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I-New Phases 0/ an Ancient 
Conflict 

'to BALLYHOO 

As one whose business it is to write about 
public affairs, I have often been made to feel 
like a man at the theatre who forgets where 
he is and shouts at the hero to beware of the 
villain.. For of late it has been our mood in 
politics to regard ourselves as the spectators at 
a show rather than as participants in real 
events. At a show well bred people do not hiss 
the villain. They enjoy the perfection of his 
villainy and recognize that he is necessary to 
the show. 

We have become very sophisticated. We 
have become so sophisticated that we not only 
refuse to mistake make-believe for reality, but 
we even insist upon treating reality as make
believe. We are so completely debunked that 
we have almost persuaded ourselves that all 
beer is near-beer and that every battle is, a 
sham battle. 
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4 American Inquisitors 
That part of the American people which 

likes to think of itself as the civilized minority 
has insisted for some years now that no intel
ligent man can afford to be caught holding the 
illusion that any public event really matters 
very much. For public affairs are the serious 
occupation only of dunderheads, cowards, trim
mers, frauds, cads on the one hand, and of 
opponents of prohibition, motion picture cen
sorship, and the obscenity laws on the other. 
They assure us that in the main public ;tffairs 
are insufferably dull. Taxation is dull. The 
maintenance of peace is dull. Imperial respon
sibilities are dull. Everything is dull,-if you 
treat it responsibly. But if you area man of 
wit and discernment you will not treat anything 
responsibly. You will not expect to be edified. 
You will manage to be entertained. Having 
convinced yourself that nothing matters much, 
having forgotten that it is fully as difficult to 
govern a state as to write lin essay, you will find 
that the spectacle of democracy in action is a 
glorious farce full of captivating nonsense. 

I do not know whether newspaper writers, 
belong to the civilized minority or not. But I 
do know that they have never been so thor
oughly convinced as they are today that the 
measure of events is not ~eir importance but 
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Ballyhoo 5 
their value as entertainment. This is the mood 
of the people. When my friend Mr. Mencken 
says "I enjoy democracy immensely. It is in
comparably idiotic, and hence incomparably 
amusing," the democracy replies, or would if 
it could express itself, "You said it, old man. 
Everybody ought to have a sense of humor and 
enjoy himself. We have enjoyed ourselves 
mightily with half a dozen gorgeous murders, 
beauty contests, and the inner secrets of a lot 
of love nests." For the booboisie and the civ
ilized minority are at one in their conviction 
that the whole world is a vaudeville stage, and 
that the purveyors of news are impresarios. 
whose business it is to keep the show going at 
a fast clip. It is still customary to record the 
conventionally important affairs of state. But 
they are like the prescribed courses for fresh
men, things which you have to pass in order to 
pass them by. 

The real energies. of the enterprising mem
bers of my profession have recently gone into 
the selection, the creation, the staging, and the 
ballyhooing of one great national act after an
other. Sometimes it is a sordid act. Some
times, as in the Lindbergh idyll, it is a beautiful 
act. What matters is that it should never be a 
dull act. The technical skill which this requires 
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is great. It is no easy thing to keep the excite
ment going with never a dull moment, and with 
intermissions just long enough for the audience 
to go out into the lobby for a breath of air. 
It is a new and marvellous profession, this 
business of entertaining a whole nation at 
breakfast. It is a profession which the older 
and more sedate editors look upon much as if 
they were deacons and had been asked to dance 
the Black Bottom. 

2. DAYTON AND CHICAGO 

Among the events on which the modern art 
of ballyhoo has been practised there are two 
at least which are not likely to be forgotten 
soon. The world laughed at the~, but it has 
not yet laughed them off. For they are sym
bols and portents. I refer to the trial of John 
T. Scopes at Dayton and to the trial of William 
McAndrew at Chicago. With your permission 
I propose to discuss these two cases as marking 
a new phase in the ancient ,conflict between 
freedom and authority. 

This place is an appropriate one surely to 
such a discussion. For the University of Vir
ginia is a temple erected by Jefferson to the 
belief that the conclusions reached by the free 
use of the human reason should and will pre-
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Dayton and Chicago 7 
vail over all conclusions guaranteed by custom 
or revelation or authority. For this boldness 
Jefferson was, as you know, fiercely attacked as 
seditious and godless, not only by the Thomp
sons and the Bryans of his day, but by many of 
the important leaders of thought. The first 
appointment to the faculty of this University 
aroused a storm of protest in the legislature 
because the Board of Visitors wished to appoint 
Dr. Cooper, a man who had been prosecuted 
under the Sedition Law, and was accused as 
well of being a Unitarian. A century has 
passed. Legislatures are still ready to be 
aroused as they were against Dr. Cooper. But 
Jefferson's theory has become the acknowledged 
principle of education in all modern communi
ties. There are no longer educated men any
where who would openly venture to challenge 
the principle that there is no higher loyalty for 
the teacher and the scholar than loyalty to the 
truth. 

And yet this principle is under attack today 
in all sections of the country. The attacks are 
made by churchmen and by patriots in the name 
of God and country. The attack of the church
men is aimed chiefly' at the teaching of the bio
logical sciences, the attack of the patriots at 
the teaching of history. I need hardly tell 
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you that Dayton and Chicago are exceptional 
only in the amount of attention they have re
ceived. They happened to lend themselves to 
the art of ballyhoo. They are not unique. 
They are merely episodes of a wide conflict 
between scholarship and popular faith, between 
freedom of thought and popular rule, which 
irritates American politics with deep discords. 
The spirit of the Tennessee Statute against the 
teaching of the theory of evolution is not con
fined to Tennessee. The purpose behind it 
has been carried into effect in many American 
communities either by statute, by adminis
trative ruling, or by the self-denying ordinances 
of frightened educators. The threat of legis
lation like that in Tennessee is almost as effec
tive as the actual legislation itself, and that 
such a threat exists as a determining influence 
on education in many parts of this country, no 
one, I think, will deny. The same holds true 
of the patriotic inquisition which is typified by 
Mayor Thompson's crusade against the text
books of history used in the Chicago schools. 
Mayor Thompson did not start this crusade. 
He'has merely carried on a little more spectacu
larly the zealous work which others had begun. 
There are few communities, therefore, in which 
there has not been some sort of inquisition 
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recently to find out if the teachers are as re
ligious as Dr. John Roach Straton or as patri
otic as Mayor Hylan of New York, Mayor 
Thompson of Chicago, and Mr. William Ran
dolph Hearst. 

These assaults upon the freedom of teaching 
have been supported by the ignorant part of 
our population, the spokesmen of these new 
inquisitions have often been mountebanks, and 
invariably they have been ignoramuses. As a 
result, educated men have been disposed, partly 
because they were sincerely contemptuous, 
partly because they were prudent, to treat the 
whole matter as a farce which would soon break 
dowl). through its own inherent absurdity. It 
is very easy to make light of the Chicago inquis
itor who could not recall in the excitement of 
his patriotism whether it w~s Nathan Hale or 
Ethan Allen who regretted that he had only 
one life to give for his country. It is fairly 
funny to read that the Mayor of Chicago has 
drawn up a list of patriots of Polish, German, 
and Irish descent, who ought to be celebrated 
in the Chicago schools. But I am not so sure 
that it is possible to laugh all this off, and I 
am not so sure but that at the core of all this 
confusion there is not something of great im
portance which it behooves us to understand. 
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I am inclined to think that Dayton and Chi

cago are landmarks at which it is profitable 
to pause and ask ourselves whether the theory 
of liberty which we inherit is adequate. I do 
not find it adequate. My own experience as a 
controversial journalist during the last ten 
years has convinced me that while the intelli
gence and the wit of the community are op
posed to these clerical and patriotic inquisitions, 
there exists no logically consistent philosophy 
of liberty with which to combat them. I am 
thoroughly persuaded that if Mr. Bryan at 
Dayton had been as acute as his opponents, he 
would have conquered them in debate. Given 
his premises, the logic of his position was un
assailable. I am no less persuaded that the 
objects of Mayor Thompson's cru;ade could be 
stated in a way which would compel the respect
ful attention of every thinking man. 

I know perfectly weI! that Mayor Thompson 
cannot state them in such a fashion. But I see 
no advantage in winning a cheap victory just be
cause the opposition has a poor lawyer. I 
propose, therefore, to ignore as irrelevant all 
the superficial absurdities of the attacks on 
learning, to ignore the discreditable motives 
which sometimes confuse the issue, to ignore 
above all the squalid ignorance which surrounds 

A Curious Coincidence II 

these controversies, and instead to examine 
them sympathetically and dispassionately, not 
in their weakness and folly, but in their 
strength. I propose, if you please, to be the 
Devil's Advocate. 

Need I remind you that the real title of that 
official is Promoter of the Faith? 

3. A CURIOUS COINCIDENCE 

I should like at the outset to invite your 
attention to a curious coincidence. I have be
fore me a copy of Jefferson's "Bill for Estab
lishing Religious Freedom. This bill, as you 
know, was accepted in 1786 with a few unim
portant changes by the General Assembly of 
Virginia. It has been called the first law ever 
passed by a popular assembly giving perfect 
freedom of conscience, and by common consent 
it is regarded as one of the great charters of 
human liberty. I have before me also the text 
of the bill which was passed by the General 
Assembly of the State of Tennessee on March 
13, 1925, entitled An Act Prohibiting the 
Teaching of the Evolution Theory. 

No two laws could be further apart in spirit 
and in purpose than these two. And yet at 
one point there is a strange agreement between 
them. On one vital matter both laws appeal 
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to the same principle although they aim at 
diametrically opposite ends. The Virginia 
statute says that "to compel a man to furnish 
contributions of money for the propagation of 
opinions which he disbelieves, is sinful and 
tyrannical." The Tennessee statute prohibits 
"the teaching of the evolution theory in all the 
universities, normal and all other public schools 
of Tennessee, which alI"e supported in whole or 
in Pall"t by the public school funds of the State." 
You will note that the Tennessee statute does 
not prohibit the teaching of the evolution 
theory in Tennessee. It merely prohibits the 
teaching of that theory in schools to which the 
people of Tennessee are compelled by law to 
contribute money. Jefferson had said that it 
was sinful and tyrannical to compel a man to 
furnish contributions of money for the propa
gation of opinions which he disbelieves. The 
Tenne~see legislators representing the people 
o.f their state were merely applying this prin
Ciple. They disbelieved in the evolution theory, 
and they set out to free their constituents of 
the sinful and tyrannical compulsion to pay for 
the propagation of an opinion which they dis
believed. The late Mr. Bryan made this quite 
clear: 

"What right," he asked, "has a little irre-
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sponsible oligarchy of self-styled intellec~ 
tuals to demand control of the schools of the 
United States in which twenty-five millions of 
children are being educated at an annual ex
pense of ten billions of dollars?" 

Some time ago I pointed out this disturbing 
coincidence to a friend of mine who has de
voted many years of his life to the study of 
Jefferson. After a few remarks about the devil 
quoting Scripture, he said that the coincidence 
shows how dangerous it is to use too broad a 
principle in justifying a practical aim. That of 
course is true. Jefferson, like other enlightened 
men of his time, believed in the separation of 
church and state. He wished to disestablish 
the church, which was then supported out of 
public funds, and so he declared that taxation 
for the propagation of opinions in which a man 
disbelieved was tyranny. But while he said 
'opinions,' he really meant theological opinions. 
For ardently as he desired to disestablish the 
church, he no less ardently desired to establish 
a system of public education. He t_hought it 
quite proper to tax the people to",support the 
public schools. For he believed that "by ad
vancing the minds of our youth with the grow
ing science of the times" the public schools 
would be elevating them "to the practice 
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of the social duties and functions of self. 
government." 

One hundred and forty years later the politi
cal leader who in his generation professed to be 
J efferson's most loyal disciple, asked whether, 
if it is wrong to compel people to support a 
creed they disbelieve, it is not also wrong to 
compel them to support teacning which impugns 
the creed in which they do believe. Jefferson 
.had insisted that the people snould not have to 
pay for the teaching of Anglicanism. Mr. 
Bryan asked why they should be made to pay 
for the teaching of agnosticism. 

'4. DIALOGUE ON OLYMPUS 

This was, I believe, a momentous question 
which we have been too busy to debate. But 
perhaps by this time, Mr. Jefferson and Mr. 
Bryan have met on Olympus where there is 
plenty of time. If they have, let us hope that 
Socrates is present. 

SOCRATES: I have been reading your tomb
stone, Mr. Jefferson, ;tnd I see that you are the 
author of the Declaration of Independence, the 
Statute for Religious Freedom, and that you 
are the Father of the ·University of Virginia. 
You do not mention more worldly honors. It 
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is evident that you~ passion was for liberty and 
for learning. 

JEFFERSON: It was. I had, as I once said 
to Dr. Rush, sworn upon the altar of God 
eternal hostility against every form of tyranny 
o "ler the mind of man. 

SOCRATES: And this I believe is Mr. Bryan, 
three times the chosen leader of the party which 
you founded. 

JEFFERSON: In a manner of speaking, yes . 
SOCRATES: A disciple of yours? 
JEFFERSON: You, too, had disciples, I 

believe. 
SOCRATES: Yes, more than I care to remem

ber. They often quarrelled. I shall ~ot go 
further into that. 

JEFFERSON: You were always kind. 
SOCRATES: We shall see. I shall ask you 

a few questions. 
BRYAN: Mr. Jefferson can answer them all. 
JEFFERSON: I'm not so sure. 
BRYAN: A good conscience can answer any 

question. 
SOCRATES: I'm afraid then that I never had 

a good conscience. 
BRYAN: It was good considering that you 

were a foreigner and a heathen. 
SOCRATES: You, too, were accused of being 
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a heathen. Were you not, Mr. Jefferson,ac
cused of being an enemy of religion? 

BRyAN (interrupting): That is a foolish 
question.. You may not know it, Mr. Socrates, 
but he was twice President of the United States. 

JEFFERSON: I was denounced as an atheist 
by many good people. 

SOCRATES: Were you an atheist? 
JEFFERSON: No, but I disestablished the 

church in Virginia. 
SOCRATES: On what theory? 
JEFFERSON: I reflected that the earth was 

inhabited by a thousand million of people, that 
these professed profiably a thousand different 
systems of religion; that ours was but one of 
that thousand; that if there were but one right, 
and ours that one, we should wish to see the 
nine hundred and ninety-nine sects gathered 
into the fold of truth. But against such a 
majority we could not effect this by force. I 
said to myself that reason and persuasion are 
the only practicable instruments. To make way 
for these, free inquiry must be indulged; and 
how could we wish others to indulge it while 
we refused it ourselves? 

SOCRATES: Had not every state in your day 
estaolished some religion? 

JEFFERSON: That is true. I replied, with 
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some exaggeration I admit, that no two. had 
established the same religion. Was this: I 
asked, a proof of the infallibility of estabhsh-

ment? 
SOCRATES: SO you disestablished the churc~., 
BRYAN: He did, sir, and thus proved hiS 

sterling· Americanism. 
SOCRATES: You also, Mr. Bryan, believe in 

the complete separation of church .and state? 
BRYAN: I do, sir, most certamly. It IS 

fundamental. 
SOCRATES: Can it be done? . . . You look 

surprised. I was merely wondering. 
BRYAN: It has been done in America. 
SOCRATES: I won't argue with you about 

that. I should like to ask Mr. Jefferson some 
more questions. For example: the church 
which you disestablished ha~ a. creed as to how 
the world originated, how It IS governed, and 
what men must do to be saved? Had it not? 

JEFFERSON: It had. . 
SOCRATES: And according to the church t~IS 

creed was a revelation from God. In refusmg 
to pay taxes in support of the teaching of this 
creed, you asserted, I suppose, tIiat this creed 
was not revealed by God? 

JEFFERSON: Not exactly. I argued that 
the validity of this creed was a matter f~r each 

I 
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individual to determine in accordance with his 
own conscience. 

SOCRATES: But all these individuals acting 
as citizens of the state were to assume, I take 
it, that God had not revealed the nature of the 
universe to man. 

JEFFERSON: They were free as private in
dividuals to believe what they liked to believe 
about that. 

SOCRATES: But as citizens tlley could not 
believe what they liked? 

JEFFERSON: They could not make their 
private beliefs the official beliefs of the state. 

SOCRATES: What then were the official be
liefs of the state? 

JEFFERSON: There were none. We be
lieved in free inquiry and letting reason prevail. 

SOCRATES: I don't understand you. You. 
say there were many people in your day who 
believed that God had revealed the truth about 
the universe. You then tell me that officially 
your citizens had to believe that human reason 
and not divine revelation was the source of 
truth, and yet you say your state had no official 
beliefs. It seems to me it had a very definite 
belief, a belief which contradicts utterly the 
belief of my friend St. Augustine for example. 
Let us be frank. Did you not overthrow a state 
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religion based on revelation and establish in its 
place the religion of rationalism? 

BRYAN: It's getting very warm in here. All 
this talk makes me very uncom.fortable. I 
don't know what it is leading to. 

SOCRATES: I don't either. If I did, I 
should not be asking questions. What is your 
answer, Mr. Jefferson? 

JEFFERSON: I'll begin by pointing out to you 
that there was no coercion of opinion. We had 
no inquisition. 

SOCRATES: I understand. But you estab
lished public schools and a university? 

JEFFERSON: Yes. 
SOCRATES: And taxed the people to support 

them? 
JEFFERSON : Yes. 
SOCRATES: What was taught in these 

schools? 
JEFFERSON: The best knowledge of the 

time. 
SOCRATES: The knowledge revealed by 

God? 
JEFFERSON : No, the best knowledge ac

quired by the free use of the human reason. 
SOCRATES: And did your taxpayers believe 

that the best knowledge could be acquired by 
the human reason? 
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JEFFERSON: Some believed it. Some pre

ferred revelation. 
SOCRATES: And which prevailed? 
JEFFERSON: Those who believed in the hu

man reason. 
SOCRATES: Were they the majority of the 

citizens? 
JEFFERSON: They must have been. The 

legislature accepted my plans. 
SOCRATES: You believe, Mr. Jefferson that 

the majority should rule? ' 
JEFFERSON: Yes, providing it does not in

fringe the natural ,rights of man. 
SOCRATES: And among the natural rights of 

man, if I am not mistaken, is, as you once 
wrote, the right not to be compelled to furnish 
contributions of money for the p~opagation of 
opinions which he disbelieves, and abhors. Mr. 
Bryan, I think, disbelieves and abhors the 
opinion that man evolved from a lower form 
of life. 

BRYAN: I do. It is a theory which under
mines religion and morality. 

SOCRATES: And you objected to being taxed 
for the teaching of such an opinion? 

BRYAN: I most certainly did. 
SOCRATES: And you persuaded the repre

sentatives of a majority of the voters in one 
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state to forbid this teaching in the schools they 
were compelled to support. 

BRYAN: It was an outrageous misuse of 
public funds. 

SOCRATES: May I ask whether you meant 
that nobody should be taxed to support the 
teaching of an opinion which he disbelieves, or 
whether you meant that the majority shall de
cide what opinions shall be taught. 

BRYAN, I argued that if a majority of the 
voters in Tennessee believed that Genesis was 
the true account of creation, they had every 
right, since they pay for the schools, not to have 
the minds of their children poisoned. 

SOCRATES: But the minority in Tennessee, 
the modernists, the agnostics, and the unbe
lievers, also have to pay taxes. Do they not? 

BRYAN: The majority must decide. 
SOCRATES: Did you say you believe in the 

separation of church and state? 
BRYAN: I did. It is a· \fundamental 

principle. 
SOCRATES: Is die right of the majority to 

rule a fundamental principle? 
BRYAN: It is. 
SOCRATES: Is freedom of thought a funda

mental principle, Mr. Jefferson? 
JEFFERSON: It is. 
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SOCRATES: Well, how would you gentlemen 

compose your fundamental principles, if a ma
jority, exercising its fundamental right to rule, 
ordained that only Buddhism should be taught 
in the public 'schools ? 

BRYAN: I'd move to a Christian country. 
JEFFERSON: I'd exercise the sacred right of 

revolution. What would you do, Socrates? 
SOCRATES: I'd re-examine my fundamental 

principles. 



2. RESUMING ON OLYMPUS: CONCERNING 

FREEDOM 

For the analysis of the implications of an 
idea we have no more convenient instrument 
than the Socratic dialogue. So with your per
mission I shall resume the Dialogue on Olym
pus at the point where it was broken off, last 
night. 

JEFFERSON: You were saying, Socrates, 
that it would be well to examine these con
flicting fundamental principles. I offer you as 
a beginning the principle iaid down in my 
Notes on Virginia that reason and free inquiry 
are the only effectual agents against error. 

SOCRATES: I believe that was not a new 
principle in your day? 

JEFFERSON: Indeed it was not. You prac
tised it yourself. 
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SOCRATES: So I did. There were others 

before me. I remember Protagoras who wrote 
a book On' the Gods,-our gods, Mr. Bryan
which began: "Concerning the gods, I cannot 
say that they exist nor yet that they do not 
exist. There are more reasons than one why 
we cannot know. There is the obscurity of the 
subject and there is the brevity of human life." 
His books were collected and burned. Reason 
has never been popular. 

JEFFERSON: It will prevail. 
SOCRATES: What will prevail? 
JEFFERSON: Reason will. prevail. Galileo 

was sent to the Inquisition in 1616. But his 
book was taken off the Roman Index in 1835. 

SOCRATES: SO in this case it took only 219 

years for reason to prevail. Why did it take 
so long? 

BRYAN: The vested interests of the church 
were too strong for the people. 

SOCRATES: I was put to death by vote of 
the people. The authorities would have been 
glad to have me escape. It was the triumph 
of democracy which finished me. 

BRYAN: The people are sometimes misled. 
SOCRATES: I dare say. The persecution of 

the Christians was rather provoked by the 
populace than desired by the authorities. The 
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Inquisition was very popular in its day. When 
the Pope and the Bishops relented, public 
opinion insisted upon the extermination of the 
heretics. The people are still like that down 
there below. It was, I think, the Great Com
moner who led the last crusade against science. 
It is the newspapers of the larger circulations 
which appeal to the great mass of the people: 
who are always smelling OUt treason in the 
schools. 

JEFFERSON: And what do you conclude 
from all this? 

SOCRATES: That the common people hate 
reason, and that reason is the religion of an 
elite, of great gentlemen like yourself. 

BRYAN: Reason a religion? What do you 
mean? 

SOCRATES: The common people have always 
known that reason is a religion. That is why 
they dislike it so violently. 

JEFFERSON: Please speak more plainly. 
SOCRATES: You advocated the use of reason 

and free inquiry. What for? 
JEFFERSON: I said: "Give a loose to them . ' 

they Will support the true religion by bringing 
every false one to their tribunal, to the test of 
their investigation." 

SOCRATES: You said "their tribunal," the 
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tribunal of reason and free inquiry. I suppose 
these false religions, as you call them, also had 
a tribunal to which they summoned beliefs. 
What was that tribunal? 

JEFFERSON: It was usually called revela-
tion. 

SOCRATES: And it was your theory that re
ligions based on divine revelation should be 
investigated before the tribunal of human 
reason. 

JEFFERSON : Yes. 
SOCRATES: That God's Word should be 

tested by human words? What makes you so 
confident about human reason? 

JEFFERSON: Many statements purporting 
to be revealed truth are demonstrably false. 
They can easily be disproved. 

SOCRATES: Have not many statements based 
on reason turned out to be demonstrably false? 

JEFFERSON: Their error has been exposed 
by reason and corrected by reason. 

SOCRATES: SO the difference between revela
tion and reason is that conclusions based on 
revelation cannot be corrected, but that con
clusions based on reason can always be cor
rected. 

JEFFERSON: That is right. 
SOCRATES: Then you can never be sure that 

, 
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a conclusion reached by reason is finally 
correct? 

BRYAN: - I demonstrated that at Dayton. I 
quoted several biologists who disagreed with 
Darwin. 

SOCRATES: Did these biologists of yours say 
they had at last got the whole truth? 

BRYAN: I don't think they did. 
SOCRATES: SO in this realm of reason you 

are never very sure of anything. 
JEFFERSON: You must always keep your 

mind open for new evidence. 
SOCRATES: Then if I understand you cor

rectly a reasonable man is one who does not 
believe very firmly in his own reason. 

JEFFERSON: He trusts his reason but he 
distrusts his conclusions. 

BRYAN: This is getting very complicated. 
SOCRATES: Well, it is complicated. Mr. 

Jefferson says that a man must believe that rea
son will give him the truth, but he must not 
believe too strongly that he has the truth when 
he has -reasoned it out. 

JEFFERSON: The work of reason is never 
finished. 

SOCRATES: You wish men to believe in rea
son, but not in their reasoning at any particular 
moment. Is that it? 
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JEFFERSON: That is what is now called the 

scientific spirit. 
SOCRATES: Does one not need faith to be

lieve that reason, though never wholly success
ful, will at last conquer reality? 

JEFFERSON: Sublime faith. 
SOCRATES: Perhaps more faith than the 

ordinary man can feel? 
JEFFERSON: What are you leading to? 
SOCRATES: To an explanation of why the 

people reject reason though· it has been con
sciously practised for two thousand years.· 

JEFFERSON: In the end they accept it. But 
it isa long and often a bitter struggle. 

SOCRATES: Do they accept reason, or do 
they accept some conclusion at which reason has 
happened to arrive? 

JEFFERSON: The scientific method is widely 
practised now. 

SOCRATES: I grant you that. Reason has 
more devotees than it ever had before. But 
they are still a minority. I return to my ques
tion: is it a victory for reason if the people at 
last accept what they once regarded as dan
gerous heresy? 

JEFFERSON: Not necessarily. 
SOCRATES: Why not necessarily? 
JEFFERSON: Because, as you so cunningly 
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pointed out, the conclusions reached by reason 
are not final. By the time the people accept a 
rational conclusion, it may no longer be ra
tional. You would say, I suppose, that in 
twenty-five years the mountaineers of Tennes
see will swear by Darwin as violently as they 
now swear at him. 

BRYAN: I can say in this connection that 
having had an opportunity to meet Mr. Dar
win, it is evident that he is a kindly, patient, 
and forbearing man. 

SOCRATES: Yes, he will make an excellent 
saint in the church which Clarence Darrow is 
founding. 

BRYAN: I didn't know that Mr. Darrow 
was a churchman. 

SOCRATES: Neither does Mr. Darrow. But 
he is. When Mr. Darrow was younger tha~ 
he is today, scientific men found the hypothesis 
of mechanism rather convenient. Mr. Darrow 
has been teaching this hypothesis as gospel ever 
since. He is very orthodox. It is a sad and 
kindly religion which may have quite a vogue. 

JEFFERSON: Does it persecute unbelievers? 
SOCRATES: No. Mr. Darrow merely makes 

them look f~olish. But that hurts. 
BRYAN: It does. 
JEFFERSON: It would be better, as I told 
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Livingston at the end of my life on earth, if 
men learned to be less confident in the con
clusions of human reason and to give more 
credit to the honesty of contrary opinions. 

SOCRATES: You may remember that in the 
Laws of Manu it is enjoined on the Brahman 
that when his hair is white, and his skin is 
wrinkled, and he has looked on his son's sons, 
he shall turn his back on his home and his ordi
nary affairs, and withdrawing to the forest, 
shall devote the remainder of his days to medi
tation on the nature of the Infinite Being. 
When you wrote that to Livingston you had 
become the Sage of Monticello. You had 
turned your back on men. 

JEFFERSON: I was consulted by all kinds of 
men to the end of my days. 

SOCRATES: But you had forgotten what 
men are like if you thought they could endure 
it not to be confident of their conclusions. 

JEFFERSON: Explain yourself. 
SOCRATES: I feel that I am going to make 

a speech. 
BRYAN: I shall like it. 
JEFFERSON: I don't think I shall. I once 

told the president of a debating society that 
most oratory is an insult to an assembly of rea
sonable men, disgusting and revolting, instead 
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of persuading. Speeches measured by the hour 
die with the hour. 

SOCRATES: You rather enjoy quoting your
self. 

JEFFERSON : No, these speeches are being 
put into my mouth. 

SOCRATES: SO are mine being put into my 
mouth. 

BRYAN: Newspapermen liKe to put words 
into people's mouths. 

SOCRATES: I do not complain. I am going 
to deliver my speech. 

JEFFERSON: What were we talking about? 
SOCRATES: I was about to explain why men 

cannot endure not being confident of their con
clusions. And I was going to say that most 
men have ho time for speculation. They have 
too many immediate worries. Ideas are of no 
use to them unless they provide means of deal
ing with the things that worry them. They 
feel insecure. They have to make a living, and 
they are constantly menaced by tills and that, 
by drought and plagues, by wars and oppres
sions, by disease and death. An easy and tol
erant skepticism is not for them. They want 
ideas which they can count upon, sure cures, 
absolute promises, and no shilly-sliallying with 
a lot of ifs and perhapses. The faith of the 

-----------._-.. - ---- - - .-_ .. _._._ .. __ ._------ ----- - - ------- ---
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people is always. hard, practical, and definite. 
And that is why your religion of reason is not 
for them. 

JEFFERSON: Because it denies them hard 
and fast conclusions on which they can rely 
absolutely? 

SOCRATES: Yes. Have you ever stopped to 
think what it means when a man acquires the 
scientific spirit? It means that he is ready to 
let things be what they may be, whether or not 
he wants them to be that way. It means that 
he has conquered his desire to have the world 
justify his prejudices. It means that he has 
learned how to live without the support of any 
creed, that he can be happy, or at least serene, 
that he can be good, or at least humane, no 
matter what conclusion men may come to as to 
the origin of the world, or its plan, or its des
tiny. There are not many men of this sort in 
any age. 

JEFFERSON: Utterly self-sufficient and dis
interested men. Are they the only ones who 
can endure complete freedom of thought? 

SOCRATES: They are the only ones. Ifa 
man has wants he must pay the price. If he 
wants gold and silver and big estates, he must 
want the kind of society in which it is possible 
for him to have these things. If he wants a 
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heaven of material well-being, he must want 
the kind of universe which will guarantee him 
such a heaven. It is only when he has ceased to 
care about the result that he can trust himself 
wholly to free inquiry. 

JEFFERSON: Must a man then surrender 
everything if he is to be free? 

SOCRATES: That was my conclusion. That 
is why I refused to flee to Thessaly when they 
left the prison door open for me. Had I run 
away in order to be able to eat a few more din
ners, I should have been not a philosopher but 
the slave of my own stomach. Had I submitted 
to that, could I ever again have been sure that 
what I thought was the voice of reason was not 
in fact the rumbling of my own stomach? 

JEFFERSON: Is freedom as difficult as you 
make it out? 

SOCRATES.; Not quite. I am now a legend 
deNised by Plato to instruct mankind. . 

JEFFERSON: You mean that freedom may 
not require the complete renunciation of 
worldly desires? 

SOCRATES: I mean that freedom may also be 
a matter of degree, and that men could enjoy a 
good deal of freedom if, while following their 
worldly desires, they did not think very highly 
of any of them. 
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JEFFERSON: But you said that most men 

were too preoccupied with the problem of liv
ing to look at life in this fashion. 

SOCRATES: I adhere to that. And while 
mankind is thus preoccupied it will neither en
joy freedom itself nor tolerate too much of it 
in others. I was thinking of a considerable 
minority which now exists for the first time in 
the history of mankind, a class who no longer 
really need to worry about their safety or 
whether they can earn enough to live. 

JEFFERSON: They may have other worries. 
Have you noticed the divorce courts down 
there? 

SOCRATES: I am not a reformer. I was 
merely going to say that when the necessities 
of life are secure, a man can begin to be free. 
We in Athens founded our freedom on chattel 
slavery. So I think did you. You have got to 
found it on something. If they can do it with 
machines and organization and wise laws, well 
and good. The point is that a man can only 
begin to be disinterested when he has ceased to 
be hungry and uncomfortable and frightened. 
I was free because I wanted so little. You were 
free because you wanted nothing more. But 
people are never free who want more than they 
can have. Their wants create worries, their 
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worries create prejudices, their prejudices de
mand guaranties, and under freedom of thought 
nothing is guaranteed. 

3. DIALOqUE AT DAYTON 

In the light of this analysis I should like to 
consider sympathetically the state of mind of a 
taxpayer in Tennessee who favored the passage 
of the so-called anti-evolution bill. That state 
of mind is fairly represented, I imagine, by a 
letter which appeared in the Knoxville News 
at the time of the controversy. The writer, 
after remonstrating with the newspaper for its 
failure to treat the law respectfully, concludes 
by saying: "The anti-evolution law prohibits the 
teaching that the world was created in any way 
except as set forth in Genesis. Tbat is as it 
should be. Our children can now go to school 
without having all their faith and hope de
stroyed by science." 1 

MODERNIST: I don't see what difference it 
makes to faith and hope whether the world was 
created as set forth in Genesis or not. I could 
join you in insisting upon the moral truth of 
the Sermon on the Mount, but why do you in
sist upon the scientific truth of Genesis? 

1 Quoted in Maynard Shipley, T he War on Modem 
Science) p. 220. 



50 American ·Inquisitors 
FUNDAMENTALIST: If. I deny the teaching 

of Genesis, what assurahce have I about the 
teaching in Luke, Matthew or Mark? 

MODERNIST: The teachings of the Gospels 
are verified by the religious and moral experi
ence of men. That is your assurance. But the 
teaching of Genesis runs counter to the knowl
edge of men. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: This comes down to say
ing that I am to pick and choose what parts of 
the Bible I shall believe. 

MODERNIST: Are you not a Protestant? Do 
you not believe in the right of private judg
ment? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Had you studied his
tory a little more carefully you would not ask 
this question. You might examine Luther's 
views on Zwingli and on the Anabaptists. 

MODERNIST: You mean that the right of pri
vate judgment was not a principle in Luther's 
teaching, but a method, provisionally adopted, 
for dealing with the authority of the Pope? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I do. For me the hope 
of salvation depends upon the authority of the 
Scriptures. 

MODERNIST; The account of creation in 
Genesis has nothing to do with the promise of 
salvation. 
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FUNDAMENTALIST: You are quite wrong .. 

It would make no difference if the Bible had 
said that the world was created in seven mil
lion years rather than in seven days or that 
man was descended from an ape. I could be
lieve that as readily as I believe what I now 
believe. The important question is not what 
the Bible says about creation, but that the Bible 
says it. If the Bible is wrong about creation, 
how am I to know that it is not also wrong 
about salvation? I say to my children: You 
must not steal. . . . You must not lie. . . . 
You must keep the Ten Commandments .... 
You must follow the teachings of the Sermon 
on the Mount. . . • They say to me: Why 
should we do that? . . . I tell them it is 
God's will. They say to me: How do you 
know it is God's will? I reply: Because 
Scripture is the word of God divinely inspired. 
And then they say: Yes, but teacher says the 
Bible is wrong when it tells that woman was 
made from Adam's rib. 

MODERNIST: Must your children then be
lieve what is untrue in order that they may 
believe what is true? 

FUNDAMENTALIST; I don't know that Gene
sis is untrue. N either do you. You weren't 
there at the creation and neither was Darwin. 
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Your scientists are all at sixes and sevens, and 
none of them even pretends to know how the 
world came to be created. 

MODERNIST: They know it could not have 
been created as set forth in Genesis. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: They do, do they? 
Well, what if they do? 

MODERNIST: Don't you want your children 
to respect the truth? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Indeed I do. That is 
just where I quarrel with modernism. It un
dermines the respect of my children for the 
truth. They learn a lot of half-baked theories 
about evolution in school, and then they come 
home disbelieving the whole religion and moral
ity of their fathers, and recognizing no stand
ards of conduct except their own wilfulness. 

MODERNIST: You are going to ask me to be
lieve that the whole of religion and of morality 
rests upon an old Jewish legend about the 
creation? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I am going to ask you 
to tell me what guarantee there is for religion 
and morality if you first reject the authority 
of the Catholic Church, as Protestants do, a9A 
then proceed to reject the authority of .·;ihe 
Bible, as you modernists do? . 

MODERNIST : We do not reject the authority 
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of the Bible. We hold that it is profoundly 
inspired. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Is the whole Bible in
spired? 

MODERNIST: Not all of it. The Bible is a 
vast literature not all written at one time and 
by no means all of the same quality. The 
Bible is not a single book. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Then how do you know 
which parts of the Bible are, as you say, pro-
foundly inspired? _ 

MODERNIST: Those parts are inspired which 
are verified by the religious experience of man
kind. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: And how do you know 
that the religious experience of mankind lis 
reliable? Do all modernists agree on what 
they will regard as the profoundly inspired 
parts of the Bible? 

MODERNIST: There is some disagreement. 
FUNDAMENTALIST: SO that one modernist 

might call one part of the Bible inspired and 
another modernist might not. 

MODERNIST: That is so. 
FUNDAMENTALIST: Then perhaps you will 

tell me how I am to convince my children that 
any part of the Bible is inspired. 

MODERNIST: You must enlarge their experi-
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ence and train their judgment. Then they can 
decide for themselves. 

. FUNDAMENTALIST : They are to decide for 
themselves what is moral and immoral? 

MODERNIST: They must learn to be guided 
in their decisions by the accumulated wisdom 
of the race. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Guided by it. But not 
bound by it? 

MODERNIST: It is impossible to lay down 
absolute rules which will be valid in all cases. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: SO we have come to the 
conclusion that it is impossible to know for 
certain what God's will is. It is equally im
possible to know for certain what the so-called 
wisdom of mankind is. Each youngster, there
fore, is, under your system, to· face the temp
tations and the perplexities of the world with 
nothing more than a tentative moral code which 
he is at liberty to revise as he sees fit. How do 
you distinguish this beautiful theory from sheer 
moral anarchy? 

MODERNIST: You have got to have some 
faith in the commonsense and decent instincts 
of your fellow men. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Have you such faith? 
MODERNIST: Yes. Haven't you? 
FUNDAMENTALIST: No. I haven't. Such a 
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faith is contradicted by that experience of man
kind to which you are so fond of appealing. 
Your natural man is a natural barbarian, grasp
ing, selfish, lustful, murderous. Your psycho
analysts will tell you that. The religious teach
ers knew it long before the psychoanalysts 
rediscovered it. They called it original sin. 
They knew man was unworthy until he had been 
redeemed, or as you would say, educated. 

MODERNIST: And what does that prove? 
FUNDAMENTALIST: That even if the mod

ernists could agree upon a moral code, they 
could not inculcate morality. ·For the moral 
life is due not to the acceptance of a set of 
rules but to a transformation of the will. 

MODERNIST: And what have you to offer 
that will transform the will except the kindly 
advice and the good example of the wise? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I have the knowledge 
that I am part of a universe governed by a 
divine plan to which, if I wish to be everlast
ingly happy, I must make my will conform. 

MODERNIST: In order to be good is it neces
sary to believe all that? Have there not been 
good men who disbelieved it? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: No doubt there have 
been. Yet you will not deny that the great mass 
of mankind has always insisted upon believing 
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that it was in communion with, and subject to, 
a will greater than its own. Do you know of 
any popular morality in the history of the world 
which has not had some sort of supernatural 
sanction? 

MODERNIST: I do not know of any popular 
morality. But I know that there have been 
men who lived nobly without supernatural 
sanction. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Is it your hope, then, 
that what a few men have done all men might 
ultimately do? 

MODERNIST: That is, I suppose, the faith 
of the modernist. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Are you not rather an 
optimist? 

MODERNIST: In what respect? 
FUNDAMENTALIST: You admit that all his

tory shows how few men have been able to live 
a moral life without die conviction that they 
were obeying a divine will. You then point 
out a few unusual men, a few stoics perhaps, 
a few Epicureans, a few followers of Spinoza, 
a few pure and disinterested spirits among the 
scientists, and you ask me to believe that what 
this trifling minority has achieved through in
nate moral genius, the great humdrum mass of 
mankind is to achieve by what you optimisti-
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cally describe as education. I do not believe it. 

MODERNIST: If I accepted your argument 
I should be forced to the conclusion that the 
mass of mankind are incapable of receiving 
the truth. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: That horrifies you? 
MODERNIST: It does indeed. 
FUNDAMENTALIST: I thought you had sol-

emnly sworn to follow the truth wherever it 
might lead. But when you are confronted with 
the possibility that mankind cannot receive 
truth, you shrink from that truth. Does that 
not rather tend to confirm my suggestion that 
the appetite for truth is not so strong after all? 

MODERNIST: That is an ingenious paradox 
and I haven't time to unravel it. Come back 
to the main point. You were saying that only 
a small minority has ever found the moral life 
possible without the absolute assurance that it 
was obeying a divine will. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: And you were admit
ting that the task of modernism is to teach the 
vast majority to live as only this small minority 
has previously lived. I was expressing my 
doubts as to whether the modernists would 
succeed. 

MODERNIST: Are they not compelled to try? 
FUNDAMENTALIST: I'll let you answer that. 



58 American Inquisitors 
MODERNIST: Then I should say that noth. 

ing can now arrest the penetration of the scien. 
tific spirit into every field of opinion. You do 
not seriously think your laws against Darwin 
and the rest are effective? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Apparently they are 
not. 

MODERNIST: Then what you call unbelief
that is, disbelief that there exists an authorita. 
tive account of destiny-is bound to infect the 
whole population. That being the fact, is it 
not our task to prepare men to lead indepen. 
dent, rational lives? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I might grant you that 
unbelief is bound for the time to spread. But 
I cannot believe you will succeed ~n teaching the 
great mass of men to lead independent, rational 
lives. 

MODERNIST: You believe that all men are 
the children of God? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I do. And that most of 
them are children. 

MODERNIST: That they are endowed by 
their Creator with reason and conscience? 

FUNDAMENTALIST : Yes. 
MODERNIST: Why then deny to the humc 

blest that salvation which some of the greatest 
have found? 
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FUNDAMENTALIST: You are argumentative, 

and you are very naive. 
MODERNIST: If there is one thing we mod· 

ernists are not, it is na·ive. We lire highly 
sophisticated people. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I withdraw the word 
naive. You are merely ignorant. You have 
never studied the history of religions. Nat· 
urally you are ignorant. 

MODERNIST: I have studied the history of 
religions. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Then how could you 
have failed to observe that the greatest teach· 
ers, Jesus, St. Paul, Buddha, Plato, Spinoza, 
all of them, taught that the perfect life was 
too difficult for the mass of men, that it reo 
quired discipline and renunciation which most 
men could not endure, that it was in fact beyond 

. their moral capacities? 
MODERNIST: You mean that 'narrow is the 

gate' ? 
FUNDAMENTALIST: I do. Spinoza said that 

the way of salvation must be hard or it would 
not be by almost all men neglected. 

MODERNIST: What you are saying now 
seems to destroy what you were saying before. 
You began by asking me how you could con· 
vince your children that they should accept 
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morality if they were not first convinced that 
it is God's will. Now you are saying that it 
is extremely difficult for most men to obey God's 
will. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: The great religious 
teachers, my friend, reached up to heaven, but 
their feet were firmly planted upon the earth. 
They had no illusions, as you have, about the 
capacities of men. That is why every impor
tant religion contains every grade of teaching 
from the grossest superstition to the purest ex
pression of the spirit. Nobody who examines 
Buddhism or Christianity can have the slightest 
doubt that they have been adapted in the course 
of time to all the different intellectual and 
moral levels of mankind. 

MODERNIST: And what do you deduce from 
these rather broad and doubtful generalizations 
of yours? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I deduce the extremely 
important conclusion that modernists are trying 
to grow grapes from thistles. And that that 
is a rather nai've thing to do. 

MODERNIST: I told you once that I objected 
to the word naive. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Well, I don't know 
what to call it. But are you not in fact 
blithely proposing to teach the scientific method 
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to a mass of people who haven't the remotest 
chance of understanding it? 

MODERNIST: I said we were compelled to 
try because the supernatural systems of author
ity were ceasing to be credible in the modern 
world. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: That you are helping to 
break down the supernatural systems of au
thority I won't deny. But that you are teach
ing men to do without them I am not so sure. 

MODERNIST: Why should you be so doubt
ful? The western world was once pagan. 
Then it became Catholic. Then a part of it 
became Protestant. Why should it not now 
become scientific? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Because this last change 
calls for the profoundest change in the habits 
of the human mind which has ever taken place. 
It means that men must learn to act with cer
tainty upon premises which are uncertain. Your 
scientific method cannot guarantee its conclu
sions beyond all shadow of doubt. 

MODERNIST: Of course it cannot. 
FUNDAMENTALIST: But the mass of men 

won't tolerate this much uncertainty. They 
are not sufficiently disinterested. They will 
make incontrovertible dogmas out of scientific 
hypotheses. You are not teaching science when 
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you teach a child that the earth moves around 
the sun rather than, as the Bible teaches, that 
the sun moves around the earth. 

MODERNIST: I know that. 
FUNDAMENTALIST: SO that what your SCi

entific education comes down to is this. A 
minority, perhaps a slowly growing minority 
acquire the scientific habit of mind and learn 
to live the disinterested kind of life which sci
ence demands. But the rest merely acquire 
odds and ends of more or less obsolete informa
tion which, while it destroys the authority and 
the majesty of their inherited religion, is in it
self morally worthless. It fits into no plan, it 
supports no ideal of life. It provides no back
ground for the human spirit. 

MODERNIST: I find all this rather depress
ing. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: I remind you again that 
as a modernist you are a devotee of the truth. 

MODERNIST: What truth are you talking 
about? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: A truth which shatters 
many pretences and illuminates some of the 
confusion of the modern mind. 

MODERNIST: I am all agog to hear this truth. 
FUNDAMENTALIST: Then you shall hear it. 

In our public controversies you are fond of 
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arguing that you are open-minded, tolerant and 
neutral in the face of conflicting opinions. That 
is not so. You are fond of arguing that the 
conclusions of science can be reconciled with 
the conclusions of theology. That is evasive. 
These claims deceive nobody. They are merely 
adopted as convenient pretences by the politi
cally minded, the timid, and the superficial. 
You know and I know that the issue is not 
whether Adam was created at nine o'clock in 
the morning or whether he descended from an 
ape. The issue is whether there exists a Book 
which, because it is divinely inspired, can be 
regarded by men as the "infallible rule of faith 
and practice," or whether men must rely upon 
human reason alone, and henceforth do with
out an infallible rule of faith ;tnd practice. 
What you challenge is not Genesis but revela
tion, and what I am defending ultimately is the 
faith of men that they know the Word of God. 

I would ask you therefore not to be confused 
by the incidental ignorance of your partisans 
and of mine. It is of no consequence in itself 
whether the earth is flat or round. But it is of 
transcendent importance whether man can com

. mune with God and obey His directions, or 
whether he must trust his own conscience and 
reason to find his way through the jungle of 
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life. On that question it is impossible for an 
honest man to be neutral. It is impossible for 
him to be tolerant. It is impossible for him to 
be open-minded. 

MODERNIST: I don't see that_ 
FUNDAMENTALIST: You can say: Maybe 

Darwin is right . . . maybe Lamarck is right 
. . . perhaps Einstein is right . . . perhaps 
he isn't. . . . That is your scientific spirit. But 
you can't say: Perhaps the word of God is 
right and perhaps it isn't. 

MODERNIST: Why can't you? 
FUNDAMENTALIST: Because the authority 

of the Bible rests upon revelation, and if you 
are open-minded about revelation you simply 
do not believe in it. Doubt is an e.ssential part 
of the method of science, but it is the negation 
of faith. To say that you are open-minded 
about the inspiration of the Bible is nonsense. 
Open-mindednesj> in this connection is a per
fectly definite rejection of the Bible's inspira
tion. 

MODERNIST: I don't understand. 
FUNDAMENTALIST: What do you mean by 

open-mindedness? 
MODERNIST: A refusal to reach a conclusion 

on the ground that the evidence is not conclu
sive. 
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FUNDAMENTALIST: Exactly. But those who 

believe in the divine authority of the Bible 
believe it on grounds which are beyond the 
reach of human inquiry and evidence. Once 
you subject that authority to the test of human 
reason you have denied the essence of its au
thority. You have made the finite understand
ing the judge of the infinite. You are then, in 
the historic meaning of the word, an unbeliever. 

MODERNIST: Is there no way out of this 
conflict? 

FUNDAMENTALIST: That is not for me to 
say. I speak for the ancient and established 
order of mankind. You are the newcomer_ 
You are the rebel. I do not know what you 
are going to do about it. You can disguise 
this issue but you cannot obliterate it. 

MODERNIST: We can at least discuss it like 
gentlemen, without heat, without rancor. 

FUNDAMENTALIST: Has it ever occurred to 
you tnat this advice is easier for you to follow 
than for me? 

MODER}<IST: How so ? 
FUNDAMENTALIST: Because for me an eter

nal plan of salvation is at stake. For you there 
is nothing at stake but a few tentative opinions 
none of which means anything to your happi
ness. Your request that I should be tolerant 
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and amiable is, therefore, a suggestion that I 
submit the foundation of my life to the destruc
tive effects of your skepticism, your indifference, 
and your good nature. You ask me to smile 
and to commit suicide ...• 


