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F A ITH A N D R E A SO N *
1. The Stand-point of Superstition and Science.— Shall Reason
serve Faith, or shall F aith serve R eason ?
I'n accordance w ith these alternatives, m en have ranged
them selves in tw o great parties : the one relying on external
intellectual authority, the other on individual reason. T here

have alw ays been m en w ho are satisfied to have their think -
ing done for them , and there have ever been men who in-
sisted on understanding w hy they showuld assent to any belief.
The form er stand-point m ay be called that of superstition, the

latter that of science.

I't would be a great m istake, however, to identify these tw o
stand-points w ith those of religion and atheism . T here are
superstitious atheists and there are religious scientists. T he
stand-point of superstition applies equally to all w ho ow e
their intellectual position to anything except personal re -
search and conviction . T here are m any C hristians w ho be -

long to a particular C hurch only because they have never
severely guestioned its doctrine ; and there are m any nom inal

non-C hristians who are such only because they were born or

educated in a circle w here there was m uch prejudice against
C hristianity . There is as m uch superstition in flippant unbe-
lief, as in unquestioning' assent. T he stand-point of science
applies, on th e contrary, to all w ho ow e their intellectual
position to personal research and conviction alone. R esearch
m ay, and often does, justify one’s original position, because
there is alw ays an im m ense presum ption in favour of the
position already held. Y et, research, m ore or less thorough,
m ay lead th e inguiring m ind far from its original position .
T he fact of changing or retaining one’s form er position, or

the fact of occupying either position w ould not of itself de-
cide w hether superstition or science had guided the enqguirer.

I't is however true that, in respect to religion, the union of
C hurch and State, in pre-C hristian as well as C hristian tim es,

has always made for the acceptance of the stand-point of

superstition, consciously or unconsciously ; for it has identi-
fied to a certain extent, in its m oral sanctions, the conception
of unbelief and crim inality. B oth offences were avenged by
th e sam e punishm ent, and consequently th e sam e obloqgquy
fell to their lot.

The conception of the separation of Church and State, born

w ith the French R evolution, and adopted in th e C onstitution
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as C hristianity possessed the power to do so, it dem anded the
destruction of its religious opponents. E ven so clear-headed

a m an as A m brose did not think justice need b e observed

w hen dealing w ith Jew s and heretics. W hen th e em peror
Theodosius had com m anded the C hristian bishop of C allicli-
num in M esopotamia to restore the Jew ish synagogue and
V alentinian C hurch, w hich m onks had w ithout any reason
destroyed, A m brose forced h im to rescind his edict on th e
ground that it w as not fitting th at m oney in th e hands of
C hristians should be used for such a purpose. C harlem agne

received praise for giving the conguered Saxons the choice of

im m ediate death or baptism . Torquemada was acting w ith
ecclesiastical authority w hen he forced the heretics to b e
saved in spite of them selves. Finally, a Pope him self ap

proved of the M assacre of S. B artholomew , Aug. 24, 1572, at
Paris, and caused a m edal to b e issued in com m em oration o f
the event. E ven th e R eform ers approved of such m eans of
conversions, as the persecutions of Q uakers and E piscopalians

In N ew E ngland testify .

3. The Stand-point of Superstition Advanced to those W ithin
the Church.— To those who are w ithin her own pale, however,
th e C hristian C hurch has alw ays advanced th e intellectual
stand-point of superstition. W e are to Id th at at the Council

of N icaea the debate wasnoton the question which contention

— of the C atholics or the A rians— was the true one ; the guid -
ing m axim was @ “ let the ancient custom s prevail.” W e now
begin to hear of the traditions of the “ Fathers " handed down

from the A postles, which are to be considered the norm s of

tru th (6). This plea is very deceptive. H istorical psychology
shows that every m an considers his own opinion to agree w ith
that of the wise men of ancient tim es. H ence the bare fact of
being in a m ajority carries w ith it the sanction of agreeing
w ith the “ Fathers.” R eason is perm itted to do its utm ost to
defend any dogma, but it m ust never presumee to question it.

This is the position of Clem ent of A lexandria, the first C hris-

tian since the days of Paul who countenanced philosophy at
all. It m ay b e succinctly stated in th e follow ing w ords o f
A nselm of C anterbury “ As th e rig ht order of things re -

qgquires that we believe the deep thing’s of the C hristian faith
before we presum e to discuss them by reason, so it seem s to
me to be a sign of negligence if after we have been confirm ed
in the faith we are not eager to understand w hat we believe.
W herefore since, by the prevenient grace of God, I think th at

I hold the faith respecting' our redem ption so firm Iy that even

if I could hot com prehend w hat I believe by any process of
reasoning, there is nothing w hich could tear me away from
its firm basis, I beg you to explain to m e, etc.” The “ pre-
venient grace of God ” is m erely a m etaphor for the fact of

having been born and educated am ongst orthodox C hristians,
a ground of belief w hich the m ost abased fetish-w orshipper,

and the M uhammadan could claim w ith full as m uch reason
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as A nselm ; and in consideration of w hich his orthodox firm
ness becomes sheer unreasoning obstinacy . Y et, not all
C hristians were as m oderate as A nselm . The Church does not
lack her Tertullian who cried ont : “ It is credible, just be-
cause it is foolish ; it is certain because it is im possible (8).”

In view of such opinions, we see the cogency of the em peror

Julian’'s declaration against the C hristians that “ The highest
point of your wisdom is to believe (9).”

4. Defence of the Stand-point of Superstition.— It is but nat-
ural, how ever, th at C hristians w ould have been, from tim e
to tim e, forced to defend this stand-point. Cyril of Jerusalem

(10) returned an answer which agrees alm ost w ord for w ord
w ith th at of O rigen to this objection : “ W hy showuld it not be
m ore reasonable, since all hum an affairs are dependent on

faith, to believe God rather than men? For who takesa voyage

or m arries or begets children or casts seeds into th e ground
w ithout believing that better things w ill result, although the
contrary m ight and does happen (uy)y 2~ Cyril adds the ex -

am ple of the m ariner w ho trusts him self on the ocean w ith

but barely tw o inches of plank betw een him self and destruc -
tion ; A m obius (12) adds m any other like circum stances.

Bufi these argum ents do not prove what they were intend
ed to show . Every one of these instances is a case in w hich

reasonable experience has dem onstrated that such a course,in

the great m ajority of cases, yields satisfactory results. D oubt-

less, they are instances of the use of faith ; but it is not faith
dom inating and contradicting th e experience of reason, but
in every case being lim ited and dom inated by it. N o sailor
tru sts him self to th e ocean till he h as exam ined his craft, to
assure him self she is seaw orthy. The sower does not sow his

seed in the desert or on stone pavement; hecarefully prepares

the ground that is to receive it. E ach of these instances is a
capital proof of the rationalistic stand-point, and different in
k ind from faith in G od, w hich, in its dogm atic statem ents,

confessedly opposes or neglects reason.
5. Modern Defence.— C hristian w riters have in m odern tim es

pointed out that every advance of science is dependent on an

exercise of faith. T he doctrine o f Conservation of Energy,
w hich h as been satisfactorily proved only in very isolated
cases, has become a doctrine of faith, and as such has been
the means of every achievement in physics, biology and psy -
chology. By faith in the analogy of the fam ilies of chem ical

elem ents several elem ents were announced a few years before

their actual discovery,— not only their m ere existence af-
firm ed, but their w eight, nature, and properties predicted.
If then, it is said, scientists m ust use faith in order to pro-
phesy accurately, w hy should it not be equally right for souls

to attain their salvation by faith ?

It m ay be showwn, however, that in this argum ent there s
the same undistributed middle we found in the last section.
R eligious and scientific faith are w holly different in their re-

lation to reason.



Faith and Reason.

R eligious faith dem ands unquestioning assent, while refus-
ing to perm it any rational investigation of its m ysteries : and
everything w hich reason cannot understand is called a

m ystery .

Scientific faith, on the contrary, is founded on an induction
of facts. Universal and ex haustive research of phenomena
being out of the question, we can only say : as far as we have
heard from investigators, we have always found that w ater
is com posed of tw o particles of hydrogen, to one of oxygen.
Consequently, until we find a drop of w ater w hose com posi-
tion is different, we have the right to use our faith in declar-
ing that all w ater is so com posed. Hypotheses, on the strength
of w hich experim ents are m ade, are only partial inductions

and are only valid as long as no undoubted fact incom patible
w ith them is discovered. In such scientific research we have
an adm irable exam ple of the use of hum an faith assisting,
but in every case relying for its w arrant on reason.

The earliest apostle of scientific faith-w as A bailard, w hose
efforts were futile only because scientific investigation w as in
those days im possible. N eander (13) says of him o “ H e as -

sumed as his owwn position that faith proceeds first from en -

qguiry, that it w orks itself out of doubt by m eans of rational
investigation . I'n this respect, then, he m akes faith develop
itself out of intellection, because one m ust first know w hy and
w hat he believes before one can believe ; though in another
respect he acknow Idged th at this intellection has its root in
faith

6. Scientific Faith not Necessarily Irreligious.— Y et it m ay be
asked, is scientific faith necessarily irreligious ? T his question
m ay be em phatically answ ered in the negative. I't is possible
to investigate the field of religious facts w ith scientific m eth
ods, using only scientific faith, and there is no reason w hy

such investigations should not be as satisfactory as investiga-
tions in the field of physics or chem istry. In fact, the field of

m orals and of psychical phenomena has already been cleared

for the scientific plow . R esults have so far proved that nothing
need be feared for any legitim ate facts of hum an nature.
W hereas it has been custom ary in form er tim es to consider all

apparitions of the dead as being im agination or deceit, a com
m ittee appointed by the Society for Psychical R esearch, the

chairm an of w hich was Dr. Sidgw ick of Cam bridge (14),has ac-

know ledged th at they m ust be granted credence, if properly
authenticated. The veracity and standing of the investigators
assure us th at justice woill b e done to th e subiject, so th at
w e have nothing to lose, but all to gain, by continued re -
searches. B esides, if C hristianity is co-extensive w ith tru th
then tru th m ust be co-extensive w ith C hristianity ; and in
vestigation can only vindicate it. T he m ore ardent out re-
ligious faith in C hristianity the m ore ardent should be our

desire for its scientific investigation and vindication.

The opposition of C hristianity to science, before and since
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the condem nation of G alileo’s heliocentric theory as scientifi-
cally absurd, and opposed to religious tru th (15) m ight be
interpreted as consciousness on its part of its own falsity,6 if
we did not know it proceeded from nothing w orse than ignor-
ance of scientific m ethods and results, and from b lind party
prejudice, w hich w ould not in itse If be crim inal, if it did

not oppose itself to the m arch of enlightenm ent.

7. M ystery.— N or let this question o f ““m ystery ” be m is-
understood. N obody w ould object to a bona-fide m ystery,
w hich w as im m ediately, on revelation from a satisfactory
source to a reliable recipient, understood to be a m ystery.

B utwhen hundreds of years elapse before it is discovered that
a certain doctrine is a m ystery ; when every elem ent of this

supposititious m ystery can be traced ultim ately to pagan phil-

osox>hy, or to religious utterances published first centuries
before the revelation of the supposed m ystery, then it is a
guestion w hether the particular “ m ystery " is not m erely the
form ulation o f undigested heterogeneous elem ents in the
m ind of a m an who was not strong enough to fuse them , and
w ho preferred to excuse the illogical by <calling it a m ystery.
M oreover, even if a m ystery was to be revealed, it could only

be revealed to the m ind of a m an, w hich could only apprehend
it by its reason. Hence, in th e last resort, it is the reason o f
a m an w hich m ust exist as the condition of any m ystery .

Besides, supposing that a revelation should have been granted

w hich had n o practical bearing on th e m oral life, and w as
incom prehensible, w hat use could it subserve ? It could only
be of value as a cabalistic m agical incantation, like Solom on'’s
‘“Schem aham phorash !~ A gain reason w ould have to judage
o f its value, w hether its effects w ere of any use or not.

Hence, ultim ately reason would be the arbiter.

8. The Necessity of Thought.— There is a final consideration
w hich w ould seem to decide the question w hether it is ad-
visable to tru st in reason or in superstition as criterions o f
tru th . The fact is that w hatever theories be held, reason is
relied on, even to discredit itself. W hen, for instance, the
argum ent against reason is put in this form , that it is un
trustw orthy as a guide, on account of such and such im per-
fections, it is evident that this very fallibility of reason is
proved by absolute reliance on reason itself, by which any
ratiocination m ust be conducted. Hence, in endeavouring to
prove the fallibility of reason, we have actually given reason
an infallible authority, and on account of its infallibility con -
cluded to its fallibility . Do what we w ill, therefore, it is
evident it is im possible for the hum an m ind to transcend it-
self, and that even in suiciding, it vindicates itself.

This im possibility for rational beings of escaping from this

kind of rationality need not be thought anything strange.
I't is only one phase of the universally recognized m etaphysi-

cal im possibility of transcending thowught. This is called the



Faith and Reason. 7

“ necessity of thought,” the im possibility of doubting one’s
own doubt.
Do what man will, he cannot flee away from him self ; he

only know s him self in his consciousness, and outside of his

consciousness, of course, he cannot be conscious of him self.
H ence, reason is actually his guide and criterion of reality,
even w hen he discredits it. H ence to exalt faith as against
reason is self-contradictory, and a consideration of the facts
forces m an, in spite of him self, if he w ould use faith at all,

to be rationally, and not irrationally a truster in faith

9. Throwing away the Handle after the Axe.— It is objected to
a reliance on reason that it is unsatisfactory. I't is but an
unsafe, and an untrustw orthy guide.

This m ust be granted, for ignorant of him self m ust that
m an b e w h o does not recognize how often his reason is a
halting guide. Y et, it m ay be asked, supposing th at this is
so, w hat difference does it m ake ? G rant that reason, as a
guide o f life, is not infallible, and yet, it is th e best that
w e have, it is the best that we can have. Shall we throw
aw ay th e only thing w e have or can have because it is not
b etter ? Shall we not rather preserve it carefully, educate
it as far as possible, and m ake it go as far as possible ? I's
it not better to do this than to suicide intellectually, and to
be th e plaything o f a superstition w hich originally w as
founded on a pitiful attem pt at rationality ?

T he light of reason is poor, perhaps, but it is better than
darkness. Protect the flam e from th e rude b lasts o f th e
w ind ; trim the candle, and m ake the best of what you have.
A nd perhaps, by careful education, reason m ay grow m ore
able to b e tru sted , m ore continuous, m ore im partial, m ore
likened unto the Divine Eeason of w hich it is a faint, but yet

genuine im age.
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