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truth in his own mind and in the other’s mind;
but how shall my friend revere the truth in my
mind when I myself am careless about it, when
I believe things because I want to believe them,
and because they are comforting and pleasant?
Will he not learn to crv, “Peace,” to me, when
there is no peace? By such a course I shall sur-
round myself with a thick atmosphere of false-
hood and fraud, and in that T must live. It may
matter little to me, in my cloudcastle of sweet
illusions and darling lics; but it matters much to
Man that T have made my neighbours ready to
deceive. The credulous man is father to the fiar
and the cheat; he lives in the bosom of this his
family, and it is no marvel if he should become
even as thev are. So closelv are our duties knit
together, that whoso shall keep the whole law,
and yet offend in one point, he is guilnv of all.

To sum up: it is wrong always, evenvwhere,
and for anyon, to believe anything upon insuf-
ficient evidence.

If a man, holding a belicf which he was
taught in childhood or persuaded of afterwards,
keeps down and pushes away any doubts which
arisc about it in his mind, purposely avoids the
reading of books and the company of men that
call in question or discuss it, and regards as im-
pious those questions which cannot casily be
asked without disturbing the life of that
man is one long sin against mankind.

. It this judgment seems harsh when applied
to those simple souls who have never known bet-
ter, who have been brought up from the cradle
with a horror of doubt, and taught that their
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eternal welfare depends on what they believe,
then it Jeads to the verv serious question, Who
bhath made Irael to sin?

It may be permitted me to fortlﬁ this judg-
ment with the sentence of Milton!-

A man may be a heretic in the truth; and if he
believe things only because his pastor says so, or
the assembly so determine, without knowmg
other reason, though his bchcf be true, ver the.
very truth 1'1(. holds becomes his heresy.

And  with
Coleridge®—

this famous aphorism of

He who begins by loving Christianity better than
Truth, will proceed by loving his own sect or
Church better than Christianity, and end in lov-
ing himselt better than all.

Inquiry into the evidence of a doctrine is not
to be made once for all, and then taken as finally
scttled.

It is never lawful to stifle a doubt; for cither
it can be honestly answered by means of the in
quiry alrcady made, or clse it proves that the
inquiry was not complete.

“But,” says one, “I am a busy man; I have no
time for the long course of study w thh would be
necessary to make me in any degree a competent
judge of certain questions, or even able to under-
stand the pature of the arguments.” Then he
should have no time to believe.
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In the recently published Life by Leslie Stephen
of his brother, Fitz-James, there is an account of
a school to which the latter went when he was a
boy. The teacher, a certain Mr. Guest, used to
converse with his pupils in this wise, “Gurney,
what is the difference between justification and
sanctification?—Stephen, prove the omnipo-
tence of God!™ ete. In the midst of our Harvard
frecthinking and indifterence we are prone to
imagine that here at your good old orthodox
College conversation continues to be somewhat
upon this order; and to show you that we at
Harvard have not lost all interest in these vital
subjects, I have brought with me tonight some-
thing like a sermon on justification by faith to
read to vou,—I mean an essay in justification of
faith, a defence of our right to adopt a believing
attitude in religious matters, in spite of the fact
that our mercly logical intellect may not have
been coerced. “The Will to Believe,” accord

ingly, is the title of my paper.

I have long defended to my own students
the lawfulness of voluntarily adopted faith; but
as soon as they have got well imbued with the
logical spirit, they have as a rule refused to admit
my contention to be fawtul philosophically, even
though in point of fact they were personally all
the time chock-full of some faith or other them-
selves. Tam all the while, however, so profoundly
convinced that my own position is correct, that
your invitation has scemed to me a good occa-
sion to make my statements more clear. Perhaps
your minds will be more open than those with
which I have hitherto had to deal. T will be as
little technical as T can, though T must begin by
setting up some technical distinctions that will
help us in the end.

Let us give the name of hypothesis to anything
that may be proposed to our beliet; and just as
the clectricians speak of five and dead wires, let
us speak of any hypothesis as cither live or dead.
A live hypothesis is one which appeals as a real
possibility to him to whom it is proposed. It | ask
you to belicve in the Mahdi, the notion makes

no electric connection with vour nature—it re
fuses to scintillate with any credibilitv at all. As
an hypothesis it is completely dead. To an Arab,
however (even if he be not one of the Mahdi’s
followers}, the hypothesis is among the mind’s
possibilities: It is alive. This shows that deadness
and liveness in an hypothesis are not intrinsic
properties, but relations to the individual
thinker. They are measured by his willingness
to act. The maximum of liveness in an hypothesis
means willingness to act irrevocably. Practically,
that means belief, but there is some believing
tendency wherever there is willingness to act at
all.

Nexr, let us call the decision between two
hypotheses an option. Options may be of several
kinds. They may be first, Lving or dead; scc
ondly, forced or avoidable; thirdly, momentous
or trivial; and for our purposes we may call an
option a genuine option when it is of the forced,
living, and momentous kind.

1. A living option is one in which both hy-
potheses are live ones. If T say to yvou: “Be a
theosophist or be a Mohammedan,” it is proba
bly a dead option, because for you neither hy-
pothesis is likely to be alive, But if T say: “Be an
agnostic or be a Christian,” it is otherwise;
trained as you are, cach hypothesis makes some
appeal, however small, to vour belicf.

2. Next, if I say to you: “Choose berween
going out with your umbrelia or withour it,” 1
do not ofter vou a genuine option, for it is not
forced. You can casily avoid it by not going out
at all. Similarly, i’ 1 sav, “Either love me or hate
me,” “Either call my theory true or call it false,”
vour option is avoidable. You may remain indif-
ferent to me, neither loving nor hating, and vou
may decline to offer any judgment as to my the-
ory. But if I say, “Either accept this truth or go
without it,” I put on vou a forced option, for
there is no standing place outside of the alterna-
tive. Every dilemma based on a complete logical
disjunction, with no possibility of not choosing,
is an option of this forced kind.

3. Finally, if 1 were Dr. Nansen and pro-
posed to you to join my North Pole expedition,
your option would be momentous; tor this
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would probably be your only similar opportu-
nity, and your choice now would either exclude
vou from the North Pole sort of immortality al-
together or put at least the chance of it into your
hands. He who refuses to embrace a unique op-
portunity loses the prize as surely as if he tried
and failed. Per contra, the option is trivial when
the opportunity is not unique, when the stake is
insignificant, or when the decision is reversible if
it later prove unwise. Such trivial options abound
in the scientific life. A chemist finds an hypothe-
sis live enough to spend a vear in its verification:
he believes in it to that extent. But if his experi-
ments prove inconclusive either way, he is quit
for his loss of time, no vital harm being done.

It will facilitate our discussion if we keep afl
these distinctions well in mind.

The next matter to consider is the actual ps z
chology of human opinion. When we look at
certain facts, it scems as if our passional and voli-
m at the root of all our convic-
tions. When we look at others, it seems as if
they could do nothing when the intellect had
once said its say. Let us take the latter facts u
first.

Does it not scem preposterous on the very
face of it to talk of our opinions being modifiable
at will> Can our will either help or hinder our
intellect in its perceptions of truth? Can we, by
just willing it, believe that Abraham Lincoln’s
existence is a myth, and that the portraits of
him in McClure’s Magazine are all of some one
else? Can we, by any effort of our will, or by any
strength of wish that it were true, believe our-
sclves well and about when we are roaring with
rheumatism in bed, or feel certain that the sum
of the two one-dollar bills in our pocket must be
a hundred dollars?> We can say any of these
things, but we are absolutely impotent to believe
them; and of just such things is the whole fabric
of the truths that we do believe in made up

matters of fact, immediate or remote, as Hume
said, and relations between ideas, which are ei-
ther there or not there for us if we sce them S0,
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and which if not there cannot be put there by
any action of our own. =

In Pascal's Thoughts there is a celebrated
passage known in literature as Pascal’s wager.
In it he tries to force us into Christianity by rea-
soning as it our concern with truth resembidg
our concern with the stakes in a game of charce.
Translated freely his words are these: You must
either believe or not believe that God is- ~which
will you do? Your human reason cannot say. A
game is going on between you and the nature of
things which at the day of judgment will bring
out either heads or tails. Weigh what yvour gains
and your losses would be if you should stake all
you have on heads, or God’s existence; if you
win in such case, you gain cternal bearitude; if
vou lose, you lose nothing at all. If there were an
infinity of chances, and only one for God in this
wager, still vou ought to stake your all on God;
for though you surely risk a finite loss by this
procedure, any finite loss is reasonable, even a
certain one is reasonable, if there is but the pos-
sibility of infinite gain. Go, then, and take holy
water, and have masses said; belief will come and
stupefy your scruples....Why should you not? At
bottom, what have you to lose?

You probably feel that when religious faith
expresses itself thus, in the language of the
gaming table, it is put to its last trumps. Surely
Pascal’s own personal belief in masses and holy
water had far other springs; and this celebrated
page of his is but an argument for others, a last
desperate snatch at a weapon against the hard-
ness of the unbelieving heart. We feel that a faith
in masses and holy water adopted wilfully after
such a mechanical calculation would Tack the in
r soul of faith’s reality; and if we were our
elves in the place of the Deitv, we should
probably take particular pleasure in cutting off
believers of this pattern from their infinite re-
ward. It is evident that unless there be some pre-
existing tendency to believe in masses and holy
vater, the option offered to the will by Pascal is
t a living option. Certainly no Turk ever too
to*masses and holy water on its account; a
even to us Protestants these means of salvation
scem such toregone impossibilitics that Pascal’s
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logic, invoked for them specifically, leaves us un-
moved. As well might the Mahdi write to us,
saying, “I am the Expected One whom God
has created in his effulgence. You shall be infi-
nitely happy if you contess me; otherwise you
shall be cut off from the light of the sun. Weigh,
then, your infinite gain if I am genuine against
your finite sacrifice if 1 am not!” His logic would
be that of Pascal; but he would vainly use it on
us, for the hypothesis he offers us is dead. No
tendency to act on it exists in us to any degree.
The talk of believing by our volition seems,
then, from one point of view, simply silly. From
another point of view it is worse than silly, it is
vile. When one turns to the magnificent edifice
of the physical sciences, and sees how it was
reared; what thousands of disinterested moral
lives of men lie buried in its mere foundations;
what paticnce and postponement, what choking,
down of preference, what submission to the icy
laws of outer fact are wrought into its very stones
and mortar; how absolutely impersonal it stands
in its vast augustness—then how besotted and
contemptible scems every lictle sentimentalist
who comes blowing his voluntary  smoke-
wreaths, and pretending to decide things from
out of his private dream! Can we wonder if those
bred in the rugged and manly school of science
should fecl like spewing such subjectivism out of
their mouths? The whole system of Joyalties
which grow up in the schools of science go
dead against its toleration; so that it 1s only nat-
ural that those who have caught the scientific
fever should pass over to the opposite extreme,
and write sometimes as it the incorruptibly truth
ful intellect ought positively to prefer bitterness
and unacceptableness to the heart in its cup.

1t fortifies my soul to know
Thar though I perish, Truth is s

sings Clough, while Huxley exclaims: “My only
consolation lics in the reflection that, however
bad our posterity may become, so far as theyv
hold by the plain rule of not pretending to be
licve what they have no reason to believe, be-
cause it may be to their advantage so to
pretend [the word ‘pretend’ is surely  here

redundant], they will not have reached the low-
est depth of immorality.” And that delicious en

ant terrible Clifford writes: “Belief is desecrated
when given to unproved and unquestioned
statements for the solace and private pleasure of
the believer... Whoso would deserve well of his
fellows in this matter will guard the purity of his
belief with a very fanaticism of jealous care, lest
at any time it should rest on an unworthy object,
and catch a stin which can never be wiped
away....1f [a] belief has been accepted on insut

ficient evidence [even though the belict be true,
as Clifford on the same page explains] the plea-
sure is a stolen one....It is sinful because it is
stolen in defiance of our duty to mankind.
That duty is to guard ourselves from such belicfs
as from a pestilence which may shortly master
our own body and then spread to the rest of the
town....It is wrong always, everywhere, and tor
every one, to believe anything upon insufticient
evidence.”

All this strikes one as healthy, even when ex-
pressed, as by Clifford, with somewhat too
much of robustious pathos in the voice. Free
will and simple wishing do scem, in the matter
of our credences, to be only fifth wheels to the
coach. Yet it any onc should thereupon assume
that intellecrual insight is what remains atter wish
and will and sentimental preference have taken
wing, or that pure reason is what then scttles ou

opinions, he would fly quite as directly in th

teeth of the facts.

It is only our already dead hypotheses that
our willing nature is unable to bring to life again.
But what has made them dead for us is for the
most part a previous action of our willing nature
of an antagonistic kind. When 1 say “willing na
ture,” 1 do not mean only such deliberare voli-
tions as may have sct up habits of belief that we
cannot now escape from—I mean all such factors
of belief as tear and hope, prejudice and passion,
imitation and partisanship, the circumpressurce of
our caste and set. As a matter of fact we find
ourselves believing, we hardly know how or
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why. Mr. Balfour gives the name of “authorin™”
to all those influences, born of the intellectual
climate, that make hypotheses possible or impos-
sible for us, alive or dead. Here in this room, we
all ot us believe in molecules and the conserva

tion of energy, in democracy and necessary prog-
ress, in Protestant Christianity and the duty of
fighting for “the doctrine of the immortal Mon-
roc,” all for no reasons worthy of the name. We
sce into these matters with no more inner clear-
ness, and probably with much less, than any
disbeliever in them might possess. His uncon-
ventionality would probably have some grounds
to show for its conclusions; but for us, not in-
sight, but the prestige of the opinions, is what
makes the spark shoot from them and light up
our sleeping magazines of faith. Qur reason is
quite satistied, in nine hundred and ninetv-nine
cases out of every thousand of us, if'it can find a
few arguments that will do to recite in case our
credulity is criticized by some one else. Our faith
is faith in some one else’s faith, and in the great-
cst matters this is the most the case....

Evidently, then, our non-intellectual naturc)

does influence our convictions. There are pas-
sional tendencies and volitions which run before
and others which come after belicf, and it is only
the latter that are too late for the fair; and they
are not too late when the previous passional
work has been already in their own direction.
Pascal’s argument, instead of being powerless,
then seems a regular clincher, and is the last
stroke needed to make our faith in masses and
holy water complete. The state of things is cvi-
dently far from simple; and pure insight and
logic, whatever they might do ideally, arc not
the only things that really do produce our
creeds.

v

Our next duty, having recognized this mixed-up
state of afhairs, is to ask whether it be simply
reprehensible and pathological, or whether, on
the contrary, we must treat it as a normal cle-
ment in making up our minds. The thesis T de-
fend is, briefly stated, this: Qur passional narure
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not only lmwfully may, but must, decide an option
benween propositions, whenever it is g genuine
option ot by 3 on
ellectsegl grounds; for to say, under such cir
cumstances, “Do not decide, but leave the question
open,” is itself a passional decision—just like decid-
ing yes or no—and is attended with the mmjsr

of losisyy the truth....
P
VI

One more point, small but important, and our
preliminaries are done. There are two ways of
looking at our duty in the matter of opinion—
ways cntirely different, and ver wavs about
whose difference the theory of knowledge seems
hitherto to have shown very little concern. We
must know the truth; and we must avoid ervor—
these are our first and great commandments as
would-be knowers; but they are not two ways of
stating an identical commandment, they are two
separable laws. Although it may indeed happen
that when we believe the truth A, we escape as
an incidental consequence from believing the
falschood B, it hardly ever happens that by
merely disbelieving B we necessarily believe A.
We may in escaping B fall into believing other
falsehoods, C or D, just as bad as B; or we may
escape B by not believing anvthing at all, not
even A,

Believe truth! Shun error!—these, we sce,
are two materially different laws; and by choos-
ing between them we may end by coloring dif
ferently our whole intellectual life. We may
regard the chase for truth as paramount, and
the avoidance of error as secondary; or we may,
on the other hand, treat the avoidance of error as
more imperative, and let truth take its chance.
Clifford, in the instructive passage which 1 have
quoted, exhorts us to the latter course. Believe
nothing, he tells us, keep vour mind in suspense
forever, rather than by closing it on insufficient
evidence incur the awful risk of believing lies.
You, on the other hand, may think that the risk
of being in error is a very small matter when
compared with the blessings of real knowledge,
and be ready to be duped many times in vour
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investigation rather than postpone indefinitely
the chance of guessing true. I myselt tind it im-
possible to go with Clifford. We must remember
that these feelings of our duty about ecither truth
or error arc in any case only expressions of our
passional lite. Biologically considered, our minds
are as ready to grind out falsechood as veracity,
and he who says, “Better go without belief for-
ever than believe a lie!” merely shows his own
preponderant  private  horror of becoming a
dupe. He may be critical of many of his desires
and fears, but this fear he slavishly obevs. He
cannot imagine any one questioning its binding
torce. For my own part, 1 have also a horror of
being duped; but I can believe that worse things
than being duped may happen to a man in this
world: so Clitford’s exhortation has to my ears a
thoroughly fantastic sound. It is like a general
informing his soldiers that it is better to keep
out of battle forever than to risk a single wound.
Not so are victorics cither over enenies or over
nature gained. Our errors are surely not such
l/awﬁlll_\' solemn things. In a world where we are
$0 certain to incur them in spite of all our cau-
tion, a certain lightness of heart seems healthier
than this excessive nervousness on their behalf,
At any rate, it seems the fittest thing for the em-
piricist philosopher.

L
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VIl

And now, after all this introduction, let us go
straight at our question. I have said, and now
repeat it, that not only as a matrer of fact do
we find our passional nature influencing us in

our opinions, but that there arg some gpiions

vo| benween opinions in which this influence must

be regarded Dot as an inevitable and as a lawtul
determinant of our choice.

I fear here that some of vou my hearers will
begin to scent danger, and lend an inhospitable
car. Two first steps of passion vou have indeed
had to admit as necessary—we must think so as
to avoid dupery, and we must think so as to gain
truth; but the surest path to those ideal consum
mations, vou will probably consider, is from now
onwards to take no further passional step.

Well, of course, I agree as far as the facts will
allow. Wherever the option between losing truth
and gaining it is not momentous, we can throw
the chance of gaining truth away, and at any rate
save ourselves from any chance of believing false-
hood, by not making up our minds at all till ob-
jective  evidence has come. In  scientific
questions, this is almost always the case; and
even in human_affairs 4 52 need of
acting 15 seldom so urgent that a false belief to
act on is better than no belief at all. Law courts,
indeed, have to decide on the best evidence
attainable for the moment, because a judge’s
duty is to make law as well as to ascertain it,
and (as a learned judge once said to me) few
cases are worth spending much time over; the
great thing is to have them decided on any ac
ceptable principle, and got out of the way. But in
our dealings with objective nature we obviously
are recorders, not makers, ot the truth; and de-
cisions for the mere sake of deciding promptly
and getting on to the next business would be
wholly out of place. Throughout the breadth of
physical nature facts arc what they are quite in
dependently of us, and seldom is there anv such
hurry about them that the risks of being duped
by believing a premature theory need be faced.
‘The questions here are always trivial options, the
hypotheses are hardly living {at any rate not liv-
ing for us spectators), the choice between believ-
ing wruth or falschood is seldom forced. The
attitude of sceptical balance is therefore the ab-
solutely wise one if we would escape mistakes.
What diftference, indeed, does it make to most
of us whether we have or have not a theory of
the Roentgen rays, whether we believe or not in
mind-stuff, or have a conviction about the cau-
sality of conscious states? It makes no difference.
Such options are not forced on us. On every
account it is better not to make them, but still
keep weighing reasons pro et contra with an in-
difterent hand.

I speak, of course, here of the purely judging
mind. For purposcs of discovery such inditfer
ence is to be less highly recommended, and sci-
ence would be far less advanced than she is if the
passionate desires of individuals to get their own
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faiths confirmed had been kept out of the game.
Sce for example the sagacity which Spencer and
Weismann now display. On the other hand, if
you want an absolute duffer in an investigation,
vou must, after all, take the man who has no
interest whatever in its results: he is the war-
ranted incapable, the positive fool. The most
usefil investigator, because the most sensitive
observer, is always he whose cager interest in
one side of the question is balanced by an equally
keen nervousness lest he become deceived. Sci

ence has organized this nervousness into a regu-
lar technigue, her so-called method of
verification; and she has fallen so deeply in love
with the method that one may even say she has
ceased to care for truth by itself at all. \
truth as technically verified that interests her.
The truth of truths might come in merely affir-
mative form, and she would decline to touch it.
fich truth as that, she might repeat with Clif-
ford, would be stolen in defiance of her duty 1o
mankind. Human passions, however, are stron-
ger than technical rules. “Le cocur a ses raisons,”
as Pascal says, “que ln raison ne connnit pas’;:
and however indifferent to all but the bare rules
of the game the umpire, the abstract intellect,
may be, the concrete players who furnish him
the materials to judge of are usually, cach onc
f them, in love with some pet “live hypothesisZ
of his own. Let us agree, however, that wherever
there is no forced option, the dispassionately ju

digiatiitellect Wi ct hypothesis, saving us,
5 it docs, from dupery at any ught to be
ur ideal.
The question next arises: Are there
somewhere forced options in our speculativ
questions, and can we (as men who may be in-
terested at least as much in positively gaining
truth as in merely escaping dupery) always wait
with impunity till the coercive evidence shall
have arrived? It seems a priori improbable that
the truth should be so nicely adjusted to our
needs and powers as that. In the great
boarding-house of nature, the cakes and the but
ter and the syrup scldom come out so even ang
cave the plates so clean. Indeed, we should yi
:m with scientific suspicion if they di

IX

Moral guestions immediately present themselves
as questions whose solution cannot wait for sen-
sible proof. A moral question is a question not of
what sensibly exists, but of what is good, or
would be good if it did exist. Science can tell
us what exists; but to compare the worths, both
of what exists and of what does not cxist,: we
must consult not science, but what Pascal calls

heart....

Turn now from these wide questions of good
to a certain class of questions of fact, questions
concerning personal relations, states of mind be-
rween one man and another. Do you like me or
not?*—for example. Whether you do or not de
pends, in countless instances, on whether T meet
you halfivay, am willing to assume that you must
like me, and show you trust and expectation. The
previous faith on my part in your liking’s existenc
is in such cases what makes your liking come. Bu
if I stand aloof, and refuse to budge an inch unti
I have objective evidence, until you shall hav
done something apt, as the absolutists say, ad ex-
torquendunt ASENsHI ELHL, TEN O ONe your lik:
ing never comes. How many women’s hearts ar

vanquished by the mere sanguine insistence of

some man that they mast love him! He will no
consent to the hypothesis that they cannot. T
desire for a certain kind of truth here brings aboyt
that special truth’s existence; and so it is in inng-
merable cases of other sorts.... And where faith in
a fact can help create the fact, that would be

immorality” into which a thinking being can tall.
Yet such is the logic by which our scientitic abgo
issspretend to regulate our lives!

b

and possibly an indispensable thing.

insane logic which should say that faith running
ahead of scientific evidence is the “lowest kind bf

i truths dependent on our personal action,
hen, faith based on desire is certainly a lawtul

But now, it will be said, these are all childish
human cases, and have nothing to do with great
cosmical matters, like the question of religious




162
-4
faith. Let us then pass on to that. Religions differ
so much in their accidents that in discussing the
religious question we must make it very generic
and broad 7 1 mea-by
refigious hypothesis? Science says things are; mo-
rality savs some things are beteer than other
things; and religion savs essentially two things,

First, she savs that the best things are the
more eternal things, the overlapping things, the
things in the universe that throw the last stone,
so to speak, and sav the final word. “Perfection is
eternal”—this phrase of Charles Seeréran scems
a good way of putting this first affirmation of
religion, an athirmation which obviously cannot
yet be verified scientifically ar all.

The second affirmation of religion is that we
are better off even now if we believe her first
aftirmation to be true.

Now, let us consider what the logical cle-
ments of this situation arc in case the religious
hypothesis tn botls ity branches be really true. (O
course, we must admit that possibility at the out-
set. Ifwe are to discuss the question at all, it must
involve a living option. If for any of you religion
be a hypothesis that cannot, by any living possi-
bility, be true, then vou need go no farther. 1
speak to the “saving remmant” alone.) So pro-
ceeding, we see, first, that religion offers itself as
A momentons option. We are supposed to gain,
even now, by our beliet, and to lose by our
non-beliet, a certain vital good. Secondly, religion
is a_forced option, so far as that good goes. We
cannot escape the issue by remaining sceptical
and waiting for more light, because, although
we do avoid error in that way if refigion be un
true, we lose the good, if it be true, just as cer-
tainly as if we positively chose to disbelieve. Tt is
as if a man should hesitate indefinitely to ask a
certain. woman to marry him because he was
not pertectly sure that she would prove an angel
after he brought her home. Would he not cut
himself oft from that particular angel-possibility
as decisively as if he went and married some
one clse? Scepticism, then, is not avoidance of
option; it is option of a certain particular kind
of risk. Better risk loss of truth than chance of er-
ror—that is your faith-vetoer’s exact position. He

PART II ¢ Reason and Religious Beliet

18 actively playing his stake as much as the believer
Is; he is backing the field against the religious
wpothesis, just as the believer is backing the reli-
gious hypothesis against the field. To preach
scepticism to us as a duty until “suflicient evi-
dence” for religion be found, is tantamount
theretore o relling us, when in presence of the
religious hypothesis, that to yield to our fear of'its
being crror is wiser and better than to vield to
our hope that it may be true. It is not intellect
against all passion, then; it is only intellect with
one passion laying down its faw. And by whar,
torsooth, is the supreme wisdom of this passion
warranted? Dupery for dupery, what proof is
there that dupery through hope is so much worse
than dupery through fear? 1, for one, can se¢ no
proof; and I simply refuse obedience to the scien-
tist’s command to imitate his kind of option, in a
case where my own stake is important enough to
give me the right to choose my own form of risk.
If religion be true and the evidence for it be still
insufticient, I do not wish, by putting your extn-
guisher upon my nature (which feels to me as if'it
had atter all some business in this matter}, to for-
Q’cit my sole chance in life of geting upon the
winning side—that chance depending, of course,
on my willingness to run the risk of acting as it
my passional need of taking the world religiously
might be prophetic and right.

All this is on the supposition that it really
may be prophetic and right, and that, even to
us who are discussing the matter, religion is a
live hypothesis which may be true. Now, to
most of us religion comes in a still further way
that makes a veto on our active faith even more
illogical. The more perfect and more eternal as-
pect of the universe is represented in our reli-
gions as having personal form. The universe is
no longer a mere It to us, but a Thou, if we are
religious; and any relation that mav be possible
from person to person might be possible here.
For instance, although in one sense we are pas-
sive portions of the universe, in another we show
a curious autonomy, as if we were small active
centers on our own account. We feel, too, as if
the appeal of religion to us were made to our
own active goodwill, as it evidence might be
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forever withheld from us unless we met the hy-
pothesis halfway to take a trivial illustration: just
as a man who in a company of gentlemen made
no advances, asked a warrant for every conces-
sion, and believed no one’s word without prootf,
would cut himselt off by such churlishness from
all the social rewards that a more trusting spirit
would carn—so here, one who should shut him-
sclf up in snarling logicality and try to make the
gods extort his recognition willy-nilly, or not get
it at all, might cut himsclf off forever from his
only opportunity of making the gods’ acquain-
tance, This feeling, forced on us we know not
whence that by obstinately believing that there
are gods (although not to do so would be so casy
both for our logic and our life}awe are doing the
universe the deepest service we can, seems part
of the livi igi v
It the hvpothesis were true in all its parts, includ-
ing this one, then pure intellectualism, with its
veto on our making willing advances, would be
an absurdity; and some participation of our sym-
pathetic nature would be logically required. 1
therefore, tor one, cannot sce my way to accept-
ing the agnostic rules for truthsecking, or wil-
fully agree to keep my willing nature out of the
game. I cannot do so for this plain reason, that 2
rule of thinking which wonld absolutely prevent

wme from acknewledging certain kinds of truth if

those kinds of truth were veally there, wonld be an
irrational rule. That for me is the long and short
of the formal logic of the sitvation, no matter
what the kinds of truth might materially be.

I confess T do not see how this logic can tf
escaped. But sad experience makes me fear that
some of you may still shrink from radically saving
with me, i abstracto, that we have the right to
believe at our own risk any hypothesis that is live
enough to tempt our will. T suspect, however,
that if this is so, it is because you have got
away from the abstract logical point of view alto-
gether, and are thinking (perhaps without realiz-
ing it) of some particular religious hypothesis
which for vou is dead. The freedom to “believe
what we will” vou apply to the case of some
patent superstition; and the faith vou think of is
the faith defined by the schoolboy when he said,

*is when vou believe something that vou know
ain’t truc.”f%l-c'an only repeat that this is misap
prehension. In concrets, the freedom to believe
can only cover living options which the intellect
of the individual cannot by itself resolve; and liv-
ing options never scem absurditics to him who
has them to considcs When I look at the reli-
gious question as it really puts itself to conerete
men, and when I think of all the possibilities
which both practically and theoretically it in-
volves, then this command that we shall put a
stopper on our heart, instincts, and courage,
and wait—acting of course meanwhile more or
less as if religion were nor true’ —till doomsday,
or till such time as our intellect and senses work
ing together may have raked in evidence enough
—this command, I say, scems to me the queerest
idol ever manufactured in the philosophic cave.
Were we scholastic absolutists, there might be
more excuse. If we had an infallible intellect
with its objective certitudes, we might feel our-
selves disloyal to such a perfect organ of knowl-
edge in not trusting to it exclusively, in not
waiting for its releasing word. But if we are em-
piricists, it we believe that no bell in us tolls to let
us know for certain when truth is in our grasp,
then it scems a picce of idle fantasticality to
preach so solemnly our duty of waiting for the
bell. Indeed we say wait if we will—I hope you
do not think that I am denving that—but if we
do so, we do so at our peril as much as if we
believed. In ecither case we agr, taking our life
in our hands. No one of us ought to issue vetoes
to the other, nor should we bandy words of
abuse. We ought, on the contrary, delicately
and profoundly to respect one another’s mental
freedom: then only shall we bring about the in-
tellectual republic; then only shall we have that
spirit of inner tolerance without which all our
outer tolerance is soulless, and which is empiri-
cism’s glory; then only shall we tive and let live,
in speculative as well as in practical things.

I began by a reference to Fitz-James Stephen;
Jet me end by a quotation from him. “What do
vou think of vourselt? What do vou think of the
world?... These are questions with which all must
deal as it scems good to them. They are riddles of
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the Sphinx, and in some way or other we must
deal with them....In all important transactions of
life we have to take a leap in the dark....If we
decide to leave the riddies unanswered, that is a
choice; if we waver in our answer, that, too, is a
choice: but whatever choice we make, we make it
at our peril. If a man chooses to tumn his back
altogether on God and the fumire, no one can
prevent him; no one can show beyond reasonable
doubt that he is mistaken. If a man thinks other-
wise and acts as he thinks, I do not see that any
one can prove that ke is mistaken. Each must act
as he thinks best; and if he is wrong, so much the
worse for him. We stand on a mountain pass in
the midst of whirling snow and blinding mist,
through which we get glimpses now and then of
paths which may be deceptive. If we stand still we
shall be frozen to death. If we take the wrong
road we shall be dashed to pieces. We do not
certainly know whether there is any right one.
What must we do? ‘Be sirong and of a good
courage.” Act for the best, hope for the best,
and take what comes....If death ends all, we can-
not meet death better.”

NOTES

1. Compare Wilfrid Ward’s Essay “The Wish to Be-
lieve,” in his Witnesses to the Unseen (Macmillan
& Co., 1893).

2, “The heart has its reasons which reason does not
know.” Editor’s Trans.

3. Since belief is measured by action, he who for-
bids us to believe religion to be true, necessarily
also forbids us to act as we should if we did be-
licve it to be true. The whole defence of religious
faith hinges upon action. If the action required or
inspired by the religious hypothesis is in no way
different from that dictated by the naturalistic hy-
pothesis, then religious faith is a pure supertluity,
better pruned away, and controversy about its le-
gitimacy is a piece of idle trifling, unworthy of
serious minds. I myselt believe, of course, that
the religious hypothesis gives to the world an ex-
pression which specifically determines our reac-
tions, and makes them in a large part unlike
what they might be on a purely naturalistic
scheme of belief.

4, Liberty, Equality, Frarernity, 353, 2nd edition
(London, 1874}

3.3 Without Evidence or Argument

KELLY JAMES CLARK

Kelly James Clark is Professor of Philosophy. at Calvin College.

INTRODUCTION

Suppose a stranger, let’s call him David, sends
you a note that declares that your wife is cheat-
ing on you. Ne pictures are included, no dates or
times, no names. Just the assertion of vour wife’s
unfaithfulness. You have had already fifteen
good, and so far as you know, faithful vears
with your wife. Her behavior hasn’t changed

dramatically in the past few years. Except for Da
vid’s allegation, you have no reason to believe
there has been a breach in the relationship.
What should you do? Confront her with what
you take to be the truth, straight from David’s
letter? Hire a detective to follow her for a week
and hope against hope the letter is a hoax? Or do
you simply remain secure in the trust that vou
have built up all those years?

From Kelly James Clark, “Reformed Epistemology,” Modern Retormation Magazine, vol, 7 (1998,
Reprinted with permission of White Horse Inn, 1725 Bear Valley Pkwy, Escondido, CA 92027,
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