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ABSTRACT

This paper has two sections. In the first one Inéra Pascal's appropriation in La 131 of the Caates
argument of the deceiver God. Pascal develops g@tisgkreading of the argument in order to usesitaa
premise for his apologetic argument of true relgilm the second section | examine Huet's appropniaf

this same Cartesian argument in Risilosophical Treatise on the Weakness of Humanetitanding
Based on this work of Huet's and on his margin siote Pascal'Shoughts | show that his skeptical reading
of the argument is derived from Pascal's, althodglet's and Pascal's goals are distinct: while #tier
intends to provide an argument for the Fall of Mtre former intends to show the weakness of reason
unassisted by supernatural faith.
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La 131 is a long fragment from Pascdllsoughtsamong otherslt is included in the 'contraries' folio, and
develops true religion argument (La 149) or progfdoctrine (La 402), whose objective is to point the
rational value of the Christian doctrine, so th#tllectual resistance is brokenl, and thus hagedhder
better prepared for the written proofs.2 The argunaéms at showing that only the Christian supenrzt

revelation, fundamentally the doctrine of the fédl,capable of explaining and solving the epistemicil

1 “Men despise religion; they hate it and fear itiet To remedy this, we must begin by showing takgiion
is not contrary to reason; that it is venerabléngpire respect for it. (...) Venerable, becati$as perfect knowledge of
man.” (La 12)

2 See the summary of the Port-Royal lecture inrffigePérier's preface, Port-Royal edition, 1670.



and moral human contraries, which are only paytigibinted out by pagan philosophies deprived of

revelation.

Pascal makes use of the philosophies and philosspfistinction carried out by the pyrrhonian skegpt
dogmatists (who claim to know the truth), new acaids (who deny that truth may be known) and the
skeptics themselves or phyrronians (who suspergejuent).3 In order to establish the contrariesagfap
philosophies, Pascal reduces Sextus' three graupveot associating academics and pyrrhonians, apgpos
them to dogmatists.4 Each group describes a tpecasf the epistemic condition of man, but disrdgahe
opposite aspect that is equally true. The pyrrhmnishow well that it is impossible for reason ty &
foundation for knowledge, but they are mistaken mitteey think we can suspend judgement on everything
Dogmatists show well that we can not universallgpgind judgement, that some beliefs impose thensselve
but they are mistaken when assume that these $el@f be justified. The doctrine of the fall, with
implicit double nature of man, explains and reckascthis contrary: knowledge was possible in tlaesof
innocence, but not any more in the state of tHe tlabugh some pre-lapserian traces are left, whiclhe
final analysis, explain the impossibility ofepoché.Pagan philosophy destroys itself in the insoluble
opposition, on the grounds of sheer reason, betdegmatism and “pyrrhonism” (in Pascal's sensejysgh

insufficiency gives intellectual credibility to Aktian doctrine.

This argument places Pascal in the long traditfomsng ancient skepticism apologetically. Such lnsgins
with Saint Augustine and the founding fathers, ib@nlarges itself considerably from the Renaissanit,
when, due to the availability of Sextus Empiricietts, pyrrhonism with its rich source of anti-dagio
arguments, is used together with the arguments &cademic skepticism, which were the only ones know
by Christianity until XVIth century.5 However, these Pascal made of skepticism is more complex than
both the Renaissance use and the one from thertdegiaf XVIIth century, which may be seen as fidé&s
The fideist uses skepticism as a kind of neggtireambulo fideiremoving false dogmatic doctrines which
hinder the only legitimate access to faith, a nemely non-rational one, that may or may not be
supernatural. In Pascal, skepticism is not theogbjphical starting point - in a sense, it is ahilgsophical

— that prepares the acceptance of the supernatuthl of the Christian revelation. Pascal's wayhis

3 Sextus Empiricus opens Hutlines of Pyrrhonismwith this tripartite distinction. See SEXTUS
EMPIRICUS,Outlines of PyrrhonismPH 1.1-3.
4 The Lafuma edition, which has in italics the pattossed out by Pascal, indicates th@né can not be

phyrronic nor academic (...)"yNature confutes the scepticand the academiy§ “ You cannot avoid onetliree of
these sects (...).”

5 The few medieval manuscripts of Sextus' works ditlhave any noticeable impact in Scholastic pbibsy
or theology.
6 The term is anachronic but characterizes wellihg these philosophers use skepticism. What lacherize

as “fideist” is that connection between reason faitti, in which the first has the sole negativeerof removing beliefs.
As to the problem of the personal position of thégsopher, for or against religion, | use the ténna neutral sense.



opposite. A certain limited skepticism (epistematagy but not moral or psychological) is the resfltthe
truth of Christian revelation. Therefore, it doeg mean to take the interlocutor to skepticism t@kenhis
accepting of the Christian revelation easier, bighow the skeptic that both what is right and vhairong
in his position or defective are explained by theeptance of the Christian revelation.

Therefore, a certain skepticism - as well as aagedogmatism - is approved of by Christianity. Qme
hand, if the Pascalian appropriation of skepticisnmore critical than the fideists', insofar asptcary to
these, skepticism is seen as an unsatisfactorjnandsistent position by Pascal;7 on the otherc&td®ings
skepticism to the interior of Christianity. For exale, in the Pascalian use of the tripartite donsof
philosophy by Sextus, Christianism takes the plEcRyrrhonism, which in Sextus was the genuinelg-no
dogmatic alternative to the opposition of dogmatigensusnew academy (understood by Sextus as a
negative dogmatism). In La 109, Pascal opposes dbgpisy who claim the total clarity of natural lighnd
the academics, who support total obscurity.8 ©pigosition, says Pascal, “[glorifies] the sceptimawnd,
which consists in this doubtful ambiguity and irextain doubtful dimness from which our doubts cdann
take away all the clearness, nor our own natugaldi chase away all the darkness”. This mixturelafity
and obscurity is exactly the condition of truthesiplly for the decayed man, the epistemic stabfitthe

Christologic truth and the written truth.9

The higher complexity in the usage of skepticismPagcal has two fundamental causes. The firstite i
theological Augustinism, his conception of corrapbature, which made him think skepticism as a $gmp

of this corruption. This theologically rooted ahtimanistic skepticism is absent in the most immrta
philosophers and theologians who used ancient iskapt for apologetic ends.10 | have explored this
tendency in another article.11 Here | want to worksome aspects of the second cause: the influgnce
Descartes.

7 Contrarily to the fideist skeptics, skepticissnnever adopted in Pascal, inasmuch as it can rmveffectively
adopted, for nature restrains the suspension gijaaht.

8 Pascal's view on academic skepticism would waténtly be seen as mistaken, considering thenhege of the
dialectic interpretation of this ancient school axgacholars. Today, however, the interpretatio e academics
had philosophical positions, though not dogmdtas become stronger. The main position would beafsertion
of the obscurity of things, agreeing with Pascedading. The scholar who defends this interpratatioA. M.
loppolo, in Opinione e Scienza. Il debattio tra Stoici e Acaidemel Il e nel Il secolo a.cSee also Roberto
Bolzani Filho's thesisAcadémicosersusPirrdnicos The crucial passage which corroborates this pnégation is
in Cicero'sAcademics (AcademicAg, . 34.)

9 Among other fragments we can cite La 236: “Thsrsufficient clearness to enlighten the electd aofficient
obscurity to humble them. There is sufficient osgguo blind the reprobate, and sufficient clea®¢o condemn
them and make them inexcusable.”

10 For a different view on Montaigne's positiong:seIMBRICK. Métamorphose d'un philosophe en thé@&a, p.
229-246. In the case of Charron, see: Bdli@Qeuvre de Pierre Charron 1541-1608ittérature et théologie de
Montaigne a Port-Royal.

11 See: MAIA NETOThe Christianization of Pyrrhonism: Skepticism &raith in Pascal, Kierkegaard and Shestov.



The first point to be highlighted is that the vetgssification of pagan philosophies may have ethriot
with Sextus, but with Descartes.12 In the Prefaettel to the French translation of tReinciples of
PhilosophyDescartes draws a synthesis of the history of pbpby, opposing dogmatists (Aristotle and his
peripatetic disciples) and skeptics. Descartesided among these last ones: Plato, interpretedelsgddtes
as partially skeptic13, the new academic (Arcesiland disciples) and the pyrrhonians. We have fonnd
Descartes this same synthesis of the philosoplpasitions of the history of philosophy in two carir
poles, one skeptical and the other dogmatic. Ma@eoDescartes presents his philosophy as the ate th
reconciles these two contrary philosphies, preagrénd correcting whatever is true in each oneheint
and refusing whatever is false.14

We shall now go back to argument La 131 to poirttadiier aspects of the Cartesian presence. Pasie's
is that every philosophy could be reduced eitheddgmatism or to “pyrrhonism”, whose positions are
contrary to each other, both being equally intédynahconsistent. Only thus can the argument give
intellectual credibility to the Christian doctrimé the fall, which introduces man's two states oesjble for
whatever is true or false in each philosophy, ahitlvare equally present and important.15 The pralik
that Pascal develops the pyrrhonians' forces muarie than the dogmatists', establishing a certabalamce
favourable to pyrrhonism. This situation led thetFRoyal publishers to introduce, in La 131, fragin10,
which criticizes the pyrrhonians explicitly. La 1i9introduced at the point of La 131 where Pasegs
that, after giving details of the pyrrhonians' pipal forces, the only dogmatists' strength is ttred
incapacity of reason to lay the foundations of sdraths does not suppress our feeling that theyraths
and, therefore, it can not Iread to the suspensigndgement, but, on the contrary, it shows thpdtence

of skeptical reason. This support for the dognstiguld be justified by the publishers of Port-Rioywho
point out the unfinished character of Pascal's wdfk However, this character does not explainnferior
elaboration of the “dogmatists’ main force”. Fiystbecause, in th&ntretien avec Sacy a supposedly

complete text - , where the argument of true refigis the backbone of the readings of Montaigne and

12 If Pascal's source is Sextus, it is certainlydiect, for there is no evidence that he had teadwvorks of Sextus,
but only through Montaigne's, who reports the S&xipartite division of philosophy in the “ApolgQ in Essays,
(v.ll, 12, p. 254.)

13 Plato was interpreted as skeptic or partiallgpsic by the new academics and other philosophatit at least the
end of XVIIth century. This is the case of SimayuEher. See: MAIA NETO. Fouchers Academic Cartésianp.
71-95.

14 DescarteOeuvres AT IXB, 5-8. La 131 follows the argument display® Sacy in thé&ntretien Vincent Carraud
states that “Descartes s'avance masqué [tEngetier. Il y est clandestinement présent non seulemeut p
radicaliser le doute insuffisant de Montaigne, neisore au point inoui de contaminer l'interpretathéologique
de la philosophie par Pascal (et peut-étre sa ©logie). Au moment ou il avouait dériver insensibent en
théologie, Pascal, en réalité, ne faisait que ginilwsophie”.(Pascal et la Philosophie, p. 136).

15 Although corruption is more visible in Pascalfoughtshan in the reminiscences of the pre-lapseriae sRdscal
asserts the same weight of both states in sevaghents besides La 131, and alstviritings on Grace.

16 This is the justification alleged, in the prefaby the publishers of Port-Royal, so that theylddontervene in
Pascal's text.



Epitetus presented by Pascal — which representectgply the “pyrrhonian” and the “dogmatic” -,
pyrrhonian Montaigne's forces are much more deweldpan those of dogmatic Epitetus. Secondly, even
with the reinforcement of La 110 the oppositionien “pyrrhonians” and dogmatists is not balaneete
the argument of La 110 against pyrrhonians apjtise$f equally to dogmatists, for the businessamd is
to attack the principle of intellectual integritypposedly adopted by both sides. Although Pascak ai
specifically at the “pyrrhonians”, the dogmatiste eeached likewise.17 If reason is incapable gihtathe
foundations of truth, though the latter imposeslitghe pyrrhonian prevails partially, and the dagic fails
totally, for an assent that is not determined lasoa is as contrary to the dogmatic philosophéitside as
to the skeptic's. Finally, even when Pascal oppdsgsnatism and “pyrrhonism’, alleging that one cann
stay in either philosophy, nor avoid one or angthgain “pyrrhonism” prevails over dogmatism, iresods
an eventual neutrality would be, according to Paseho in this point follows Montaigne, a typical

pyrrhonian position.18

We shall now quickly consider the two main pyrrtanforces: the argument of the uncertainty of oigir
and the dream argument. Both scenarios put in dthbtfeeling of truth of the principles. As Pasal'
publishers and interpreters have already indicdted, a matter of Cartesian skeptical arguments ot
exactly of pyrrhonian ones, nor Montaignian onelse Brgument of the uncertainty of origin is absant
ancient and modern skeptics,19 and the dream arguh@s in them a distinct structure, in which the
possibility that all our sensible experience isyamhiric.20 is not a question any more. What thguarents
put in doubt is the reality of external world, thay it is understood by the new science, especGdistesian

17 | argue in “Pascal's ChristiaersusCharron's Skeptical Wisdom” (unpublished) that finégment is an attack to
the Charronian skeptical-academic wisdom.

18 “They expose their propositions only to fighbsk they think we believe in. If we adopt theitgeyt will just as
easily adopt the opposite to defend them; evergtigrnthe same for them” (MONTAIGNESssaydl, 12, p. 255-
256).

19 Edwin Curley (inDescartes against the Skeptips,68-69) points out a possible precedent in tredamic

argument

quoted by Cicero in thecademicqAc Il. 49), but it concerns, however, an examgdl@ sorite involving
the much

less radical deity than the hypothesis oteedver god. In Montaigne's ARS, Pascal's maincguhere is
nothing

like the hypothesis of the evil demon or desegod. If there is a Descartes' source for énguiment, it is,
without

any doubt, scholastic, elaborated in the exdinibf the discussions on Godtentia absolut&ee:
GREGORY. Dieu

trompeur et malin génie, p. 293-347.

20 Among the pyrrhonians the idea is to oppose répees had while awake to experiences had whéarding, in
order to show that ones do not prevail over thersthThe possibility of distinguishing them is thpuesumed in the
argument (See PH I. 104). Among the Academicsidéa is to show the fallibility of cognitive impr&en and not
doubt the possibility of distinguishing dream frevakefulness, as Cicero explains it in Ac Il. 88riey (Descartes
against the Skepticp. 69) indicates a similarity with the argumentMontaigne. In the latter, the argument, in fact,
comes close to Descartes', but it is less aboutntpessibility of distinguishing than showing ththe similarity
between the experiments in dream and wakefulnéssdinces mistrust over the epistemic charactehefsecond.
The argument does not appear in Charron.



physics, for the principles that are put in doulat the the ones from Descartes' natural philosoppace,
time, movement, number.21 These principles are duboth in the First Meditation and La 131, witle t
dream argument and the deceiver god argument. fidadargument in the First Meditation has its peak
the “most simple and universal things” (rather thalours and sensitive forms): extension and ibppeties
(quantity, magnitude, number, place and time), whesistence outside the mind is doubted by thendrea
argument. Pascal remarks that the very same spaeeskperiments of wakefulness happen in dreamgbei
impossible to distinguish them. The argument ofuttheertainty of our origin puts our feeling of tinath of

the principles of nature under suspicion, resuntiregthree scenarios mentioned by Descartes: the @he
the good God, the deceiver God and atheism.22 Agdin, as does Descartes, it is the argument of the
uncertainty of our origin that Pascal takes asptiecipal force of the pyrrhonians, opposing thenttte

[IE1]

“only dogmatists' ” force indicated above.

Pascal uses a “pyrrhonism” that is not pyrrhoniann Gartesian, pursuing ends that are irrelevant to
pyrrhonism, and so does Descartes. One could aglPabcal calls such arguments pyrrhonian. Firdisre

is no evidence that Pascal had read the old skdgtitexts. Montaigne, whom he considers “a perfect
pyrrhonian” in theEntretien,does not use these arguments as indicated. Pasuatl interested in presenting
historical positions, but philosophical reconstraes, thus also following Descartes at this poiist.a matter

of fact, Descartes does not distinguish his pyridmodoubt in the texts Pascal could read. In tire {part of

the Discourse on the Metho®escartes differentiates his doubt from the skels only in what concerns its
purpose (AT VI 29). In hiReplies to thé&second ObjectionPDescartes says he had to retrieve, for his own
purposes, the arguments of skeptics and acadeAiicyI{ 130).23 In the Replies to the Third Objecimhe
says that he used the skeptical arguments regaraflesy originality (AT VII 171-172), as if hisguments
had the same nature as the ancient skeptics' (N¥2\867). Finally, in theNotae in Programa Quoddam,
Descartes refers to the ancient skeptics' “sinditarbts”(AT VIII-2 367). Only in thenterview with Burman

a text published a long time after Pascal's defibhs he say that he was not happy, in his doulh, tve
skeptics' usual objections (AT V 147).

In most of these allusions to ancient skeptics,cBes makes clear the instrumental use of thetiskép
doubt he carries out. This instrumental use hak#&lstwo objectives: to prepare the distinctiostleen
soul and body, and to allow a total overcominghef doubt, laying the foundations of a new philosoph

undoubted bases. The instrumental use of the sképibubt by Pascal has other purposes. The eiqosit

21 The list of the principles aimed at by the slegbtarguments is given in La 110.

22 The atheist hypothesis in Descartes includethlternatives: destiny, chance and a necessasglazhain. Pascal
only mentions chance (AT VII 21).

23 Descartes distinguishes the two schools fromieahcskepticism, but it is implicit that by “skeqgils” he
understands the pyrrhonians, which are equivalentes according to Sextus Empiricus (PH 1.7) andy&ies
Laertius Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophdk69).



the main forces of the pyrrhonians is meant nadiablish a distinction between mind and body,vene
less to lay a metaphysical foundation for knowkedaut to build a philosophical impasse that wahdw
the limitations of natural light and the need foming to theBible. Thus, while in Descartes these stronger
skeptical arguments (stronger than the ancient)@ese to refuse skepticism itself, in La 131 sicégm
remains epistemologically strengthened in the fidldatural philosophy. Pascal returns Descarédstation

of the dream argument in tt&ixth Meditation by saying that the memory's inability to conndotams
among themselves and these with the rest of ouerexe, would be a trustworthy criterion for the
distinction, arguing for the possibility of the dras agreeing among themselves, and of one dreaming
company.24 Finally, as for the argument of the wagsty of origin, while Descartes believes thaisit
possible to remove this doubt with the proofs @f éiistence of God, Pascal argues that it is codgiple to
remove it by appealing to faith and revelation.Pascal, contrarily to Descartes, the skeptic canbeo
defeated in a merely epistemological field. Heafedted in the psychological and moral field, ias@fs it is

not possible to keep the suspension of judgement.

Although it was Pascal's position towards skepticithat prevailed in subsequent philosophy and not
Descartes’, from Hume to Russell, the Cartesianafisskepticism is historically more correct thare th
Pascalian. Against Popkin's reading, Descartes doeseem especially worried about refuting artcien
skeptics.25 An eventual refutation of skepticisnulddoe a supplementary gain, derived from the sscoé

his philosophical project. Doubt aims fundamentatyestablishing the division mind / body, questign
sensible / corporeal things, and establishing @ity of intelligible things. Although the mindbody
division is totally foreign to ancient skepticisas well as to ancient philosophy in general, dowgpbsiensible
things is fully coherent with ancient skepticismheT establishing of intelligible things is certainpt
coherent with pyrrhonism, but it could be with thew academy if credit were given to a supposedijees
Platonism cited by some sources.26 Although thigothesis of a supposed secret Platonism in the new
academy is denied by most contemporary interpgeiteis taken seriously by Augustine and Simondheu

at the end of XVIIth century.27

As for the Pascalian use of skepticism, once Paspadject goal is to refute or show the insuffice of

24 But one must notice that Descartes' answettuated in the moral level, not in the metaphysaa¢, which was
discarded with the non deceiver God argument.

25 See POPKINHistéria do Ceticismo de Erasmo a Spinozapitulo IX: “Descartes: Conquistador do Ceticismo”
The opposite interpretation is supported by Thole®non, who presented it in a course given at thieofophy
Department at UFMG, in 2002. Lennon's arguments$ vél presented to be in a book on Descartes, Hugét a
skepticism still to be published.

26 SEXTUS EMPIRICUS, PH I. 234; and CICERO, AcA0.

27 That's how Foucher considers Descartes an a@adeut up to a certain extent, namely, as lonheagstablished
purely intelligible truths, for according to FouchH2escartes falls into a dogmatism when he intéadsmve a sure
knowledge of the material world. See MAIA NETO. [Eber's Academic Cartesianism, p. 71-95.



dogmatists and skeptics' positions, he shouldicestimself to the skeptics' position, be it theiant ones,

or modern ones (Montaigne). However, Pascal onbkes “the main forces of the pyrrhonians”, thathe
arguments of Descartes' hyperbolic or metaphysioabt, “not considering”, as he states in a crossed
part of theThoughtsmanuscripts, “the less important [forces], suclthasspeeches against the impressions
of habit, of education and of different countriegstoms, and such things (...) that are broughtndbw
pyrrhonians' lightest blow”. Thus, Pascal leavesleagshe arguments of ancient skeptics (Sextus), etc.
Renaissancists (Montaigne, Charron) and their cgmbearies (La Mothe Le Vayer), though if someone
“[looked at their books (...) they would quicklydlpersuaded] and maybe too much”. The flesh ané bon
pyrrhonians' aguments, though certainly less sttbag Descartes' hyberbolic arguments, are forvibig
reason more plausible and practicable. Pascal seefagour the pyrrhonians when he keeps only thngiin
forces, but in fact he removes the dream argumadtthe deceiver god argument from their proper
metaphysical context in Descartes and points caitfdlst that they are not practicable as evidencithef
skeptical position's infeasibility. The result ieetdivorce between skepticism and practical likgpsicism
becoming unbeatable in the merely epistemologigad,f but, contrary to skeptical intention, totally

ineffective from the moral point of view.28

When Pascal restores the arguments of the Cartdeiaint on the external world and refuses the Gartes
solution for this doubt, he contributes decisividythe configuration of “skeptical Descartes, intesmf
himself”. This is what we find in Richard Popkirkapter in thédistory of Skepticistrwhere he examines
the skeptical reading that is being carried on denived from — Descartes, even before his deathtiis
skeptical-epistemological appropriation of an iastental skepticism, carried on by Descartes, isarkable

in Hume, for example, who was largely influencegaositively and reactively — by Pascal.30 The second
part of this article establishes another route ughowhich modern skepticism or Cartesianism wadt:bui
through Pierre-Daniel Huet. Although Huet has beast aside to the margins of philosophy, he watequi
influential at the end of XVIith century and bedgimg of XVI11.31 Next, | will show that Pascal coitiutes

significantly to the elaboration of Huet's skeptibascartes.

* Kk *

Pierre-Daniel Huet was probably the greatest Fracbiolar in XVIith century. He was also an experitaé
scientist, having established the first academgoaiénces outside Paris (in Caen). Although he wathe

beginning, influenced by Descartes, he became thsd eminent and influential critic of this philosegy at

28 See MAIA NETO. Charronspochéand Descartesogita the skeptical base of Descartes' refutation epskism,
p. 81-113.

29 POPKIN Histéria do Ceticismo de Erasmo a Spingza301-330.

30 See MAIA NETO. Pascal and Hume: PyrrhonisrsusNature, p. 41-49.

31 Hume, for example, cites Hues in i@alogues on Natural Religion.



the end of XVIIth century, reacting against thet€sians of his time and, in particular, againstdbetempt
they, especially Malebranche, showed towards eamd®2 The book Huet wrote against Desca@s)sura
Philosophiae Cartesiana@aris, 1689), was part of a larger work, which wasded due to the opposition
against Huet's skepticism in the first part of th@ok, which, for this reason, was only published

posthumously with the titl€raité Philosophique de la Faiblesse de I'Espritnihin (Amsterdam, 1723).33

In its first part, theTraité Philosophiqueresents thirteen proofs of the weakness of humaienstanding,
that is, of the impossibility for “reason to knohettruth with full and perfect certainty”, as iated in the
titte. The ninth proof, which comprises chapterof®ook I, is the “reason for doubting everythimgposed

by Descartes, namely, that we ignore if God has ameated us with such nature that we are always
mistaken” (p.85). We can say that this argumefarigluet, as well as for Pascal, one of “the mairtds of
pyrrhonians”. In fact, Huet says that among all tleentioned proofs, it is “mainly this reason émubting
everything proposed by Descartes” (p. 87) thatiekwes dogmatists' last resource, which they use/oid

the pyrrhonians' dilemma between a return to thiaiiy and a vicious circle, namely, the allegatiohthe

self-evidence of principles or notions.34

The manuscript of one of the first versions of Thaité that | found in the National Library in Paris,listi
standing as the first part of the aborted greakwaliows us to establish the changes made by Huttte
text, many of which derived from the criticism dbse friends to whom he showed the manuscript. &nhap
9, with the Cartesian doubt of the deceiver God; e of those which suffered the most changesndav
Huet done the following addition at the point when states that such doubt is “worthy of a philogoph
“When | say that it is worthy of a Philosopher,d dot mean a Christian Philosopher, who knows @ad
enlightens all men who come to this wg@db 1.9). But Descartes spoke then as a Philospphd not as a

Christian” (p. 85-86; the italics indicate the ddui made by Huet in the manuscript).

32 For me this thesis seems to be quite plausibie |t is defended by Thomas Lennon as an exptanafiHuet's
anti-Cartesianism. See LENNON. Huet, Malebrancltha birth of skepticism, p. 149-165.

33 There is a facsimile version of this work, pshéd by Olms in 1974. The quotations that follow &om this
edition. In one of my working missions in Paris &akn, in the context of the CAPES-COFECUB projefdund
out what must be one of the first handwritten \ansi of theTraité Philosophiquepreceded by ayllabusthat
detailed all the books and chapters of this graatepof work, in which th&Taité stood as the first book. This piece
of work, whose title wafQuaestiones Nathanaebegan then with a dissertation on the weaknesbuafan
understanding (book I), incapable of reaching adoubted certainty, continued in book Il, exemplifyi this
weakness with the exam of the Cartesian philosofiign discoursed on the relations between reasdrfath
(book 1), arguing in favour of the need for thiesf to subject to the latter, and concluded withagpology to
Christianism, through a comparative erudite exegbsiween the Christian and pagan rites (book a8)well as
between Christian and pagan morals (book V); i lmatses it showed how pagan rites and ethics aiescof, or
have their origin in Christian doctrine. Only thdast books were published under the tileaestiones Alnetanae
in Caen, in 1690.

34 Huet refers here and in other chapters to thédpgians' five modes. See SEXTUR EMPIRICUS, PEBK-177;
and DIOGENES LAERTESYidasIX. 88-89.



Huet's surprising defence of Descartes, thoughsikeptical Descartes, can be clarified thanks ¢oréicent
publication of two letters from two of those frientb whom Huet showed the manuscript and asking fo
criticisms: the jesuit Louis Le Valois and Jean-Btp du Hamel.35 Le Valois is a strict anti-Cagaswho
published, under the pseudonym of Louis de La Villkee bookSentiments de M. Descartes touchant
I'essence et les proprietez du corps, opposeziadtine de I'Eglise, et conforme aux erreurs dévidasur

le sujet de I'EucharistiéParis, 1680). Le Valois is straightforward condegnHuet's use of the Cartesian
argument of the deceiver God: “The ninth argumesich is Descartes', seems to me to be shocking. My
spirit cannot tame it.”"36 Du Hamel, an ex-membethef Oratory, also critical but much more recepthen

Le Valois to Descartes and Cartesianism,37 equajgcts the argument. His criticism was probablyatvh

made Huet add Descartes' defence mentioned aboeerding to Du Hamel,

What Descartes says can not agree with the trieafi€&sod, who is truth itself,
and who cannot have created us in this need tawdeas. You add that this is a
doubt worthy of a philosopher. | do not know whettiés worthy of a philosopher
but | do not believe that a Christian can have tlusbt, [namely] if God has not
created us with the purpose of always deceivingand, even in the things which
seem to us to be the most evident. He [Descartes]ld at least solve his doubts

and then | would not like to approve of this fictiby Descartes.38

Du Hamel begins his commentary quoting an unknowetai's manuscript, who would have shown that
“this principle bu Mr. Descartes, that says thaisinecessary to doubt everything once in a lifetins
dangerous, for it diverts our spirit from the visiof God, to occupy it with the investigation oéatures”
(p. 173), that is, the opposite of what Descartaisns in theMeditations'dedication to the Sorbonne School

of Theology. Huet's position, according to Du Harsekven more dangerous than Descartes', “for what
Descartes says, that for the exam of truth it isdgto doubt everything once in a lifetime, the Siep

35 Du Hamel, Huet's longtime friend, was one ofittterlocutors in th&uaestiones Alnetangahich was conceived
as a dialogue. In his Memories, Huet says the Wigllg about Du Hamel: “Je ne vis jamais de plus Bene
homme, d'ame plus candide, ni, aprés qu'il voukn Btre de mes amis, d'ami plus fidéle. Ce galisait de moi, il
I'a bien fait voir dans ses écrits, qui sont norakret ont été fort utiles aux Lettres” [| have neseen greater man,
with a more candid soul, or, after he became adrigf mine, more faithful. His writings — which areany and very
useful to Literature — show well what he thoughtref] (Mémoires p. 85).

36 Le Valois says that his spirit does apprivoisethe Cartesian argument. In a literal translati@chn not tame it.
See the letter from Le Valois to Huet with a comtaey on the two first books of the original worlaphed by
Huet, published by Elena Rapetercorsi Anticartesiani nella Lettere a Pierre-DahiHuet p. 74. Rapetti dates
this letter from December 1685 to January 1686.

37 Du Hamel tried to reconcile ancient philosopi®ato, Aristotle and Epicurus) with the new onepezsally
Descartes'. See his bodRe consensu veteris et novae philosopliiReris, 1663) anBhilosophiae vetus et nova ad
usum scholae accomoddfaris, 1678).

38 Du Hamel comments, in detail, the first thre@ksoof the aborted work, in a letter dated"2wly, 1689. The
mentioned criticism is in RAPETTRercorsi Anticartesiani nella Lettere a Pierre-DahHuet p. 180.
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whom you defend, would like us to do all the tinfp” 173).39 Du Hamel still states that Huet's miedic
against reason’s arrogance is excessive — it wmeilenough to limit it in order to have it recondileith

faith — and counter-productive, for such attacke@son also reaches faith itself.

Certainly, these reactions of Le Valois and esplgaid Du Hamel weighed quite enough in Huet's diexi

of not publishing th&Traité philosophiquevhen he was still alive, and motivated several gearhe made in
this work, for example, the above mentioned additiochapter 10, and a similar one in chapter 1bawik
Ill, where he answers the objections raised agaiestskeptical arguments in book |. As for the ofijm
against the deceiver God argument, Huet adds terilgenal manuscript: “it would be up to Descartes
answer this Objection (that the hypothesis is heaBf for he is the argument's Author, that | orgported,
without approving of it, once our holy Religion ¢éas us something else” (p. 269). However, Huebnbt
reports but also approves of the argument. He tteyDescartes could reply, among other thingd, Gual
has left us a way to avoid all mistakes, even hpareated us naturally incapable of truth: the powfe
suspending judgement (p. 269-272). Huet presersiseptical Descartes, developing exactly the skalptic
alternative only alluded to by Descartes in theifr@gg of theSecond MeditatigdO and justifying the
philosophical legitimacy of the Cartesian doubtrev®y a Christian.41 Thus Huet looks nearly like a
Cartesian before these critics, but a skepticateSamn, who rejects the metaphysical constructase pf

Descartes', keeping only the doubt and other Gartefoctrines liable to possible skeptical develepts.42

This skeptical Descartes does not derive only fituet's reading of the Cartesieorpus.Although he cites
Descartes' main texts on the hyperbolic doubt,43fitom Pascal — especially from La 131 (the fragtron
pyrrhonians' main forces) and La 110, this one reggapyrrhonians, which the publishers of Port-royal
inserted in La 131 when trying to balance the pymians and dogmatists forces — that Huet takes his
skeptical appropriation of the Cartesian doubt. Cexe prove that textual coincidences between chdite

of book | of theTraité philosophiquend the fragments La 131 and 110 from Bemséesome from the

Huet's annotated reading in a copy of the 167foadof Port-Royal, reading he did just before drem he

39 Being an Augustinian, when Du Hamel talks algképticism, he has the new academics in mind. Gaeter
Academics and other works, in which Augustine refers to tlwademics. However, this contrast between the
Descartes' temporary doubt and the skeptics' digBnone probably started with Descartes inEigcourse on the
Method(AT VI 29).

40 “All that admits the least doubt | will leaveides as if it were completely false and go on thasywntil | find
something certain, or, if nothing else, until a&tdel recognize as certain that there is nothimgace (AT VII 24).

41 Two arguments that according to Huet Descaresltd not fail to provide to the objectors” are fioowing: First
an argumentd hominemthe objector needs to recognize that we are somastmistaken, and as this does not
make God a deceiver for the objector, thereforeduas it do it if we are always mistaken. Seconal] @oes not
oblige us to believe that we are capable of triitbrefore he is not a deceiver.

42 In particular the second one of Descartes' pragfiich uses physiology and sensible ideas in &tss: See book |,
chapters 3 and 9.

43 Huet quotes the articles 5 and 13 from the fiiest of thePrinciplesand the First and Second Meditations.
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worked on the composition of what came toaité.44

As indicated above, Huet connects the argumenh@funcertainty of our origin with the five modes of
ancient pyrrhonism. The Cartesian argument woulthbdinal blow that would hit the last trenchvitnich
the dogmatic takes refuge, when pressed by thégyian to justify his doctrine, when he tries toiavboth

an infinite return (second mode) and a viciousleirdifth mode). The only alternative to this dilera,
according to the pyrrhonian, is the allegation lo& part of the dogmatic that the doctrine beingrexrad
needs to be accepted without further justificationyhich the pyrrhonian answers with the hypothesode
(fourth mode), claiming his equal right of statingithout justifying, the opposite doctrine, and ghre-
establishing the equipollence.45 The hypothesis enisddealt with in ancient pyrrhonism only as an
authority problem, without the pyrrhonian presegtian answer to the dogmatists pretension that
propositions, not justified by other propositioase self-justified or evident principles. Huet reakuse of
the argument of uncertainty of origin to answes thllegation, justifying the pyrrhonian mode of bilgesis.
Although Pascal does not make this connectiorgastlexplicitly, between the argument of the udery

of origin and the five modes of pyrrhonism, he doesfail to prepare the terrain for Huet's reicgment of
the hypothesis mode. Firstly, when he indicates What the argument tries to doubt is exactlytthth of
the principles?® Secondly, when he makes the evidence of theseipiés depend on a feeling of a nature
whose veracity depends on the determination adritggn. Finally and mainly, for here we have thestcal
innovation that Pascal introduces in the Cartesiggument, the conviction that the determinatiorthaf
origin can not be made, as Huet says inTradté, "if Reason does not make use of faith's help' . 8
Reason's incapacity to solve this doubt and thel rieeuse Christian revelation corroborates Huet's
fundamental thesis on the weakening of human utatelig, and the need of faith for one to obtamase
than moral certainty, a metaphysical certainty. Thaté philosophiquewhich establishes tHaiblesse de
I'esprit humain,complements itself, in Huet, with the establishoighe force of faith, as it is stated in the
title of an autographic manuscript of theaité discovered by Popkin in Hollarfd.

44 Huet worked on the draft of tAeaité between 1680, when he starts living in Aunai, 4685, when he sends the
text to Louis Le Valois. Huet's notes on his copyhe Traité were for the first time published by Raymond Fianc
Les Pensées de Pascal en France de 1841 a (Pas: A.G. Nizet, 1959), p. 381-388. Francis @adies a reading
later than 1675, the date of an edition of Theis Veritezby Charron cited by Huet. For a commented studye$e
notes, including an analysis of the margin tracededined by Huet in Pascal®houghts,see: MAIA NETO;
POPKIN. Bishop Pierre-Daniel Huet's Remarks on Blagc 147-160. See also, by Antony McKenna, “Plasta
Huet” p. 135-142; ande Pascal a Voltaire. Le role déenséesle Pascal dans I'histoire des idées entre 1670 et
1734,v. 1, p. 316-327.

45 See PH I. 164 - 174.

46 These principles are the principles of Carteplaysics (time, space, movement, number). Althahghargument in
the First Meditation opens these simple naturedotiht, the central focus is the mathematical truthh are not
mentioned in this context neither by Pascal nortHw®nfirming the hypothesis that it is Pascal aot Descartes
Huet's immediate source.

47 Popkin found an autographic manuscript of Tregé in Holland, whose title is "Traité philosophiqua I& faiblesse
de l'esprit human et de la force de la foi". Fomeaeason "the force of faith" is not in the titiethe postumus
publishing of the work in Holland, which certairdpntributed to the scandal it caused. | recall thag¢t's original
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In the copy ofPenséesnnotated by Huet, we can verify that he pointsatitthe occasions in which Pascal
states the impossibility of determining our origiand, therefore, the certainty of the principlé$ers la
foi"* ("outside faith")?® It is in this sense that Huet is particularly elsted in two passages of the La 110
fragment, which the publishers incorporated intolB4. Where Pascal says that "Nous savons quengus
revons point, quelque impuissance ou nous soyote pleuver par la raison”, Huet italicises thetouurity

of the passageCette impuissance ne conclut autre chose que ldefsse de notre raisoriThis impotence
concludes nothing but the weakness of our reaseihout italicising the antipyrrhonian conclusiohtbe
paragraph: "mais non pas lincertitude de toutes oonnaissances, comme ils [the pyrrhonians] le
prétendent” [but not the uncertainty of all our Wedge, as they [the pyrrhonians] intend] (p. 1dlet's
italics). A little further, in Pascal's text, Huetmarks: Cette impuissance ne peut donc servir qu'a humilier
la raison qui voudrait juger de toufThis impotence can only therefore serve to hureilr@ason which
would like to judge everythihgHuet's emphasis), without marking Pascal's seeontinuation: "mais
non pas a combattre notre certitude, comme s'ihvéyt que la raison capable de nous instruiret' flmt to
fight our certainty, as if only reason were abldrstruct us] (p. 162). In both cases, Huet maréscBl's
sentences on the weakness of reason, but not geetbat claim, against the pyrrhonians, the caytah
truths. If Pascal already makes a more skepticaloighe Cartesian doubt than Descartes, Huet makes
even more skeptical use of this same doubt by Rasyzecially more skeptical than the more dogmaie

made by Pascal of the Port-Royal editfdn.

Huet rejects the only force Pascal grants the dtiglmanamely, that although reason is incapable of
rationally justifying principles, one cannot erake feeling of truth and, thus, suspend judgemergoiod

faith. For Pascal this is evidence of the weakiéssason, and at this point Huet is - like antekeptics -

plan was, in the first book (which became Tiaité), to show this weakness of reason, in the secohitfwbecame
the Censurg , to exemplify it in the critical exam of Cartasism, in the third to show the condition in whielith

and reason can connect themselves, that is, bgutbiecting of the second to the first one, andllijmén the fourth
and fifth, to show the erudite historical Christepology compatible with this connection betweasan and faith.

48 | put in italics the passages underlined by Huets principales raisons des Pyrrhoniens sont mueés n‘avons
aucune certitude de la vérité des princifess la foi et la révélatiorsinon ..." [The pyrrhonians' main reasons are
that we do not have any certainty of the truthhaf principlesoutside faith and revelatioifi not that ... ]. "Or ce
sentiment naturel n'est pas une preuve convaincinieur vérité; puisque’y ayant point de certitude hors la foi, si
I'hnomme est crée par un Dieu bon, ou par un déméchant(...)" [But this natural feeling is not a convingiproof
of the truth [of the principles], fahere not being any certainty outside faith if nvaas created by a good God or
by an evil demof...)]. "De plus, gugersonne na dassurance, hors la foi, s'il veillesbudort (...)" [Furthermore,
nobody is assured, outside faith, awake or asleep (p. 159) "Et cependant, depuis un si granthbre d'annés,
jamais personneans la foinest arrivé (to good)" [Nevertheless, after so mgegrs, nobodywithout faith has
reached the good] (p. 164).

49 The Port-Royal publishers substituted Pascals €oeur" [of the heart] knowledge by "de sentimet
d'intelligence" [of feeling and intelligence], ihis case, euphemistically: "par sentiment et pariatelligence vive
et lumineuse" [by feeling and by a lively and btightelligence]. Such additions derive, probabhgnfi the same
intention that motivated the insertion of La 110Lan 131, namely, to reinforce the dogmatists' dotge according
to Pascal, and then to try to establish a certalarize between pyrrhonians and dogmatists, balaugered by the
very argument of true religion.
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more rationalist than Pascal. Reason is weak abks principles (as in Pascal), but it is stremgugh to
open them to doubt. One of the only side notesismdection (besides reference notes) is anothprising
defence of Descartes, but, as in the case of #ndqus case, of a skeptical Descartes, more skajphian
Pascal himself. At the highest point of the opposibetween the dogmatic and the "pyrrhonian”, riclw
Pascal shows the weakness of the latter, incapafbjeactising a radical doubt. "Doutera-t-il de t®u
Doutera-t-il s'il veille, si on le pince, si on kelle? Doutera-t-il s'il douteRoutera-t-il s'il est? On n'en
saurait venir la: et je mets en fait qu'il n'y a jamais eu de Pyepneffectif et parfait" [Does he doubt
everything? Does he doubt that he is awake if wek@r burn him? Does he doubt whether he doubtsss

he doubt whether he exists? One can not come to au@xtremeThere has never been an effective and
perfect pyrrhonian] (p. 163). Huet marks the setgem italics and writes down on the margin: "M.
Descartes, tout dogmatique qu'il est, a senseigriéfallait commencer par ce dou(te) philosophéjju
[Descartes, though dogmatic, taught that it wasseary to begin by this philosophical doubt] (p3)16
What? Descartes is seen as an effective and pgyedtonian by Huet? Yes, the Descartes of thet Firs
Meditation. It was through Descartes that Huet bexacquainted with the doubt (he got to know aricien

skeptics long after)’

Huet continued the philosophical way of the doutitidgted by Descartes (but as we have seen, with ve
different intentions from Descartes’), but pitifullaccording to Huet, it was already abandonedhim t
Second Meditatioft: It is evident that Huet overlooks, intentionally oot, that the Cartesian doubt is
hyperbolic, that Descartes knows well that sucliceddloubt cannot be sustained in practice. Pasedkes
use exactly of this hyperbolic character of thet€aan doubt to argue that the "pyrrhonians" casopport

themselves at their strongest point. The Huetiadirg of the skeptical Descartes overlooks the qaepf

50 Huet became acquainted with the Cartesian ggploswhen he was a brilliant student at the Je&litool of Caen,
at the moment of the publication of tReinciples in 1647. In his intellectual biography, he repdtie impact he
underwent. "Descartes publia dans ce temps-lariesipes de sa secte et comme durant les troiseanmé&cédents
j'avais fort cultivé la philosophie et métais péédte ses préceptes et ses dogmes, j'eus un widsintde connaitre
ceux de Descartes et je n‘eus pas de cesse geenje procurasse son livre et ne le parcourussdigenge. || me
serait difficile de dire quel enthousiasme excitéren moi, jeune encore et ne sachant rien degmmes sectes
philosophiques, la nouveauté de cette méthodesemeeveilles éblouissantes issues des principgsllsssimples
et les plus clairs" [Descartes published at thigetithe principles of his sect. Since the threeiptsvyears | had
dedicated quite a lot to philosophy and had lepiescepts and dogmas take hold of me, | had agtiesire of
knowing those of Descartes. | did not rest untdund his book and went through it attentivelywtiuld be difficult
to tell how much excitement, being still young dmbwing nothing of ancient philosophical sects, &etes’ new
method caused me, and the wonderful things withdrmam such clear and simple principles] (Hid&moiresp.
16).

51 In this same chapter 10 of the book of Th&ité, where Huet mentions the Cartesian doubt, hessth&t “lors qu'il
[Descartes] se porte pour nouvel inventeur de ldt& éayant commence le Systéme de sa Philosophite mloute,
& ayant propose les raisons de ce doute; néamoamniinent aprés comme sile chemin de la Vérit@alait été
montré du Ciel, il cesse si absolument de dout€il, e se met pas seulement en peine de resoadraruments
qui I'avoient obligé de douter” [when Descartessskienself as the new inventor of Truth, having bethe System
of his Philosophy by doubt, and having proposedrdasons of this doubt, however, soon after, dseifway of
Truth had been revealed to himself by Heaven, bpssso absolutely doubting that he did not everryvabout
solving the arguments that had made him doubt}6jp.8ee alsoCensura Philosophia CartesiangParis, 1689),
chapter 1, paragraph 14.
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the Cartesian doubt - to establish the real disindetween soul and body and produce a sure &iiom

for knowledge -, just as the Cartesian readinghef skeptical doubt overlooks the very purposeshisf t
doubt. Pascal's purpose is different from both Bees' and Huet's. His purpose is to establish the
insufficiency of both dogmatism (destroyed by thart€sian doubt) and pyrrhonism (destroyed by the
practical impossibility of this doubt) in demonsing the weakness and insufficiency of all phildsppon

one hand (the skeptical one included), the fora# @gnitive excellence of Christian revelation, the
other. Huet's purpose is very different from Pdscélis to show the weakness of human reasonecoimg

the establishment of truths, including the truthr@fealed doctrine itself. This is a fundamentahpof
disagreement between Huet and Pascal and certaielpf the reasons why he refuses any dogmatiste f
and any skeptics's weakness.

Two reasons keep Huet from accepting Pascal's anguwf true religion. The first one concerns the
different ways through which Huet and Pascal coreceéhe relation between reason and faith. Although
Pascal considers, like Huet, that Christianism oarie proved by reason, though both keep a critical
distance from natural theology, Pascal is not aeididike Huet. The Pascalian arguments cannoebteced

to historical proofs based on prophecies and nésadPascal also develops the argument of trudaelmy
proof by doctrine, which, though not demonstrating truth of Christianity, gives it a rational eaphtory
power. Huet denies this assignment of explanatoryep to revelation, considering — against Pasaoalish
more sophisticated view of the relation betweersgraand faith - that such assignment implies the
submission of faith to reason.52 In his notes enntargins of th@®enséesHuet refuses Pascal's claim that
Christianity, with its fall doctrine, is the onlyeligion capable of explaining and reconciling human
contradictions.53 Huet refuses the argument of teligion, for he does not see anything originalkhe
original sin doctrine, in the sense that it canp®tfound in other religions or philosophies, tholghsees

originality in it, in the sense that it is the loistal origin of all the others. But then, in thiase, the

52 Huet writes the following commentary in sectmf his copy of the Port-Royal edition @houghts"Soumission
et usage de la raison": "ll suppose que cette smiom méme dépend de la raison: et il me sembéwatunaire que,
de soumettre la raison a la foi, est plutét I'ogerale la foi que de la raison; parce que la raetola foi sont
également impérieuses, et que, l'une ne consejdimais d'étre soumise a lautre, et si elle l'estsera
involontairement par violence, et par contrainte, kbin des deux devant vaincre l'autre, il appaitia la foi de
soumettre la raison, et non pas a la raison de sitenia foi." [Submission and usage of reasonshigposes that
this submission depends on reason. It seems t@mtine contrary, that the submission of reasomith toncerns
much more faith's work than reason's, for reasahfaith are equally imperative. One will never eicto submit
itself to the other. If one submits itself, it wile involuntarily, through violence. Now, as onetaf two must defeat
the other, it is up to faith to submit reason antireason to submit faith]. Huet misses Pascali® mefined view of
reason and faith, to whom there is total submiseiom pretentious philosophical reason, but thisnsission agrees
with another reason, an experimental, not metaphlsicientific reason.

53 Huet writes down on the margin of La 617, inickh among other fragments, Pascal claims the emegss of
Christianism through its doctrine of the originah;sthe only one, therefore, to give the diagnoasigl the
prophylaxis of man's moral problem. "Cela n'est yas La Morale des Grecs et des Romains, quf adée sur
leur religion et qui en faisait une partie, ne défeien si séverement. Voyez Platon et AristoteCieéron dans ses
Offices et principalement Marc Aurele." [ This is notdrurhe Greeks and Romans' moral, which was grouaded
their religion and to which it belonged, prohibitedthing so severely].
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apologetic task is to prove this diffusion of thiel destament by other religions and philosophiesugh a
historical and scholarly work, even an archaeollgmne, of excavation of the jewish original conten
behind pagan appearances. For Huet, Christianityiésnot because it is the only true religion,, lout the
contrary, because it reproduces itself - thougteirfgetly - in all other religions.

The second reason for Huet's refusal of the Pascaligument of the religion, is in the fact thatdoes not
conceive of skepticism as the epistemological @spetiuman depravity due to the original sin,54hbot
because he would see, in this view, an unsuitaibtasion of reason into the scope of faith, andabee he
does not agree with Jansenist anti-humanism.55 id@ehumanist, both in the sense of the scholak we
developed throughout his life, and in the sensehilbsophical anthropology. In fact, Huet could a@aaid
about Pascal what he says about La Rochefoucdiiis 'search for the corrupted man's weak spots;twhi
[La Rochefoucould] conducted so keenly, is not daith enough equity. He is sometimes unfair with th
man he condemns, and whom he makes appear as proupted than he really is (...) taking innocent
tendencies and actions as evil ones.”56 This vengamism (in both senses of the term), together Mitét's
inability to see Pascal's scientific and philosephigenius (understandable for someone from XVIlith
century), would explain Huet's general evaluatibthe Thoughts "Dans tout cet ouvrage il n'y a presque
rien de nouveau que l'expression, le tour, et $patition.” [In all this work there is almost natginew,
except expression, form and disposition]. It isuarair evaluation if we consider that La 131, twe t
pyrrhonians main forces, is a crucial source fergkeptical reading of the Cartesian doubt, begmmith
Huet's own reading.

Bibliographical References

BELIN, C. L'CEuvre de Pierre Charron 1541-160Bittérature et théologie de Montaigne a Port-Roya
Paris: Honoré Champion, 1995.

BOLZANI FILHO, R. AcadémicowsersusPirrénicos Tese (Doutorado), Departamento de Filosofia dB,US
Sao Paulo, 2003.

CARRAUD, V. Pascal et la Philosophidaris: PUF, 1992.

CICERO, M. T.AcademicsTrad. H. Rackham. Cambridge, MS: Harvard UnivgrBress, 1933. (Loeb
Classical Library)

CURLEY, E.Descartes against the Skepti€@ambridge, MS: Harvard University Press, 1979.
DESCARTES, R. René Descart@vres Ed. Charles Adam e Paul Tannery Paris: Vrin, 19986.

DIOGENES LAERCIOVidas e doutrinas dos filosofos ilustr@sad. Méario da Gama Kury. Brasilia:
EdUnB, 1985.

DU HAMEL, J-B. De consensu veteris et novae philosophiregis, 1663.

54 Here, | go against Jean-Louis Quantin's in&tgpion, "La Raison, la Certitude, la Foi: quelquersarques sur les
préliminaires de l'acte de foi selon Huet", p. 83-9

55 Huet opposed to Jansenism, but without theofesiiowed by some of his Jesuit friends.

56 HUET.Huetiana(Amsterdam, 1722), p. 250.

16



Philosophiae vetus et hova ad usum scholae accaiamd@aris, 1678.
FRANCIS, R.Les Pensées de Pascal en France de 1841 a Paia: A. G. Nizet, 1959.

GREGORY, T. Dieu trompeur et malin génlie: . Genése de la raison classique de Charron a
DescartesParis: PUF, 2000.

HUET, P-D.Traité Philosophique de la Foiblesse de I'E spritniain Hildesheim: Olms, 1974. (Fac-simile
da edicdo de Amsterdam de 1723).

Censura Philosophiae Cartesiandgildesheim: Olms, 1971. (Fac-simile da edica®des de
1689).

Alnetanea quaestiones de concordia rationis ei fidaris: Moelle, 1690.
Huetiana Paris: J. Estienne, 1722.
Mémoires Toulouse: Société de Littératures Classiques3.199

IOPPOLO, A. M.Opinione e Scienzdl.debattio tra Stoici e Academici nel Il e nelsiécolo a c. Napolis:
Bibliopolis, 1986.

LENNON, T. Huet, Malebranche and the birth of skapin. In: PAGANINI, G. (Ed.)The Return of
Skepticism from Hobbes and Descartes to Bé&ytedrecht: Kluwer, 2003. p. 149-165.

LE VALOIS, L. Sentimens de M. Descartes touchant I'essence jptdpsetez du corps, opposez a la
doctrine de I'E glise, et conforme aux erreurs @édviD, sur le sujet de I'E ucharisti®aris, 1680.

LIMBRICK, E. Métamorphose d'un philosophe en thé@a. In: BLUN, C. (Ed.)Montaigne.Apologie de
Raymond Sebond. De la Theologia a la ThéologiasPtdonoré Champion, 1990. p. 229-46.

MAIA NETO, J. R.The Christianization of Pyrrhonisnskepticism and Faith in Pascal, Kierkegaard and
Shestov. Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1995.

. Foucher's Academic Cartesianism. In: LENNDNEd.).Cartesian ViewsPapers presented to
Richard A. Watson. Leiden: Brill, 2003. p. 71-95.

. Charron'spochéand Descartesogita the skeptical base of Descartes' refutation epskism. In:
PAGANINI, G. (Ed.).The Return of Skepticism from Hobbes and DesctrtBayle Dordrecht: Kluwer,
2003. p. 81-113.

. Pascal and Hume: PyrrhoniggnsusNature. Hume Studiesl7, p. 41-49, 1991.

MAIA NETO, J. R.; POPKIN, R. H. Bishop Pierre-Dahiituet's Remarks on PascBlitish Journal for the
History of Philosophy3, p. 147-160, 1995.

MCKENNA, A. Pascal et HueXVlle Siécle147, p. 135-142, 1985.

De Pascal a Voltairel.e role des Pensées de Pascal dans lhistoire ées émtre 1670 et 1734.
Oxford: The Voltaire Foundation at the Taylor Ihst#, 1990. 2 v.

MONTAIGNE, M. de.Os Ensaioskd. Pierre Villey, trad. Rosemary C. Abilio S&u®: Martins Fontes,
2000.

PASCAL, B.Pensamento€d. Louis Lafuma, trad. Mario Laranjeira Sado BaMartins Fontes, 2001.

Pensées de M. Pascal sur la religion et quelquéeasujetsParis: Guillaume Desprez, 1670.

--------- . ThoughtsText Card ENG1277 - Blaise Pascal: Pensées - Translated by W. F. Trotter
http://www.intratext.com/y/ENG1277.HTM: The IntraText® Digital Library - © 1996-2007 Eulogos

POPKIN, R. HHistéria do Ceticismo de Erasmo a SpinoZead. Danilo Marcondes de Souza Filho. Rio de
Janeiro: Francisco Alves, 2000.

QUANTIN, J-L. La Raison, la Certitude, la Foi: qgeés remarques sur les préliminaires de lacteide fo
selon Huet. In: GUELLOUZ, S. (Ed.). Pierre-Danil¢i{1630-1721). Actes du Colloque de Caen (12-13

17



Novembre 1993), Papers on French Seventeenth Qgrititterature Biblio, Paris/Seattle/Tlbingen, v. 17,
p. 83-97, 1994.

RAPETTI, E.Percorsi Anticartesiani nella Lettere a Pierre-DahHuet Firenze: Olschki, 2003.

SEXTO EMPIRICOOutlines of PyrrhonisiiTrad. R. G. Bury. Cambridge, MS: Harvard Univisr$tress,
1933. (Loeb Classical Library)

This paper was received between 1st and 30th of, 006, and approved between 1st and 31st of, May
2006.

This paper was made possible thanks to the wornkiisgions | carried out in Paris and Caen as pa# of
CAPES-COFECUB project and to a grant awarded by Hieenonte Oriental University, in Vercelli. | am
grateful to professors Gianni Paganini, Jean-RoAemogathe, Thomas Lennon, Vincent Carraud and
Gilles Olivo for the suggestions and support, dmalve all, in memory, to Richard H. Popkin, who was;l

his recent death, my main collaborator and interi@c

Translated by
Translation fronKriterion [on line]. Dec. 2006, vol.47, n°.114, pp. 237-2)5SN 0100-512X.

18



