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INTRODUCTION: THE PREHISTORY OF TOLERATION AND VARIETIES OF SKEPTICISM
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Toleration is one of the most attractive and widespread ideals of our day. It is a cornerstone of liberalism, a key protection for both individual citizens and minority groups, and in general is the predominant ethos of all moral civilizations in the modem world. But what is the justification for toleration? Is toleration a moral imperative based on natural or divine rights? A pragmatic way of dealing with pluralistic conflict? Or does it somehow just seems obvious? Since toleration has not been the obvious moral policy throughout most of the world in most of recorded history, nor indeed even throughout most of the world today, some more compelling justification must be offered for it. Justifying toleration is an important philosophical and political issue, because if we cannot explain why it is necessary and good, the institutions that uphold it cannot help but be weakened.

The problem is that while toleration has never been more widely applied than in the Western world today, the traditional grounds upon which it has been defended are becoming difficult to justify philosophically. Toleration has been traditionally justified by appeals to rights, political or metaphysical, yet many philosophers today find these arguments problematic. This book systematically examines arguments for toleration based on a largely forgotten tradition: toleration derived from skepticism. By focusing on the connection between skepticism and toleration, this book tries to bridge the gap between the political practice of and desire for toleration on the one hand and the problems of philosophically justifying it on the other. Its theme is universal, but its arguments are particularly timely today.

This book does two important new things. First, it takes a fresh look at the founding of modernity by focusing on and reappraising a strand of modem thought that has been vastly under-appreciated. A few books have focused on the role of skepticism and atheism during the time period (the Reformation to the revolutions) that this book covers, but none focuses on the link between atheism, irreligion, or skepticism and toleration.1 Similarly, there are a few books on the history of toleration, but none focuses on the particularly skeptical arguments for it.2 This book examines the link between skepticism and toleration by way of in-depth studies of several major early modem thinkers.

Second, this book explores the contemporary relevance of these skeptically-based arguments for toleration. The early modems have much to teach us because, writing without an established tradition of toleration to which they could appeal, they were forced to think critically about the philosophical foundations of their ideas. In doing so, they made arguments that are wanting today. This book aims to learn from the early modems and explicate their arguments in a way that reveals their relevance to contemporary debates.

Each essay in this volume asks the crucial questions about the linkage between skepticism and toleration which are all too often ignored. How can a skeptic argue for anything, let alone ethics and toleration? And since one can be skeptical of many different things and of the same thing to a different extent, each essay asks about the kinds of skeptical doubting each author discussed does. What are their ethics, and how do they argue for ethics from doubt? And, more generally, is skepticism a fruitful ground from which to argue for toleration? At the same time --and very importantly -- this volume identifies the non-skeptical aspects and commitments of each thinker discussed. While showing the skeptical basis of each author’s commitment to toleration, this volume also shows the limits to each author’s skeptical doubting. For if one doubted everything, on what basis would morality be possible? Most of the thinkers discussed in this book worry that the doubting of accepted truths could lead to political instability or the total collapse of ethical standards. They therefore limited their skepticism, and this book explores the differing degrees and manners in which they did so. Analysis of their varying approaches to these questions reveals that just as toleration cannot be founded on pure skepticism, so all the paths which flow from skepticism do not necessarily lead to toleration.

I. Rights-Based Justifications and Their Problems

Liberalism has traditionally justified toleration not through appeals to skepticism but to rights, rights that exist outside of one’s subjective self. To the extent that others possess them, rights serve as a check, a limit, on one’s actions towards them. The possession of rights entitles one to a certain sphere in which one is not to be denied, repressed, or victimized by others. Thought and action within this protected sphere, no matter how objectionable, cannot legitimately be subjected to political interference and are to be tolerated by both the state and other citizens. The basis of these rights, however, is a much disputed question.

Liberal rights-based conceptions of toleration are justified by three kinds of arguments: metaphysical, prudential, and political. Toleration has until recently been justified by natural and divine right. Today, however, few if any political theorists find these metaphysical foundations credible; still, they are unwilling to abandon this key tenet of liberalism. These theorists either turn to prudentially based arguments for toleration or simply argue that we all agree that we should have it. However, each of these three kinds of justification is problematic.

The metaphysical basis of rights is difficult, if not impossible, to prove. America’s Declaration of Independence asserts that it is “self-evident” that human beings naturally possess rights, and to make this argument The Declaration appeals to nature and nature’s God. However, this claim is no longer “self-evident.” The scientific and historicist revolutions of the past 150 years, signified by the names Darwin, Einstein, Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud, have thoroughly problematized the original liberal conception of rights. Many theorists consider both God and nature to be historical constructions. Others consider appeals to God to be too divisive and controversial. In a pluralistic society, whose God justifies rights? How is God known? And by whom? Similarly, the Enlightenment idea that scientific progress would reveal a natural basis for morality now seems quaint and hopelessly naive. The progress of the natural sciences has led them to muteness on the question of human rights, not to definitive answers. Science is silent on moral issues. It thus seems that any convincing case for toleration must either refute historicism and science or avoid metaphysical justification.

Liberal thinkers have attempted to overcome the metaphysical uncertainty of rights by making both a prudential and political argument for toleration. The prudential argument for toleration is simple: prudence dictates that one restrict one’s pursuit of self-interest to secure the rest of it. It admits that individuals do not have natural or divine rights but argues that one should relinquish one’s right to victimize others because not to do so would risk being subject to victimization oneself. A restatement of the golden rule on prudential (not moral) grounds, it is most famously captured by Hobbes’ attempt to overcome the fear and horrors of the state of nature. To secure stability, peace, and the goods that come with them, individuals, with no metaphysical pretenses, (do, have, or would) institute government and set up recognized punishments to keep citizens law-abiding.3 The conventionally created law thus determines the “rights” that individuals will have and the extent to which toleration of others’ views, property, and honors must be respected.

The contractarians who make this prudential argument tend, however, to have a narrow definition of self-interest which is not happily compatible with the contractual argument itself. If self-interest is one’s only guide, and self-interest is, as they argue, understood as acquisition (of either power, glory, or property), the optimal position for a person might be for everyone else to follow the law while violating it with impunity oneself. Why shouldn’t one steal or kill if one could get away with it? There is no reason not to -- except fear of external authority. Most people, according to Glaucon’s challenge in Plato’s Republic, might judge that it is better to give up the greatest good (unlimited pursuit of self-interest) in order to avoid the greatest evil (suffering at the hands of others), but this prudential (not moral) calculation might not persuade everyone, as indeed it does not persuade Glaucon.4 Why should the strong or powerful, who might not be overwhelmed by Hobbes’ fear of violent death, tolerate others instead of repressing or inflicting cruelty on them? Why should they care about others at all? The prudential argument alone cannot answer these questions. An argument based on self-interest plays into the hands of people like Nietzsche and his followers who argue for the pursuit of one’s interest unlimited by concern for others. Disparities in power --real or perceived -- whether based on natural or social factors mitigate the effect of the prudential argument.

Moreover, the prudential argument for toleration might not only fail to persuade the strong, those who are in a position to be intolerant, but it might actually increase everyone’s propensity towards harming others by emphasizing the pursuit of earthly goods. To the extent that liberalism tries to inculcate toleration by undermining people’s religious convictions, it opens new avenues for victimizing others. The taming and debunking of religion is desirable to prevent such religious persecution as the horrible wars of religion that racked France in the sixteenth century and out of which the liberal tradition of toleration originally grew. But by directing people’s attention to the pursuit of earthly goods, the prudential argument lifts the self-restraints that religion teaches. After all, the Ten Commandments not only privilege a particular God, but they categorically condemn murder and covetousness.

Contemporary America’s two leading political theorists, John Rawls and Richard Rorty, attempt to address these issues by rejecting metaphysical justifications for toleration, but their proposed “political” solutions overly rely on habit and convention.5 Rather than fully justify their principles, they choose to appeal to “our” contemporary political intuitions and preferences. By “our” intuitions, Rorty and Rawls refer to the beliefs of Western, democratic capitalists at the end of the twentieth century. Far from attempting to justify liberalism to outsiders or on first principles, Rorty and Rawls prefer not to take up the challenge. Content to harmonize our pre-existing opinions, they do not and cannot address the fundamental challenges that Nietzsche, for example, poses.6 They rely instead on political traditions. Their work is compelling to the extent that one accepts their premises. They supply political arguments that might work in a polity where everyone shares their views (if a place without debate could be called a polity at all). However, their views are not compelling philosophically insofar as they do not even try to justify the presuppositions or intuitions of “our” age. Even if all citizens of late twentieth-century, Western style democracies agree with Rawls and Rorty, cultural consensus does not make a view true. But all such citizens do not agree.

Thus, there are serious problems with all three attempts -- metaphysical, prudential, and political -- to justify a rights-based argument for toleration. Exasperation with these problems, especially with metaphysics and “foundations,” has made attempts to justify toleration on a skeptical basis a popular link to draw. However, it is one that is too facilely made. For example, in recent years there has been an attempt to justify toleration based on postmodern insights that take to heart a certain kind of skepticism. Postmodern thinkers who reject the existence of “objective truth” criticize the idea of “rights” as totalitarian, because to be forced to follow any “truth” is considered too restrictive, too confining, and a mere mask for political, religious, economic, or cultural domination. Nietzsche, Foucault, and other postmoderns argue against the “totalized,” “dominating” visions of the past in order to liberate radically the subjectivity of the self, be it expressed by “will,” “instinct,” or “the body.”7 Several liberal political theorists have attempted to use this insight by arguing that if everyone were to privilege self-realization, as the postmodems propose, we could live fruitful, flourishing, and diverse lives side by side with no one condemning or squelching anyone else’s individuality. In other words, they attempt to justify liberalism and toleration based on the postmodern view of self-fashioning.8

Such radical subjectivity alone, however, cannot justify toleration either. If nothing is true, why shouldn’t one follow one’s subjective drives regardless of whether or not they hurt other people? As Dostoyevsky wrote in The Brothers Karamazov, “If nothing is true, everything is permitted”9 The oft articulated liberal response to this problem is insufficient. All values and all ways of life, it is argued, should be tolerated, because if none is “right,” neither is any wrong. No view, it is said, is more true, more just, or better than any other, so all should be accepted. According to this argument, moral skepticism leads to toleration. Indeed, moral skepticism is characteristic of most post-WW II attempts to justify toleration. This argument, however, cannot in principle exclude the toleration of intolerance. The views of a passionately committed intolerant person would be just as valid as the views of a tolerant person. Moral skepticism thus does not necessarily lead to toleration.

While there is no necessary connection between skepticism and toleration, part of the problem with recent attempts at justifying toleration is a lack of deep thinking on the range of possible connections between toleration and skepticism. Other recent movements in moral and political thought often try to make this connection in a historical void. It is almost as if these theoreticians had never confronted Nietzsche or believe that sincerely motivated people could never have taken the Spanish Inquisition or Nazism seriously. What Amy Gutmann has said of communitarianism (“the communitarian critics want us to live in Salem, but not to believe in witches”) is even truer for contemporary “care” and “virtue” theory.10 These movements argue for tolerance and morality by making assumptions about human behavior, past and present, that are totally devoid of historical reality and knowledge of the history of philosophy. They are skeptical of universal truth but seem to think that everyone basically thinks like them. They attempt to draw general conclusions about virtue or caring without fully exploring the ramifications of their views. These kinds of naive and historically uninformed errors must be remedied. While the connection between skepticism and toleration is a la mode, current inquiries too often lack breadth and depth.

By focusing only on arguments from a skeptical basis, this book shares the current emphasis on non-foundationalism, but it does so by re-examining arguments that predate the traditional foundations that are so scorned today. And many theorists, such as Rorty and Rawls, explicitly say that the traditions in which they operate emerged from the religious wars of the sixteenth century -- exactly the tradition upon which this book aims to shed light. A convincing defense of toleration must avoid both metaphysical “truth” and its opposite, complete subjectivity. It also cannot unduly appeal to the conventions, habits, or opinions of a particular place and time. The essays in this book reflect seriously on these conundrums.

To get a grasp on the slippery and potentially dangerous connection between skepticism and toleration, this book aims simultaneously to do two things. First, it aims to think through some of the most influential early modem theorists’ views of skepticism and to show how they lead to different kinds and amounts of toleration. This book will not once and for all solve the problem of the nature of the connection between skepticism and toleration, but by revealing multiple possible links between these two key concepts of political philosophy, it aims to prevent simple-minded assumptions. Grasping the possibilities is the first step towards clarity. But this volume also aims to do something else: to specify and examine the other factors that make these authors’ arguments work. For if skepticism does not necessarily lead to toleration, skepticism must be limited or supplemented by some other conviction, idea, or aim in order to reach a tolerant conclusion. This book aims to identify both the nature and extent of the skepticism of the authors it considers and the nature and extent of the authors’ other attachments. To show the scope of the multiple possible connections between skepticism and toleration, both tasks must be done simultaneously.


II. The Pre-History of Toleration

This volume begins in the sixteenth century, when toleration emerged as an important political issue. Until then, no important philosopher had argued for toleration as a political principle. To appreciate the radical nature of this change, it is necessary to sketch briefly the ideas on toleration of some key thinkers before the sixteenth century. First, however, we must define toleration itself.

Toleration is a curious idea. Defined as an acceptance of difference, it is a cornerstone of liberal values and essential to many of the freedoms that liberal democracies cherish. Originally, and still often today, toleration implied an only grudging acceptance of these differences, a principled rejection of the thing to be tolerated and acceptance of it only as a practical expedient. Toleration was traditionally the second best policy for those who practiced it; the ideal was having things completely ordered one’s own way. One might dislike, distrust, even detest some idea or practice but tolerate it because one cannot eliminate it at an acceptable price. Such was the political origin of toleration in the stalemated religious wars in France.11

Thus, practitioners of toleration embrace something as their own and reject the thing they tolerate. This should not be confused with an openness that is alive to the possibility that the thing in question, whether it be an idea or practice, may represent some truth or good. Openness delights in different possibilities; toleration, in the strict sense, accepts them only begrudgingly.

No philosophers in ancient Greece or Rome explicitly argued for toleration as a political principle. Instead, they possessed both a genuine openness towards other philosophers on the one hand, while at the same time denying that such openness was a sound basis on which to build a polity. These thinkers wanted to prove their views to each other, thrived on argumentation, and never persecuted those of differing opinions, but they debated which concrete view society should adopt, not that a good state should tolerate all views. They practiced toleration while denying it theoretical justification.

Plato never advocates toleration as a political principle, although there are aspects of his writing that seem to imply toleration. For example, Socrates’ famous dictum that the unexamined life is not worth living seems to imply that each person should be free to examine himself as he sees fit, free from the interference of others. Thus, it is striking that such freedom exists for no one in Plato’s account of the just city, except for the philosophers who reluctantly rule it. Accordingly, Plato scorns the idea of free speech. In his Republic, he recommends tight state control of writers, artists, and musicians, and he does not celebrate, but rather mocks, the unruliness of democracy.12 Of course, it can be well argued that Plato and Socrates would be happiest living in the freedom provided by a democracy, because only under that regime can philosophy flourish (and without the burden of ruling).13 Nonetheless, it is notable that this is not the regime that Plato recommends. The closest Plato, indeed any ancient, comes to advocating institutionalized free expression is the Nocturnal Council in Plato’s Laws, where selected citizens are encouraged to state and debate their real opinions on many subjects for which the state has official, legislated answers. However, not only does this Council meet secretly at night, but its very existence is a state secret, unknown to the other citizens.14 This limited, secret freedom is hardly an argument for toleration. It means that different views by citizens will not be tolerated in public. Plato does not advocate toleration simply, because the same freedom that enables good people to flourish enables bad ones to become worse. Justice demands not freedom but a noble lie.

Aristotle does not explicitly praise -- nor even list -- toleration as one of the virtues. As with Plato, however, there are aspects of his thought that seem conducive to toleration. His dialectical method of weighing and considering a whole array of others’ opinions is the epitome of a tolerant attitude, except that he proceeds to refute (at least partially) all other views. In the Nichomachean Ethics, Aristotle speaks of friendship and goodwill towards others, even strangers, but he is always careful to specify that these are only to be practiced in the right way, at the right time, as the man of practical wisdom would do it.15 Perhaps Aristotle never explicitly argues for toleration in the Ethics, because his conception of self-fulfillment is not subjective but based on universally true principles. One should be striving for virtue, not merely the freedom to do whatever one wants.

In Western history before the sixteenth century, however, toleration did exist as a political practice. Toleration of different religious views was a long-standing practice in ancient Rome. Conquered peoples were allowed to keep their gods and religious practices as long as they also accepted Rome’s. This is how the pantheon grew and why Jews and Christians who refused the condition were persecuted. As we shall see in this volume, this tolerant policy helped shape Montaigne’s and other important early modem thinkers’ thoughts on the subject. As far as I know, however, no Roman philosopher advocated such a policy as part of his description of the best state. Cicero, for example, does not advocate toleration in either his Republic or Laws. And Marcus Aurelius, widely regarded as one of the most enlightened men of Roman times, actually persecuted Christians.

Before the sixteenth century, certain Christian arguments were made for a limited toleration on religious grounds. Early Christians such as Tertullian and Lactantius argued for the separation of church and state and freedom of conscience on the basis of New Testament declarations such as “Render... unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s; and unto God the things that are God’s.”16 But while separate from the state, the realm of conscience was to be ruled by the Church, not left to each individual’s conscience. The parable of the tares, which cautions against pulling weeds lest some of the crop be plucked too,17 led to an argument for toleration based on human fallibility, and (following Saint Paul) was advanced by Origen and St. Cyprian. God alone, it was argued, knew what was truly in someone’s heart and he would judge on judgment day. Men due to their fallibility, should not judge, let alone punish, each other on earth. A third Christian argument for toleration had to do with the nature of belief itself. Forced belief was considered to be worthless, because faith had to be embraced freely and be held sincerely for salvation to be achieved. Finally, it was argued that Christian love and charity should be directed towards the unenlightened, weak, or misguided, not violence. Coming from St. Paul, this was deemed the proper attitude towards unbelievers.18 Readers of this volume will note how various restatements of these Christian arguments are used by early modem thinkers, either sincerely or to appeal to potential persecutors on their own terms.

But for each of these Christian arguments, there were Christian counterarguments that carried the day. While arguing that faith cannot be forced, St. Augustine still asked “what death is worse for the soul than the freedom to err?”19 Unfortunately, Augustine’s less tolerant remark was the more influential. Throughout medieval times -- as the Arianists, Donatists, Catharists, Albigenists, Manicheans, and Hussites not to mention pagans, Jews, and Muslims discovered --toleration was extremely limited, and Augustine was the fountainhead of arguments both for and against it. St. Aquinas agreed with Augustine that if bad “tares” could be known, they could be pulled, although it should be noted that he was much harsher on heretics than on those outside the faith. “To accept the faith,” he argued, “is a matter of free will, but to hold it once it has been accepted, is a matter of necessity.”20 Thus, he concluded that heretics “must be compelled, even bodily, to fulfil what they have promised, and to maintain what they have once accepted.”21 And since Aquinas saw heresy as contagious, he said that a twice repentant heretic was too inconstant in faith and should be killed.22

The Christian humanists of the fifteenth century were the first to extend significantly the sphere of toleration beyond Christians, but they saw toleration as a means towards achieving doctrinal unity. Nicholas of Cusa, Marsilio Ficino, and Pico della Mirandola argued for toleration on the grounds that all the world’s religions and great philosophies led to the same truth -- a Christian one. Arguing that each culture had something to contribute to our knowledge of truth, they each or separately were willing to tolerate Catholics, Greek Orthodox, Hussites, and even Jews, Muslims, Turks, Persians, Tartars, Hindus, and Platonists. (Erasmus used the same argument to preach reconciliation with the Protestants.) But their limit for toleration was stated by Ficino; he rejected atheism because “nothing displeases God so much as being scorned.”23 These Christian humanists might have been included in this volume because they were open to a wide array of cultures and ways of thought. In the end, though, they are not fundamentally skeptical, but rather optimistic that all cultures lead to the same truth.

Similarly, much of the toleration controversy that raged throughout the sixteenth century had a fundamentally religious character. One of the best known sixteenth century defenders of toleration who is not discussed in this volume is the French humanist, Sebastian Castellio. Castellio made direct ethical and emotional appeals for toleration by doubting the morality of persecution: “To kill a man is not to defend a doctrine. It is to kill a man;” “to force conscience is worse than to cruelly kill a man,” because “I must be saved by my own faith and not by that of another.”24 While Castellio and other sixteenth century figures such as Jacobus Acontius, Martin Bucer, Jacob Sturm, Faustus Socinus, Sebastian Franck, Caspar Schwenckfeld, and Michel Servetus are important figures in the history of toleration, they also are not discussed here because their arguments are fundamentally religious, not based on skepticism.

In general, ancient and medieval philosophers did not advocate toleration because of their attachments to a notion of fixed truth, whether found in nature or revealed religion. It was only when the crisis of authority became so acute in the sixteenth century that skepticism arose as a leading philosophical stance and toleration emerged as a desirable political idea. The intellectual basis of sixteenth-century authority was undermined by numerous factors: political, economic, social, religious, and philosophical. The nascent rise of the nation-state, which was replacing the previous feudal organization, and the formation of trade-based towns and cities with their newly acquired wealth, led to shifts of power with all the attendant jockeying and uncertainties. These changes in basic social organization were intensified, even dwarfed, by the ideological breakdown which they both engendered and were further inflamed by. For example, the recovery by Europe of the ancient world through the re-entry of Greek and Roman pagan texts (due to the influx of scholars caused by the fall of Constantinople and to increased trade with the Islamic world) and the discovery of the “New World” exploded numerous intellectual assumptions. Renaissance scholars could not help but notice that both the “ancient” and “new” worlds were inhabited by seemingly healthy people (not to say profoundly wise in the case of Plato and Aristotle) despite -- perhaps even because of -- their lack of Biblical revelation. This was a problem that shook the very core of Christendom’s self-understanding. Furthermore, the uncovering of natural phenomena based on scientific discoveries in the fields of astronomy, physics, and geography shook the foundations of medieval cosmology, according to which everything had its proper place in the cosmos. The challenges to one aspect of Christian cosmology, such as were posed by Copernicus and Kepler’s questioning of the earth being the center of the universe or by Giordano Bruno’s inferring the improbability of the Biblical account of Noah’s ark because of the numerous peoples living on disparate continents, called into question the entire cosmological edifice. Not only was Christian culture called into question, but so was its very understanding of the place of human beings in the cosmos -- and the very nature of the cosmos itself. These cosmological shifts played their role in fomenting internal and external attacks on a corrupt Church, which together with the Reform movements, fostered a dramatic era of religious and political controversies. These ideas, discoveries, and actions provoked reason and tradition to be doubted in world-shattering ways, creating widespread interest in skepticism and toleration for the first time since the ancient pagan world.25


III. Contents of This Volume

The authors discussed in this volume express different versions of skepticism, are willing to tolerate different amounts or kinds of behavior, and introduce different mitigating or limiting factors into their calculations. Several essays in this volume address authors who make appeals of one sort or another to God, and some of the kinds of arguments discussed above will reappear. But with the notable exception of Luther and Calvin, the authors discussed in this volume derive their basic arguments for toleration on other, more skeptical grounds. Even Calvin and Luther, it will be seen, are deeply skeptical about human powers. Thus, this book examines thinkers who develop arguments for toleration independent of appeals to God or metaphysical notions of rights. As such their arguments are in tune with today. Moreover, since they do not have a practiced tradition of toleration to which they can appeal, they cannot attempt to justify toleration with philosophically unsatisfying appeals to existing tradition. Each essay in this volume examines an author’s claim that it is in the reader’s interest to be tolerant and adopt a political policy of toleration and explores the philosophical foundations of that author’s reasoning.

Though each author discussed is skeptical in his own unique way, it will be helpful at the outset to distinguish three kinds of skepticism: Academic, Pyrrhonist, and fideist. Academic and Pyrrhonian skepticism are clearly defined by Sextus Empiricus, an ancient Roman, the re-publication of whose Outlines of Pyrrhonism in 1562 first brought these arguments into the modem world.26 These two kinds of skepticism differ in the extent of their doubt over what can be known.27 Academic skepticism, so-called because it originally came out of Plato’s Academy (2nd and 3rd centuries B.C.), argues that no knowledge is possible. This assertion, traced back to Socrates’ “I know that I know nothing,” is paradoxical and problematic for a skeptic. If no knowledge is possible, how is this known? Pyrrhonian skepticism, named after Pyrrho of Elis, is more radical. It argues that we cannot know whether we can know anything or not. There is insufficient information and evidence, it argues, to determine whether any knowledge is possible. Hence, it argues that everyone should suspend judgment on all issues. If a Pyrrhonist persuades anyone of anything, he will immediately switch sides and argue the opposite, so that in the face of conflicting views, judgment will be suspended. Fideism, the third kind of skepticism, has a late medieval, early modem origin and bridges the gap between skepticism and Christianity. Fideists argue that no knowledge is possible by rational or other human means, but that truth is available to man through faith based on revelation. Thus, fideism accepts epistemological critiques of human reason and the human senses but maintains that knowledge is available to man through divine grace.28 These three kinds of skepticism, Academic, Pyrrhonist, and fideist, will be carefully distinguished in the essays contained in this volume.

The essays are listed chronologically, but the issues raised do not unfold so neatly. For example, theological issues are highlighted by Luther, Calvin, Spinoza, Descartes, and Bayle, while Montaigne’s arguments might most logically be placed with Montesquieu, Voltaire, or Diderot. Several authors assert that toleration is needed because diversity and a pluralism of views are inevitable among human beings, and almost all of the authors considered wail against the horrors of zealotry and fanaticism and decry the dangers of the human imagination run amok. Certain symbols play important recurring roles. For example, especially among the French authors, Julian the Apostate, ancient unnamed pagans, China, and Islam are frequently mentioned. Numerous other thematic interconnections are left for the reader to cull. Similarly, the influences of one author on others are numerous and complex. While some connections are specified in each article, numerous others are left for the reader to infer. In particular, the editor regrets the absence of Bodin, Hume (and the Scottish Enlightenment generally), and how the themes of the volume played out in the American and French revolutions. The influence of Bodin’s Colloquium, however, is traced
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