cooperated extensively. Deference to authority within the group was therefore important
, as was going along with the group tendency in a variety of other ways
. Today, most people exhibit tendencies in this regard that are described by a number of biases referred to as the “cognitive biases”
 that social psychologists have studied extensively. 

The authority bias, for example, indicates that we tend to defer to people who appear to be authoritative. We tend to believe that these people are much more likely to be accurate in their observations than people who do not appear to be as authoritative. This also means that we tend to obey these people. We also tend to believe that if the majority of the group to which we belong believes something, that it is more likely to be true than is in fact the case
. The confirmation bias has been described as the single most pervasive of the cognitive biases. It describes our tendency to continue to believe what we already believe, most of which we inherited as agreed-upon beliefs during the relatively uncritical learning that occurs in childhood.
Most of the cognitive biases are based in insecurity. Most people feel insecure when they feel compelled to disobey authority, or to deviate from the norms established by their group. These feelings arise from the reality throughout most of human history that being out of step with one's primary social group reduced ones probability of survival and reproduction. This is accordingly an instinctive, deep fear even though in today's environment there is no need for most of us to feel this way.

It is also important to note the continued power of agreement followed by coordinated behavior within human groups. Social scientists have demonstrated that groups that are more effective in terms of coordinating cooperative behavior among their membership tend to be more productive, and to out-compete less coordinated, less cooperative groups. Therefore, in many ways it is more important people that agree upon something and coordinate their behavior than it is that they find the truth. Groups that spend a lot of time arguing about what is true instead of cooperating and producing tend to lose out, and therefore not pass their argumentative genes on to the next generation.

For example, how much does it matter whether a group of people believe in Zeus, Allah, Jehovah, The Invisible Pink Unicorn or are atheist, as long as the deity in question (or common sense) commands that the people obey something like the Golden rule
, work hard and coordinate their efforts. Throughout most of human history, groups that behaved in this fashion have tended to be successful. And, social scientists who study religious belief have pointed out that the notion of "God" and "God's will" within any particular culture tends to reflect, and therefore reinforce, the most basic values of that culture.

Accordingly, we can be completely wrong with regard to many empirical matters and still get along well. This is even more the case if we are a small religious group, even with certifiably weird beliefs
, cradled within a highly successful society. However, if we believe that it is possible to fly by jumping off cliffs after having drank copious amounts of alcohol, our tribe is not likely to last long. 

So, there are many examples throughout history in which once a "truth" has been agreed upon and a group begins to operate based on that agreement, good things happened. Crops improved. Cities were beautified. Wars were won. In those circumstances, it is easy to understand why people would believe that what they have agreed-upon is empirically true. 

Finally, scholars who study the socially constructed
 basis of human behavior have demonstrated the subtle, pervasive way in which our beliefs (whether accurate or not) influence our behaviour, and therefore in a sense, who we are collectively and individually.  It is accordingly reasonable to say that to a large extent, we are the direct result of agreed-upon truth – that agreed upon truth is as real as genetics when it comes to making us who we are.

So, while I initially resisted the use of the world “truth” relative to agreement or mere perception, I was eventually won over.  It is at least useful if not accurate to accept that truths can be agreed or assumed into existence.

Revealed Truth

Revealed truth is private, powerfully moving and in most cases impossible to understand or communicate. Think of what sometimes happens while we are listening to an exquisite piece of music for the first time. We can be moved in ways that are hard to express. The same sort of thing can happen when we are in the presence of some other kind profoundly moving work of art, in deep meditation or prayer, or in one of those rare moments with friends, children, spouses, lovers, etc. during which we seem to lose touch with space and time.

Sages from virtually every cultural tradition have sung, chanted and written about this kind of experience. One of the first psychologists to study religious experience, William James
, commented with regard to the odd and profound sense of certainty that appeared to accompany this type of experience in the religious context. That is, when I believe that God has communicated with me I will often have an unreasonably clear understanding of what God wants me to do (found a new religious order, for example, or serve an existing one). This experience is often described using language such as "more real than real", and its neurology is being carefully studied
. Given what we have found out so far about how the brain works in that regard, the “more real than real” aspect of the experience makes sense.

Ironically, beliefs about reality formed this way are often irreconcilable with the beliefs of other people who have had similar experiences, but within different religious traditions. For example, I know many people who through a revealed truth experience have come to conclude that Mormonism is true and all other religions are false.  Many Muslims disagree (Islam is true and all other religions are false) on the basis of experiences that are described in near identical terms. It is easy to demonstrate other similar inconsistencies. So, if God
 speaks to humankind through revealed truth experiences, it is clear is that these communications are profoundly moving, and profoundly difficult to interpret
.

The tendency to draw probably unwarranted conclusions from revealed truth experiences likely also relates to our basic insecurity as a result of the nature of most human experience up until recently
. Most of the conclusions we draw in this regard fit with our cognitive biases. That is, we conclude that we should align ourselves with one group or another; devote ourselves to a particular social cause, once again in alignment with a particular group; and do other things that throughout most of human history would have enhanced our survival and propagation prospects. A small minority of people who have had a revealed truth experience become hermits or swim against a strong social current as a result. There many theories as to why this might be the case, including temporal lobe epilepsy. However, it is sufficient for my purposes at the moment to note that the people who do this are a tiny minority, and for most of us revealed truth becomes just another way to justify what we instinctively feel that we need to do in order to become more secure.

The Relationship between Different Kinds of Truth
I again emphasize the importance of understanding basic human insecurity as a starting point for our analysis. If we are unsure of ourselves, we will have trouble making decisions. Being indecisive is often worse than being wrong. If we are decisive and we coordinate our efforts with other people, we can be wrong with regard to many things and still make out well. Accordingly, our bias is toward perceived security, not truth seeking. As a result, we generally do a poor job of assessing certain kinds of risk. For example: 

· We tend to overestimate the risks we will face if we leave our dominant social group.

· We underestimate the nature of the benefits that we can reasonably expect to derive if we leave our dominant social group. 

· We also tend to underestimate the risk of catastrophes, and ironically, the greater the risk we actually face in that regard, the greater our tendency to underestimate it. For example, the people who place the lowest probability on an earthquake along the San Andreas Fault are the people who live in the quake zone. 

· We dramatically underestimate the probability that the most important beliefs of our dominant social group are empirically false. 

· We dramatically overestimate the probability that we will prosper if we systematically obey the most important rules of our dominant social group.

As I indicated above, the study of the cognitive biases is the place to start if we wish to understand the ways in which we are likely to be systematically inaccurate in our decision-making.

When all this is taken into account, there is nothing surprising about the finding that we tend to believe that agreed-upon truth is empirical truth, and that when we have a revealed truth experience, we tend to infer from that additional support for the proposition that our most important beliefs are empirically true regardless of the relevant data. 

Since I know the Mormon experience best, I will provide an example from that genre. Most Mormons have inherited a variety of agreed-upon truths. These include that Joseph Smith received a divine mandate from God the Father and Jesus Christ during a personal visitation; that Joseph Smith translated the Book of Mormon from a history that had been written on golden plates by the inhabitants of the Americas approximately 2000 years ago; and that only those people who are fully obedient to the dictates of the leaders of the Mormon Church will live with God in heaven after death.

Each of these claims are somewhere between doubtful and extremely doubtful from an empirical point of view. They are at best agreed-upon truths. However, these beliefs are associated with a group that has operated on many of the basic principles of successful social behavior. Mormons do not have a monopoly on these, but they have been for the most part hard-working, entrepreneurial, thrifty, honest, closely coordinated people. And, they had the good fortune to make their way as a religious tradition in the United States while it was ascending culturally and economically around the world. Mormons have generally prospered with that rising tide. This provides evidence in support of the truthfulness of the agreed-upon Mormon truths. After all, if Mormonism is false, why would it as an institution and many of its members be prospering? Mormons who think this way do not, of course, consider what this line of thinking means with regard to the Catholics, Evangelical Christians, Muslims, Hindus, and other religious groups that dwarf Mormonism, and also have long histories of prosperity. 

In addition, because the Mormons are a missionary oriented people, they have provided the opportunity to millions of non-Americans to participate in the American dream by way of becoming Mormon. In Canada (where I live) as well as in many other parts of the world, Mormonism forms communities that tend to be more fiscally and socially conservative, and more American, than most of the remainder of the host countries. In any event, Mormonism’s international growth provides more evidence for the accuracy of Mormonism's agreed-upon truths. 

Then, given the importance we instinctively feel with regard to getting along within our primary social group, it is not surprising that many Mormons have had revealed truth experiences that from their point of view strongly support the truthfulness of Mormonism's agreed-upon truths. Doubting the foundational truths of one's social group produces stress. I experienced this myself as a teenaged Mormon who did not want to serve a Mormon mission. Eventually, the stress I felt rose to a significant level and I began to deal with it by studying my inherited religious tradition. I wanted to fit in. I wanted to receive the accolades that I saw given to my friends as they entered Mormon missionary service, and yet I was afraid of that experience and I did not feel the certainty of belief in Mormonism's fundamental tenets that these friends expressed. 

I was stressed enough that I spent a lot of time reading the Book of Mormon instead of studying for my first year university exams. One afternoon while doing that, I read what I now see as an utterly mundane Book of Mormon passage, and felt struck by its goodness and wisdom. I then recalled something I had been taught in a religion class sometime earlier, which was that I should regularly ask myself while reading the Book of Mormon whether it was possible that an uneducated boy such as Joseph Smith could have written that book by himself, or whether he must have had Divine assistance. As that question went through my mind, I was overwhelmed by a feeling of comfort and joy, and felt certain that Smith must have been inspired by God to write what I had just read. 

For many years, my testimony of the truthfulness of Mormonism rested upon this and other similar experiences. It was not until my mid-40s that I discovered that the story with regard to how the Book of Mormon came into being was far more complex than the ditty I had been taught to recite as a young Mormon
. In fact, I had been taken in by what is almost certainly a false dichotomy. That is, there are many possible explanations for the creation of the Book of Mormon that are far more likely than either of the alternatives that were offered to me by the Mormon Church.

Here we find the crucial dynamic. What starts out as an agreed-upon truth within a social group is reinforced by the natural effects of social cooperation, and then the experience of group members as they struggle to find their place within the group, and have revealed truth experiences. This strengthens the consensus with regard to the agree-upon truth, making it both more powerful and persuasive, and increasing the probability that members of the group will continue to agree and cooperate with each other as a result, as well as having revealed truth experiences.

Once we become accustomed to the idea that social groups are founded on agreed-upon truth to a large extent, the idea is not threatening. In fact, it is comforting. It means that we have much more opportunity than we might have believed to help society evolve in healthy ways.

This approach tends to make us focus on the probable consequences of our behavior and the behavior of other people. That is, we tend to choose the groups with which we will associate and the agreements that we will enter into on the basis of what different kinds of behavior will probably do for us as individuals and for the groups to which we belong, including society as a whole.

Interestingly, the great biologist Edward O. Wilson has recently pointed out that the time has come for religious and irreligious people to begin to operate more closely with regard to their shared values related to the environment
. These groups may have radically different reasons for believing as they do with regard to the importance of environmentally responsible behavior
, but are largely in agreement with regard to what needs to be done. They do not need to believe for the same reasons; all they need to do is agree to cooperate. So far this approach is producing encouraging results. This is an example of agreed-upon truth getting the job done where empirical truth has fallen short. It suggests that those of us who try to see the world as much as possible through the lenses provided by science and empirical truth should not forget the power of agreed-upon truth, aided and abetted by various forms of revealed truth.  

Conclusion

I find it helpful to think in terms of these three categories -- empirical truth; agreed-upon truth; and revealed truth -- as I attempt to assess the merit of positions taken by people with regard to religion, politics, economics, environmentalism, social policy and a wide variety of other issues. I also find these categories useful when thinking about how to pragmatically get thing done in our eclectic world.  

And finally and most importantly, as I reflect on my own beliefs, it is extremely useful to ask myself which category any particular belief I am considering falls into. I'm surprised by how often I end up admitting that something I have been treating for my own purposes as an empirical truth is either much less probable from an empirical point of view than I had admitted to myself, or is little more than an agreed-upon truth within one of my important social groups, which I have managed to buttress in various ways through revealed work was I revealed truth experiences.

� 	I am grateful to Carl Smith, a music professor at Vanderbilt University, for introducing me to this way of looking at "truth", and to Ursula Goodenough, a microbiology professor at George Washington University in St. Louis, for providing additional stimulating thought along these lines.


� 	That is, Constantine and his world changing adoption of the beliefs of a minor religious sect.


� 	The US Federal government wrested polygamy from the Mormon leadership in the late 1800s and early 1900s.  But for that, unless mainstream Mormonism found another way to get rid of that practice, it was probably destined to remain an anti-American government, Western US based, backwater religion.


� 	This is a typical aspect of adolescent socialization into adult society.


� 	Think of Mormon testimony meetings, Youth Conferences (particularly Especially for Youth), Trek experiences, and the guilt and relief associated with youth and adult worthiness and temple recommend interviews.


� 	Such as philosophers, linguists, scientists and theologians, or even mere lawyers.


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth" �http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth�.


� 	In the common-place use of the word, as opposed to the philosophical definition along the lines of Peirce, James or Dewey. I agree with each of them in some ways, but not in others. And, I have found little of use in more modern pragmatist philosophers as Richard Rorty.


� 	Again, see � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth" �http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Truth�. Empirical truth is close to the “Correspondence” theory of truth, which holds that things are true to the extent that they accurately describe entities in the real world. Agreed-upon truth covers elements of the “Constructionist”, “Consensus” and “Pragmatic” theories of truth. Revealed truth falls outside the five main truth theories, but support for it can be found in the writings of various philosophers, such as Soren Kierkegaard.


� 	Philosopher such as Peirce, James, Dewey, Fromm and Whitehead are notable in this regard.


� 	Often used synonymously with truth. For ease of reference, I will only use the words “truth” and “true” throughout the essay, but the concept is reality is implied. This is deep philosophical water that I am not going to explore. I am a scientific realist for the most part. Those interested in this and related ideas may wish to see Peter Godrey-Smith’s excellent summary, “Theory and Reality: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Science”.


� 	Decisions that will lead to results we would not wish to suffer, were we able to see the future unfold as it actually will.


� 	Or at least correlations.


� 	For the record, I agree with the majority of reputable scientists when it comes to questions like whether humankind has a material impact on our planet’s warming trend, or other negative effects on the environment. 


� 	Try, for example, to pin down the agreed upon truths actually underpinning Mormonism. What is on the books differs from what current leaders say, not to mention from what individual members believe.  If the necessary work could be done, I think the best we could come up with is a probability distribution of some kind of a belief by belief basis. Religions and other cultural groups are the furthest thing from monolithic.


� 	But no more absurd, I also note, than many examples that can be drawn from mainstream religions, naturopathy, chiropractic, and other mainstream activities.


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://www.invisiblepinkunicorn.com/ipu/home.html" �http://www.invisiblepinkunicorn.com/ipu/home.html�.


� 	Without this deference, it would be difficult to coordinate behavior within the group.


� 	Same point. Coordination is on average more important than the creativity that comes from difference and experimentation. It does not take a lot of that in order for a group to be innovative.


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_cognitive_biases" �http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_cognitive_biases�.


� 	This applies to whether “our team” is likely to win the big series, among other things.


� 	Virtually every even moderately successful social group throughout history has followed something close to the Golden rule, at least with regard to interactions within the group. Non-members of the group are often given much harsher treatment.


� 	Like early Mormon theocracy and polygamy.


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_constructionism" �http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_constructionism�.


� 	“The Varieties of Religious Experience”.


� 	See   � HYPERLINK "http://bobmccue.ca/2012/01/27/how-denial-works" �http://bobmccue.ca/2012/01/27/how-denial-works�/ at pages 106 and 107, for example.


� 	I am assuming a god who is consistent, and all powerful here – the usual stuff.


� 	Or, I suppose, we can fall back on “mystery” or “God is testing our faith”. When all else fails, those outs remain, just as does “It is magic”.


� 	Lots of danger; little security.


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://www.i4m.com/think/history/Book-of-Mormon.pdf" �http://www.i4m.com/think/history/Book-of-Mormon.pdf� for example.


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://www.amazon.com/Creation-Appeal-Save-Life-Earth/dp/0393062171" �http://www.amazon.com/Creation-Appeal-Save-Life-Earth/dp/0393062171�.


� 	Some religious people, for example, believe that they have a sacred duty to take care of the earth as a result of the way in which it will become their inheritance after death. This is an agreed-upon truth. There also are many empirical truths with regard to the probable effects of human behavior on Earth's ecosystems.
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