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Preface

Just over 300 years ago Pierre Bayle (1647-1706) died pen-in-hand while putting
the final touches to his last work, the Entretiens de Maxime et de Thémiste!
(henceforth Dialogues of Maximus and Themistius, or simply Dialogues). The
completion and publication of this book, translated into English for the first
time below, was important to Bayle, for he offers herein his last and fullest
attempt to set the record straight about what he believed and what he did
not believe concerning the issue that occupied him more than any other and
embroiled him in several debates throughout the last decade of his life. That
issue is the problem of evil, or why a perfectly good God would permit suffering
and moral wickedness to enter the world.

A few people will be curious enough about the last words of the Philosopher
of Rotterdam that no further justification for this translation will be needed.
But for others the question will naturally arise: why do we need an English
translation of Bayle’s Dialogues three centuries after its publication? In the
remainder of this Preface I offer three answers to this question.

The first answer is suggested by Henri Basnage de Beauval below in his fore-
word to the Dialogues. Explaining to the reader why he will not give an intellec-
tual biography of the recently deceased author of the Dialogues, Beauval writes:
“Those who do not know [Pierre Bayle] by the large number of works he pub-
lished are total strangers to the Republic of Letters.” So connected was Bayle
to the scholarly community, so widely read were his works by learned and pop-
ular audiences alike, that to lack familiarity with Bayle and his oeuvre seemed
to Beauval equivalent to being a complete stranger to the intellectual milieu of
the day.

Three centuries of greater historical perspective confirm and enlarge Beau-
val's assessment of Bayle’s importance. Not only were Bayle’s works instru-
mental to the development of the thought of his contemporary citizens in the
Republic of Letters, but today’s scholars also widely agree that Bayle’s writ-
ings were foundational for the subsequent French Enlightenment. Bayle’s influ-

1 The work has two parts (see Note on the Text below, 108-112, for more information about the
writing, printing, and order of these parts): Pierre Bayle, Entretiens de Maxime et de Thémiste,
ou Réponse a ce que Mr. Le Clerc a écrit dans son x. Tome de la Bibliotheque Choisie contre Mr.
Bayle (Rotterdam: Reinier Leers, 1707); Pierre Bayle, Entretiens de Maxime et de Thémiste, ou
Réponse a ’Examen de la Theologie de Mr. Bayle par Mr. Jaquelot (Rotterdam: Reinier Leers,
1707).

2 See below, 123.
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ences on Voltaire, Diderot, Berkeley, Hume, and Kant, for example, have been

well documented. Histories of skepticism commonly identify Bayle’s thought as

an expansion and culmination of a renaissance of the ancient Pyrrhonian and

Academic schools of thought, and histories of religious toleration place Bayle
alongside Spinoza and Locke as one of the most important early advocates of

the wide freedom of religion that Western democracies enjoy today.

Yet, despite the unquestionable importance of Bayle in the history of mod-
ern philosophy, to my knowledge only five of Bayle’s dozens of books? have
ever been published in English translation: Penseés diverses sur la cométe (1683)
[Various Thoughts on a Comet];* Ce que cest que la France toute catholique
sous le régne de Louis le Grand (1686) [Wholly Catholic France];> Commentaire
philosophique (1686—1688) [Philosophical Commentary];® the Dictionaire his-
torique et critique (1697—1702) [ Dictionary];” and now the Entretiens de Maxime
et de Thémiste (1707), which is only the second new addition in over 250 years

to the list of Bayle’s books available in English.

3 For a complete list of Bayle’s writings see Gianluca Mori, Bayle philosophe (Paris: Honoré

Champion, 1999), 347-352. Of course, while only five of Bayle’s books have been translated,

these five works contain roughly half of the words Bayle published in his lifetime.

4 This work has been translated twice, first in 1708 and most recently as Pierre Bayle, Various

Thoughts on the Occasion of a Comet, translated and with an Introduction by Robert C. Bartlett

(Albany: State University of New York Press, 2000).

5 Pierre Bayle’s The Condition of Wholly Catholic France Under the Reign of Louis the Great (1686),
translated and introduced by Charlotte Stanley and John Christian Laursen, in History of

European Ideas 40:3 (2013), 1-48.

6 This work has been translated in its entirely only once (in 1708), and reprinted recently as

Pierre Bayle, A Philosophical Commentary on These Words of the Gospel, Luke 14:23, “Compel
Them to Come In, That My House May Be Full,” introduced by John Kilcullen and Chandran
Kukathas (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2000). Parts I and 11 (but not 111 or the Supplement)

of the work were recently translated as Pierre Bayle’s Philosophical Commentary. A Modern

Translation and Critical Interpretation, translated by Amie Godman Tannenbaum (New York:

Peter Lang, 1987).

7 The entire Dictionaire was translated into English three times within fifty years of Bayle’s

death, and has not been translated into English in its entirety since. The first translation

was printed in 1710 in London in four volumes. The second translation was printed in the

period 17341738 in London in five volumes. The third translation was printed in the period

1734-1741, also in London, but in ten volumes. The 1734-1738 edition, which is the best,

has been reprinted twice in recent times: first by Garland Publishing in New York in 1984,

and then by Routledge/Thoemmes in London in 1997. Richard H. Popkin has given us the

most recent, but only a partial translation: Pierre Bayle: Historical and Critical Dictionary:

Selections (Indianapolis/Cambridge: Hackett, 1991). The main articles treating the problem

of evil, however, can be found in Popkin’s readily available edition.



2016057 [Hickson] 001-Prelims-proof-03[date 1605271423 : version1603141545] page -13

PREFACE

The first reason for translating and publishing these Dialogues, therefore,

is to increase the access of Anglophone scholars to the works of one of the

most important thinkers of the early modern period, and thereby to facilitate

a greater understanding of that important era in the history of philosophy.
However, the above reason does not address why this particular work, the
Dialogues of Maximus and Themistius, should be published at this time, nor
does it address why the currently existing English translations are insufficient
for understanding Bayle and his period. After all, one might argue that espe-
cially the Various Thoughts on a Comet, Philosophical Commentary, and Dictio-

nary are Bayle’s most original and influential works, so it is unsurprising that

Bayle’s first translators set to work on these, and that subsequent translators

have revisited them with new editions. Moreover, these three most popular and

most often translated works of Bayle also contain substantial treatments of all
the subjects that occupied him throughout his life: skepticism, atheism, toler-
ation, superstition, the problem of evil, historiography and the history of the
Reformation, Rationalist metaphysics, especially the variations by Descartes,
Spinoza and Malebranche, conscience, religious controversy, and conversion.
Anybody who lacks French, but who would like to enter deeply into Bayle’s

mind, has only to consult these three books already available in English.
So, again: why the Dialogues, and why now?

After the appearance of Elisabeth Labrousse’s landmark two-volume study

of Bayle in 1964,8 European as well as Anglo-American philosophers and histo-

rians took renewed interest in Bayle. Publications on Bayle have been increas-
ing in number rapidly over the past fifty years, such that the last decade of
the twentieth century, for instance, saw the appearance of over one quarter
of all publications on Bayle in that century. The first decade of the twenty-first
century saw even more articles, books, conference proceedings, and informal
writings on Bayle than the decade before. The most remarkable feature of
this recent scholarship is the focus on what has come to be called “the Bayle

enigma.” Thomas Lennon, who has given the enigma its fullest treatment,® has

also given us the most memorable summary of it:

To take just the twentieth-century literature, the suggestions are that
Bayle was fundamentally a positivist, an atheist, a deist, a sceptic, a fideist,

8 Elisabeth Labrousse, Pierre Bayle, Vol. 1: Du pays de Foix a la cité d’Erasme (The Hague:

Martinus Nijhoff, 1963); Elisabeth Labrousse, Pierre Bayle, Vol. 2: Héterodoxie et rigourisme

(The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1964).

9 See, especially, Thomas M. Lennon, Reading Bayle (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,

1999), 12—41.
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a Socinian, a liberal Calvinist, a conservative Calvinist, a libertine, a Ju-

daizing Christian, a Judaeo-Christian, or even a secret Jew, a Manichean,

an existentialist ... to the point that it is tempting to conclude that these

commentators cannot have been talking about the same author, or at
least that they have not used the same texts. There can be overlap among
these classifications, so that not all of the interpretations entirely exclude
one another. Implausible as it may seem, moreover, all of these sugges-

tions have at least some plausibility.1°

While it may be the case that the existing English translations of the Dictionary

and several other works provide readers with a representative sample of Bayle’s

thought, the problem is that Bayle’s thought is deeply enigmatic, and thus

stands in need of historical contextualization and insightful interpretation. It
is always clear what Bayle is arguing about in his works (i.e. the problem), but
it is not always as clear what he is ultimately arguing for (i.e. the thesis), or
exactly how he takes his argument to support his thesis. In some cases it even
appears as though Bayle’s arguments in fact undermine the thesis he claims
to support by those arguments. These interpretive problems are never more
apparent than in the case of Bayle’s treatments of the problem of evil at the

conclusion of which Bayle claims that people ought to believe firmly in God’s

unity and perfect goodness, yet in the process of which he argues repeatedly

against monotheism and on behalf of Manichean dualism, which posits two

gods, one of which is supremely evil. What are we to make of this?

With such interpretive puzzles in mind, it is surprising that a class of Bayle’s
writings has been largely neglected, even though this class is especially relevant
to the Bayle enigma. We might call these neglected works the self-interpretive
texts. The most famous example of such a text, and the one that has received
some scholarly attention,!! is the set of five Eclaircissements [Clarifications)
appended to the second edition of the Dictionary. These are responses by Bayle

to various charges of impiety and impropriety that were brought against his

Dictionary. Bayle explains in great detail to readers how to read the relevant

articles of the Dictionary such that they will not appear scandalous. The Clarifi-

cations together comprise a text, therefore, in which Bayle himself explains how
to read Bayle. There are other such works which have not been studied in much
detail, including the Addition aux Pensées diverses sur les cométes (1694) [ Addi-

10 Lennon, Reading Bayle, 15.

11 See especially Hubert Bost and Antony McKenna (editors), Les “Eclaircissements” de Pierre

Bayle (Paris: Honoré Champion, 2010).
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tion to the Various Thoughts on a Comet], in which Bayle interprets via responses
to objections his Various Thoughts on a Comet and his Philosophical Commen-
tary; as well as La Cabale chimérique [The Chimerical Cabal] and other related
writings of the early 1690s written in defence against Pierre Jurieu’s attacks. But
the most important self-interpretive text for understanding Bayle’s thought is
the Dialogues of Maximus and Themistius.

The Dialogues is by far the most revealing and important self-interpretive
text in the Baylian corpus for several reasons. This book was the last one
written by Bayle, and in it he is forced by the objections that occasioned it
to address nearly every controversial aspect of his life’s work. The other self-
interpretive texts address only one work or only a few particular objections to
Bayle. The Dialogues, on the other hand, have both breadth and depth: they
treat a wide range of Bayle’s works and arguments, but they nevertheless focus
on the one issue that is central to every discussion of the Bayle enigma, the
problem of evil. Those who view Bayle as a skeptic, but also one who believes
in God, see his critique of reason as focusing mainly on this problem: “Bayle’s
skeptical arguments are directed not just against reason, or even against reason
on behalf of faith, but in particular against reason’s ability to solve the problem
of evil."2 Likewise, those who see atheism, not merely skepticism, as the logical
conclusion of Bayle’s thought claim that this is clearest in his reflection on evil:
“[Bayle] arrives at atheism (perhaps above all) by posing the question of the
origin of evil ... "8 The Dialogues comprises over 100,000 words by Bayle on
how to read his arguments on the problem of evil in the Dictionary and other
writings. It is difficult to imagine, therefore, a more promising starting point
from which to approach the Bayle enigma.

Moreover, as its title suggests, the Dialogues is not a scripted soliloquy by
Bayle, but a conversation. A word of clarification is in order, however, for
Bayle did little to bring the characters of this book, Maximus and Themistius,
into a compelling dialogue; they simply report what Le Clerc and Jaquelot
had last written, and then take turns responding on Bayle’s behalf. So it is
hardly an artful dialogue and from a literary perspective the book is rather
weak, bearing far greater resemblance to Leibniz’s staid New Essays than to
Hume’s extraordinary Dialogues on Natural Religion. The dialogues that will
grip the reader, however, are not those between the characters Maximus and
Themistius, but those between the conflicting ideas of Bayle and Le Clerc, Bayle
and Jaquelot. If Bayle chose to make Maximus and Themistius hollow it was not

12 Lennon, Reading Bayle, 10.
13 Gianluca Mori, Bayle philosophe (Paris: Honoré champion), 189.
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for lack of creativity, but rather to make the characters transparent, providing
readers with an unobstructed view of the more important dialogues that were
at stake.

Le Clerc and Jaquelot should be the envy of contemporary Bayle scholars,
for they could demand of Bayle straight answers to tough questions about the
meaning and intent of his views. Le Clerc in particular is adept at backing Bayle
into a corner, forcing him to enumerate, for example, the core religious beliefs
underlying his position on the problem of evil, pressing him to explain how his
skepticism does not destroy religion, challenging him to distinguish his argu-
ments from those of atheists, and to name one single theologian who thinks the
way he does about Providence. Bayle was sensitive to the public’s judgment, he
was aware that many intelligent readers were following his debates and that
they would sense if he was evading his opponents’ questions; so rather than
risk being accused of bad faith, he answered every charge put to him. And these
charges—of atheism, political subversion, Pyrrhonian skepticism, indifference
toward religion—correspond to the most radical options that contemporary
Bayle scholars entertain as providing interpretive keys to Bayle’s texts. So the
conversation happening today among Bayle scholars already began 300 years
ago with Bayle literally at the center of the dialogue.

The second reason for this translation of the Dialogues, therefore, is that it
promises to shed light on the Bayle enigma. A word of caution is in order here,
since I do not want to suggest that this or any other work will ever solve the Bayle
enigma completely and to everyone’s satisfaction. If one takes that enigma to
be the problem of how to classify the whole of Bayle’s thought, or how to read
between the lines of a text in order to peer into Bayle’s heart, then I am certain
that the Bayle enigma will remain forever insoluble. But there is nothing sur-
prising about that; given that conception of the term ‘enigma), we should also
expect the Descartes enigma, the Hume enigma, the Kant enigma, the Any-
Author-Still-Worth-Reading enigma, to remain equally unanswered. But if by
the ‘Bayle enigma’ we simply mean widespread confusion and misunderstand-
ing about Bayle’s works because of apparent contradictions within them, then
I am confident that reading the Dialogues can lead to considerable progress in
cracking the Bayle enigma, for the simple reason that the Dialogues is devoted
to clarifying and elaborating Bayle’s most notorious arguments. We can make
progress, however, only if we first understand the historical context of the Dia-
logues, of Bayle's reflection on evil generally, and of his debates with Le Clerc
and Jaquelot. The purpose of the lengthy Introduction below is to provide that
context.

The third reason for translating Bayle’s Dialogues at this time is that there
has been a resurgence of interest in G.W. Leibniz’s Essais de Théodicée sur la
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bonté de Dieu, la liberté de ’homme et 'origine du mal [Theodicy] since 2010,

which was the 3o0oth anniversary of that work, the only book that Leibniz

saw fit to publish in his lifetime. All readers of the Theodicy recognize that

the work is at least in part a response to Bayle’s reflection on the problem of
evil, but what most readers overlook is that the Theodicy responds at length,
in particular, to Bayle’s Dialogues. This is easy to miss, since Leibniz refers to
Bayle’s book throughout the Theodicy not by its main title, but by the subtitles
of the Dialogues’ two parts: “Bayle’s response to Le Clerc,” and “Bayle’s response
to Jaquelot.” Anglophone Leibniz scholars would not only benefit from having
an English translation of Bayle’s Dialogues at hand while they read the Theodicy,

but also from having the history of Bayle’s debates with Le Clerc and Jaquelot

related and analyzed (as I do in the Introduction below), since it is abundantly

clear from the Preface and Preliminary Discourse to his Theodicy that Leibniz
had followed these debates very closely and assumed familiarity with them in

his readers.1*

14  There is an English translation of the Theodicy: G.W. Leibniz, Theodicy: Essays on the
Goodness of God, the Freedom of Man, and the Origin of Evil, translated by E.M. Huggard,
and edited with an Introduction by Austin Farrer (Chicago: Open Court, 1985). Another

translation, with substantial Introduction, has been undertaken by Sean Greenberg and

Robert Sleigh, Jr.
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List of Abbreviations

There are two sets of abbreviations below: the left column contains acronyms
or contractions that will be used only within footnotes; in the right column,
after the full original titles of works, English abbreviations in square brackets
are given that will be used in the text. These are the most important works in
Bayle'’s debates with Le Clerc and Jaquelot; other works cited less often will be
cited first by their full title in the original language, and subsequently by an
English abbreviated title.

BC

CFR

DHC

EMT

ETB

Jean Le Clerc, Bibliothéque choisie [Choice Library] (Amsterdam, 1703-1713);
reprinted (Genéve: Slatkine, 1968).

Isaac Jaquelot, Conformité de la foi avec la raison; ou défense de la religion, con-
tre les principales difficultez répandues dans le Dictionaire historique et critique
de Mr. Bayle [ Conformity; full translation: The Conformity of Faith and Reason,
or a Defence of Religion against the Principal Difficulties Spread throughout the
Historical and Critical Dictionary of Mr. Bayle] (Amsterdam, 1705); reprinted
in Christian Wolff Gesammelte Werke Materialien und Dokumente, Band 96
(Hildesheim: Olms, 2006).

Pierre Bayle, Dictionaire historique et critique [Dictionary] (Rotterdam: R.
Leers, 1697, 2nd ed. 1702). The most complete and authoritative edition, and
so the one that I will cite, is the so-called “fifth edition” (though it is really
the eighth), the 1740 edition of Amsterdam, Leyde, La Haye, and Utrecht in
four volumes. Citations will be given in the standard way, including the vol-
ume number, article title in French, remark (if applicable), page number, and
ifapplicable, ‘a’ or ‘b’ after the page number indicating the left or right column
of a remark. Within the main text I will translate the Dictionary’s article titles
into English.

Pierre Bayle, Entretiens de Maxime et de Thémiste [ Dialogues] (0D 1v, 1-106).
The abbreviation EM T’ will be used in the footnotes to refer to the French text
of the op, while the title Dialogues’ will be used in the text and footnotes for
internal references to this translation.

Isaac Jaquelot, Examen de la théologie de Mr. Bayle, Répandue dans son Dic-
tionnaire Critique, dans ses Pensées sur les Cométes, et dans ses Réponses a
un Provincial; ou I'on defend la Conformité de la Foi avec la Raison, contre sa
Réponse [Examen; full translation: Examination of Bayle’s Theology as it is
Spread throughout his Historical and Critical Dictionary, Ais Various Thoughts
on a Comet, and in his Reponses to a Provincial’s Questions, in which the Con-
formity is defended against Bayle’s Response]| (Amsterdam, 1706).
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XXII

oD

Par

RBL

RQP

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Pierre Bayle, Oeuvres diverses, four volumes (La Haye, 1727—1731). Citations will
include the volume number, page number, and ‘@’ or ‘b’ corresponding to the
left and right columns of text. Additionally, the title of the work cited as well
as chapter number may also be given.

Jean Le Clerc, Parrhasiana: ou pensées diverses sur des matiéres de critique,
d’histoire, de morale et de politique avec la défense de diverses ouvrages de
Mpr. L.c., par Theodore Parrhase [Parrhasiana; full translation: Parrhasiana:
or Various Thoughts on Matters Relating to Criticism, History, Morality, and
Politics, with a Defence of Various Works by Mr. Le Clerc, by Theodore Parrhasius|
(Amsterdam, 1699). There is a complete English translation of the Parrhasiana
by an unknown translator: Parrhasiana, or, Thoughts upon several subjects, as
criticism, history, morality, and politics, by Monsieur Le Clerk (London, 1700).
Pierre Bayle, Réponse pour Mr. Bayle a Mr. Le Clerc au sujet du 3. et du 13. article
du 9. tome de la Bibliothéque choisie [ Response to Le Clerc] (0D 111, 989-1009).
Pierre Bayle, Réponse aux questions d’un provincial [ Response to a Provincial’s
Questions] (0D 111, 501-1084).
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Chronology of Bayle’s Life and Main Philosophical
Works

1647
1666
1668

1669

1670

1675

1681

1683

1684

1685

1686

1687

1689

Pierre Bayle is born the 18th of November at Le Carla (now Le Carla-
Bayle) in southern France.

Bayle completes his Humanities education at the Protestant Academy
of Puylaurens

Bayle leaves Le Carla in November, never to return; begins to study
Philosophy at Puylaurens.

Bayle arrives at Toulouse the 19th of February, converts to Catholicism
the 19th of March, and continues to study Philosophy at the Jesuit
College of Toulouse.

Bayle completes his study of Philosophy with the Jesuits, leaves Tou-
louse the 19th of August, abjures Catholicism, returns to Calvinism the
21st of August, and flees to Geneva.

Death of Bayle’s mother, Jeanne.

Bayle takes up post as Professor of Philosophy at the Protestant Aca-
demy of Sedan.

Closure of the Protestant Academy of Sedan; Bayle moves to Rotterdam
where he takes up post as Professor of Philosophy and History at the
Ecole Illustre [“Tllustrious School”].

Publication of Bayle’s Pensées diverses écrites a un Docteur de Sorbonne,

a loccasion de la cométe qui parut au mois de décembre 1680 [Various

Thoughts on the Comet] (Rotterdam: R. Leers).

The Nouvelles de la république des lettres [ News from the Republic of
Letters (NRL)] (Amsterdam: H. Desbordes, 1684-1687) begins to appear
in the spring with Bayle as editor and principal author.

Death of Bayle’s younger brother, Joseph.

Death of Bayle’s father, Jean.

Death in prison of Bayle’s elder brother, Jacob.

Revocation of the Edict of Nantes

Publication of the first two parts of the Commentaire philosophique

sur ces paroles de Jésus-Christ: contrain-les d’entrer [ Philosophical Com-

mentary on Luke 14:23] (Amsterdam: A. Wolfgang), followed by the third
part in 1687 and the Supplement in 1688.

Bayle falls ill, gives up editorship of the NRL, temporarily ceases writing
and teaching.

Beginning of years of dispute with the Theologian of Rotterdam, Pierre
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XXIV

1692
1693

1694

1696

1699

1701
1703

1704

1705

1706

1707

CHRONOLOGY OF BAYLE'S LIFE AND MAIN PHILOSOPHICAL WORKS

Jurieu, during which Bayle published his most controversial critiques
of organized religion, including the Réponse d’un nouveau converti a la
lettre d’un réfugié [ Response by a New Convert to the Letter of a Refugee)]
(Amsterdam: A. Wolfgang, 1689), and Avis important aux réfugiés sur
leur prochain retour en France [An Important Warning to the Refugees
concerning Their Eventual Return to France] (La Haye: A. Moetjens,
1690).

Bayle begins working on the Dictionary.

At the behest of Jurieu, Bayle is removed from the Ecole Illustre by the
Rotterdam city council, and prohibited from teaching privately in the
city.

The Addition aux Pensées diverses sur les cométes [ Addition to the Vari-
ous Thoughts on a Comet] (Rotterdam: R. Leers) is published to thwart
Jurieu’s efforts to have Bayle condemned for heresy by the Rotterdam
Consistory.

The two volumes of the first edition of the Dictionary are published in
October.

Publication of Jean Le Clerc’s Parrhasiana; beginning of the Bayle-Le
Clerc dispute (see subsequent Chronology for the remainder of the
texts of that debate).

Publication of the second edition of the Dictionary in late December.
The first volume of the Response to a Provincial’s Questions appears (five
volumes in total were printed between 1703 and 1707).

Publication of the Continuation des Pensées diverses écrites a un Docteur
de Sorbonne [ Continuation of the Various Thoughts on a Comet] (Rotter-
dam: R. Leers, printed in August 1704, but dated 1705, two volumes).
Publication of Isaac Jaquelot's Conformity; beginning of the Bayle-
Jaquelot dispute (see subsequent Chronology for remainder of texts of
that debate).

Publication of the second and third volumes of the Response to a
Provincial’s Questions.

Bayle completes Part 1 of the Dialogues, devoted to Le Clerc.

Bayle dies the 28th of December, putting the final touches to Part 2 of
the Dialogues, devoted to Jaquelot.

Posthumous publication in February of the Dialogues of Maximus and
Themistius.
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Chronology of the Bayle-Le Clerc Debate

Below I have given all titles in their original languages so that scholars wishing
to do further research on Bayle’s debates will easily find the relevant works. If
not given below, English translations of the titles and bibliographic information
can be found above in the “List of Abbreviations.” It is important to note that
works published in the latter half of a year (usually in August or later, depending
on the printer) sometimes bore the millésime of the following year. This makes
sense of 6 and 7 below, for example, where Bayle responds in 1704 to a work of
Le Clerc’s dated 1705,

1.  Bayle publishes the first edition of the Dictionaire historique et critique
(1697), including the articles “Manichéens,” “Marcionites,” and “Pauli-
ciens.”

2. Le Clerc publishes Parrhasiana (1699), in which chapter v1 is devoted to
answering Bayle’s Manichean objections.

3. Bayle publishes the second edition of the Dictionaire historique et critique
(1702), including a new remark E to the article “Origéne,” which seeks to
refute the arguments of chapter v1 of Le Clerc’s Parrhasiana.

The debate concerning the problem of evil is suspended and the debate
concerning plastic natures begins.

4.  Le Clerc discusses Ralph Cudworth's The True Intellectual System of the

Universe (1678) and Nehemiah Grew’s Cosmologia Sacra (1701), giving
Bayle access to the idea of plastic natures.
Le Clerc discusses Cudworth in Bibliothéque choisie (BC), tome 1 (1703),
article 111, 63—138; and B¢, tome 11 (1703), article 11, 78-130. Le Clerc dis-
cusses Grew in Bc, tome I, article VI, 228—314; and Bc, tome 11, article X111,
352—411.

5. Bayle attacks Cudworth’s and Grew’s systems in Continuation des pensées
diverses (printed in August 1704, dated 1705), chapter xxi (0D 111, 215b—
217b), thus beginning the debate over plastic natures. Bayle then cites
Le Clerc (tongue-in-cheek) in support of his views on Manicheism, in
chapter Ixxvii (oD 111, 301a).

6. Le Clerc clarifies and defends Cudworth’s and Grew’s doctrines in Bc,
tome Vv (printing began in August 1704; issue dated 1705), article 1v, 283
303, in response to Bayle’s cPD.

7.  Baylerespondsin the learned journal edited by Henri Basnage de Beauval,
the Histoire des Ouvrages des Savans (H0s), dated August 1704 (but it must
have been printed somewhat later in 1704), article v11, pp. 369—396.
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XXVI CHRONOLOGY OF THE BAYLE-LE CLERC DEBATE

Le Clerc responds in Bc, tome VI (dated 1705), article v11, 422—427.
Bayle responds in HoS, dated December 1704 (but obviously appeared
after item 8 immediately above), article X11, 540-544.

10a. Concerning plastic natures, Le Clerc responds in B¢, tome ViI (1705),
article vii, 281—289.

10b. Le Clerc reopens the debate concerning the origin of evil once again in
BC, tome VII (1705), article V111, 330-352.

11a. Concerning plastic natures, Bayle responds in RQP 11 (December 1705),
chapters clxxix—clxxxii (0D 111, 881a—893a).

The debate over plastic natures comes to a close. The focus of the remainder of
the Bayle-Le Clerc debate will be on the problem of evil.

11b. Bayle responds to Le Clerc’s latest treatment of the origin of evil in rQP
11 (December 1705), chapters clxxii—clxxvi (0D 111, 863b—873b). Bayle also
responds in RQP 11 to works relating to the origin of evil written by other
Rationalist theologians: Jacques Bernard, William King, and Isaac Jaque-
lot.

12a. Le Clerc publishes “Défense de la Bonté et de la Sanctité Divine, contre les
objections de Mr. Bayle” (“Defence of the Goodness and Holiness of God,
against Bayle’s Objections”), in B¢, tome 1X (1706), article 111, 103-171.

12b. Le Clerc responds to the arguments concerning him in 11b above in Bc,
tome IX (1706), article X, 361-386.

13. Bayle publishes his penultimate reply to Le Clerc, Réponse pour Mr. Bayle
a Mr. Le Clerc, au sujet du 3. et du 13.1 articles du 9. tome de la Bibliotheque
choisie (RBL) (0D 111, 989-1009).

14. Le Clerc publishes his last reply to Bayle in the latter’s lifetime in Bc, tome
X (1706), article V111, 364—426.

Death of Bayle on 28 December 1706.

15. Dialogues of Maximus and Themistius, Part 1, printed in February, 1707.
16. Le Clerc responds to the Dialogues in Bc, tome X11I (1707), article v, 198—
386.

1 The discrepancy here between Bayle’s numbering of the article and the one given in item
13 above (Bayle replies to the xi1ith article, whereas I have cited the xth article in the
chronology) is due to a discrepancy between the table of contents of B¢, tome 1X, which lists
Le Clerc’s article against Bayle as article X111, and the actual body of B¢, tome 1%, in which the
xth article is devoted to Bayle, and in which there is no x111th article.
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Chronology of the Bayle-Jaquelot Debate

1. Bayle publishes the second edition of the Dictionaire historique et critique
(1702).

2. Jaquelot publishes Conformité de la foi avec la raison (1705).

3. Bayle replies to the Conformité in RQP 11 (1705), chapters cxxviii—clxxi (0D
111, 760—839).

4. Jaquelot responds to Bayle in his Examen de la théologie de Pierre Bayle
(1706).

5. Dialogues of Maximus and Themistius, Part 2, printed in February, 1707.

6. Jaquelot responds to the Dialogues in his third book against Bayle, Réponse
aux Entretiens composez par Mr. Bayle, contre la Conformité de la Foi avec
la Raison, et I'Examen de sa Théologie [Response to the Dialogues written
by Bayle against the Conformity and the Examen] (Amsterdam: Francois
L'Honoré, 1707).
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Introduction

The Dialogues of Maximus and Themistius is divided into two parts: the first
part, which is much shorter than the second, is Bayle’s final response to Le Clerc
after many rounds of debate between the two over nearly seven years; while
the second part is devoted to answering Jaquelot, who had just published his
second book against Bayle just several months before Bayle died. Though the
debates are for the most part independent, they both focus above all on two
aspects of Bayle’s thought: on a general level, they focus on Bayle’s treatment
of the conformity of faith and reason, and more particularly, the debates con-
cern Bayle’s thesis that the problem of evil is insoluble by reason alone, and that
we must therefore have recourse to faith to solve it. The goal of this Introduc-
tion is to give readers the background needed to follow the arguments of the
Dialogues. Consequently, the Introduction has three parts: (1) a summary and
analysis of Bayle’s thought on the problem of evil and the conformity of faith
and reason which occasioned the debates; (2) a summary and analysis of the
Bayle-Le Clerc debate up to the Dialogues; and (3) a summary and analysis of
the Bayle-Jaquelot debate up to the Dialogues.t

Part 1: The Problem of Evil in Bayle’s Dictionary

The Calvinist and Cartesian Contexts of Bayle’s Thought
Why a supremely perfect, and more precisely, a supremely good creator of
the universe would permit suffering and sin to enter the world—the problem
of evil—is one of the oldest and most frequently discussed problems in the
history of Western philosophy, and consequently, the search for a theodicy,?

1 T will not assume along with Beauval (in his Foreword below) that anyone who can read
will be familiar with the life and works of Pierre Bayle. However, like Beauval I will omit
any intellectual biography of Bayle beyond the Chronology given above since there are
brief English sources available. For a short biography by one of the best Bayle scholars in
recent memory, see Elisabeth Labrousse, Bayle, translated by Denys Potts (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1983). For a brief intellectual biography focused on Bayle’s philosophy, see
Thomas M. Lennon and Michael W. Hickson, “Pierre Bayle,” The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Winter 2013 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = http://plato.stanford.edu/
archives/winzo13/entries/bayle/ (last accessed 5 January 2016).

2 The term ‘theodicy’ was coined by Leibniz in the late seventeenth century, but it has become
a common general term used to refer to any explanation of God’s reasons for permitting
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http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2013/entries/bayle/
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2013/entries/bayle/

2016057 [Hickson] 002-Introduction-proof-03[date1605271423 : version1603141545] page2

2 INTRODUCTION

or solution to the problem of evil, is one of the oldest philosophical quests.
The problem of evil finds its source in two of the main original influences
on Western philosophy, the Platonic dialogues (especially Timaeus) and the
Judeo-Christian Bible (especially the first chapters of Genesis, the entire book
of Job, and Paul’s letter to the Romans).3 Hence both unaided reason as well
as revealed religion independently (it seems) gave rise to this problem in the
early days of Western philosophy. Later in the seventeenth century it was again
the accidental reinforcement of reason’s and religion’s confrontations with evil
that led to the problem of evil becoming an obsession throughout the early
modern period. No other era in the history of philosophy saw as much reflection
devoted to this problem, not even the early days of Christianity when Augustine
renounced and then attacked vehemently the sect of Manicheism (more on this
sect below). The two causes of the renewed modern interest in the problem of
evil were Calvinist theology and Cartesian philosophy.

In the case of Calvinist theology, the troublesome doctrine was Calvin’s view
of divine predestination, which is summarized in L’Institution de la religion
chrétienne [ Institutes of the Christian Religion] as follows: “[I|n accordance with
what scripture clearly shows, we say that the Lord once established in His
eternal and immutable counsel whom He would take to salvation and whom
He would leave in destruction. We say that He receives those whom He calls
to salvation by His free mercy, without any regard for their own worth; on the
contrary, that the entrance into life is closed to all those whom He wishes to give
over to damnation and that this is done by His secret and incomprehensible
but righteous and fair judgment.”* Calvin was careful to leave the details of this
doctrine unstated, but in doing so invited subsequent theologians to spell out
the doctrine with all its paradoxical implications.

By the late sixteenth century a second generation of Calvinist theologians,
led by Theodore Beza, were interpreting the passage just quoted and others
like it as containing a doctrine of double predestination, according to which
God not only predestined certain people to salvation and brought them to
that state by grace without regard for their merit, but He also willed just
as positively and effectively that certain people be damned, again without

any kind of evil to enter the world. I will use the term in this informal way throughout this
Introduction, realizing that my use of the term is mostly avant la lettre.

3 For a more detailed historical survey, see Michael W. Hickson, “A Brief History of Problems of
Evil,” in A Companion to the Problem of Evil, edited by Justin McBrayer and Daniel Howard-
Snyder (Wiley-Blackwell, 2014), 3-18.

4 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion: 1541 French Edition, translated by Elsie Anne
McKee (Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans, 2009), 417.
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regard for their merit or lack thereof.> According to this doctrine, “God actively
rejects some men and women; God does not simply permit them to be lost.”
Beza's doctrine was supralapsarian (or antelapsarian), which entails that God’s
election of the saved and reprobation of the damned preceded God’s decree
that the Fall (lapsus) take place. (“Precedence” here is to be understood log-
ically, as in the mind of God, not temporally, since God transcends time.)
The consequence of this logical order of decrees is that it was not ultimately
because of the Fall of humankind that God saved some and damned others;
those elective decrees were made logically prior to and independent of the
Fall.

Doctrines of predestination are intimately intertwined with doctrines of free
will, and on Beza’s view, free will of a libertarian sort is out of the question.
Neither the saved nor the damned are free to do or not to do God’s commands;
the universe of Beza's God, rigourously regulated by the sovereign divine will,
is deterministic. Any account of human free action must be upheld (if at all) in
compatibilist terms, as action done in the absence of constraint, or action that
is the expression of prior deliberation. What leads the elect to salvation and the
reprobates to their damnation is not their own wills, but the grace of God or
the lack thereof. Consequently, divine grace is, according to Beza, irresistible;
those who have it, the saved, are led ineluctably to heaven, while those who
are damned must not receive any share of God’s grace at all. Relatedly, the
redemption accomplished by Jesus Christ was intended and effective only for
the elect, not for the damned. These views of the narrow scope of grace and
redemption became known as Particularism.

Beza’s interpretation of Calvinist theology was inspired largely by Scripture
and Calvin’s own writings, but it is worth noting that the interpretation had
important philosophical motivation.” If we understand divine providence as
God’s direction of the universe toward the end that He had in mind when
creating it, then Beza’s theology, with its emphasis on the sovereign divine will,
lays a solid foundation for providence. To direct the universe to some end God
must be omniscient; He must know all that will happen, how it will happen, and
when it will happen, otherwise He cannot govern infallibly. Beza’s emphasis
on the absolute and eternal character of the divine decrees grounds divine

5 For a detailed overview of Calvin’s view, see Fred H. Klooster, Calvin’s Doctrine of Predestina-
tion, second edition (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1977).

6 David Curtis Steinmetz, Reformers in the Wings: From Geiler von Kaysersberg to Theodore Beza
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 119.

7 See Labrousse, Pierre Bayle 11, 388.
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omniscience conveniently, for God knows all that will happen through the
necessary knowledge that He has of His own decrees, which logically precede
creation.

To critics of Beza and his followers this set of interrelated doctrines seemed
monstrous, for it seemed to imply that God freely-willed to create certain
people just in order to damn them. As one historian puts it, “[t]o many non-
Calvinist Christians, Beza’s interpretation of the whole human story after the
Fall in Eden savoured suspiciously of a divine put-up job; one could accuse
God of being the author of Adam and Eve’s fault and hence of all human sin
..."8 An erstwhile defender of Beza’s orthodoxy, Jacobus Arminius, began to
teach and preach his doubts about this dominant interpretation of Calvinism
around the turn of the century. In the early seventeenth century followers of
Arminius published their famous Remonstrance in opposition to Beza’s theol-
ogy. The most important error according to the Calvinist Arminians was that
Beza’s “insistence ... upon God’s omnipotence and man’s helplessness ... led
immediately and necessarily to the conclusion that God Himself was respon-
sible for man’s sins and was the cause of his damnation.”® This implication
was unacceptable to the Arminians, since it seemed to conflict with everything
that reason teaches about the nature of goodness. The Arminians consequently
afforded human free will greater power and responsibility in matters relating
to salvation in order to place the authorship for sin squarely on human beings,
and not on God. They also distinguished themselves from followers of Beza by
their belief in the resistibility and universality of divine grace. The reason for
the damnation of the wicked, according to the Arminians, is that they freely
turn away from the grace of God, which is universally given to all humankind.

The Arminians were postlapsarians (or infralapsarians); that is, they be-
lieved that God decreed that certain people would be saved and others damned
because of the Fall, which was foreseen by God but brought about solely by
human free will. God foresaw and permitted the Fall, He did not positively
decree that it should take place. Arminians were also Universalists, holding
that both divine grace and Christ’s redemption were intended for all people,
who could either accept or reject these gifts. The Arminian position, especially
concerning free will and universalism, had significant Scriptural support, but
the position also had philosophical advantages over Beza’s theology by pre-
serving the common notions of justice when explaining salvation and damna-

8 Diarmaid MacCulloch, The Reformation: A History (New York: Penguin, 2003), 375.
9 Walter Rex, Essays on Pierre Bayle and Religious Controversy (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff,
1965), 80.
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tion. Humans deserve these things to a certain extent by their virtuous actions
or crimes (although to say that humans earn their salvation completely by
their own efforts would be a form of the heresy of Pelagianism). However, the
Arminian position is difficult to square with divine omniscience. If humans are
genuinely free, in the sense of possessing a freedom of indifference, then how
can God foresee human free actions, and how can God direct the universe infal-
libly toward His ends?

The Dutch Calvinist Church was split over the Remonstrance, and ultimately
aSynod was held at Dordrecht in 1618 to decide whether Arminians, or so-called
“Remonstrants,” with their beliefs in the freedom of the will and the univer-
sality of divine grace, could be considered orthodox. The Acts of the Synod
demonstrate an effort to find middle ground wherever possible, but in time it
became clear that the conservative orthodoxy of Beza and his champion Fran-
ciscus Gomarus, but not the liberal theology of the Arminians, had won the
day.!0 This validation by international Calvinist leaders of what seemed to many
a scandalous interpretation of important Christian doctrines attracted addi-
tional criticism of Calvin’s theology, not only from within the now split Calvinist
church, but also from Catholics and Lutherans. The accusations that Calvinists
taught that God is the cause of sin and that God positively willed that certain
people be damned became commonplace. Calvinists in turn retorted these
accusations against their critics. A century of vitriolic, sectarian theological
controversy over human freedom and God’s causal role in sin and damnation—
all issues central to the problem of evil—had begun, as Bayle reports in his
Dictionary:

Since Luther and Calvin appeared, I do not think that a single year has
passed without someone accusing them of making God the author of sin.
[The Calvinist theologian, Pierre Jurieu] argues that in the case of Luther
the accusation is fair; the Lutherans today claim the same thing with
respect to Calvin. The Roman Catholics make the accusation against both
Calvin and Luther, and the Jesuits in particular have made the accusation
against the Jansenists as well.!!

A few decades after the Synod of Dordrecht, the philosophical impetus for
the renewed interest in the problem of evil was given by René Descartes in
his 1641 Meditations. In his search for unshakeable certainty, Descartes settled

10 Rex, Essays, 87-88.
11 DHCc 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. F, 628b.
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his philosophical system upon God’s perfect goodness. Since God is perfectly
good, He is no deceiver, and since God is no deceiver, we can be certain
that our mental faculties, which have their origin in God, are always reliable.
The fourth Meditation raises a problem of evil that threatens to undermine
this foundation of Cartesian philosophy: how does human judgment, which
is part of God’s good creation, err at all, let alone so frequently? The success of
Descartes’ metaphysical project hangs on the ability to answer this problem.
The “theodicy of error” of the fourth Meditation is basically the traditional
Augustinian free-will defence. God is not the cause of human error, humans are
the cause of human error through their misuse of the supremely good divine
gift of free will, which is the cause of all misjudgment. Admirers and critics
of Descartes were thus encouraged by the Meditations to revisit the history of
the problem of evil, focusing above all on the evil of error, and to evaluate the
effectiveness of appeals to free will in answering that problem.

The Calvinist and Cartesian confrontations with the problem of evil in early
modernity are especially crucial to bear in mind when approaching the thought
of Bayle. Bayle’s upbringing in a Protestant region of France, and his interac-
tion with celebrated Cartesians such as Jean-Robert Chouet and later Nicolas
Malebranche, immersed Bayle in the debates surrounding Calvin’s theology
and Descartes’ philosophy, which are consequently the contexts necessary for
approaching Bayle’s thought on any subject, not just the problem of evil. More-
over, despite growing up in the home of a Calvinist minister and despite early
excitement about Descartes’ philosophy and Malebranche’s development of
Cartesianism, Bayle’s earliest writings demonstrate ample skepticism about the
Protestant debates surrounding predestination, and about Cartesian attempts
to explain the origin of error.!? For our purposes, what is important to bear in
mind is that by the time he wrote the Dictionary, Bayle was decidedly anti-
Arminian and anti-Cartesian in the articles that treat the problem of evil. These
facts are important since both Le Clerc and Jaquelot were Cartesian-inspired
Arminians who would have found their philosophical and theological views
repeatedly attacked by Bayle.

In the article, “Arminius,” remark E, for example, Bayle argues that Arminius
never should have made his doubts about Calvin’s view of predestination pub-
lic, and that Arminius’ remedies to soften that view were completely ineffec-
tive:

12 For Bayle’s pre-Dictionaire engagement with the problem of evil, see Michael W. Hickson,
“‘Reductio ad malum: Bayle’s Early Skepticism about Theodicy,” in Modern Schoolman 88:

3/4 (2011), 201-221.
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[T]he Arminians can hardly respond to the very objections that they
claim are irrefutable against Calvin’s system; moreover, they are them-
selves susceptible to additional objections that can be answered only by
appealing sincerely to the weakness of the human mind or to the infinite
incomprehensibility of God. So was it worth it to object to Calvin? ... Why
not just begin [with the weakness of reason and the incomprehensibility
of God] if you must end up there in any case?!3

The Dictionary includes numerous other articles devoted to figures and sys-
tems related to Calvin’s views of human and divine causality in human affairs:
“Calvin,” “Gomarus,” “Hall,” “Luther,” “Melanchthon,” and “Synergistes,” to name
a few. In all of Bayle’s discussions of the Protestant debates over sin, grace, pre-
destination and free will, Bayle’s message is the same: there is no progress in
these debates, which always end with St. Paul’s famous refrain in Romans 11:33:
“O the depth of the riches of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearch-
able are his judgments, and his ways past finding out!” Rather than end with
these lines, Bayle would prefer if writers began their discussions touching the
origin of sin and suffering with them: “All Christians ... must learn from these
lines of St. Paul never to argue about predestination, but instead to offer these
lines immediately as a rampart against all the subtleties of the human mind,
whether our own minds present the subtleties to us during our private medita-
tions on this great subject, or whether somebody else proposes them to us.”#
Bayle’s Dictionary shows similar pessimism about Cartesian attempts to
resolve the origin of error. Though in his 1683 Various Thoughts on the Comet
Bayle drew heavily upon the theodicy of Malebranche’s recently published
Traité de la nature et de la grace [ Treatise on Nature and Grace], and though he
said of that work that “[n]othing is more fitting than this supposition to resolve
a thousand objections made against divine providence ...’ in the years that
immediately followed Bayle lost confidence in Malebranchian theodicy. The
reason can be seen in Bayle’s reviews in the News from the Republic of Letters
of the debates between Arnauld and Malebranche that the latter’s Treatise
occasioned. Arnaud ultimately convinced Bayle that Malebranche’s system was
just as susceptible to fatal objections as all previous philosophical systems.!6

13 DHCI, “Arminius,” rem. E, 335b.

14  DHCI, “Arminius,” rem. E, 335a.

15  Bayle, Various Thoughts on the Comet, chapter 234 (0D 111, 141b).

16 See RQP 11, clv (0D 111, 825b), where Bayle credits Arnauld and Le Clerc for his abandon-
ment of Malebranchian theodicy.



2016057 [Hickson] 002-Introduction-proof-03[date1605271423 : version1603141545] page8

8 INTRODUCTION

Bayle was forced to conclude that just as in theology, so too in philosophy, no
real progress can be made in matters dealing with the origin of evil.

By the time of the Dictionary Bayle was ready to conclude that Cartesian
philosophy was “brought to ruins”'” by questions concerning God and evil. The
problem in particular is that human reason cannot be certain that deception
is incompatible with divine goodness. The relevant article is “Rimini, Gregoire
de,” in remark B, where Bayle recapitulates an argument found in the Objections
to Descartes’ Meditations, and analyzes Descartes’ subsequent Reply. In the
second set of Objections to the Meditations, those compiled or written by
Mersenne, the possibility that God can deceive and has in fact deceived is
raised in objection to Descartes’ insistence on absolute divine veracity as an
effect of God’s perfect goodness: “Cannot God treat men as a doctor treats the
sick, or a father his children? In both these cases there is frequent deception
though it is always employed beneficially and with wisdom.”® Mersenne cites
the Medieval theologians Gabriel Biel and Gregory of Rimini for this view
of a deceiving, yet loving and wise God, and points to several stories of the
Bible, including the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart, and God’s promise through
a prophet that Nineveh would be destroyed in forty days, which suggest that
God can deceive and has deceived.

In a rare act of engaging with theologians on theological matters, Descartes
makes a distinction that will allow him to maintain God’s absolute veracity,
but also account for the above-mentioned Scripture passages. The distinction
concerns degrees of truth in Scripture. Some passages of Scripture contain
truths that are merely “appropriate for ordinary understanding” and that are
“relative to human beings.” The passages that suggest that God deceives contain
thislevel of truth. While it may be true that God permitted prophets to utter lies,
it is nevertheless not true that this deception stemmed from any “malicious
intent to deceive,” which Descartes claims is incompatible with the divine
nature. Other passages of Scripture, and all exact philosophy, aim at the “naked
truth—truth which is not relative to human beings ...,”% such as the truth that
God cannot have any malicious intentions.

After summarizing this exchange, Bayle explains how Descartes’ distinction
could be used by an able skeptic to argue that even our clearest and most
distinct ideas might be false: “If I am deceived, the skeptic will say, by the

17 DHC 1V, “Rimini, Gregoire de,” rem. B, 57a.

18  René Descartes, The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, translated by John Cottingham,
Robert Stoothoff, and Douglas Murdoch (csm) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press),
IT: 9o.

19  CSM II, 102.
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ideas that represent matter to me as an extended substance, this is merely a
deception that is exempt from all malicious intent, a deception that may even
be beneficial to me in the state in which I find myself while my soul is united to a
body, a state that in certain respects resembles that of a sick person or a child.”2°
Since Descartes conceded that God may have inspired prophets to lie, aslong as
this is not meant to imply that God himselfis malicious or deceptive by nature,
then the skeptic can argue against Descartes that the mind is like a deceiving
prophet, inspired by God to tell us what is most beneficial to us, rather than to
tell us the “naked truth.” Our errors, then, can be imputed to God in important
respects, contrary to Descartes’ fourth Meditation theodicy, according to which
only the human will’s lack of restraint is responsible for error.2!

The above-mentioned articles of the Dictionary demonstrate Bayle’s anti-
Arminian and anti-Cartesian convictions, but they are not the Dictionary’s
principal articles dealing with the problem of evil, nor were they the articles
heavily criticized by Le Clerc and Jaquelot. However, these neglected articles
may help us to understand why Le Clerc and Jaquelot, who appear to be
Bayle’s kindred spirits in many other respects (as we will see below), would
attack Bayle so passionately. For as we will see, the wider theological and
philosophical commitments, but especially the approaches to the problem
of evil of both Le Clerc and Jaquelot, can be characterized as Arminian and
Cartesian. Bayle’s debates with Le Clerc and Jaquelot concerning the problem
of evil, therefore, can and should be understood as important moments in the
larger history of the Arminian controversy within Calvinism, and the rise and
fall of Cartesian Rationalism within philosophy.

The Dictionary’s Most Notorious Articles: “Manicheans” and

“Paulicians”
The articles of the Dictionary that are the focus of Bayle’s debates with Le
Clerc and Jaquleot are “Manicheans” and “Paulicians,” which are nominally
devoted to the history of various sects of Manicheism. The Manicheans were
a sect founded in the third century by the Persian philosopher, Manes, who
taught that there are two fundamental causal principles in the universe: all the
good in the world is the effect of a perfectly good deity, while all the evil flows
from a thoroughly malevolent deity. The two gods work out their respective

20 DHC 1V, “Rimini, Gregoire de,” rem. B, 57a.

21 For a detailed analysis of Bayle’s article “Rimini, Gregoire de” within the context of the
fall of Cartesianism, see Gianni Paganini, Skepsis: Le débat des modernes sur le scepticisme
(Paris: Libraire Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008), 359—-384.
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domains in a sort of divine state of nature, wherein each realizes the other’s
equal power, and therefore settles on a shared sovereignty over worldly affairs
rather than waging all-out war. Bayle traces this thesis back to Zoroaster, and
associates the thesis with Plato and his school, as well as with the second-
century heretic, Marcion. The fame of the sect owes, however, to Augustine’s
early espousal, and later refutation, of the teachings of Manes, and so the thesis
of the two principles bears Manes’ name. The Paulicians were a group of Arme-
nian Manicheans of the seventh century, under the leadership of a certain Paul.

The articles in the Dictionary devoted to Manicheans are scarcely important
for their contribution to the history of those sects, and considered as history,
they occasioned no controversy. Their importance and notoriety arose instead
from the numerous philosophical footnotes treating the problem of evil to
which these articles give rise. In these notes Bayle relies little, if at all, on the
writings of historical Manicheans, but instead elaborates decades worth of his
own original thought about the problem of evil. As usual, Bayle is anything
but systematic in his philosophical reflection, but when eventually pressed
by Le Clerc to enumerate clearly the principles of his “doctrine” concerning
the problem of evil, Bayle reduces the pages of dense argumentation to the
following three theses, which are useful for recapitulating the arguments of
“Manicheans” and “Paulicians”:

[P71] The natural light and revelation teach us clearly that there is only
one principle of all things, and that this principle is infinitely perfect.

[P2] The way of reconciling the moral and physical evil of humanity
with all the attributes of this single, infinitely perfect principle of all
things surpasses our philosophical lights, such that the Manichean
objections leave us with difficulties that human reason cannot re-
solve.

[P3] Nevertheless, it is necessary to believe firmly what the natural light
and revelation teach us about the unity and infinite perfection of
God, just as we believe in the mysteries of the Trinity, the Incarna-
tion, etc., by faith and by submission to divine authority.?2

Nobody questioned Bayle’s espousal of p1, an unfortunate fact according to
Leibniz, since forcing Bayle to defend p1 at greater length would have “led him
to say a thousand beautiful things that would have been advantageous both

22 Bayle, rBLiii (0D 111, 992b—993a). The labels ‘P1, ‘P2) and ‘P3’ are mine; otherwise this is a
quotation of Bayle’s précis of his doctrine.
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to religion and to himself3 The debates between Bayle and Le Clerc, as well
as Bayle and Jaquelot therefore centered on P2 and p3, as well as the logical
and psychological transitions from the former to the latter. In the following
paragraph I give an overview of Bayle’s arguments in defence of p1-P3, after
which I devote separate discussions to a more elaborate analysis of the themes
and arguments in “Manicheans,” remark D, and in “Paulicians.”

In “Manicheans” Bayle briefly defends each of p1—p3 through a feigned dia-
logue between the monist?# philosopher, Melissus, whose partial victory in the
debate motivates p1, and the dualist philosopher (and hence representative of
Manicheism), Zoroaster, whose partial victory in turn gives rise to p2. The two
interlocutors are personifications of a priori and a posteriori reason respectively,
so their overall stalemate is intended to demonstrate the internal conflict of
reason and the need for the supplement of faith when treating the origin of
evil, i.e. P3. In “Paulicians” Bayle expands his defence of the most controversial
principle, p2. The method Bayle employs is a survey and refutation of histori-
cal theodicies. Hence most of the arguments found troubling by Bayle’s critics
are laid out in “Paulicians.” Before treating that article, however, a more detailed
analysis of “Manicheans” will provide the best view of the overall logic of Bayle’s
position on the problem of evil.

The Internal Conflict of Reason: “Manicheans,” remark D
Bayle’s philosophical reflection on the problem of evil in the Dictionary first
appears in remark D of “Manicheans,” and is introduced by the following claim
inthe body of that article: “One has to admit that this false doctrine [Manichean
dualism], which is much older than Manes and is unsustainable once we accept
either the whole or just part of Holy Scripture, would be very difficult to refute
if it were defended by pagan philosophers who were trained in the weapons
of debate.”?> Remark D is devoted to illustrating how the ablest pagan philoso-

23 G.W. Leibniz to Beauval, 19 February 1706; quoted from Hubert Bost, Pierre Bayle (Paris:
Fayard, 2006), 487.

24  InthisIntroduction I use the word ‘monism’ to capture in a word what Bayle meant by “the
system of one unique principle,” and to mean roughly what ‘monotheism’ means today
(except that ‘monotheism’ entails belief that the first principle is a god, while ‘monism’ is
more general and better captures what Bayle’s pagans would uphold). By ‘dualism’ I am
referring to what Bayle called “the doctrine of two principles,” i.e. the view that there are
two ultimate, coeternal first principles of the universe. By ‘monism’ I do not mean the
belief that there is only one substance in existence. And by ‘dualism’ I am not referring to
mind-body dualism.

25  DHCIIL “Manichéens,” in corpore, 303-304.
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phers might have developed Manichean dualism into a compelling philosoph-
ical system that could rival monism. The remark begins, however, with a brief
defence of P1. Bayle claims that the pagan philosophers who could build a plau-
sible rational system out of Manichean dualism would nevertheless be easily
defeated if their debate with monists were restricted to a priori reasons. Here is
the a priori argument that Bayle believes establishes the truth of monism and
the evident falsity of dualism:

[ Defence of 1] The clearest and most certain ideas of order teach us that
a being that exists by itself [ par lui-méme], a being that is necessary and
eternal, must be unique, infinite, all-powerful, and endowed with every
sort of perfection. Thus, in consulting these ideas, we find nothing more
absurd than the hypothesis of two eternal principles, each independent of
the other, of which one principle possesses no goodness and can impede
the designs of the other.26

The argument is that any being that is self-caused (i.e. “exists by itself”), nec-
essary and eternal must also be unique, infinite, all-powerful and possess all
perfections, including goodness. But according to Manicheism, there are two
independent principles, each of which is allegedly self-caused, necessary, and
eternal, but neither of which can claim to be the unique first cause, infinite, or
all-powerful, and one of which lacks the perfection of goodness. So Manicheism
must be false, since it contradicts these “clearest and most certain ideas of
order” To most readers today this argument will seem weak, to the point that
one might charge Bayle with insincerity. Bayle had to give Christian monothe-
ism some rational support lest he be suspected of atheism, so he gave Christian
monotheism this very slight a priori victory. Supporters of the atheist reading
of Bayle will be inclined to this interpretation of the defence of p1.

Another plausible interpretation of the brevity of this defence, however, can
be offered on the basis of work done by Jean-Luc Solére on the Medieval origins
of Bayle’s philosophical reflection on first causes.?” Bayle’s defence of p1above is
a mere précis of a Medieval argument with which most philosophers in Bayle’s
time would have been acquainted, so there was no need for Bayle to expand
it. The main missing premise, which is an axiom of Medieval metaphysics that
also plays an important role in Descartes’ Meditations, is that “nothing is limited

26 DHC 111, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 305a.

27  See Jean-Luc Solére, “Bayle, les Théologiens Catholiques et la Rétorsion Stratonicienne,”
129-170, in Antony McKenna and Gianni Paganini (eds), Pierre Bayle dans la République
des Lettres (Paris: Honoré Champion, 2004).
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by itself, but only by external agents.”?® So a being that exists by itself, i.e. a
necessary being that has caused itself to exist for all eternity, could not limit
itself, and so would have to give itself every perfection in the act of causing
itself. That the missing premise in the defence of P1above is the Medieval axiom
of the impossibility of self-limitation is clear when Bayle restates that defence,
this time putting it more succinctly into the mouth of his character Melissus: “a
necessary being cannot be limited, therefore it is infinite and all-powerful, and
therefore it is unique ..."2°

Further support for this interpretation is given by the fact that Bayle uses
this same Medieval argument in a later work, the Continuation of the Various
Thoughts on a Comet (cPD), where he objects to the idea of a being that exists
by itself but that lacks certain perfections: “it is against the ideas of order for
such a being to lack an infinite number of perfections. Tell me why it is limited
to the precise number of perfections it has ... Nothing stood in its way as
an obstacle, so what could limit it?"3° Furthermore, in the same work, Bayle
employs the a priori Medieval principle, Ockham’s razor, to argue that a being
that is infinitely perfect must also be unique. An infinitely perfect being would
have the ability to bring about everything that we observe (otherwise it would
lack perfect power), so it is metaphysically superfluous to assume that there are
two such beings.31 We can fill in Bayle’s defence of P, therefore, using Medieval
metaphysics that Bayle knew well and employed elsewhere in precisely the
way that is needed to fill in the defence of p1: existence-by-itself entails a lack
of limitations; lack of limitations entails infinite perfection; infinite perfection
entails uniqueness. It is likely that Bayle assumed his readers would not require
the missing premises to be identified.32

If p1 is backed by the “clearest and most certain ideas of order,” then why
does Bayle believe that Manichean dualism could be well defended if backed

28  See Solere, “Bayle, les Théologiens Catholiques,” 144. (Descartes assumes the axiom when
he argues in the Third Meditation that the fact of his own limitation entails that he is not
the cause of himself.)

29  pHc1II, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 305b (emphasis mine).

30 Bayle, cPD, cxiv (0D 111, 346b).

31  Bayle, cPp, cvii (0D 111, 3373).

32 Aninterpretive difficulty concerning the defence of P1 remains, however, for again in the
cPD Bayle writes, “You and I find it evident that what exists by itself cannot lack any
perfection, but there were no pagan philosophers who knew this truth” (cpp, cvii; op 111,
337b). The problem is that in remark D of “Manichéens,” Bayle puts this truth into the
mouth of a pagan philosopher. The problem is resolved, I think, by interpreting the pagan
philosophers Melissus and Zoroaster not as historical figures, but as personifications of
reason that speak always on Bayle’s behalf.
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by an able philosopher? Bayle’s answer to this question turns the discussion
in remark D toward the defence of p2: “For a system to be considered good, it
requires two things: first, its ideas must be distinct; second, it must be able to
account for experience. So now we must see whether the hypothesis of one
principle accords well with the phenomena of nature.”*3 The discussion turns
from a priori reasoning, which supports monism, toward a posteriori reasoning,
which will be the stronghold of the Manichean interlocutor Zoroaster. Not all
experiences will provide the basis of Zoroaster’s arguments, however, but only
the experiences of human beings. Bayle explains the reason for this in one of
the most quoted passages of the Dictionary:

[Evidence for 2] The heavens and all the rest of the universe preach the
glory, power, and unity of God; man alone, that masterpiece of the Cre-
ator among things visible, man alone, I say, furnishes very great objections
against the unity of God. Here is why. Man is wicked and unhappy: every-
one knows these two things by what takes place within himself, and by
the business he is forced to have with his neighbours. Five or six years
alone are sufficient to be perfectly convinced of these two points. Those
who live longer and those who are deeply involved in public affairs know
these things even more clearly. Travels are perpetual lessons on the sub-
ject. They demonstrate man’s condition by many monuments of human
misery and vice, by endless prisons and hospitals, gallows and beggars.
Here you see the debris of a once-flourishing city; elsewhere you cannot
even find ruins ... The learned, without leaving their libraries, acquire the
greatest appreciation of these two facts by reading histories, which per-
mit us to survey all the ages and nations of humankind. Indeed history
is, properly speaking, just the collection of the crimes and misfortunes of
humanity. But let us note that these two evils, one moral and the other
physical, do not take up the whole of history, nor the entire experience of
individuals. We find everywhere both moral and physical goodness, sev-
eral examples of virtue, and some instances of happiness; that is what
makes the matter difficult. For if everyone were evil and unhappy, then
it would not be necessary to appeal to the hypothesis of two principles. It
is the mixture in human experience of happiness and virtue on the one
hand, with misery and vice on the other that demands the dualist hypoth-
esis.3*

33 DHC 111, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 305a.
34  DHCIII, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 305b.



2016057 [Hickson] 002-Introduction-proof-03[date 1605271423 : version1603141545] page 15

INTRODUCTION 15

I have labelled the famous passage above “Evidence for p2” and not “Defence
of p2” for obvious reasons. We have here the data, as it were, upon which the
dualist Zoroaster will later draw in his debate with the monist Melissus, but
we do not yet have a proper argument. Nevertheless, the foundations of the
argument are clearly laid. The idea is that on the basis of the hypothesis of
one causal principle, the existence of the contraries good/evil, pleasure/pain,
fortune/misfortune, happiness/misery cannot be explained. These contraries
must all have their source in the same causal principle, since there is by hypoth-
esis but one. This principle, however, is supposed to be supremely perfect,
while half of these contraries are kinds of imperfections. Moreover, the prob-
lem with imagining both good and evil arising from the same source is clearer
if we notice that several lines above the passage just quoted Bayle assumes that
monism professes not only the unity of the first cause, but also the simplicity
and immutability of that cause.3> (The assumption that unity, simplicity, and
immutability are tightly linked is evidence of another unspoken debt of Bayle’s
to Medieval philosophy.3¢) If the first cause is simple, then it seems impossible
for contraries to exist simultaneously in that principle and consequently give
rise to divisions within it; and if the first cause is immutable, then the possibility
of contraries existing in the principle at different times is ruled out. All of these
difficulties can be avoided, thinks Bayle, if we assume along with dualists that
there are two principles of all things, one simply good, the other simply evil.

At this point in remark D Bayle introduces Melissus and Zoroaster as the
proponents of a priori and a posteriori reasons respectively, and briefly repeats
the defence of p1 through Melissus. Zoroaster concedes that the monist argu-
ment of Melissus is from the point of view of reason alone, independent of
experience, superior to any a priori argument on behalf of dualism. However,
Zoroaster claims that the most important part of a rational system is not its
a priori element, but its ability to account for experience and observation, i.e.
its a posteriori element. Zoroaster then poses a series of questions to Melissus
to demonstrate the weakness of monism in accounting for human experience:
“If man is the work of a single supremely good, holy, and powerful principle,
can he be exposed to sickness, to cold, to heat, to hunger, to thirst, to pain,
to sadness? Can he have so many bad inclinations? Can he commit so many

35  Bayle clarifies that the dualist is trying to raise “... an objection against the unity, simplicity,
and immutability of God.” Bayle goes on a few lines later to say the monist’s goal is to “...
save the simplicity and immutability of God’s ways ...” See DHC 111, “Manichéens,” rem. D,
305a-b.

36 See, for example, Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1, qq. 3, 9, and 11, where God’s
simplicity, immutability, and unity (respectively) are intricately connected.
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crimes? Can perfect holiness produce criminal creatures? Can perfect goodness
produce unhappy creatures? Wouldn't the combination of supreme power and
infinite goodness completely fill its work with goodness, and keep away from
its creation anything that might offend or sadden it?"3”

Melissus responds to Zoroaster with an argument that Bayle calls the “most
reasonable” response to the ancient problem of the origin of evil. As we will
continue to see, this response on behalf of monism is, in Bayle’s view, the
best theodicy within the bounds of reason alone. Bayle’s first statement of the
response will therefore be quoted in full:

[Melissus’ Free-Will Theodicy] Melissus will respond that man was not
wicked when God made him. He will say that man received from God
a happy state, but since he did not follow the light of his conscience,
which God intended to lead man along the path of virtue, he became
wicked, and consequently deserved to feel the effects of the wrath of God,
who is supremely just as well as supremely good. Therefore, God is not
the cause of moral evil, though He is the cause of physical evil, which
is nothing other than punishment for moral evil; punishment which,
far from being incompatible with a supremely good principle, in fact
emanates necessarily from one of His attributes, namely justice, which
is no less essential than His goodness ... All that can be said, therefore, is
that once he left the hands of his creator, man possessed [no inclination
toward evil] but merely a power capable of determining himself toward
evil, and that once he had determined himself toward evil, he alone was
the cause of the crime he committed and of the moral evil that entered
the universe.38

Some key points of this free-will theodicy deserve to be highlighted. First, the
theodicy claims that no actual evil was produced by the infinitely perfect God,
but it does not deny that the potential for moral evil was present in human
beings from the beginning. When humans were created, they were created
morally innocent and happy, but they were created free and therefore able
to turn away from this happy state. Second, God provided the first humans
with conscience as a means of guiding them toward continued innocence and
happiness, but this moral guide was evidently violable. Third, though humans
possessed no original inclination toward sin, humans nevertheless employed

37 DHC 111, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 306a.
38 DHC 111, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 306a.
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their power of self-determination (i.e. free will) to violate conscience and
incline themselves toward evil. Finally, there is no denial in this theodicy that
God is fully responsible for one class of evil, physical evil or suffering. However,
suffering is alleged to be a necessary emanation of justice, which is in turn an
essential attribute of the perfect divine nature.

Bayle offers two main objections to the traditional free-will theodicy at this
point and promises that others will follow in remarks to the article “Paulicians.”
Both are a priori objections. The first challenges the very concept of free will as
it is used to exculpate God from any causal role in sin. The second is based in a
priori reflections concerning the moral duties of an infinitely good first cause.

[First Objection to Free-Will Theodicy] [W]e have no distinct idea that
permits us to understand how a being that does not exist by itself can
nevertheless act by itself. Zoroaster will therefore say that the free will
given to man is not able to give itself an actual determination, since it
exists constantly and totally through the action of God.

[Second Objection to Free-Will Theodicy] [ Zoroaster| will ask this question:
did God foresee that man would make use of his free will in this way? If
Melissus answers ‘yes’, then Zoroaster will respond that it does not appear
possible for anything at all to foresee that which depends uniquely on an
indeterminate cause. But I will grant you, he will say, that God foresaw His
creature’s sin, and I will conclude that God should have prevented that
sin; for the ideas of order will not tolerate that an infinitely good and holy
cause that is capable of preventing the introduction of moral evil should
not in fact prevent it, especially considering that by permitting sin, God
will be obliged to heap punishment upon His own creation. If God did
not foresee the Fall of Man, He at least judged that it was possible. God
would have realized that if His creatures in fact sinned, He would have had
to renounce His paternal goodness in favour of taking on the character
of a severe judge in order to make His creatures miserable. So He would
have chosen instead to determine man toward moral goodness, just as He
determines him toward his physical good. He would not have left in man’s
soul any power to commit sin, just as He did not leave in man’s soul any
power to lead himself toward unhappiness considered as such ... [O]r, if
God did give creatures the power of free will, He would have watched over
them constantly to ensure that they did not sin.3?

39 For both objections: pHcC 111, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 306a.
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Bayle’s claim in remark D of “Manicheans” is not that these two objections
in particular are unanswerable. In fact, he admits that Melissus would have
much to answer to both objections. The claim instead is that “all that Melissus
could answer would be opposed immediately by arguments just as plausible as
his own, such that the dispute would never end.”#? Putting all of this together,
we can conclude that Bayle’s defence of P2 in “Manicheans,” remark D is the
following (which is a reconstruction, not a quotation):

[Defence of p2] The most reasonable response that can be offered in
defence of monism when faced with the problem of the origin of evil
is Melissus’ free-will theodicy. If any theodicy can successfully respond
to Manichean objections like those of Zoroaster, then this theodicy can.
However, reason cannot ever fully vindicate Melissus’ free-will theodicy
(or therefore any other theodicy); there will always remain convincing
Manichean objections to it.

This is merely an initial defence of P2, which Bayle promises to expand in
“Paulicians.” Two aspects of the defence require further attention. First, Bayle
has thus far sampled only a single theodicy. His claim that this is the best
theodicy from the point of view of reason requires further support. Second,
even if we grant that the free-will theodicy as sketched above is the best that
reason can do against the problem of evil, nevertheless Bayle has not yet
defended that theodicy against his two main objections to it. His claim that the
dispute between the monist and dualist on this front would be interminable
requires further support. As we will see, these two shortcomings of the initial
defence of p2 also indicate the lines along which Bayle’s future debates with Le
Clerc and Jaquelot will run. Le Clerc will open his debate with Bayle by alleging
that a theodicy that Bayle never considered, that of the ancient Church Father
Origen, can answer all of reason’s objections far better than any theodicy that
Bayle has surveyed. Jaquelot, on the other hand, will work from the beginning
to the end ofhis debate to defend a version of the free-will theodicy and prove to
Bayle that the Melissus-Zoroaster debate can be ended in short order in favour
of the monist.

The remainder of remark D is concerned with the transition from P2 to p3.
Bayle outlines the sort of narrative that Zoroaster could tell about the contest
between Good and Evil that his dualism proposes. He suggests that despite its
hypothetical nature, the foundation of this narrative is more solid than that of

40  DHCIII, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 306a.
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monism, at least from an a posteriori perspective. All the duality experienced
in the human condition points to an initial duality of good and evil, not to a
simple, perfectly good first cause. Therefore, Melissus has decidedly won the
a priori debate, while Zoroaster has won the a posteriori debate. The result is
that reason alone is incapable of determining whether one all-perfect cause
or two limited causes is/are responsible for the creation of the universe. The
worry, of course, is that this conclusion seems to undermine the foundation of
Christianity. However, this is where Bayle adds another of the Dictionary’s most
quoted passages, this time concerning the weakness of human reason, and the
need for faith:

[Defence of p3] Human reason ... is a principle of destruction, not of
construction. It is good only for forming doubts, for turning us around
in circles, and for making debates endless. I doubt I will go wrong if I
say of natural revelation, i.e. the light of reason, what theologians say
of the Law of Moses. They say that it was good only for demonstrating
to man his imperfection and his need for a redeemer and for a merciful
law. It was a teacher (in their terms) meant to lead us to Jesus Christ. Let
us say roughly the same thing about reason: it is good only for showing
man his blindness, his weakness, and the necessity of another revelation.
That other revelation is Scripture. There we will find something with
which to refute the hypothesis of two principles and all the objections
of Zoroaster. There we find the unity of God and his infinite perfection,
the Fall of Man and all its consequences. Let someone tell us with an
array of arguments that it was not possible for moral evil to introduce
itselfinto a world created by an infinitely good and holy first principle; we
will respond that nevertheless this happened, and consequently it is very
possible. Nothing is more senseless than arguing against facts: the axiom,
ab actu ad potentiam valet consequentia [the inference from actuality to
potentiality is valid], is as clear as the proposition ‘two plus two equals
four+!

Since reason is divided over the monism-dualism debate, reason cannot itself
determine the truth of the matter. This much of Bayle’s defence of p3 is clear.
However, the move from the defeat of reason toward the victory of Judeo-
Christian Scripture is hasty. As it stands, Bayle’s fideism appears unmotivated,
and hence insincere. Leibniz was right, if we restrict our attention to remark

41 DHCIII, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 306b.
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D of “Manicheans,” that Bayle silenced reason only after having made it speak
too much. The transition from p2 to p3 will not be developed much further in
“Paulicians,” and so it is not surprising that both Le Clerc and Jaquelot will chal-
lenge Bayle to clarify his understanding of the relationship between faith and
reason that underlies this transition. However, as we will see, Bayle does expand
the transition from p2 to P3 in his Clarification on the Manicheans, which was
appended to the second edition of the Dictionary. So as was mentioned above,
“Manicheans” should be read only as Bayle’s first pass at the issue of the prob-
lem of evil, and his overview of the logic of his doctrine; it is far from his final
word. In what remains of this section of the Introduction, I will briefly review
the additions to the defences of P2 and p3 that Bayle makes in “Paulicians” and
in the “Clarification on the Manicheans.”

The Failure of Rational Theodicy: “Paulicians”

The philosophical treatment of the problem of evil is taken up again by Bayle in
the Dictionary in “Paulicians,” remark £.42 Though Bayle’s treatment again lacks
the appearance of a system, nevertheless he continues to unfold and elaborate
the doctrine presented above—p1, P2, P3. Nothing is added in “Paulicians”
concerning 1, and so the discussion delves immediately into P2 and concludes
with p3. Before getting to the new arguments for these principles, it isimportant
to note that remark E of “Paulicians” begins by making two modifications to the
discussion of evil in “Manicheans.”

In “Manicheans” Bayle’s two interlocutors, Melissus and Zoroaster, were pre-
sented as pagan philosophers ignorant of revelation. Hence both a priori and
a posteriori reason were understood to be completely independent of the rev-
elation of the Bible. In “Paulicians,” however, and in most of his subsequent
related discussions of evil, including Bayle’s debates with Le Clerc and Jaque-
lot, only ‘a priori reason’ will continue to mean reason alone, independent of all
revelation. That is because, from now on, Bayle will focus on debates between
thinkers who accept all or part of the Judeo-Christian Bible, such as Chris-
tians, Manicheans, and Paulicians (the latter two of which accepted the whole
of the Christian Scriptures, but only part of the Hebrew Scriptures). For these
thinkers, the “data” given in the Bible count as facts that can inform a posteri-
ori reason, and must be accounted for by it. Understanding a posteriori reason
to include the “facts” of Scripture is the only way to understand this otherwise

42  Between “Manichéens” and “Pauliciens” there is a substantial contribution to the discus-
sion in “Marcionites,” remarks F and G, which treat the compatibility of free will and divine
grace. Bayle’s comments in “Marcionites” are repeated and expanded in the remarks to
“Pauliciens” to be treated below.
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puzzling early claim in remark E of “Paulicians”: “The Fathers of the Church ...
responded poorly to the objections concerning the origin of evil. They should
have abandoned all a priori reasons ... and contented themselves with a poste-
riori reasons.”3 This claim is puzzling because the Fathers of the Church were
monotheists, and according to Bayle’s discussion in “Manicheans,” remark D,
the stronghold of monotheists is a priori reason, not a posteriori reason. But if
we understand a priori reason now to mean reasons independent of experience
and revelation, and a posteriori reason to mean reason informed by experi-
ence and revelation, then the claim is consistent with Bayle’s conclusion in
“Manicheans,” remark D.

The second modification to the discussion is more significant. In “Mani-
cheans” Bayle was content to prove that better-skilled Manicheans would be
“difficult” to defeat in debate over the problem of evil; they could level objec-
tions against monists that were “just as plausible” as the responses given by
monists. These are the ways that Bayle expresses P2 in “Manicheans.” The tone
of the discussion in that article suggests a weak interpretation of the insolubil-
ity of the problem of evil for monists. That discussion proves at best the claim
that dualists are formidable debate partners for monists in discussions over the
origin of evil. But Bayle does not say anything about the possibility of rational
theodicy considered in itself. Is there a true theodicy, discoverable by reason?
Bayle’s discussion in “Manicheans” does not explicitly say. It merely argues that
any theodicy put forward will be susceptible to an endless series of compelling
objections. However, the presence of good objections is not always an indica-
tion of falsehood (before the invention of telescopes there were excellent, even
unanswerable objections to innumerable astronomical truths). In any case, at
the outset of remark E of “Paulicians” Bayle announces that his thesis p2 should
be taken in a stronger sense to imply that there is no true theodicy discoverable
by human reason, which is why there are invincible objections to every theod-

icy:

[Strong Interpretation of P2] [T]he manner in which evil was introduced
under the empire of an infinitely good, infinitely holy, infinitely powerful
sovereign being is not only inexplicable, but incomprehensible, and every
objection that is opposed to the reasons why this sovereign being permit-
ted evil is more in conformity with the natural light and the ideas of order
than these reasons are.*#

43 DpHC 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 625a.
44  DHc 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 625a—b.



2016057 [Hickson] 002-Introduction-proof-03[date1605271423 : version1603141545] page 22

22 INTRODUCTION

However, in “Paulicians,” Bayle will not attempt to demonstrate the strong
interpretation of p2 just quoted. That is, he will not give reasons of a general
nature that lead validly to the conclusion that no rational theodicy is possi-
ble.#> Instead, he will make the thesis compelling and probable by treating
numerous attempts at rational theodicy, and by showing how these fail. This
argumentative strategy is one of the main reasons why Le Clerc and Jaque-
lot criticized “Manicheans” and “Paulicians,” which obviously claim more than
they rigourously prove. These articles invite the invention of rational theodicies
that Bayle failed to consider and further defences of the theodicies that Bayle
claimed to refute. Yet, as we will see, Bayle’s case studies in “Paulicians,” though
they do not comprise a demonstration of the strong interpretation of p2, nev-
ertheless anticipate nearly every theme and objection that Le Clerc or Jaquelot
would later introduce, the most important ones of which I survey immediately
below. Rather than continuing with my line-by-line analysis of Bayle’s texts
(which would become repetitive and tiresome), I have organized the rest of
Bayle’s arguments in “Paulicians” by theme.

Perfect Goodness
Bayle argues that monism cannot account for the mixture of good and evil
because the perfect goodness that it ascribes to the first principle cannot give
rise to such a mixture: “If we depend ... only on a single all-powerful, infinitely
good, infinitely free cause that universally disposes of its beings according to
the good pleasure of its will, then we should never experience any evil, all of
our goods should be pure, and we should never encounter the least unpleasant-
ness."*6 Bayle’s concept of perfect goodness will always remain the same in his
treatment of the problem of evil. By ‘perfect goodness’ he means not only Aigh-
est goodness, but also pure goodness that does not tolerate the least mixture of
evil. Perfect goodness is therefore a matter not only of quantity, but also of qual-
ity. Bayle’s interlocutors, especially Le Clerc, will press him to consider other
definitions of ‘perfect goodness,’ but Bayle will remain committed to the purity
condition, insisting at all times that “if the Author of our being is infinitely good,
then he must take continuous pleasure in making us happy and preventing
anything that might trouble us or diminish our joy. This is an essential charac-

45  largue elsewhere that Bayle offers a metaphysical defence of the strong interpretation of
p2 in the article “Synergistes,” remarks B and ¢, of the second edition of the Dictionary. See
Michael W. Hickson, “Theodicy and Toleration in Bayle’s Dictionary,” Journal of the History
of Philosophy 51:1 (2013), especially 66—71.

46  pHc 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 626a.
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teristic of the idea of perfect goodness.”#” Charges of anthropomorphism and
anthropocentrism will be hurled about in this debate: anthropomorphism will
be charged by Bayle against Le Clerc and Jaquelot for their insistence on using
impure human goodness as the model of perfect divine goodness; and anthro-
pocentrism by Le Clerc and Jaquelot against Bayle for his insistence that God
should serve the interests of humankind without ever subjecting the latter to
the slightest disagreeable experience.

The Utility and Necessity of Evil

Bayle’s concept of perfect goodness, and his belief that a world is possible in
which no sentient beings ever suffer, lead him to reject any theodicy based
on the alleged utility or necessity of evil in the divine plan. A God who must
employ evil to bring about His plans is either weak or unwise. Bayle’s first
discussion of this point arises when he treats the theodicy of the ancient
Church father, Lactantius, who responded to arguments ascribed to Epicurus
against divine providence.*® Lactantius argued that we must first know evil
before we can become virtuous. Since the nature of virtue involves patiently
overcoming adversity, there must necessarily be some adversity if there is to
be any virtue. So God permitted evil in order to permit the realization of virtue.
Moreover, since virtue is required before wisdom can be attained, evil is further
necessary for the realization of wisdom. Both Le Clerc and Jaquelot will offer
similar lines of reasoning.

Bayle opposes this theodicy first with a posteriori arguments based in Chris-
tian tradition, and second on a priori grounds. The first refutation goes as fol-
lows. If Lactantius is correct that some evil is required for the acquisition of
wisdom and virtue, then it follows that Adam and Eve were deprived of these
things before the Fall when, according to tradition, there was not yet any evil in
the Garden. So the first humans, who are by tradition the most perfect humans
that ever lived, were unable to be virtuous or wise. Moreover, it would follow
that the angels are neither wise nor virtuous, since they are not subject to either
physical evil (since they lack bodies) or moral evil (since they enjoy the beatific
vision). But these claims that the first humans and all the angels lack virtue and
wisdom are unacceptable. Therefore, moral goodness without any evil is pos-
sible.

The a priori argument focuses on a secondary point made by Lactantius,
namely that pain is required before pleasure can even be experienced. Bayle’s

47 DHC 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 626a.
48  This theodicy can be found in the thirteenth chapter of Lactantius’ De Ira Dei [On the
Wrath of God].
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refutation of this claim involves a lengthy discussion of the epistemic indepen-
dence of the knowledge of pleasure and the knowledge of pain whose details
are too numerous to summarize here. The basic idea is that physical pleasure is
agreeable in itself, not merely in comparison with pain, and it is possible that
God could prevent the experience of pleasure from becoming insipid over time
by reversing the dulling effects on the brain that are the cause of that insipid-
ness. A life of constant pleasure, from beginning to end, is therefore a possibility
within God’s power to bring about. This thesis, in combination with the con-
clusion of Bayle’s a posteriori argument, entails that there is a possible world in
which humans live lives of uninterrupted pleasure, virtue, and wisdom. A per-
fectly good God would surely choose this possible world. So Bayle concludes
that the experience of alternating pleasure and pain, virtue and vice in our lives
is a strong argument for the greater probability of dualism, which accounts for
it very easily.

Bayle raises another objection to theodicies that rely on the utility or neces-
sity of evil when he discusses the Stoic Chrysippus, who made points similar
to those made by Lactantius. The problem with both of these authors’ theodi-
cies is that the amount of evil in the world is surely more than what is needed
to make pleasure or virtue possible. Bayle quotes Plutarch as his witness: “[A]ll
human affairs are full of vice, and the whole of human life, from the preamble to
the very end of the conclusion, is disordered, depraved, and disturbed; not one
part of it is pure and irreprehensible. Human existence is the most wretched
and disagreeable of farces.”#? If evil is necessary to render certain goods pos-
sible, then God would choose to actualize only the minimum amount of evil
required for the purpose. But surely there is more evil than what is necessary
to realize any good purpose.

Kinds of Evil
Throughout the majority of his writings on the problem of evil, Bayle will focus
above all on two kinds of evil: physical evil, i.e. physical or emotional pain;
and moral evil, i.e. vices, sins, and violations of conscience. But in remark L
of “Pauliciens,”>° Bayle uncovers a third kind of evil in the writings of the early
Platonist, Maximus of Tyre, as well as a monist theodicy based in reflections
on that third kind of evil. This third category of evil is not named by Bayle,

49 Plutarch, Adversus Stoicos; quoted and translated from pac 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. G,
630b.

50  This remark first appeared in the second edition of the Dictionary, and was therefore
unknown to Le Clerc when he wrote the Parrhasiana, which was the beginning of the
Bayle-Le Clerc controversy.
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but it bears a strong resemblance to what Leibniz refers to as metaphysical
evil. According to Maximus, matter and the human soul both suffer from
inherent depravations which are the occasional causes of physical evils and
moral evils respectively. The perfectly good artisan god was hence limited in
what he could bring about from the material and animate substances upon
which he set to work. Every good thing that comes about from matter or souls
should be attributed to the artful work of the creator, but every bad thing
should be ascribed to accidental side effects of the god’s workmanship that
arise necessarily from the imperfect quality of matter and soul. Maximus uses
an analogy to clarify his theodicy. When the artist strikes hot iron, the artist
intends to impose a form on the raw material, so all of the resulting form should
be ascribed to the intention of the artist. But in the process of creating this form,
sparks will fly due to the inherent nature of hot iron. None of these accidental
sparks, which are Maximus'’s analogue for physical evils, are intended by the
artist, and therefore he should not be held responsible for them or any damage
they go on to cause elsewhere.

The inherent depravation of matter, particularly that of the human body, is
always the occasional cause of moral evil, according to Maximus, who borrows
Plato’s analogy to clarify his point. The soul was placed by god in a human
body to lead it, as a charioteer leads a team of horses. But these horses (the
body) are by nature unruly, and listen to only some commands of the charioteer
(the will), while disregarding the rest. On some occasions the unruliness of
the body infects the soul and inspires the inherently depraved will to indulge
in sins. Bayle levels two principal objections against this theodicy based on
metaphysical evil. The first objection is that the theodicy, while posing as
monist, is in fact dualist since it recognizes a second principle, matter, not
completely under the control of the good god.>! The inherent depravation
of matter is not the result of god’s creative work, and so it must be treated
in this theodicy as an independent first cause. The second objection is that
the theodicy fails to justify the perfect goodness or holiness of god, as Bayle
succinctly notes: “A good and virtuous father would never let his children ride
unruly horses ...”>2

51  Bayle’s refutation of Maximus of Tyre’s theodicy perhaps anticipates how Bayle would
have responded to Leibniz’s Theodicy, had he lived long enough to read it. See David Fate
Norton, “Leibniz and Bayle: Manicheism and Dialectic,” Journal of the History of Philosophy
2(1): 23-36 (1964).

52  DHC III, “Paucliciens,” rem. L, 634b.
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Five Further Objections to Free-Will Theodicy

Since Bayle identified the free-will theodicy in “Manicheans” as reason’s best
attempt at resolving the problem of evil, it is not surprising that much of
“Paulicians” is devoted to that argument, which Bayle describes as a “beautiful
argument that contains a certain je ne s¢ai quoi that dazzles readers with its
grandeur; but an argument that can ultimately be defeated by reasons that are
more within the reach of commoners, more well-founded in good sense and
in the ideas of order.”5® There are five objections to free-will theodicy spread
throughout the various remarks to “Paulicians.”

Bayle summarizes the free-will theodicy of St. Basil and then objects that the
argument is guilty of begging the question against dualists.>* Bayle’s objection
applies, however, to any free-will theodicy. The dualists ask monists how, on
their account, it was possible for evil to enter the universe, considering that
it is governed by a single perfectly good and sovereign God. St. Basil answers
that it was through the evil free action of humankind. But then the dualists
will ask why or how humans were created evil by the perfectly good God. St.
Basil responds that humans were created perfectly innocent, not evil, but then
they abused the free will given to them by God, and this is how both moral
and physical evil entered the world. But as it stands, this “solution” offered
by St. Basil does not answer the problem of evil at all, but merely restates or
refocuses it. Now the dualist will want to know how it was possible for an
innocent creature to fall from goodness in a universe governed by a single
perfectly good and sovereign God. As the free-will theodicist continues to give
details to deepen his story, Bayle will continue to restate the original problem.
According to Bayle, free-will theodicy cannot ever demonstrate the consistency
of the existence of evil and of a single perfectly good God; it must always beg
the question by assuming that consistency.

The second objection to free-will theodicies is that they usually assume
that free will was a good, and perhaps even the best, gift that God made to
humankind. The goodness of the gift of free will serves to explain why God ran
the risk of introducing sin into the world when He gave this gift. But, Bayle
argues, if we think rationally about the morality of gift giving, the way that
Seneca does in De Beneficiis and the way that Cicero does through his character
Cotta in De Natura Deorum, then we are led to the conclusion that free will
is far from satisfying the conditions of a good gift. The first principle of gift-
giving is that “it is part of the essence of a benefactor never to give a gift that he

53  DHc 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 627a.
54  DHC III, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 626b.
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knows the recipient will abuse in such a way that the gift will ruin the recipient.
Only enemies would be eager to give gifts that will be abused and that will
ruin their recipient. It is part of the essence of a benefactor to spare nothing
to guarantee that his gifts will render their recipient happy.”>> Having foreseen
that human beings would abuse free will, God should have either withheld
the gift altogether or accompanied the gift of free will with a greater purity
of heart and a more ardent taste for goodness in human beings. But, some
will respond, without free will human beings could not love God freely. Bayle
responds by pointing out that even with free will, very few human beings love
God as they should, and many more employ free will to act contrary to God’s
commands. “With these reasons in mind, it is easy to demonstrate that the free
will of the first man, which was preserved in its entirety in the circumstances
in which he abused it in such a way that led to his own demise, to the ruin of
humankind, to the eternal damnation of the majority of his descendants, and
to the introduction of a terrifying flood of sin and suffering, was not a good
gift. We will never understand how this gift could be preserved by an effect of
goodness and the love of holiness.”>¢

The third fault with free-will theodicies is that they fail to recognize, in
Bayle’s view, that the capacity of the will to commit evil must itself be con-
sidered an evil, because “everything that can produce evil is itself bad, since
evil can be born only of an evil cause.”>” Whereas the second objection out-
lined immediately above seeks to show that free will is circumstantially evil,
this new objection is that the will is inherently, though not completely, evil.
Only the dualists can explain the mixture of good and evil that characterizes
the faculty of free will. It is worth noting that Bayle’s objection here seems to
assume that evil is something positive, and not merely a privation as many ear-
lier thinkers had thought. In fact, Bayle shows only disdain for privation theory,
and assumes throughout his writings on the problem of evil that “malice is no
less a real being than goodness.”>8 It is a remarkable feature of Bayle’s debates
discussed below that neither Le Clerc nor Jaquelot made use of the privation
account of evil, which Bayle totally disregards, but which seems pertinent in
all these instances where Bayle declares that evils are as real as goods and need
just as positive a causal explanation.59

55  DHC 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 627a.

56  DHc 111, “Pauliciens,” rem. E, 627b—628a.

57  DHC I1I, “Pauliciens,” rem. F, 628a.

58 DHC 111, “Manichéens,” rem. D, 305b (see also note 53 in the margin).

59  The account of evil as a privation is used against Bayle, however, by Dom Alexis Gaudin,
who wrote La Distinction et la Nature du Bien et du Mal (Paris: Claude Cellier, 1704). Bayle
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The fourth new objection in “Paulicians,” found in remark M, begins by
granting that once God decided to give free will to human beings, He had an
obligation not to interfere with the use that humans made of that gift. Bayle
recognizes in this objection only a prima facie divine obligation to respect
the autonomy of human free will. However, Bayle stops the theodicy short by
arguing that God does not have an absolute obligation to respect the choices
made by humans; in some extreme instances He is obligated to interfere with,
or remove altogether the gift He made. Bayle again uses an analogy to make
his point. One nearly always has a duty not to pull the Queen’s hair. However,
if the Queen is about to fall over a cliff and the only way to save her is by
grabbing her by the hair and dragging her to safety, then one has a very strong
duty indeed to pull the Queen’s hair. Similarly, the duties of perfect goodness
far outweigh any privileges of non-interference of free will when humanity is
about to fall into damnation. Reason leads to the conclusion, therefore, that
God ought to have interfered with Adam’s and Eve’s freedom just prior to their
succumbing to temptation. Theodicies that appeal to the “inviolable privileges
of free will” consequently fail in those very cases they are meant to address—
the extreme cases where the abuse of free will has d