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Evidentialist Vs. Non-Evidentialist

Thesis
Although a belief may require evidence, it does not have to be based on the evidence, and the evidence does not have to be sufficient. According to non-evidentialist approach, a belief can be true, even when it has no evidence or the evidence provided is not sufficient.
On the other hand. Evidentialist on the other side argues that a belief should be based on evidence and that one should question no belief in that what can not be justified by sufficient evidence (Pojman, Luis, et al. 500). This paper will provide a critical review of evidentialist argument about the belief by Clifford as presented in his work on The Ethics of Belief and the non-evidentialist argument by Blaise Pascal, The Wager. The position that aligns with my point of view is the non-evidentialist approach.
According to Clifford, for a belief should not only be based on evidence but the evidence should be sufficient enough to hold. Everyone has a moral duty to question the belief, and investigate I to ensure that belief is right, based on the action that suggests it (David, 23). This is an effort to avoid the belief that is based on instincts or feelings and emotions but rather on the facts. Cliffords relates this to a story that he narrates about ship owner who sent to the sea his ship that he very well knows was old and needed repair, before the voyage. He, however, convinced himself and took off this doubts arguing that the vessel had gone many voyages and overcame huge storms in the past, and thus it would do the same in the current trip (Pojman, Luis at al, 499). He had based his belief that the ship will sail safely on providence which turned otherwise as the ship sunk, killing all the families.
The shipowner was therefore liable for the deaths of all who were on the board because he had no right to believe the worthiness of the ship base on experience and personal conviction. Sufficient evidence was required to assure the safety of the ship, rather than personal opinion. According to Clifford, there was no sufficient evidence in this particular case to sapport he believes and decision to proceed with the sailing of the ship. The accident would not have occurred the shipowner examined himself in-foro-conscientiae (Pojman, Luis, et al. 500).This would have made him realize that sending the ship, without having been repaired and checked its worthless was wrong. The implication of this is that its not the belief that is wrong, but the action that follows the belief, because. The action is wrong because it acts on a belief that has no sufficient evidence to back I up. Therefore, for a believe to be true and actions that follow the belief to be right, there is a need to check the personality of the belief with the evidence. Evidence that is not proportional to the belief or has some exceptionality is insufficient and such belief is not  right, and therefore no action should be based it. This is because the belief will be misleading (Pojman, Luis, et al., 501).
On the other hand, the non-evidentialist approach argues that a belief can be true even when the evidence is not sufficient. Blaise Pascal, who argued against the evidentialism aimed to defend religion and bring the unbelievers to God, by convincing the people that God exists (Pojman, Luis, et al., 498).However, the main aim was not just to convince people about the existence of God but to make a choice for or against God and Christianity.Pascal first introduces the idea of idea of infinity and appeals that we all believe that there is infinite, giving an example of human believe that numbers are infinite, though no one knows whether the infinite number is odd or even,  for adding a unit leads to a change in its nature (Ganson, 2019)..Therefore we can believe that God exists even without having evidence or knowing his nature. Pascal argued that if we adopt the premise of Weger, we have a choice between God does not exist, or He exists. For the first choice, if we decide to choose that God does not exist, when in the real sense God exists, he will lose infinitely, while if he believes God does not exist when He indeed exists, he wins finitely; only human life and nothing more.“If one chooses to believe that God exists, the win is infinite (gains everything ) while if he believes that God does exist when indeed he does, the lose is finite; loses only finite human life” ( Duddles, 278).
My point of view aligns with Pascal'surguement, and therefore I take non-evidentialist position.according to my point of view, believes can be supported by evidence but the evidence must not be sufficient. In addition, for one to believe that God exists, there needs to be no proportional evidence to that belief but to ask if, through reasoning, It can be justified if indeed God exists or not. One of the objections to this position would be that we don't have to make choices, and that source of belief cant be based on two choices, like for God exists or does not. Another objection would be that we can no directly come to believe that God exists, just by ourselves, with no external influence; evidence (Feldman, and Earl,30)
For the first evidence, Pascal responds that we have always had choices in life, and failing to choose is not an option. Failure to choose an option is declining; hence it's a choice of not believing. For example, failing to chose whether God exists or does is not an option, for one has to act, if liberal and rationale.We are forced to make an option, to believe or not to believe, and the option should not only be based on whether evidence exists or not but through reasoning out (Pojman, Luis, et al., 497). For the second objection, on that we can come to the belief by ourselves, without external influence ( evidence)  he responds that one is obliged to ‘act into’ the choice as if he believed before, or even ‘act out’ to the belief. To act into or act out, the evidence is not necessary just as we come to believe by ourselves without no evidence that numbers are infinite, and so is God. Just as we don't want to prove whether the infinite number is odd or even, but believe its there. Likewise, there is no need to provide evidence about the nature of God but believe in His existence.

Conclusion.
According to Clifford’s evidentialist approach, a belief must be backed by sufficient evidence for it to be adopted. A belief that is not based on evidence can result in faulty actions that would be harmful to us or even others. On the other hand, Pascal argued that evidence was necessary for determining to believe or not to believe. Given a choice of believing or not believing, what is important is to determine whether any choice to be adopted is justified through reasoning it out, rather than searching for some evidence, especial in matters of faith. Therefore since the only choice we have is whether God exists or does not exist, God exists, and we don't need to provide evidence for that belief, just as we believe in an infinity of numbers without prove.
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