our way and do not kilow whére to turn, And
if we have supposed ourselves to know all about
anything, and to be capable of doing what is
fit in regard to it, we naturally do not like to
tind that we are really ignorant and powerless,
that we have to begin again at the beginning,
and try to learn what the thing is and how it is
to be dealt with — if indeed anything can be
learnt about it. It is the sense of power attached
to a sense of knowledge that makes men desir-
ous of believing, and afraid of doubting,.

This sense of power is the highest and best
of pleasures when the belief on which it is
founded is a true belief, and has been fairly
carned by investigation. For then we may justly
feel that it is common property, and holds
good for others as well as for ourselves. Then
we may be glad, not that I have learned se-
crets by which I am safer and stronger, but
that we men have g0t mastery over more of
the world; and we shall be strong, not for
ourselves, but in the name of Man and in his
strength. But if the belief has been accepted
on insufficient evidence, the pleasure is a sto-
len one. Not only does it deceive ourselves by
giving us a sense of poewer which we do not
really possess, but it is sinful, because it is sto-
len in defiance of our duty to mankind. That
duty is to guard ourselves from such beliefs as
from a pestilence, which may shortly master
our own body and then spread to the rest of
the town. What would be thought of one who,
for the sake of a sweet fruit, should deliber-
ately run the risk of bringing a plague upon
his family and his neighbours?

And, as in other such cases, it is not the risk
only which has to be considered; for a bad
action is always bad at the time when it is done,
no matter what happens afrerwards, Every
time we let ourselves befieve for unworthy
reasons, we weaken our powers of self-con-
trol, of doubting, of judicially and fairly weigh-
ing evidence. We all suffer severely enough
from the maintenance and support of false
beliefs and the fatally wrong actions which they
lead to, and the evil born when one such be-
lief is entertained is great and wide. But a
greater and wider evil arises when the credu-
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he cheat; he lives in the bosom of
,and it is no marvel if he should
even as they are. So closely are our
iit together, that whoso shall keep nr.n
(w, and yet offend in one point, he is
all.

i up: it is wrong always, o<oQ<<rn.nﬁ
ny one, to believe anything upon in-
it evidence.

an, holding a belief which he was
x childhood or persuaded of after-
eeps down and pushes away any
hich arise about it in his mind, pur-
voids the reading of books and the
of men that call in question or dis-
nd regards as impious those questions
nnot easily be asked without disturb-
the life of that man is one long sin
mankind. .

$ judgement seems harsh when applied
e simple souls who have never known
who have been brought up from the
with a horror of doubt, and taught that
ternal welfare depends on what they
i¢, then it leads to the very serious ques-
Who bath made Israel to sin?

ay be permitted me to fortify this judge-
ith the sentence of Milton:

lous character is maintained and sup
when a habit of believing for unwor
sons is fostered and made permanent, [f
money from any person, there may be ne.
done by the mere transfer of Ppossessi
may not feel the loss, or it may preve
from using the money badly. But I canng
doing this great wrong towards Man,

make myself dishonest, What hurts so¢
not that it should lose its property, but
should become a den of thieves; for tf
must cease to be society. This is why we

not to do evil that good may come; for g
rate this great evil has come, that we have:
evil and are made wicked thereby. In lik
ner, if I let myself believe anything on in
cient evidence, there may be no great |
done by the mere belief; it may be tru d

all, or I may never have occasion to exhils
in outward acts. But I cannot help doing
great wrong towards Man, that I make
credulous. The danger to society is not m
that it should believe wrong things, thi
that is great enough; but that it shoul

port of false beliefs. Habitual want of’

or the assembly so determine,
ing other reason, though his b
the very truth he holds becomes his h

(Areopagitica)

And with this famous aphorism of

Coleridge:

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 himself better than all. (Aéds zo Reflection)

Inquiry into the evidence of a doctrine is

not to be made once for all, and then B_n.os as
finally settled. It is never lawful to stifle a
doubt; for either it can be honestly answered
by means of the inquiry already made, or else
it proves that the inquiry was not complete.

‘But,” says one, ‘T am a busy man; I have no

time for the long course of study which would
be necessary to make me in any degree a com-
petent judge of certain question, or even able
to understand the nature of the arguments.
Then he should have no time to believe.

>

about what I believe leads to habitual w:
care in others about the truth of what is
to me. Men speak the truth to one an, 1
when each reveres the truth in his own mi
and in the other’s mind; but how shal

Itis Wrong, Everywhere, Always, and mop.. ?%owﬁ
to Believe Anything upon Insufficient Bvidence

ter van Inwagen

title is a famous sentence from W. K.
ord’s celebrated lecture, “The Ethics of
lief.” What I want to do is not so much to

From Faith, Freedom, and Ravionaliy: Philosophy of

ligion Today, ed. Jeff Jordan and Daniel Howard-
tiyder (London: Rowman & Littlefield, 1996), pp.
37-53. Reprinted with permission.

challenge (or to vindicate) the principle this
sentence expresses as to examine what the
consequences of attempting nosam.ﬂasn:\ n.o
apply it in our lives would be. <E._.o£ phi-
losophers have attempted something that
might be described in these words, and _Sé,
argued that a strict adherence to n_.a‘ﬂo::m of
the principle would lead to a chain of requests
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._,c.. further evidence thar would terminate only
ity such presumably unanswerable questions
a8 “What evidence have you for supposing that
your sensory apparatus is reliable?,” or “Yes
but what considerations can you adduce E,
Support of the hypothesis thar the future wiy
tesemble the Past?”; and they have drawn the
conclusion that anyone who accepts such
.Eo_u.cmioum as that one’s Sensory apparatus
is reliable or that the future will resemble the
past must do 5o in defiance of the principle.
You will be relieved to learn that an investiga-
tion along these lines is not on the program
tonight. I am not £oing to raise the question
whether a strict adherence to the principle

stract sorts of epistemological predicaments
exemplified by uncertainty about the relighj)-
ity of sense perception orinduction. I shal] be
_n.vo_asm at consequences of accepting the prin-
ciple that are much more concrete much closer
nw.oﬁ concerns as epistemically responsible
ciuzens - citizens not only of the body politic
but of the community of philosophers.

Ishall, as 1 say, be concerned with Clifford’s
sentence and the lecture that it epitomizes,

ButIam going to make my way to this topic
E\ a rather winding path. Please bear with me
for a bit,

I begin my indirect approach to Clifford’s
sentence by stating a fact about philosophy.
Philosophers do not agree about anything to
speak of. That s, it is not very usual for agree-
ment among philosophers on any important
.c_:_omovEn& issue to be describable as being,
ina quite unambiguouys sense, common, O:v
this philosopher may agree with that nE_Om.u.v

‘pher on many philosophical points; for that
matter, if this philosopher is a former student
of thar philosopher, they may even agree on
: E\ philosophical points. But you don’t find
niversal or near-universal agreement about
MAny important theses or arguments in
‘ophy. Indeed, it would be hard to find
tiant philosophical thesis that, say, 95
fyisayy. American analytical philoso-
ttween 1930 and 1950 agreed
987, -,

. 10 be forced into a positi

dis of any consequence. Let us call this
dctive  position “philosophical
sm.” (Note that I am not using this
in its usual sense of “comprehensive
teral skepticism based on philosophi-
ment.” Note also that philosophical
m is not a thesis — if it were, it’s hard
6w it could be accepted without prag-
tontradiction - but a state: philosophi-
s are people who can’t see their way
eing nominalists or realists, dualists
5ts, ordinary-language philosophers or
enologists; people, in short, who are
many philosophical options but take
them, people who have listened to
hilosophical debates but have never
¢clared a winner.) I think that any phi-
er who does not wish to be a philo-
skeptic — I know of no philosopher
philosophical skeptic — must agree
¢ that this question has some good
whatever the reason, it must be pos-
for one to be justified in accepting a
ophical thesis when there are philoso-
ho, by all objective and external crite-
re at least equally well qualified to
unce on that thesis and who reject it.
il someone say that philosophical theses
heses of a very special sort, and that phi-
by is therefore a special case? That ad-
y of evidential support is much more
achieved in respect of philosophical
ositions than in respect of geological or
cal or historical propositions? Perhaps
ause nothing really hangs on philosophi-
uestions, and a false or unjustified philo-
hical opinion is therefore harmless? Or
ause philosophy is in some sense not about
ters of empirical fact? As to the first of these
D suggestions, I think it is false that noth-
hangs on philosophical questions. What
ple have believed about the philosophical
eses advanced by - for example — Plato,
tke, and Marx has had profound effects on
tory. I don’t know what the world would
like if everyone who ever encountered phi-
ophy immediately became, and thereafter
¢mained, a philosophical skeptic, but I’'m

objects or that human beings are not f
dimensional things extended in time a
a$ 1n space, when David Lewis — a pi

Well, I 4o believe these things, and
lieve that T am justified in believing them
Tam confident that 1 am right. But how ¢
take these positions? don’t know. Tl
itself a philosophical question, and I ha
firm opinion about its correct answer,
pose my best guess is that €njoy somy
of philosophical insight (I mean in relati
these three particular theses) that, for
merits, is somehow denied to Lewis. A,
would have to be an insight that is incom
nicable — at least 7 don’t know how to ¢
Mmunicate it - for [ have done all I g

has not.come to share my conclusi
maybe my best guess is wrong. I’
about only one thing in this area: the q

it is that seem to me to be true),

on in
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willing to bet it would be a vastly dfifferant
world. (In any case, I certainly hope this sg-
gestion is false. I’d hate to have to detend my
own field of study against a charge of adhep
ing to loose epistemic standards by arguing
that it’s all right to adopt loose cpistemie
standards in philosophy because pt osophy
is detached from life to such a degree rhat
philosophical mistakes can’t do any harm.) In
a more general, theoretical way, Clifford has
argued, and with some plausibility, that it is
in principle impossible to claim on behalf of
any subject-matter whatever — on the ground
that mistaken beliefs about the things of which
that subject-matter treats are harmless — ex-
emption from the strict epistemic standards
to which, say, geological, medical, and his-
torical beliefs are properly held. He argues,

[That is not] truly a belief at all which has not
some influence upon the actions of him who
holds it. He who truly believes that which
prompts him to an action has looked upon the
action to lust after it, he has committed it al-
ready in his heart. If a belief is not realized im-
mediately in open deeds, it is stored up for the
guidance of the future. It goes to make a part of
that aggregate of beliefs which is the link be-
tween sensation and action at every moment of
all our lives, and which is so organized and com-
pacted together that no part of it can be iso-
lated from the rest, but every new addition
modifies the structure of the whole. No real
belief, however trifling and fragmentary it may
seem, is ever truly insignificant; it prepares us to
receive more of its like, confirms those which
resembled it before, and weakens others; and
s0 gradually it lays a stealthy train in our inmost
thoughts, which may some day explode into
overt action, and leave its stamp upon our char-
acter forever. . . . And no one man’s belicfis in
any case a private matter which concerns him-
self alone . . . no belief held by one man, how-
ever seemingly trivial the belief, and however
obscure the believer, is actually insignificant or
without its effect on the fate of manking,

Whether or not you find this general, theo-
retical argument convincing, it does in any cage
seem quite impossible to maintain, given the

[
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actual history of the relation between philoso-  maintain a strong military capability agg
phy and our social life, that it makes no real  increase the risk of war” are not about
a_.mﬁo_.&snn what people believe about philo-  tersof empirical fact. And yet people disy
sophical questions. about these propositions (and scores o
H:a second suggestion — that philosophyis  ers of equal importance), and their disag
“different” (and that philosophers may there-  ments about them bear a disquie
fore properly, in their professional work, ob- resemblance to the disagreements of phi
serve looser epistemic standards than  phers about nominalism and free will any
geologists or physicians observe in theirs) be- covering-law model. That is, their disaj
: cause it’s not about matters of empirical fact  ments are matters of interminable debate
, — is trickier. Its premise is not that it doesnt  impressive authorities can be found on
make any difference what people believe about  sides of many of the interminable debat
philosophical questions; it’s rather that the Itis important to realize that this feat
world would look exactly the same whether philosophy and politics is not a universal
any given philosophical thesis were true or  ture of human discourse. Tt is clear,

will react to this state of affairs bybe-  to think that I must enjoy some sort of
olitical skeptics, by declining to have ~ communicable insight that the orhers, f
tical beliefs that are disputed by highly  their merits, lack. I am inclined to think At
ntand well-informed people. Buthow  “the evidence and arguments I can adduce in
rejection of political skepticism be support of my beliefs” do not constitute the
d? How can responsible political think- totality of my justification for these belicfi, But
pve that the Syndicalist Partyis the last,  all that I am willing to say for sure is that sosme-
ppe for Ruritania when they know full thing justifies me in rejecting political
t there are well-informed (even im- skepticism, or at least that it is possible that
earned) and highly intelligent peo- something does: that itis nota necessary t
10-argue vehemently — ali the while  thar one is not justified in holding a political
o the highest intellectual standards  belief that is controverted by intelligent and
Syndicalist government would be the  well-informed political thinkers.
uritania? Do the friends of Syndical- I have now accomplished one of the things
; > . . : ! tosee gaps in the arguments of their I wanted to do in this chapter. I have raised
MM_ManMW_H_WMM»MMMM nﬂmﬂwM:MMMMMM_MMmM MMRM_MMMMBQQH who believes nts, “facts” that they have cited that  the question how it is possible to avoid philo-
characteristically write and speakin their pro-  sible. It Sw_._m:% hard to find ; . Mt not really facts, real facts thar they have  sophical and political skepticism. In the re-
fessional capacity are meanin ghal at all, then 1 .m this is ﬂdn ar mo bel a : ot to mention, a hidden agenda be-  mainder of this chapter, I am going to turn to
many of them express propositions nrumﬁ are E_M copher wh N M‘S 0 Mﬁ.\na n@»n. heir opposition to Syndicalism? No questions about religious belief. My point in
mecessary truths or necessary falsehoods, and nomEozvo: <M o m%mmnﬂu_ with his o they do. Nevertheless, if they are intel-  raising the questions I have raised about phi-
it’s at least a very doubtful assertion EMH the m\ s indefon .uEE.E m.”mB eld a position . d intellectually honest, they will be losophy and politics was primarily to set the
world would look the same if some necessary  in astrofo St So mn anMuE.Mw\&\ E»n.m. ‘ that if these claims were made in public  stage for comparing religious beliefs with
truth were a falsehood or if some necessary  casier to mm:v\m wmm mnae nsw_ M. ~H~ B_mg :the opponents of Syndicalism would philosophical and political beliefs. But I think
falsehood were a truth, (Would anyone argue  spond - someone who held nro. ca Jdbly be able to muster a very respectable  that the questions I have so far raised are in-
that mathematicians may properly Lold n:m pon ng position N.&ocﬁ disputed and i - The friends of Syndicalism will per-  teresting in their own right. Even if everything
selves to looser epistemic mgw_aww% QQMMH HM t MM:M n&%;ﬂ.ﬁﬂnﬁﬂ I Hmvonn nrn:.u 2 e confident that they could effectively  Isay in the remainder of the chapter is wrong,
ologists because the world would look the  wi ﬁ% EW o mcooﬁ H d at those Mnro disag] :the points raised in this rebuttal, but, if  even if my comparisons of philosophical and
same whether or not there was greatest  tal punish ¢ deterrent effect of ¢ intelligent and intellectually honest,  political beliefs with religious beliefs turn out
rime?) And even if o punishment or the probable conseque ill be aware . . . and so, for all practical  to be entirely wide of the mark, the interest
M_d\ was in no “w“.a_nﬂ MMMM“:ME&._@EFM, of unilateral &mm:.z&dn:n are pot only r oses, ad infinitum. of the questions I have raised so far will re-
:mcoﬁuvﬁmﬂﬁa of empiical munmmm%nm :cmx.rm MM_S: but hold vn.:nm.m that are _:Anmn:mmc k again, what could it be that justifiesus  main. How can we philosophers, when we
well raise the question why this mro:E _ an b EM M&% Emww cocnmmw 1n astrology is w:&nw..aa jecting political skepticism? How can I  consider the matter carefully, avoid the un-
a0y support to the suggestion that philoss. a6 ~.c&nw”%w MVM»M nﬂn Ha nnmw,a this it eve that my political beliefs are justified  comfortable suspicion that the following
phers were entitled to looger epistemic stand-  nably debage d _Am. side of many interay ¢n these beliefs are rejected by people  words of Chifford might apply to us: “Every
ards than geologists or physiologists, given Y cebated political questions - it js- se qualifications for engaging in political  one of them, if he chose to examine himsclf
that philosophical belicfs actually Mo E.ZMNS. Mwwmwwwm aﬁwwﬂm%mzwnmo mww all-one; ourse are as impressive as David Lewis’s  in foro conscientine, would know that he had
portant effects on the behavior of those who  learned) and hight .:W m.n ifications for engaging in philosophical  acquired and nourished a belief, when he had
hold them. Rather than address theissuesthat  wormen who a mr%n W _nw ¢ &nm.m msn:. a ourse? These people are aware of (atleast)  no right to believe on such evidence as was
these speculations raise, however Twill sim- lectual standarg o ¢ very highest in the evidence and all the arguments that T before him; and therein he would know that
ply change the subject. ’ ’ c < MMNM NH s- And this is simply not ¢ aware of, and they are (at least) as good at  he had done 2 wrong thing.”?
Let us consider politics. MMMM&Hv\ noMm_.wn_MmmMMME Mmqﬁm__..omw_g fact; © aluating evidence and arguments as . How, Now as to religion: is religion different from
Almost everyone will admit thatit makesa e ety ftorasen, awwmﬂmn vmﬁ nwnn noz_. fhen, can I maintain that the evidence and philosophy and politics in the respects we have
difference what people believe about politics  values of the claim WBman M a ozn_ e tratlf guments I can adduce in support of my be-  been discussing? Should religious beliets per-
~Tam using the word in its broadest possible Everyone who is inel 4 Mw_qo Ogers. efs actually justify these beliefs? If this evi- haps be held to a stricter evidential standard
sense ~ and it would be absurd to say that  admit N:m will u&ma_w Mmmnmr: Y rounmn ence and these arguments are capable of that,  than philosophical and political beliefs? O, if
propositions like “Capital punishment is an  npable mommn al debates with :.n_.m_mn.n S_H_w ten why aren’t they capable of convincing they are to be held to the same standard, do
ineffective deterrent” or “Nations that do not and well-informed 1ghly Inte hese other people that these beliefs are cor- typical religious beliefs fare worse under this
tatormed people on both sides, sect? Well, as with philosophy, I am inclined  standard than typical philosophical or politi-
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¢l beliefs? It is an extremely popular position
that religion és different. Or, at least, it must
be that many antireligious philosophers and
other writers hostile to religious belief hold
this position, for it seems to be presupposed
by almost cvery aspect of their approach to
the subject of religious belief. And yet this
position seems never to have been explicitly
formulated, much less argued for. Let us cal
it the Difference Thesis. An explicit formula-
tion of the Difference Thesis is a tricky mat-
ter. I tentatively suggest that it be formulatred
disjunctively: Either religious beliefs should
be held to a stricter epistemic standard than
beliefs of certain other types —of which philo-
sophical and political beliefs are the paradigms
= or, if they are to be held to the same
epistemic standard as other beliefs, they typi-
cally fare worse under this standard than typi-
cal beliefs of most other types, including
philosophical and political beliefs. I use this
disjunctive formulation because, while I think
I'see some sort of difference thesis at work in
much of the hostile writing on the epistemic
status of religious belief, the work of this the-
sis is generally accomplished at a sublimina]
level and it is hard to get a clear view of it, I
Suspect that some of the writers T have alluded
to are thinking in terms of one of the disjuncts
and some in terms of the other.

A good example of the Difference Thesis at
work is provided by Clifford’s lecture. One of
the most interesting facts about “The Ethics
of Belief” is that nowhere in it is religious be-
lief explicitly discussed. There are, to be sure,

a few glancing references to religion in the
lecture, but the fact that they are references
to religion, while it doubtless has its polemi-
cal function, is never essential to the point that
Clifford professes to be making. Clifford’s
shipowner, for example, comes to his dishon-
est-belief partly because he puts his trust in
Providence, but Clifford could have made the
same philosophical point if he had made the
shipowner come to his dishonest belief be-
gause-he had put his trust in his brother-in-
iy Clifford’s other main illustrative case is
und an actual Victorian scandal (de-

scribed in coyly abstract terms: “There wy
once a certain island in which . . .”) involvin
religious persecution. But he could have mad
the same philosophical point if he had d¢
scribed a case of purely secular persecution
such as those that attended the Investigatior
of Senator McCarthy; his illustration turn.
simply on the unwillingness of zealous agit;
tors, convinced that the right was on thejr sid
o examine certain matters of public reco
and to obtain easily available testimony.
both of Clifford’s iltustrative cases, there i

here, and for anyone, to believe any-
pon insufficient evidence. If, moreo-
¢ is of the opinion that beliefs in any
eneral category are always or almost
ys: (or typically or rather often) held in
hat violate his principle, this is certainly
Pparent.
1§ conviction that Clifford’s specific tar-
religious belief is no knee-jerk reaction
rly sensitive religious believers or of
igious polemicists eager to find yet an-
stick to beat churchgoers with. If the
ion is not supported by his argument,
‘strictest sense of the word, it is well
ded in his rhetoric. For one thing, the
- abounds in biblical quotations and
s, which is not a usual feature of
td’s prose. For another, there are the
ntial religious elements in both of his
fative examples. Much more importantly,
ver, there are two passing allusions to
ious belief, which, although they go by
16t quickly, are nevertheless writ in letters
¢ who runs may read. First, one of the
onest comforts provided by certain beliefs
are not apportioned to evidence is said to
is: they “add a tinsel splendor to the plain
ght road of our life and display a bright
ge beyond it.” Secondly, when Clifford
ies the question whether it is fair to blame
le for holding beliefs that are not sup-
ited by evidence if they hold these beliefs
result of their having been trained fom
hood not to raise questions of evidence
ertain areas, he refers to these unfortunates
“those simple souls ... who have been
Ptought up from the cradle with a horror of
bt, and taught thar their erernal welfare
pends on what they believe.”
Let us call Clifford’s principle ~ “It is wrong
ways, everywhere, and for anyone ...” —
ifford’s Principle, which seems an appropri-
enough name for it. I should note that
liere seems to be another principle that
lifford seems sometimes to be appealing to
nd which he neither articulates nor distin-
guishes clearly from Clifford’s Principle. Call
it Clifford’s Other Principle. It is something

genuous in the extreme to say that “The Ey
ics of Belief” is simply about the ethics of be]
in general and is no more directed at religioy
belief than at any other kind of belief. “Ey;
ryone knows,” as the phrase goes, th
Clifford’s target is religious belief. (Certair
the editors of anthologies know this. “T}
Ethics of Belief” appears in just about

note in Chisholm’s Perceiving, in the chapt
entitled “The Ethics of Belief.” In that note:

Given that he had borrowed Clifford’s titlg
for his chapter-title, I suppose that that wi;
the least he could have done.) The real thes
of Clifford’s lecture, its subtext as our friend;
in the literature departments sa , is that rel
glous beliefs — belief in God,; belief in an a
terlife, beliefin the central historical claims o
Judaism or Christianity or Islam — are alway;
or almost always held in ways that violate th
famous ethico-epistemic principle whose quos
tation-name is my title: It js wrong alway.

IT IS WRONG TO BELIEVE UPON INSUFFICIENT EVIDE NGE

very much like this: “It is wrony, alw:
rywhere, and for anyone to ignore ey
that is relevant to his beliefs, or to
evant evidence in a facile way.”
Other Principle is obviously not
Principle. It is very doubtful whether some-
one who satisfied the requirements of
Clifford’s Principle would necessarily satisty
the requirements of Clifford’s Other Prini-
ple (it could be argued that it would be possi-
ble to have evidence that justified anc’s
accepting a certain proposition even though
one had deliberately chosen not to examine
certain other evidence that was relevant to the
question whether to accept that proposition)
and it is pretty certain that someone who sat-
isfied the requirements of Clifford’s Other
Principle would not necessarily satisfy the re-
quirements of Clifford’s Principle. I suspect
that Clifford tended to conflate the two princi
ples because of a combination of h
antireligious agenda with an underlying as-
sumption that the evidence, such as it is, that
people have for their religious beliefs is inad-
cquate because it is incomplete, and incom-
plete because these believers have declined to
examine certain evidence relevant to their be-
liefs, owing to a subconscious realization that
examination of this evidence would deprive
even them of the power to continue 0 hold
their cherished beliefs. However this may be,
having distinguished Clifford’s Other Princi-
ple from Clifford’s Principle, I am not going
to discuss it further, beyond pointing out that
there does not seem to be any reason to sup-
pose, whatever Clifford may have thoughe,
that those who hold religious beliefs are any
more likely to be in violation of Clifford’s
Other Principle than those who hold philo-
sophical or political beliefs. We all know that
there are a lot of people who have viofated
Clifford’s Other Principle at one point or an-
other in the course of arriving at their politi-
cal beliefs and a few who have not. As o
philosophy, well, ’m sure that violations of
Clifford’s Other Principle are quite rare amanyg
professional philosophers. No doubt there
are a few cases, however. One might e, for
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example, a recent review of a book by John
Searle, in which the author of the review (Dan
Pennett) accuses Searle of gross violations of
Clifford’s Other Principle in his (Searle’s) de-
scriptions of current theories in the philoso-
phy of mind. If Dennett’s charge is not just,
then it is plausible to suppose that %e is in vio-
lation of Clifford’s Other Principle. So it can
happen, even among us. But let us, as the
French say, return to our sheep, prominent
among which is Clifford’s Principle — Clifford’s
Principle proper, that is, and not Clifford’s
Other Principle.
Itis interesting to note that Clifford’s Prin-
ciple is almost never mentioned by writers
subsequent to Clifford except in hostile ex-
aminations of religious belief, and thar the
antireligious writers who mention it never
apply it to anything but religious beliefs. (With
the exception of illustrative examples — like
Clifford’s example of the irresponsible ship-
owner - that are introduced in the course of
explaining its content and arguing for it. ) It is
this that provides the primary evidence for my
contention that many antireligious philoso-
phers and other writers against religion rac-
itly accept the Difference Thesis: the fact that
they apply Clifford’s Principle only to religious
beliefs is best explained by the assumption that
they accept the Difference Thesis. The cases
of Marxism and Freudianjsm are instructive
examples of what ] am talking about. It is easy
to point to philosophers who believe that
Marxism and Freudianism are nonsense: ab-
surd parodies of scientific theories that get the
real world wildly wrong. Presumably these
philosophers do not believe that Marxism and
Freudianism were adequately supported by the
evidence that was available to Marx and Freud
~or that they are adequately supported by the
evidence that is available to any of the latter-
day adherents of Marxism and Freudianism,
But never once has any writer charged that
Marx or Freud blotted his epistemic escutch-
eon by failing to apportion belief to evidence.,
I challenge anyone to find me a passage (other
than an illustrative passage of the type I have
mentioned) in which any devotee of Clifford’s

demonstrate this to the most casual inquiry
—subscribe to theses an obvious logical con
sequence of which is that the world abound
in gross violations of Clifford’s Principle tha
have nothing to do with religion.

An explanation of the widespread tacit ac
ceptance of the Difference Thesis am
who appeal to Clifford’
tacks on religious belief is not far to seek. J;
s Principle were generally applied isi
philosophy (or in politics or history or ever
in'many parts of the natural sciences),
have to be applied practically eve,
its use became general, we’d all b
shoving it in one another’s faces,
would be no comfortable reply open to mo
of the recipients of a charge of violating
s Principle. Use every man after hi

s Principle in their at

believes that it was
used to wind flax, how can I suppose that my
belief'is supported by the evidence? If my e
.an:no really supports my belief, why doesn
1t convert Professor Graves, who is as awar:
ofitas Iam, to my position? This example, o
course, is made up. But let me mention a re
and not entirely dissimilar example that I re.
cently came across in a review

g experts on the
“What is uncanny
heartening — s the way in which each
muster the fossil record into seemingly con

vincing and yet utterly different syntheses of
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course of human evolution. Reading their ~ champion, it is possible to find clear
ew papers side by side gives the reader a  of this. To find them, onc need o y ¢
linct feeling of having awakened in a Kafka  one’s attention away from the content o
¢l.” Assuming that this description of the  theories to the judgments that physicists |
Stringer and Wolpoff make of their evi-  abourthe theories, their judgments about such
¢ is accurate, can it really be that their  matters as the usefulness of the theorics, their
fs are adequately supported by this evi- “physical interest,” and their prospects. A
¢e? Will someone say that Stringer and ~ former colleague at Syracuse University, an
poff are scientists, and that scientists do internationally recognized quantum- gravity
eally believe the theories they put forward,  theorist, has told me, using a simple d
tather bear to them some more tentative  tive sentence that contained no hedges what-
Of doxastic refation? “Regard as the best  ever, that superstring theory would come to
thesis currently available,” or some such  nothing. Many prominent physicists (Sheldon
tive attitude as that? Well, thatis certainly ~ Glashow, for example) agree. They really be-
the way the author of the review sees the  Jigve this. And many prominent physicists
ite. Stringer, one of the parties in the de- (such as Steven Weinberg and Edward Witten)
has written his own book, also discussed vehemently disagree. They really befieve that
review, of which the reviewer says, “Irz superstring theory has provided the framework
ch of the Neanderthals is built around  within which the development of fundamen-
tringer’s underlying (and highly contro-  tal physics will take place for a century.

§ial) belief that the Neanderthals were an But let us leave the sciences and return to
utionary dead end, that they simply faded our central examples, philosophy and politics.
after a long and unsuccessful com-  If we applied Clifford’s Principle generally,
tion with their contemporaries, the direct ~ we’d all have to become skeptics or agnostics
estors of modern man.” (That the Nean-  as regards most philosophical and political
thals were an evolutionary dead end is,by  questions — or we’d have to find some rea-
ay, the proposition that was at issue in ~ sonable answer to the challenge, “In what
debate berween Stringer and Wolpoffthat  sense can the evidence you have adduced sup-
said to give the reader the fecling of hav-  port or justify your belief when there are many
rawakened in a novel by Kafka.) Later in  authorities as competent as you who regard
¢review, summarizing the book of another  this evidence as unconvincing?” But no an-
(pert on human origins, the reviewer says, swer to this challenge is evident, and religion
another section of the book, Mr Schwartz ~ seems to be the only area of human life in
fends his belief that modern human beings ~ which very many people are willing to be ag-
- more closely related to orangutans than  nostics about the answers to very many ques-
:either chimpanzees or gorillas.” It is hard  tions. (When 1 say “very many people,” I mean
ee how to avoid the conclusion thatitis  very many people like #s. people who write
ry common for scientists gua scientists to  books. It is, of course, false that a very high
e beliefs that are vehemently rejected by proportion of the world population consists
ther equally intelligent scientists who pos-  of people who are willing to be agnostics about
ess the same scientific qualifications and the  religious questions.)

jame evidence. Even in the more austere and 1t might, however, be objected that what [
bstract parts of science, even in high-energy  have been representing as obvious considera-
hysics, the current queen of the sciences,  tions are obvious only on a certain congep-
here there is some real plausibility in the  tion of the nature of evidence. Perhaps the
hesis that investigators typically hold some  Difference Thesis is defensible because the
more tentative attitude than belieftoward the  evidence that some people have for their philo-
content of the controversial theories they  sophical and political (and archacological and
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deliverances of that incommunicable “insight”
that I speculated about earlier. This objection
would seem to be consistent with everything
said in “The, Ethics of Belief,” for Clifford
nowhere tells his readers what evidence is. If
“evidence” is evidence in the courtroom or
laboratory sense (photographs, transcripts of
sworn statements, the pronouncements of
expert witnesses, records of meter readings —
even arguments, provided that an argument
is understood as simply a publicly available
piece of text, and that anyone who has read
and understood the appropriate piece of text
thereby “has” the evidence that the argument
is s2id to constitute), then “the evidence”
pretty clearly does not support our philosophi-
cal and political beliefs. Let such evidence be
cked out with logical inference and private
sense experience and the memory of sense
experience (my private experience and my
memories, as opposed to my testimony about
my experience and memories, cannot be en-
tered as evidence in a court of law or pub-
lished in Physical Review Letters, but they can
be part of my evidence for my beliefs — or so
the epistemologists tell us) and it still seems
to be true that “the evidence” does not sup-
port our philosophical and political beliefs. It
is not that evidence in this sense is necessarily
impotent: it can support ~ I hope - many life-
and-death courtroom judgments and such
scientific theses as that the continents are in
motion. But it does not seem to be sufficient
to justify most of our philosophical and po-
litical beliefs, or our philosophical and politi-
cal beliefs, surely, would be far more uniform
than they are. (Socrates told Euthyphro that
people do not dispute about matters that can
be settled by measurement or caleulation. This
is certainly false, but there is nevertheless an
important grain of truth in it. There is indis-
putably significantly greater uniformity of
opinion about matters that can be settled by
measurement and calculation than there is
about.the nature of justice and the other mat-
t-interested Socrates.) If “evidence”
ofthe courtroom-and-laboratory sort,

historical . . .) beliefs consists partly of the'

how can the Difference Thesis be defended?
If, however, “evidence” can include “in-
sight” or some other incommunicable element
— my private experience and my memories are
not necessarily incommunicable - it may be
that some of the philosophical and political
beliefs of certain people are justified by the
evidence available to them. (This, as I have
said, is the view I find most attractive, or least
unattractive.) But if evidence is understood
in this way, how can anyone be confident that
some of the religious beliefs of some people
are not justified by the evidence available to
them? (I say some people; and that is prob-
ably all that anyone would be willing to grant
in the cases of philosophy and politics. Is there
anyone who believes that it makes sense to
talk of philosophical beliefs being justified and
who also thinks that the philosophical beliefs
of both Carnap and Heidegger were justified?
Is there anyone who holds the cotresponding
thesis about the political beliefs of both Henry
Kissinger and the late Kim I1-Sung?) If evi-
dence can include incommunicable clements,
how can anyone be confident that all religious

believers are in violation of Clifford’s Princi- )

ple? If “evidence” can include the incommu-
nicable, how can the Difference Thesis be
defended?

What I have said so far amounts to a po-
lemic against what I perceive as a widespread
double standard in writings about the rela-
tion of religious belief to evidence and argu-
ment. This double standard consists in setting
religious beliefa test it could not possibly pass,
and in studiously ignoring the fact that very
few of our beliefs on any subject could possi-
bly pass this test.

Let me summarize this polemic by setting
out some Socratic questions; a complex, in
fact, of alternative lines of Socratic question-
ing laid out in a sort of flowchart.

Either you accept Clifford’s Principle or not.
If not, game ends. If so, either you think that
religious belief stands convicted of some
epistemic impropriety under Clifford’s Prin-
ciple or not. If not, game ends. If 50, do you
think that other important categories of be-

stand convicted of similar epistemic im-
ropriety under Clifford’s Principle -
eminently philosophical and political be-
lief If you do, are you a skeptic as regards
Nese categories of belief, a philosophical and
itical skeptic (and, in all probability, a
skeptic in many other areas)? If not, why not?
Mm ou do think that the only important cat-
gory of belief that stands convicted of
istemic impropriety under Clifford’s Prin-
diple is religious belief ~ that is, if you accept
:Difference Thesis — how will you defend
his: position? Do you accept my disjunctive
mulation of the Difference Thesis: “Either
gious beliefs should be held to a stricter
stemic standard than beliefs of certain other
es — of which philosophical and political
eliefs are the paradigms — or, if they are to
¢ held to the same epistemic standard as other
eliefs, they typically fare worse under this
andard than typical beliefs of most other
pes, including philosophical and political
eliefs”? If not, how would yox formulate the
ifference Thesis (and how would you de-
nd the thesis you have formulated)? If you
do accept my disjunctive formulation of the
Difference Thesis, which of the disjuncts do
ou accept? And what is your defense of that
sjunct? In formulating your defense, be sure
explain how you understand evidence. Does
vidence” consist entirely of objects that can
¢ publicly examined (photographs and
pointer readings), or that can, at least for
purposes of setting out descriptions of the
evidence available for a certain thesis, be ad-
quately described in public language (sens-
tions and memories, perhaps)? Or may what
is called “evidence” be, or be somehow con-
tained in or accessible to the subject in the
form of, incommunicable states of mind of
the kind X have rather vaguely called “insight?”
If the former, and if you have chosen to say
that a single standard of evidence is appropri-
ate to both religious beliefs (on the one hand)
and philosophical and political beliefs (on the
other), and if you have decided that religious
' beliefs fare worse under this one standard than
philosophical and political beliefs — well, how

IT IS WRONG TO BELIEVE UPON INSUFFICIENT EV

can you suppose that philosophical and po-
litical beliefs are supported by that sort of evi:
dence, public evidence, to any signitic
degree? If the evidence available to you pro-
vides adequate support for, say, your adhcr:
ence to a certain brand of functionalism, and
if it is evidence of this straightforward public
sort, then it is no doubt readily available o
most philosophers who have paid the sanmie
careful attention to questions in the philoso-
phy of mind that you have. But then why
aren’t most of these philosophers functional-
ists of your particular stripe? (Why, some re-
spectable philosophers of mind aren’t even
functionalists at all, shocking as that may scem
to some of us.) Wouldn’t the possession and
careful consideration of adequate, really ad-
equate, evidence for a proposition induce be-
lief in that proposition? Or, if evidence that
provided adequate support for a philosophi-
cal proposition was readily available through-
out a sizable population of careful, qualificd
philosophers, wouldn’t this fact at least induce
a significant uniformity of opinion as regards
that proposition among those philosophers?

If you take the other option as to the na-
ture of evidence, if you grant that evidence
may include incommunicable insight, can you
be sure, have you any particular reason to sup-
pose, that it is false that there are religious
believers who have “insight” that lends the
same sort of support to their religious beliefs
that the incommunicable insight that justifics
your disagreement with Kripke or Quine or
Davidson or Dummett or Putnam lends to
your beliefs?

This is the end of my Socratic flowchart, [
will close with an attempt to forestall two pos-
sible misinterpretations. First, T have not chal-
lenged Clifford’s Principle, or not unless to
point out that most of us would find it awks
ward to live by a certain principle is to ¢hal-
lenge it. Clifford’s Principle could be correct
as far as anything I have said goes, Secondly, I
have not argued that religious beliefy - aiy
religious beliefs of anyone’s = ars justified o
enjoy any particular wartant of posivive:
epistemic status or whatever your own fivories
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jargon s (For that matter, I have not argued
a&.n vr:o.«.cv_z.nm_ and political beliefs — any
philosophical or political beliefs of anyone’s —

are justified or-enjoy any particular warrantor  Clifford®

" . i ! Principle to th

positive epistemic starug I have recorded i ’ b € o the problem of
neao:& conviction that some philosophi QW %ﬁwﬂ:m Eow:nu\ ow a.n_@o:m belief. The
and political beliefs are justified, but I have <1t suffices to point o

of everyone’s senses. To discuss this questio)
was not my project. My project has been

gious Belief as Basic

ligious beliefs are Justified, by

t that they are js

N that the phjl hy
not argued f ; . . phtlosopher who argues that
Dt Wo o M“ MMM MMMMMM:@W_O =Mw mind  religious belief - or some belief of m:w M%M_ "
A metry — re- h 1 3 *
cording my personal conviction that some re. : owm_ﬂwmwwnwa because it goes contrary ¢ Warranted Belief in God

hot a part of my thesis.)
There is one important question that bears

Plantinga

n.wmmmozm belief (or, more likely,
grous belief in general, but on particyfar rel
gious beliefs) should set Clifford’
aside and argue that religious belief (or thi

or that religious belief) is refuted by the evi
dence they present.

ow in g general and confused way that God
is implanted in us by nature.
) St Thomas Aquinas

say the beliefin a loving and all-powerful de-
1ty goes clean contrary to the plain evidence

“for since the creation of the world God’s invis-
‘qualitics — bis eternal power and divine na-
¢~ have been clearly seen, being understood
m what bas been made.

St Paul

de jure challenge to Christian (or theis-
belief . . . is the claim that such belief is,
onal or unreasonable or unjustifiable or
ssome other way properly subject to invidi-
s epistemic criticism; it contrasts with the
acto challenge, according to which the
blief in question is false. Put just like that,
de jure rebuke is pretty vague and gen-
ral; we can’t do much by way of evaluating
e proposed complaint without achieving a
arer and more specific formulation ofit . . .
s complaint is really the claim that Chris-
tian and other theistic belief is #rational in
the sense that it originates in cognitive mal-
function (Marx) or in cognitive proper func-
tion that is aimed at something other than the
truth (Freud) — comfort, perhaps, or the abil-
ity to soldier on in this appalling world in
which we find ourselves. To put it another
way, the claim is that such belief doesn’t origj-
nate in the proper function of cognitive facul-
ties successfully aimed at producing true

* From Alvin Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief
(forthcoming). Reprinted with permission,

beliefs. To put it in still another way, the
charge is that theistic and Christian belief Jzchs
warrant.

By way of response, in this chapter I shall
first offer a model — a model based on a claim
made jointly by Thomas Aquinas and John
Calvin - for a way in which theistic belief could
have warrant. . . .

1 The A/C Model
A Models

I'say I propose in this chapter to give a model
of theistic belief’s having warrant; but what
sort of animal is 2 model, and what would it
be good for? There are models of many dif-
ferent kinds: model airplanes, artists’ models,
models in the sense of exemplars, models of a
modern majot general. There is also the logi-
cian’s sense. of model in which, for example,
any consistent first order theory has a model
in the natural numbers... . . My use of the term
here is more abstract than the first and more
concrete than the second. The rough idea is
this: to give a model of a proposition or state
of affairs §is to show how it could be that Sis
indeed true or actual. The model itself will be
another proposition (or state of affairs), one
such that it is clear (1) that it is possible, and
(2) thatifitis rue, then so is the target propo-

' sition. From these two, of course, it follows

that the target proposition is possible. In this
chapter I shall give a model of theistic belicf s




