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Note

The many and long quotations given by the author in their origi-
nal language have been translated. An asterisk indicates that the
original language can be found in the section entitled ‘Original Lan-
guage References’ (p. 211).

Square brackets [ ] indicate notes or additions by the translator.

References to this and other works of Rosmini are given by
paragraph number unless otherwise stated.



Foreword
This work, offered as volume one of Introduction to Philosophy, is

a translation of a part of Rosmini’s single Italian volume,
Introduzione alla Filosofia.

In the spring of 1850 Rosmini began preparing a complete edition
of all the works he had published up to that time. He considered it
opportune to begin the collection with an introductory volume
which, as he himself tells us, is composed of various works ‘written
at different periods, on different occasions and in different circum-
stances’. These works, which include some letters he wrote on philo-
sophy, were used as introductory material because they dealt with
preliminary philosophical questions such as the characteristics of
philosophy, a philosophical system and philosophical language.
However he decided to precede these writings with an entirely new
essay, a discourse, under the title About the Author’s Studies, fol-
lowed by a simple dedication ‘To his friends and to all who wish him
well’.

The dedication is significant because of the events that had re-
cently preceded the writing of the discourse. Some of his teachings
had been attacked, which resulted in a long drawn-out controversy,
sometimes acrimonious on the part of his critics. Such was its
vehemence and its relentlessness that the Pope eventually imposed
silence on both parties. Finally, to add to his suffering, two of his
(non-philosophical) books were condemned and placed on the In-
dex of Forbidden Books. Added to these troubles was his reluctant
involvement in the great political events of the time: in 1848 the
Piedmontese government had persuaded him to accept an embassy
to the Pope to persuade the papacy to support Piedmont in its
struggle against Austria. The embassy failed, and when the Roman
populace rose against the Pope, Rosmini had to flee with the Pontiff
into exile at Gaeta, where Rosmini suffered continual harrassment
and obstruction from the Neapolitan police and especially from the



Pope’s Secretary of State. Aware that he could do nothing, he re-
ceived permission from the Pope to leave, and late in 1849 reached
his beloved Stresa where in the spring of 1850 he began About the
Author’s Studies, dedicated to those friends who, despite past
events, still ‘wished him well’.

The work is a kind of Apologia. In his mind, it would serve as a his-
tory of the deepest motives for his philosophy, and reveal the spirit
which inspired his system and all his activity as thinker and author.
He had reached the culmination of maturity and felt he should bring
all his works together in an ordered collection. In this introductory
work he speaks about the ends he proposed for himself in his philo-
sophy: to reduce truth to a system and to form a philosophy which
could serve as a solid basis for all the branches of knowledge and
thus pervade all culture with a new spirit.

But, in his studies, Rosmini could not exclude religion and re-
vealed truth, not only because of his own faith, but because reason,
when enlightened and fortified by divine authority, can contribute
to greater understanding of what is revealed and be a support, not an
obstacle, to religious faith. Reason could therefore be an aid to
theology, especially in its debate with the atheistic rationalism of
the 18th century. Moreover, for him the human being is not
complete if left solely in his natural state; the supernatural state was
necessary if human beings were to be complete. This state, although
essentially different from the natural state, was not entirely foreign
to it. His studies therefore included those of man raised to the
supernatural state, Supernatural Philosophy and Supernatural
Anthropology, as he called them. Thus, the last part of the work
deals with the role of religious belief and of its connection with
reason.

TERENCE WATSON
Durham,
February, 2004
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PREF ACE

The pres ent col lec tion con sists of works on dif fer ent sub jects, 
writ ten at dif fer ent peri ods, on dif fer ent occa sions and in dif fer -
ent cir cum stances. In some of these works, the approach I have
adopted is based on nat u ral rea son ing. In this case, to ensure the
results are true, I have con stantly com pared the con clu sions
with the tra di tions of man kind and with the com mon feel ing of
human ity, where such evi dence is forth com ing. In oth ers, I deal
with issues on a higher plane to which rea son can accede only
when enlight ened and for ti fied by divine author ity. The entire
col lec tion, then, can be divided into two main parts under the
head ings:

1. Philo soph i cal sec tion: works deal ing with nat u ral rea son-
ing.

2. Theo log i cal sec tion: works deal ing with super nat u ral
teach ing.

Although the first sec tion is con cerned with nat u ral rea son -
ing, I have not hes i tated to make use of infor ma tion from a
higher source to sup ple ment ordi nary, dia lec ti cal rea son where
this was nec es sary. The use of such infor ma tion is designed to
ensure a fully rounded treat ment, more use ful to the reader —
the works, after all, are writ ten with the reader in mind. Sim i -
larly, in the case of the sec ond sec tion, the ele vated nature of the
sub ject does not pre vent or rule out the use of nat u ral rea son ing
which, in treat ing such sub jects, is afforded unlim ited scope for
new and won der ful modes of expres sion. In this light, the two-
fold sub ject and the sin gle type of rea son ing iden ti cal in each
part enable us to call the first sec tion Nat u ral Phi los o phy and
the sec ond Super nat u ral Phi los o phy.

The first part, there fore, is to be the entrance, as it were,
through which the well-disposed reader is led into the edi fice of
knowl edge. I call it: Intro duc tion to Phi los o phy.

An intro duc tion to phi los o phy is not usu ally con sid ered a



dis tinct branch of knowl edge. It can include any items of
knowl edge which pre pare and dis pose the mind and spirit of the
per son who is think ing about study ing the var i ous branches of
phi los o phy. The scope of such items is not strictly pre scribed,
and the dif fer ent essays which make up the pres ent vol ume
would clearly seem to be rel e vant.

Nev er the less, these essays — some more than oth ers —
exhibit a more gen eral pur pose. They are intended to show the
unity per vad ing the sub se quent works, and the spirit ani mat ing
them. This spirit, pre cisely because it is itself a unity, draws
together the dif fer ent mem bers and forms them into a sin gle
body.

As I see it, prior knowl edge of the over all pat tern into which
the essays fit and how they con cur in a com mon aim can only
make for an eas ier and sounder over all under stand ing.

[The fol low ing is a com plete list of all the essays con tained in
Intro duc tion to Phi los o phy. The vol ume num bers refer to the
pro jected Eng lish trans la tions.

Vol. 1. About the Author’s Studies

Vol. 2. I. Char ac ter is tics of Phi los o phy
II. The Philo soph i cal Sys tem
III. On the Essence of Knowledge
IV. How to For ward Philo soph i cal Studies

Vol. 3. I. The Clas si fi ca tion of Philo soph i cal Sys tems and
the Nec es sary Dis po si tions for Find ing the Truth

II. Philo soph i cal Lan guage and Some Objec tions to
the Author’s Phi los o phy

III. French Eclec ti cism]

2 Introduction to Philosophy



ABOUT THE AU THOR’S STUDIES



It is hard to give
new life to what is old,
au thor ity to what is new,
splen dour to what has fallen out of use,
light to what is ob scure,
grace to what is wea ri some,
trust to what is doubt ful.*

Pliny, Nat u ral His tory, Pref ace



ABOUT THE AU THOR’S STUDIES

To his friends and to all who wish him well

1. The pub lic and authors have recip ro cal duties which must
be faith fully ful filled if read ing and writ ing are to achieve their
pur pose. Dis re gard for these duties makes it impos si ble for
read ers and writ ers to bind them selves in a truly human soci ety
formed on the basis of shared ideas and affec tions; they nei ther
behold and seek the same truth nor desire the same good.

One of the duties read ers have to them selves, if they wish to
ben e fit by what they read, and to the author if they wish to
judge him rea son ably, is to take care to avoid mis un der stand ing. 
At the same time, authors have a duty, for their own sake and
that of the pub lic, to express them selves clearly, and above all to
indi cate the end they hope to achieve with their writ ings. They
sub mit to exam i na tion the spirit and aim of the body of teach-
ings and research with which they desire to com mu ni cate intel-
lec tu ally with their fel lows.

1a. I have tried to do this — I’m not sure how suc cess ful I
have been — in each of the works I have writ ten and been bold
enough to pub lish. Now, how ever, these trea tises have been
gath ered together and the entire col lec tion offered to the pub lic
under var i ous head ings. At this point, I need to ful fil another
part of my duty as a writer. Each book, although suf fi ciently
self-explanatory, can not of itself indi cate the gen eral char ac ter
and spirit which ani mates them all. It can not show how they are
all related, how they tend towards a sin gle end, and how they
attain unity as frag ments, so to speak, of a sin gle sphere of
knowl edge. This would be of con sid er able assis tance, and is
per haps nec es sary, in uncov er ing the foun da tion of my thought
and enabling read ers with enough desire and patience to see for
them selves that in all these works I have aimed at unity in

[1–1a]



sys tem atic knowl edge. I am in fact per suaded that every thing I
have writ ten has been con cerned with teach ing a sin gle, but
most fruit ful and inex haust ible sub ject.

I can not say that I have suc ceeded — it is up to oth ers to
decide that — but I can say that that is what I intended.

I cer tainly hold that any one who devotes him self to the study
and pur suit of truth must keep before his inward eye the image
of knowl edge as one, sim ple and indi vis i ble, appli ca ble to all
indi vid ual enti ties yet remain ing itself unfragmented. I would
go so far as to say that the human mind is nat u rally aware of this
image since it is nature itself which clearly exhib its per fect
unity; divi sion and frag men ta tion are man-made. When human
art attains per fec tion it repents, as it were, of its ini tial
endeavours to decompartmentalisation; it is rec on ciled with
nature and, reas sem bling the frag ments, gazes fondly and
calmly, with insa tia ble long ing, on the restored and per fectly
united body of knowl edge.

1b. When devel op ing such a theme, I feel I am respond ing to
duty or some thing sim i lar to duty. How ever, being obliged to
talk at length about myself and my stud ies makes me feel more
keenly than ever the need of spe cial kind li ness and indul gence
on the reader’s part. It is to my friends, there fore, and all
well-disposed read ers that my words are addressed.

Over the past thirty years dur ing which this col lec tion of
works was writ ten, a good num ber of affec tion ate, wise and
loyal Ital ians have encour aged me in this ardu ous task, and
asso ci ated their thoughts, endeavours and con cerns with mine.
They have shared my con tra dic tions and dis ap point ments, and
have always been respon sive to my deep est feel ings of sor row
or hope for man kind with a warmth and gen er os ity all their
own. Some of them have pressed me to under take the fol low ing
work. As an expres sion of grat i tude, I ded i cate it to them all
and, although writ ing also for the pub lic, speak to them
famil iarly.

To give the argu ment some shape, I shall straight away state
the par tic u lar aims I have pur sued in my stud ies. Next, I shall
indi cate how I achieved them. Finally, I shall sketch, albeit
crudely, the image of wis dom which, in my view, must reg u late
all our think ing as well as all human actions. In this image, both
thought and action must come to that unique state of per fec tion

[1b]
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for which every mind and heart has a nat u ral yearn ing. As I said
at the out set, prompted by nature, I hope to have kept my men-
tal gaze fixed firmly upon that image as I wrote the dif fer ent
essays in the days of my youth when, under the guid ance of
excel lent teach ers, I first gazed upon it and tried the pub lic’s
crit i cal judg ment with a few rough and ready essays.

[1b]
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PART ONE

THE PAR TIC U LAR AIMS OF THE TEACH ING IN

THE VAR I OUS WORKS OF THE AUTHOR

First Aim: To Com bat Error

2. The human mind, although cre ated for truth, is eas ily led
astray by an alien, hos tile prin ci ple which lures it into mis tak ing 
the out ward show of truth for truth itself. In us the will, fol low -
ing the promptings of the mind, clutches at the empty, out ward
show of good rather than the true good for which it was cre ated. 
This is the cause of error and guilt.

A pri mary, most use ful task of the phi los o pher is to debate
with this wily prin ci ple, to expose its insid i ous argu ments and
sub tle errors, to con found it and thereby set minds free from
its snares. This intel lec tual strug gle in defence of the human
mind exposed to decep tion and guile has been under taken by
schol ars and phi los o phers imbued with love of their fel lows.
Fol low ing them, we find an abun dance of argu ments and dia-
lec ti cal weap ons readily avail able for the fray.

These have been dis cov ered and fash ioned by a body of the
fin est, most sin cere and char i ta ble think ers after deep reflec tion
and long nights of self-sacrifice. With their argu ments, they
uncov ered deceit, ban ished soph istry, con founded error. In the
pro cess, they unmasked that hid den deceiver of man kind who
has always sought to cloak in dark ness the light of truth — or
rather to invest his dark ness with decep tive light. The large,
effec tive store of argu ments built up by these schol ars has been
used by them to pre serve for man kind the truth, our most pre-
cious her i tage. Our fore fa thers have bequeathed to us such a
large, abun dant store of sound knowl edge that every harm ful
error can, I am sure, be demol ished and every fal lacy can be
exposed if only we use these weap ons prop erly.

[2]



Each cen tury has con trib uted to this inex haust ible store of
wis dom, espe cially the nine teenth which has acquired a new
and deeper under stand ing through the truth of the gos pel. In
spite of the wars of the pres ent age and the chang ing for tunes of
nations, writer after writer has embod ied this wis dom in an
impres sively large series of vol umes.

If only our con tem po rar ies knew what riches they pos sessed!
If only they were zeal ous enough in their love of knowl edge
and their pas sion for truth to devote them selves dil i gently to the
study of learned works, they would dis cover the trea sure they
con tain and use it to their advan tage! Ours, how ever, is a thor-
oughly lax age in which sub stan tial, impar tial stud ies of this sort
are rare; those who take pride in mate rial, super fi cial things
spurn the exer tion involved in pro found, spir i tual mat ters.
Ephem eral works are read, whilst those that have sur vived for
cen tu ries are ignored. This explains the naiveté and help less ness
of our weak-minded age in the face of fal la cies so often over-
come by our pre de ces sors. That is why new works are required
to expound a more basic ver sion of ele men tary truths vital to
authen tic, human liv ing and revi tal ise argu ments that pro tect
truth from soph istry. Truths and rea son ing are recorded in the
archives of human knowl edge but often lie for got ten, gath er ing
dust. To pres ent these truths to the reader was one of my aims
when writ ing the essays in this col lec tion.

3. The need to cham pion these pre cious truths will be better
under stood if we con sider that error con tin u ally adopts new
forms and puts out new shoots. The result is appar ently new
errors. Hence the need to devise and develop new argu ments
against them. Strictly speak ing, it is not error that leads man-
kind astray; by his very essence, man is called to the truth. It is
the form of error that tempts and deceives him by dis guis ing
false hood and pre sent ing it, dressed up as truth, to the un-
sophisticated mind. The real skill of the phi los o pher, then, as he
seeks to pro tect the human mind from such deadly decep tion,
con sists in strip ping error of its out ward apparel. Every one
loathes error when it is revealed in its naked and dis fig ured
state.

4. Side by side with the tra di tion of truth, an endur ing tra di -
tion of error is handed down from age to age. ‘Tra di tion’ is, per-
haps, slightly mis lead ing here because there is con tin ual

[3–4]
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pro gres sion; not pro gres sion with regard to sub stance but to
form, and more spe cif i cally, to dia lec ti cal form.

Psy chol ogy reduces to a sin gle prin ci ple the shift ing sands of
these dia lec ti cal forms in which thought, whether true or not,
enters the mind. This sci ence tells us that the first and most uni-
ver sal law gov ern ing the grad ual devel op ment of human intel li -
gence moves intel li gence from an ini tial, direct act of cog ni tion
to a first act of reflec tion, then to a sec ond and a third and so on.
The move ment is grad ual, with out any sud den tran si tion,
towards an ever higher level of spec u la tion. Con se quently, the
con tin u ous intel lec tual activ ity of indi vid u als, soci ety and man-
kind (whether con scious or not) rep re sents an unend ing
attempt to trans fer knowl edge from a lower to a higher level of
reflec tion. In other words, their dia lec ti cal and men tal forms are
changed. In fact, the var i ous forms dif fer so mark edly from one
another that it is not easy to recall the exact sci en tific sub ject
under scru tiny. Each order of reflec tion has a cor re spond ing
form of cog ni tion requir ing a new and dis tinc tive type of
lan guage.

The dis putes which arise between those who have reached
one of these orders or spheres of cog ni tion make no sense to
those who have not yet reached such an order. Those whose
think ing has pro gressed through fur ther orders and have raised
the debate to an even higher order of reflec tion find the issue
changed; the ques tions seem dif fer ent now because dif fer ent
lan guage is being used.

Even if those involved were fully aware of the issue in dis pute, 
they would not be sat is fied with pre vi ous answers and solu tions 
which they see as rough, crude or inad e quate. When errors —
even old ones — are preached in new forms, and solid truths are
dis puted in novel terms, peo ple are tempted and eas ily led
astray. It is as if these errors were being intro duced for the first
time and had never pre vi ously been elim i nated. They have to be
answered and dis pelled once more, but through rea sons
advanced in a form cor re spond ing to the order of reflec tion at
which the con flict ing ideas oper ate. It takes a while for the
uphold ers of truth to exploit fully the numer ous stud ies needed,
and to find the appro pri ate form of replies by using cor re s -
pond ing terms to refute con trary views. This puts paid to
decep tion and exposes error, and would sig nify the final defeat

[4]
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of error but for the fact that, like Pro teus in the leg end, it casts
about to find a new form within a new sphere of reflec tion and
returns to the fray rein forced and revi tal ised. This explains why
in his tory there are some ages in which error reigns supreme. At
such times, decep tion and false hood appear to be wide spread,
and minds irres o lute. Unable to see the light within them, or so
it would seem, they stag ger and fall at every turn. These are
peri ods when error, more active and rest less than unruf fled
truth, has over taken truth by even deeper reflec tion, assum ing a
fur ther advanced form which truth with its tran quil approach
has not attained.

4a. Error, it seems, has won the day and can not find any new
adver sar ies to take on. Con scious of the disas trous times, those
totally ded i cated to truth can not bear to see man kind so bereft.
They strug gle to raise truth itself to the level of reflec tion
attained by error where they seek the most effec tive types of
argu ment in sup port of truth. They are then seen to have tack-
led the fal la cies of error on its own ground and using its own
terms. At this point, the intel lec tual and moral state of man kind
improves, a new age dawns, men’s minds recover their for mer
vig our. They hold firmly to the truth and their spir its regain
con fi dence. They are healed by new light and return through
truth to vir tue, truth’s glo ri ous off spring.

His tory reveals a pat tern of alter nat ing peri ods. In some,
soph ists are pre dom i nant, in oth ers, phi los o phers. In some, a
self-assured ver sion of error usurps the name of phi los o phy; the
aver age per son, when con fronted with the new type of argu-
ment, suc cumbs. In other peri ods, error is igno min i ously
stripped of its unmer ited title, ‘phi los o phy’, and the great
major ity of peo ple acknowl edge that the work of these
self-styled phi los o phers is in real ity noth ing but brash ness and
igno rance (which for a time had dis hon oured the good names of
phi los o phy and phi los o pher).

Divine Prov i dence, as though by fixed laws, seems to reg u late 
the rhythm and tempo of this ever-changing recur rent pat tern
of peri ods as error and truth pre dom i nate in turn. These laws
con trol human his tory. The vic tory of good over evil trans poses 
that his tory with its dif fer ent notes into a har mony pleas ing to
God’s ear.

4b. In the 18th cen tury, soph ists were in com mand of pub lic

[4a–4b]
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opin ion. (Soph ist is one of those titles orig i nally used by the
Greeks and later adopted uni ver sally. It lost its respect able
mean ing and took on a pejo ra tive sense after the sham philo-
sophers who had appro pri ated the title were van quished by
gen u ine think ers). John Locke’s work (1699) her alded the
open ing of this new age dur ing which a cam paign of crude yet
effec tive decep tion was waged. From then on, human ity has
been directed away from solid, estab lished truths, and deceived
by util i tar ian con sid er ations and won der ful prom ises of sim ple, 
pre vi ously unimag ined knowl edge. Minds were flat tered into a
doc ile accep tance of gra tu itous opin ions and gross errors in
theology, eth ics, pol i tics, human socia bil ity, and about all the
most fun da men tal and most impor tant ques tions relat ing to our
life and sal va tion here below and in the world to come.
Although some cou ra geous writ ers did respond to these errors,
the same mis takes are still lead ing peo ple astray because they
were not met head on in their own par tic u lar forms. These
forms may be some what dated, but they still appear attrac tive,
and it is essen tial to dis cover and make use of cor re spond ing
forms in defence of truth. That is what I have tried to do in the
var i ous essays mak ing up this col lec tion.

Second Aim: To Sys tema tise Truth

5. I have already men tioned how Prov i dence has so arranged
things that from evil (that is, error) comes good (that is, the vic-
tory of truth). Long ago, St. Augus tine remarked that her e tics
enabled the Church ‘to defend the truths under attack by exam-
in ing them more closely, by under stand ing them better, and
preach ing them with greater con vic tion’.1 There are other ways

[5]
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in which teach ers of error unwit tingly assist in the spread of
truth among the human race. As they are unable to pass on their
errors to man kind with out first dis guis ing them as truth, they
do not destroy the love of truth entirely but rather bear wit ness
to it. Fur ther more, they include within their false hoods some
frag ments of truth which they use as sign posts in their trea tises
and as the start ing point in their rea son ing. Usually, these frag-
ments con tain some aspects of truth which till then had per haps
been over looked by gen u ine, sin cere schol ars. By pass ing these
on with other newly dis cov ered truths, soph ists gain approval
and enhance the rep u ta tion of their own philo soph i cal school;
in their efforts to prop a gate error, they bring to light a num ber
of hid den truths. Thus every tiny aspect of truth has its
appointed time to sur face, find its true value and gain cur rency.
In this task, even the ene mies of truth have a part. Nev er the less,
all those who swal low the bait are caught on the hook of
false hood.

5a. The harm such fraud u lent schol ars do is largely due to
their dis play of wor thi ness. They are able to lead peo ple astray
only by trans pos ing ancient, already refuted errors to a higher
plane of reflec tion. The oppo si tion is obliged to fol low upwards
and draw truth to this higher plane where its out ward forms as
per ceived by the human intel li gence are greatly extended. A
per son who reaches a higher plane of reflec tion is like some one
who has moved from the val ley to the moun tain peaks where he
looks out over an immensely vaster hori zon.

At every order of true or false reflec tion the human mind dis-
cov ers a new pan orama of true or false knowl edge. It is not sur-
pris ing then that false schol ars attract dis ci ples by their use of
orig i nal forms and lan guage. Any thing new is like a light; it
dom i nates and appeals to minds avid for knowl edge and always
keen to go beyond long-established bound aries. Any thing new
appeals to them and elic its their admi ra tion. Those who pass
them selves off as teach ers of man kind never fail to acquire in
esti ma tion the title and rep u ta tion of her alds of knowl edge and
prog ress. But we should give all their due, even the devil. So we
have to admit that, in one sense, soph ists are her alds of philo-
soph i cal prog ress as they con tin u ally invent new absur di ties
which awaken from their leth argy true schol ars who then feel
impelled to rouse our minds into action. As a result, over the

[5a]
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cen tu ries, the human mind has been able to exam ine unchang-
ing truth in all its beauty from all sides.

5b. How ever, truth reveals only one aspect at a time to the
intel lect, albeit under the most impres sive forms. Expe ri ence
shows only too well that schol ars, unaware of the threat from
appar ent false hoods to the sat is fac tion brought by truth, and
obliv i ous of the risk to their fel lows, who are eas ily ensnared by
these false hoods, may not be prompt enough to match the
extraor di nary activ ity aris ing in their cap tious and deceit ful
oppo nents from what Augus tine calls ‘their hot dis quiet’.

But the chil dren of this world, wiser than the chil dren of light,
can not be given credit for any prog ress brought about by their
errors, although the ingen u ous crowd they deceive may con-
sider they deserve it.

Any credit is due, not to man, but to the high designs of Prov-
i dence which pro motes and infal li bly guides human devel op -
ment by either per mit ting evil to act as a kind of stim u lus or by
allow ing good to pre vail. Through out its vast domain, in which
every being is lim ited and none can accom plish any thing on its
own, Prov i dence makes use of every kind of entia to con trib ute
to the great work it has con tem plated from all eter nity. At one
time it may per mit way ward phi los o phers to intro duce error
into a new sphere of thought, at another it may assist sound and
upright think ers to intro duce truth into the same sphere.

By means of these two oper a tions, the human mind and the
human heart make prog ress towards their goal. Fur ther more,
although the God of truth in his wis dom uses our poten cies and
will, whether good or bad, to has ten the accom plish ment of the
plan he had in mind when cre at ing the uni verse, he does not
employ duress. By exploit ing the impa tience and activ ity of
some think ers who con tin u ally aban don the truth to seek it
amid false hood, he obtains for true phi los o phers a fur ther, most
valu able advan tage. Stirred to emu late false phi los o phers, they
become ashamed of their own intel lec tual pas siv ity which eas ily 
lapses into lax ity and sloth when com pared with the trou ble -
some and ever-restless dil i gence of soph ists. Hon est think ers
feel ashamed when they see they have been left behind in their
philo soph i cal stud ies by think ers whose aim is to obscure the
pri mary, whole some truths on which the intel lec tual and moral
life of man kind depends. Such a feel ing of shame was to be

[5b]

14 Introduction to Philosophy



admired in ear lier times; now a days, the need for it is over-
whelm ing and so press ing that, in my view, no hon est, sen si tive
writer can avoid it.

5c. Over the cen tu ries, there have been peri ods when man-
kind has suf fered sud den and cat a strophic harm as a result of
the wide spread dis sem i na tion of grave errors. Scholars who
should have been ready and equipped to com bat such errors as
soon as they arose did not even recog nise them at the time for
what they were. Errors, which thus had time to take root in
human minds, devel oped and flour ished. Their erad i ca tion
became immea sur ably more ardu ous and pro tracted.

This stim u lus, which Prov i dence offers through expe ri ence
on a nat u ral plane to those who love truth and vir tue, is that
with which Christ urged his dis ci ples to do good while
emulating the astute ness of the chil dren of dark ness. Using the
example of the unjust stew ard,2 he taught them how to find
some thing to imi tate even in the wicked; indeed, using the
exam ples of the unjust judge, the luke warm friend and the cruel
prince,3 he pointed to a fea ture of their behav iour which was not
intrin si cally wicked and had some sim i lar ity to the laws by
which God usu ally oper ates.

The fin est schol ars are stim u lated by such encour age ment and
warn ings. They are inspired not only to refute the spe cious
argu ments of the schol ars who deprive man kind of truth, but
also to fore stall them. They expe ri ence a new and unbe liev able
long ing to embody truth in its defin i tive, noblest form and
expres sion, to gather together the dif fer ent parts of truth and fit
them into a sin gle whole to form a noble, enlight ened body of
knowl edge which, although not immune to assault by its
detrac tors, will not be obscured by the kind of soph istry cap-
able of win ning cer tain minds.

5d. Peo ple only begin to expe ri ence this truly noble long ing at
a cer tain stage in his tory. It rep re sents a new ger mi na tion of the
pre cious store of seed which lies hid den deep within the essence
of human beings. We are not aware of it until the seeds ripen and
become vis i ble. It grows with the pass ing ages. Now a days,
almost every one is aware of it. With so many noble, valu able,

[5c–5d]
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fruit ful truths avail able, already tried and tested by wise peo ple
and bequeathed to us over the cen tu ries, could any hon our able
soul not wish to have them arranged in a great syn the sis so that
all of them can be appre hended almost at a glance, arranged to
form a unity and given a new, greater life by show ing clearly
their ulti mate prin ci ple?

It would seem that truth has now been beset by every sort of
error in turn and that all its main aspects have been effec tively
defended, care fully cat a logued and explained. Con se quently,
those who strove most insis tently to obscure the truth and fool-
ishly sought fame as its suppressors ush ered in an age of great
devel op ment. This inspired loyal, upright schol ars some of
whom (except for a few out stand ing think ers) were pre vi ously
quite happy to hold on to the truth almost by habit or to come
to its defence only when it was under attack. They now saw it to
be so rich and var i ous that they were fired to con tem plate it in
all its sys tem atic integ rity and to pro mote its study, not so much
to refute errors as to express it in the most attrac tive form pos-
sible and con sciously bask in the radi ance of the new light in all
its per fec tion.

5e. But even when the scat tered aspects of truth have been
woven into a sin gle uni fied sys tem, soph ists may still not desist
from their cam paign to devise fur ther new errors and use them
to lead us astray. This thought must not reduce our men tal
effort to respond to the new require ments that Prov i dence has
instilled in our minds over the cen tu ries, dur ing which the indi-
vid ual ele ments of truth have been attacked and defended. After
all, one should make a dis tinc tion between the indi vid ual parts
and the over all sys tem of truth. The orders of reflec tion which I
have already men tioned when refer ring to the indi vid ual parts
can be pur sued indef i nitely. This is not the case when the mind
moves beyond the parts and has to address the whole. The
whole does not admit of such indef i nite orders. When the mind
really appre hends the whole, fur ther reflec tion can not dis cover
any new mate rial (as there is noth ing beyond the whole) but
iden ti fies itself with the pre vi ous reflec tion from which it can-
not be dis tin guished. As a result, and on the assump tion that the
whole sys tem of truth has been dis cov ered and firmly estab-
lished, the strug gle can only con tinue against those who do not
wish to acknowl edge the sys tem, or who have grasped the
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sys tem and refused assent. Where this occurs, there remains a
com bat of wills, but not of under stand ing. This com bat can not
be resolved by knowl edge or human rea son ing because we are
free. Free dom may indeed be con demned by rea son, but it can
be over come only by God. Let us hope that all schol ars who
study what is good and true may, as friends, make use of the
mate ri als which time has already gen er ously donated, and
devote their ener gies to set ting up such a com plete sys tem of
truth. I have done what I could to ful fil my part.

6. Later, I shall explain how I intended to set about this task.
First, how ever, I wish to show how this sec ond objec tive of my
stud ies is related to the first. For the pres ent, I wish to point out
the close con nec tion between this sec ond objec tive of my stud-
ies [the systemisation of truth] and the first [the strug gle against
error]. In car ry ing out such a pro ject, one comes across a new,
more effi cient and effec tive way of over com ing errors.

It is one thing to dem on strate that a teach ing is false, quite
another to show the right teach ing with which to replace it. The
for mer task is much eas ier than the sec ond, but it does not fully
sat isfy the demands of our minds which nat u rally hun ger for
truth and require it to be expressly announced. Our mind has
lit tle lik ing for phi los o phers who will only com bat errors (a
neg a tive pro cess which is destruc tive, not con struc tive).
Although errors have been dis pelled we feel annoyed when we
are kept in doubt and igno rance. We rally to any view point
which has the slight est prob a bil ity or the least hint of fame. We
are reluc tant to sac ri fice our erro ne ous ideas when we real ise
that such a sac ri fice does not pro duce any alter na tive, pos i tive
knowl edge.

6a. One of the tricks con stantly used by false teach ers to draw
peo ple into their own schools and ensnare them, is the prom ise
of a pos i tive, reli able body of teach ing, supe rior to any other
and capa ble of explain ing every thing. Their slo gan is the ancient
one: ‘On the day on which you shall eat of this fruit, your eyes
shall be open and you shall be as gods, know ing good and evil,’
with which the old est soph ist of all invited Adam and Eve to
judge the divine pro hi bi tion. This is an exam ple of thought
being raised to a higher order of reflec tion. Adam and Eve’s
judg ment was the result of a higher type of reflec tion than that
which involved mere knowl edge of the mat ter to be judged.

[6–6a]
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From that moment, true reflec tion had to be set against false.
This was in fact God’s judg ment in the case of Adam’s guilty
judg ment; con se quently, the clash between truth and false hood, 
between rea son and soph istry became inev i ta ble. True philo-
sophers how ever are not as ready to make easy prom ises as false
seduc ers, who are not con cerned with solid knowl edge but
want to gal va nise their momen tary fol low ers.

So the time has come per haps to offer a pos i tive, sche matic
expo si tion of truth in response to the height ened curi os ity of a
pub lic avid for knowl edge at this level of reflec tion. Indeed,
with out a sound, lucid set of ideas to coun ter mis taken teach ing, 
false notions can not be prop erly grasped or fully refuted. Their
harm ful effects are revealed and the absur di ties they entail are
pin pointed but their roots remain intact. Some times, a poi son -
ous plant is uncon sciously allowed to flour ish. Even some of
our own well-meaning authors have come to grief. Galluppi in
Naples, Bonelli in Rome and a num ber of think ers from North-
ern Italy thought that they had refuted empir i cism and sub ject-
ivism, the twin sources of all our pres ent philo soph i cal aber ra -
tions. But nei ther they nor any other think ers were able to put
for ward any pos i tive sys tem for estab lish ing the nature and ori-
gin of knowl edge in order to refute empir i cism and sub ject-
ivism. True, they did expose some inci den tal short com ings of
these teach ings, but with out get ting to their roots. In fact, they
thinned out the shoots of error and made what remained even
more resis tant.

6b. It is extremely dif fi cult to real ise how poi son ous such
errors are, if all that can be done is to com bat them with out sub-
sti tut ing the true sys tem in their place. Not long ago Collizi,
Mastrofini, Costa and oth ers assured us that empir i cism had
been given a bad press; they were con vinced that, by introdu-
cing a few changes, they had cleansed it of all taint. They even
defended it!

I decided to take the oppo site course. As a first step on any
issue and in any inquiry, I seek the pos i tive truth which I then
describe and estab lish as best I can. It can then be used as a firm
base for the ref u ta tion of error. I have judged the first step so
impor tant and help ful that I have not always dealt with the sec-
ond. My view is that it is easy for any one who has a firm grasp
of the truth to pro vide his own ref u ta tion of error should he
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wish to do so, espe cially when we con sider that truth is so fer tile 
and pow er ful that it con founds a whole host of errors. To deal
with each error indi vid u ally would be a never-ending task. I feel
that I have the answer for those who sense they have been led
astray in some argu ment and who nat u rally ask, ‘Tell us what
sys tem we should adopt when debat ing this topic?’ I have tried
to offer my inquir ers the answer to which they are enti tled.

7. Peo ple aspire to know and con tem plate the truth, and want
to do this reflec tively and actu ally. This is par tic u larly the case
with our con tem po rar ies who insist on an approach that pro-
vides the joy of con scious expe ri ence (but the human mind,
shorn of its power of reflec tion, is unaware of what it knows).
More over, truth does not pres ent itself to the mind in its naked
self but along side and with the sup port of sen si ble things,
amongst which only words stim u late long-term reflec tion.
Thus it is truth as pon dered and expressed in words that we
clearly and con sciously pur sue. I hope, there fore, that I shall
not need to jus tify my already stated inten tion of devot ing my
intel lec tual efforts, for what they are worth, to putt ing into sci-
en tific form and words the teach ing which is or which I have
thought to be THE SYS TEM OF TRUTH.

But even if such an inten tion needs no jus ti fi ca tion in itself, I
real ise that I may rea son ably be asked how such an aim is pos-
sible, and how I could pos si bly get any where near it. Human
knowl edge is bound less and truths are with out num ber. There
are end less branches of knowl edge today, each of which con-
tains so many truths already known or know able that they must
over whelm any sin gle mem ory or mind. I have to answer these
ques tions for the sake of friends who may agree with my aim
but con sider it impos si ble, use less and rash, until these dif fi cul -
ties are over come. I have to clar ify my views clearly enough for
them to be under stood, and fairly judged.

8. From a sci en tific point of view, human knowl edge may be
rep re sented by a pyr a mid in the form of a tet ra he dron. Its base
is immense and made up of count less par tic u lar truths, like so
many stones. On top of these is laid another row con sist ing of
the uni ver sal truths clos est to par tic u lar truths. There are a large
num ber of them but not as many as in the first row. As one
grad u ally ascends to the tiers above, each stra tum has a smaller
num ber of truths with ever greater poten ti al ity and uni ver sal ity
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until, at the sum mit, num ber itself dis ap pears into unity. At this
stage, uni ver sal ity has reached its full, infi nite poten tial in the
last tet ra he dron at the sum mit of the pyr a mid.

This image con veys my mean ing, but not entirely. Clearly, a
mate rial shape does not have the spir i tual char ac ter is tics of ideas
and can not rep re sent a higher order of truths which vir tu ally
con tains the row imme di ately beneath it (the truths of the
higher order are more uni ver sal than those of the lower order)
from which Socratic minds can draw the lower order. Stones are
not like that.

The char ac ter is tic of truth is to be inti mately related with a
supreme unity out of which it evolves into plu ral ity. Each unit
of this plu ral ity also gives rise to a fur ther plu ral ity of more lim-
ited truths, which in turn pro duce an abun dant crop of truths
that ger mi nate fur ther rich crops. So the seed of immor tal
truths, which con tin ues to extend ever more widely, is clas si fied
into spe cies and gen era and devel ops into var i ous branches of
knowl edge, art forms and intel lec tual dis ci plines. The char ac -
ter is tic of truth, as I have already men tioned, is to flow into
other truths, in which it is renewed and con tin u ally increases in
num ber, with out los ing its pri mal unity and sim plic ity. It is so
incor po real and divine that, as I said, it finds no sat is fac tory
like ness or rep re sen ta tion any where amongst mate rial, sen si ble
beings.

This is not the place to inquire how a sin gle truth becomes a
plu ral ity of truths, nor how, when these truths have been
grasped by the human mind, the sin gle truth which pro duced
them remains quite unchanged, still bear ing within it the same
truths while retain ing its orig i nal sta tus. We do have to note,
how ever, that truths gen er ated from prior truths and con tained
in them receive the law and norm of their being from these
truths and share their light. It is obvi ous that derived truths can-
not con tain more being or more light than the par ent truth from
which they were log i cally derived. Any thing we may wish to
posit in infer ences, which is not con tained in prin ci ples, is quite
erro ne ous.

8a. We find, there fore, that truth has an extremely ordered
con sti tu tion and an extraor di nary nature. A series of more ele-
vated truths car ries in itself every lower series of truths. More-
over, the higher the level, the smaller the num ber of truths.
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Con se quently, we find the pyr a mid of sys tem atic knowl edge
has as many lev els as there are human ways of con ceiv ing and
express ing the same truth; the pyr a mid con tains the whole truth
expressed in as many dif fer ent forms as there are hor i zon tal
levels. How ever, the truths pres ent in the lower orders are
obscured if they are sep a rated from the higher orders from
which they derive. With out the light com ing from their prin-
ciples, we can not use them to any great extent or apply them to
our needs. On the other hand, if they are joined in the human
mind with the higher truths which gen er ate them, and are con-
tem plated in these truths, they them selves reflect the light and
become extremely mal lea ble and use ful.

Hence, although the truths belong ing to the lower lev els of
the pyr a mid are immea sur ably more numer ous, and indeed
count less, their mul ti plic ity does not make them either more
attrac tive or more valu able than the lesser num ber of truths
belong ing to the upper lev els. In actual fact, their mul ti plic ity
has two dis ad van tages: a) because they can not all be known and
noted by the human mind, and b) because truth in frag mented
form loses some of the emi nence and splen dour which it dis-
plays when entire. It is clear, of course, that truths from the
upper lev els are more used and have greater cur rency when we
grasp them along with their deriv a tive truths, that is, truths
from the lower lev els. How ever, as our intel lec tual and mem ory 
fac ul ties do not extend infi nitely, we can not grasp all par tic u lar
truths. It is, there fore, far pref er a ble to know the few truths
which com prise all the oth ers than the many par tic u lar truths.
From the few truths, we can deduce as many and as few of the
other truths as we like, depend ing on the time and effort we
spend in deduc ing them.

8b. The reader can now see what I mean by the sys tem of
truth. These con sid er ations show that it is not impos si ble to dis-
cover this sys tem, the noblest and high est objec tive of study,
nor vain and fool hardy to attempt to do so. They also show that
it is a nec es sary step for any one wish ing to set a fixed objec tive
for philo soph i cal thought. Finally, any one who attempts to do
this can not be criti cised if he suc ceeds only in part.

The sys tem of truth, there fore, is sim ply the descrip tion of
truth as con tained in its prin ci ples, not in its par tic u lar truths;
or, to put it another way, as it exists at the high est lev els of the
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pyr a mid where it con sists of a small num ber of great truths
which con tain poten tially all the truths on the lower lev els, and
reca pit u lates truth in its entirety. The lesser truths do, in fact,
reduce to a few prin ci ples upon which they depend for their
pure, liv ing light — a light in which all truths and all errors are
dis cerned, recog nised and dis tin guished. It is the task of PHILO-
SOPHY to deter mine the prin ci ples or first rea sons of all knowl-
edge and to describe in pre cise lan guage this high point of the
huge pyr a mid of what is humanly know able. Hence my appli-
ca tion to phi los o phy, to which I have devoted my var i ous
works. Each of them deals with some aspect of phi los o phy.

Third Aim: To Pres ent a Phi los o phy That Can Serve as
a Basis for the Var i ous Branches of Knowl edge

9. I defined phi los o phy else where as ‘the study of the final
rea sons’.4 Using this def i ni tion, it is easy to deter mine exactly
which part of the above pyr a mid phi los o phy occu pies.5 In the
first place, it is obvi ous that the tet ra he dron at the peak of the
pyr a mid which rep re sents God, or sys tem atic knowl edge of
God, has to be the main sub ject and prin ci pal branch of philo-
sophy; God is the final and per fect rea son of all that exists in the
uni verse or can be thought.

Imme di ately beneath this divine, final tet ra he dron comes the
first order of truths which deal with cre ation. Phi los o phy can-
not ignore these either, although they are not the abso lutely
final rea son, which is God him self. They are, how ever, the final
truths, the final rea sons per tain ing to the uni verse and in some
way part of it. The uni verse has within itself the ulti mate
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rea sons rel a tive to itself. These are the first cre ated or co-created
causes upon which all entia and laws nat u rally depend, and
under whose direc tion entia move and oper ate and reach per-
fec tion — or par tial decay, which also con trib utes to the per fec -
tion of the whole, a per fec tion which can never be thwarted.
The ulti mate rea sons tran scend ing this world, and the ulti mate
rea sons in this world, are the object of philo soph i cal study
which thus deals with the two final and high est lev els of the
huge pyr a mid of sys tem atic knowl edge already described.

Phi los o phy, there fore, is clearly dis tinct from other branches
of sys tem atic knowl edge and takes pre ce dence over them as
their com mon mother and guide. Other branches form the
lower lev els of the pyr a mid and depend upon the two high est
lev els for light and life. I could not even think about deal ing
with all branches of knowl edge, but it was pos si ble to study
their com mon source, too often ignored and, in this arro gant
age of mun dane plea sure and pre oc cu pa tion, wreathed in
obscu rity.

10. The sub ver sion or rather the extinc tion of phi los o phy
under taken by sensists dur ing the last cen tury pro duced a
hotch potch of nega tion and igno rance. Taking the title of
philosophy, empir i cism swept through the whole of Europe
inflict ing greater dam age upon sound knowl edge than any bar-
bar ian inva sion. This led to the rad i cal cor rup tion of eth ics, law,
pol i tics, teach ing, med i cine, lit er a ture and of more or less all
other dis ci plines. We are now wit ness ing and suf fer ing its
effects. This cor rup tion has had an impact on the behav iour and
the intel lec tual life of peo ples and of human soci ety itself; like a
deadly poi son, it con tin ues to eat away at their vitals and
threaten the very life of soci ety.

In the field of eth ics, it would seem that a great num ber of
peo ple now throw com mon sense to the winds. Minds are
guided solely by human pas sions and the base cal cu la tion of
mate rial advan tage. They are open to all kinds of prej u dice and
ready to give imme di ate assent to the wild est judg ments, or
with draw their assent on the spur of the moment to the most
solid of prop o si tions, as the occa sion offers. They pride them-
selves on sub mis sion to the most biased view points and, pre-
cisely because of that, are squea mish about accept ing the most
ratio nal sug ges tions. They are cred u lous to the point of
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absur dity,6 incred u lous of evi dence, lay ing down the law for one
and all, intol er ant of any laws, over-zealous about their own
rights, for get ful of their own respon si bil i ties; they pay lip-service
to altru ism, but in fact prac tise decep tion and self ish ness; they
are irre li gious, a dis grace in their wan ton ness, impu d ent, and
seem to have lost any sense of vir tue or truth, the very exis tence
of which has become for them a prob lem or a vain illu sion.

11. Such a state of affairs nat u rally gives rise to the deter mi na -
tion and desire to look for a rad i cal solu tion; it invites schol ars
to seek a sounder phi los o phy to replace a sys tem which has
caused such wide spread harm. But other weighty induce ments
also steered my stud ies in this direc tion. My friends and
well-wishers will not object if I tell them briefly about some
per sonal expe ri ences. This will also help to fend off the accu sa -
tion, com ing per haps from other quar ters, of exces sive con-
fidence in my own abil i ties.

What con firmed me in my pres ent inten tion to attempt to
restore phi los o phy, as far as my pow ers and oppor tu ni ties
would allow, was this. In 1829, I was in Rome, and Mauro
Capellari, then a Car di nal of Holy Roman Cath o lic Church
and a long-standing friend of mine, urged me to write and pub-
lish in that cen tre of Cathol i cism the Nuovo saggio sull’origine
delle idee [A New Essay con cern ing the Ori gin of Ideas] which
at that stage was merely an out line. I had sown its seeds in my
Opuscoli filosofici [Philo soph i cal Book lets] which had been pub-
lished two years’ pre vi ously at Milan. This New Essay, which I
actu ally wrote and pub lished in 1829 and in the spring of the
fol low ing year, in the cap i tal of the Cath o lic world, was
approved by the Roman cen sors. The inten tion was to com bat
sensism, the source of so many errors and thus of all our evils.
The pur pose was not merely to com bat the effects of sensism
and to point out its erro ne ous prin ci ples but, as I have already
men tioned, to con front it with the true sys tem of thought
regard ing the nature and ori gin of knowl edge. When false hood
comes up against the truth, it stands like a con victed crim i nal or
a pris oner plead ing guilty before the judge. It dis perses auto-
mat i cally, as dark ness is dis persed by day light.
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11a. Another highly influ en tial sup porter per suaded me that
the enter prise which I had begun with the New Essay was not so
daunt ing, and that it was my duty to pur sue it. At the very
begin ning of the fol low ing year, Pius VIII, now Pope, ban ished
all my anx i eties. These related not so much to the dif fi cul ties of
the enter prise, as to uncer tainty whether the time and energy I
had to spend on it could not be more prof it ably spent for my
neigh bour in other ways. I still recall his fond, author i ta tive
words which were more or less: ‘It is God’s will that you should
write books; that is where your voca tion lies. At the moment,
the Church is greatly in need of writ ers; reli able writ ers are in
very short sup ply. Now a days, there is no other way to win
people over than by the use of rea son, and thereby lead them on
to reli gion. You may be sure that you will do a great deal more
for your neigh bour by writ ing than by any other type of work
in the sacred min is try.’ That was how His Holi ness of sacred
mem ory showed me the path I should take and urged me to fol-
low it. I shall never for get the words he used, nor the warmth
and good ness he dis played as he insisted on the truth of his
advice, and espe cially on the notion that peo ple had to be led by
rea son ing. Pius, whose pon tif i cate was short, was suc ceeded by
Greg ory XVI, the for mer Car di nal Capellari who first advised
and sup ported me. Dur ing his long reign, he never ceased to
encour age me in my aim, or to help me ful fil it with every de-
monstration of fatherly con cern and con stant pro tec tion.

This directed the course of my sub se quent stud ies; the
renewal of phi los o phy became the over all aim of the works I
have pub lished or prom ised so far. They will be fol lowed nat u -
rally by the res to ra tion of all other branches of knowl edge
which stem from phi los o phy, in par tic u lar the moral sci ences,
which con sti tute the gen u ine dig nity and hon our of man kind.

12. Sensism and sub jec tiv ism, which is not strictly speak ing a
phi los o phy, can not have a moral sys tem: we must not take as
real the words which soph ists toy with. The human sub ject is
not the basis of any moral sys tem, but some one sub ject to duty;
he is not, nor can he be, one who imposes obli ga tions. By trans-
form ing a per son sub ject to obli ga tion into one who imposes an
obli ga tion, by con fus ing pas sive and active, soph ists have
turned mor als on its head. If this branch of phi los o phy is to be
made upright once more (if it is not upright, it is not itself), we
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have to show that it has an object wor thy of respect and love.
Estab lishing the dig nity of the object, which implies a need for
respect and love — fail ure to do this shows a truly rep re hen si ble 
dis or der — means rebuild ing moral sci ence on its orig i nal
foundations. This object is BEING, in the full est sense of the
word; by its very nature, being pos sesses the form which
enables us to call it object. It is OBJECT PER SE and can never not
be object. If being can not not be, and if its objec tive form is
essen tial to it, because with out such a form it would not fully
be, it fol lows that objec tive being is nec es sary and hence that
eth ics also is nec es sary. Moral sci ence could not be rebuilt on
firm foun da tions nor prop erly pro tected from the assaults of its
detrac tors unless the mind appre hended the the ory of objec tive
being. This obliged me to begin my series of works with ideo-
logy, the begin ning of all human knowl edge.

13. For the same rea son and even more directly, sensism and
sub jec tiv ism over turned the study of right which gov erns the
rela tions both of human social liv ing and of human soci et ies.
Right, in its mate rial part, is a sub jec tive fac ulty meant for the
use of the per sons who pos sess and exer cise it. Moral ity is the
oppo site. It con sists entirely in willed, respect ful acknowl edge -
ment of the object; no eudaimonological con se quences con-
stitute or rein force the bind ing char ac ter of obli ga tion which,
like truth, is abso lute.

When moral ity is dis carded, how ever, the sub jec tive fac ulty
(the mat ter, as it were, of right) remains, but deprived of moral-
ity (the form, as it were, of right itself) and con se quently of the
dig nity and for mal being proper to right. Moral dig nity, which
is not intrin sic to the sub jec tive fac ulty of right, comes to the
sub ject from with out, from moral ity in fact, which con firms
and pro tects this dig nity, impos ing upon all alike the obli ga tion
to leave it intact and free to act. With the res to ra tion of eth ics,
the foun da tions are secured and right is res cued, together with
the two fold eth i cal and jural excel lence of human activ ity.

14. Sensism and sub jec tiv ism pre vent the mind they con trol
from appre hend ing the exis tence of duties or rights. With the
elim i na tion of the lat ter, the mind can only reduce pol i tics to
fraud and vio lence. Like Macchiavelli’s ideal prince, it is biform,
half-wolf and half-lion. The inev i ta ble effect of this pol icy is to
gen er ate hatred of all gov ern ment, a uni ver sal hatred, prev a lent
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through out Europe, which makes all gov ern ment intol er a ble;
like a deluge, such hatred drowns rul ers and all forms of gov-
ern ment. Only when moral ity (which implies reli gion, the
life-blood of moral ity) and right (not a decep tive shadow of
Right) are restored will polit i cal sci ence be pos si ble. Such sys-
tem atic knowl edge will be the guard ian of jus tice, defender of
every one’s free dom, pro moter of every good, cre ator of har-
mony among cit i zens, a res o lute beget ter of peace. Pol i tics,
which is merely pru dence applied to lead civil soci et ies towards
their true ends, can have as its aim and effect only the util ity of
the gov erned. Nev er the less, after pro found con sid er ation and
inves ti ga tion into the long chain of all the causes and effects, and
the con nec tion between them, which enable civil soci ety to
achieve the pros per ity proper to it, the mind comes to this most
noble con clu sion: ‘Civil gov ern ment, famil iar with the
three-fold teach ing on jus tice (com mu ta tive, dis trib u tive and
penal), and per fectly con sis tent in its rea son ing, can and must
deduce all the rules of polit i cal pru dence from jus tice alone.’

An ini tial, super fi cial view would see this con clu sion as
paradoxical because it is so uncon ven tional. There are very
few people con sis tent enough in their think ing to see long-term
con clu sions in their prin ci ples. Unfor tu nately, the major ity also
lack deep moral feel ing and high-minded, wise faith which
expects the very best from jus tice, stud ies it inces santly, and
looks for ward in sure hope to ulti mate suc cess.

14a. Now the first les son social jus tice teaches us — which
gov ern ments now a days have cer tainly not learnt nor seem to
want to learn — is that civil gov ern ment with its acts and ordi-
nances must never trans gress the nat u ral bounds of its author-
ity, which can not be defined with out prior def i ni tion of the
type of insti tu tion proper to civil gov ern ment. Unless and until
the sov er eign rule of jus tice is accepted, there are no lim its a
gov ern ment will not trans gress. Util ity alone, such a vague and
empty word, can not pre scribe any def i nite lim its to it because it
depends on the prob a ble eval u a tion of cir cum stances. Util ity
which is of its nature vari able, depends on the judg ment of the
per son who car ries out the eval u a tion.

Rulers guided solely by util ity have no rea son to put the wel-
fare of oth ers before their own if they believe they can get away
with self-seeking. On the other hand, sub jects will never fore see 
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where gov ern ment will stop, nor be able to pre scribe a limit to
its pow ers, nor rea son ably insist on guar an tees which, even if
con ceded, would be worth no more than the force sub jects
might pre vi ously have employed. If moral ity and jus tice are dis-
re garded, bind ing agree ments are an impos si bil ity. When verba
ligant homines [men are bound by their own words] no lon ger
holds, all that sur vives is taurorum cornua funes [blind force].

The appeal of com mand and gov ern ment, and the ben e fits to
be gained from it, are so seduc tive that peo ple are almost
unaware of it. It seems incred i ble but it is a fact that no seri ous
attempt was made to define civil power and describe it in detail,
either before the time of Christ when seig niory and
bond-service abounded, or even later when Chris tian ity gave
rise to civil soci ety, the con cept of which has been left vague and
impre cise even though jus tice demands that the first ques tion to
be set tled with the great est pre ci sion by those who gov ern is
about the exact nature of civil soci ety and the pur pose for which
it is estab lished. As long as this ques tion is not resolved, gov ern -
ment can not be sure of remain ing within its lim its, nor can sub-
jects make demands upon their rul ers with out incur ring the
same risk. Where the nature and pur pose of civil gov ern ment
are obscure and vague, rul ers think they can do as they please.
This is highly favour able to them, but extremely harm ful to the
peo ple as a whole.

14b. It is high time for us to real ise that civil soci ety is not a
uni ver sal soci ety in the sense that it embraces all other soci et ies
and their rights. It is a par tic u lar soci ety which exists along side
oth ers, as it does along side every thing indi vid ual which can not
be absorbed by civil soci ety with out los ing indi vid u al ity. Civil
soci ety, far from being able to appro pri ate or encroach upon the
rights of other indi vid u als or soci et ies, is intended to pro tect
them, not to destroy or weaken them, nor tie them down or
harm them in any other way. This would be the very oppo site of
pro tec tion. It is a soci ety based entirely on respect for oth ers’
rights, what ever they may be. Such respect is its pri mary, essen-
tial and uni ver sal obli ga tion; all its other spe cial duties stem
from this. Its only right is to observe these duties. It is a soci ety
which, to pro tect rights, also mod i fies their form, and
co-ordinates them so that they co-exist peace fully with out
imped ing one another recip ro cally, but develop and pros per. In
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short, it is a society instituted for the sole purpose of REGULAT-
ING THE MODAL ITY OF ALL ITS MEM BERS’ RIGHTS with out alter ing
their sta tus. This fun da men tal ques tion of jus tice is more
impor tant by far than any ques tion about forms of gov ern ment
and imposes on gov ern ments the same law of not dis pos ing in
any way of the value of rights, but of con fin ing its efforts to
regulating the modal i ties of all such rights so all can co-exist,
develop unhin dered and thrive. Civil soci ety does not pro-
nounce one form of gov ern ment better than another unless,
tak ing into account times and cir cum stances, one form of gov-
ern ment is more likely to com ply with the fun da men tal law in
ques tion.

14c. This pre cise deter mi na tion of the sole uni ver sal func tion
of civil soci ety, when accepted or so obvi ous to all that those in
office can no lon ger chal lenge it, proves to be the only rad i cal
and spe cific rem edy against des po tism which has appeared
under all forms of gov ern ment but is more cun ning and more
repel lent in some than in oth ers. This is the case with cer tain
forms of des po tism cor rupted by deceit ful pas sions from 1789
onwards. The caprices of par lia ments appear before the pub lic
dis guised by hon est, gen tle legal ity as though man-made law
can not be des potic and tyran ni cal but only a per fectly abstract
idea, untainted by human ity and quite untouched by the
self-will of its mak ers. The omnip o tence fool ishly attrib uted to
peo ple at large is trans ferred to dep u ties who — I am refer ring
to the French and other cor rupt con sti tu tions — per suade
them selves that laws are no lon ger to be made on the basis of
jus tice but of omnip o tence itself. Peo ples every where revolt
and strug gle against such iniq ui tous laws but, with this cor rupt
prin ci ple fixed in men’s minds, rebel lion only serves to pro duce
even worse law giv ers who impose worse laws on the peo ple
who elect them. How could it be oth er wise when nobody, gov-
er nors or gov erned, knows where they are going or how to get
there? Nobody knows pre cisely why gov ern ment exists or civil
soci ety was insti tuted. Nobody wishes to know this or to imag-
ine that they know it; nobody takes the trou ble to find out.
Nobody — par tic u larly career ists who under take to guide the
peo ple — accepts the nat u ral lim its of such a soci ety. The
power-hungry see them selves as the peo ple’s defend ers and
trum pet aloud that the peo ple’s will, just or unjust, is
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par a mount. In other words they cre ate omnip o tence to found
an all-powerful civil soci ety, with all-powerful admin is tra tive
bod ies and instru ments which they them selves hope to take in
hand. Such is the deceit ful char ac ter of polit i cal ego ism which
decks itself out with the fin est names, but above all with that of
‘lib er al ism’. This form of lib er al ism con sists in impos ing on the
bent backs of peo ples an all-powerful gov ern ment. Such des-
potism has not been seen on earth since Nim rod. And they have
the impu dence to call it free dom! The peo ple’s solace and con-
so la tion! Nations can not throw off this noose unless they first
break free of the trap of the soph ism which has brought them to
tear at and devour one another with out know ing why. In other
words, they have to rein state the sanc tity of right pro faned by
util i tar i an ism. This can be achieved only by offer ing right the
pro tec tion of moral ity and reli gion — which is moral ity in
action — and by recog nis ing that nei ther nations nor indi-
viduals, par lia ments nor mon archs, min is ters nor any earthly
author ity can lay hands on right. It fol lows that a gov ern ment’s
only task and remit is to ensure that the rights of all (which have
not been cre ated by gov ern ments as has fool ishly been
asserted), the rights of indi vid u als and of all wor thy soci et ies are
fully safe guarded at their proper worth. When this has been
assured, the modal ity of rights can be reg u lated. Rights will no
lon ger impede or fall vic tim to one another but rather co-exist,
ful fil their roles and have full scope to develop. This is the only
prin ci ple upon which a sound pol icy can be based to heal the ills
of the nations and thereby save the soci ety of man kind.

15. From the time that cor po real feel ing, which can not appre-
hend truth, has been taken as the only reli able tutor, the only
trust wor thy guide, peo ple have taken ref uge in this self-
 contradictory prop o si tion. To such deluded vision ar ies, eth ics,
right and every other eter nal fea ture have per ished along with
truth. Pol i tics is seen as a gam ble in which peo ple are the stakes,
and their most cher ished pos ses sions prizes in a game played
with the dice of cun ning and brute force. New gen er a tions have
been reared on sensist teach ings. Inev i ta bly, grat i fi ca tion of the
senses has become the end of knowl edge and of ped a gogy. To
pre vent sen sual grat i fi ca tion from devour ing goods too swiftly,
polit i cal econ omy was put for ward as a means of counterbalan-
cing it. Another exam ple of the cor rup tion of a fine and use ful
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branch of knowl edge! From Melchior Gioia, we in Italy learned
that polit i cal econ omy and eth ics were one and the same thing! I
do not wish to inquire, how ever, why sensists feel they should
take such great care to retain the term eth ics when polit i cal econ-
omy would have been per fectly ade quate. Two names are not
nec es sary for a sin gle sci ence.

Truth, to be sure, stands upright and unshake able amid the
wild rav ings of men. Peo ple who close their eyes and claim that
truth does not exist because they do not see it can not keep them
unnat u rally shut for ever. Now and again, rays of light creep in
and give rise to incon sis ten cies and indi rect admis sions of the
truth that can be found if their state ments are exam ined closely.
If such rays of light are too bright for them, how ever, their
inflamed eyes are driven mad with the pain. Hence the tre men -
dous, never-ending and remorse less strug gle on the part of
many against the truth and those who uphold it. All other
strug gles come together in this one pri mary, essen tial strug gle.
Remove it, and all other strife either does not arise or is eas ily
elim i nated. But new human beings, like so many shoots, have to
be con se crated to form ing the ‘wild, harsh and pow er ful for est’
that will cover the entire civil ised world. They are to devote
their lives, accord ing to these edu ca tors, to plea sure, to polit i cal
econ omy upon which plea sure feeds, and to hatred of moral
and reli gious truth.

15a. Such a sys tem of thought, which denies any eter nal and
immu ta ble prin ci ple, aban dons man kind and its new off spring
to the flux of the senses, and inev i ta bly leads to such an out-
come. On the other hand, expe ri ence shows that edu ca tion, if it
is not to rep re sent a stud ied, sys tem atic cam paign to cor rupt
and debase the young, must itself be based on the eter nal
prin ci ple which con sti tutes human nobil ity and, by rais ing it
above min eral, veg e ta ble and merely sen tient being, trans-
forms us into kings of the earth and the ulti mate pur pose of
cre ation. This prin ci ple, which is unre lated to and inde pend -
ent of the bodily senses, is indi cated by epis te mol ogy in the
idea appre hended by the mind as the first man i fes ta tion of ne-
cessary being. This idea shines upon the mind inex tin guish ably.
Eth ics indi cates it in law which, as a sec ond man i fes ta tion of
being, has abso lute author ity over the will. Reli gion reveals
God him self as the ulti mate, per fect man i fes ta tion and
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mys te ri ous source both of this ideal light, and all leg is la tion. It
is God who sat is fies every desire of human ity, which is immor-
tal ised, absorbed, enthralled and dei fied in infi nite Being.

In us, mind, will and our very essence reach out to this sub-
lime end, tran scend ing the con fines of cre ated being. All the
resources of the sci ence and art of edu ca tion must there fore be
sys tem at i cally and pains tak ingly devoted to it. All other aspects
of edu ca tion, when reduced to this sin gle, obvi ous prin ci ple,
share in this infi nite dig nity and thus fos ter the true per fec tion
and hap pi ness of the edu cated.

16. On the other hand, once sensism has sub verted the sta tus
and dig nity of the intel lect, there is no rea son for not elim i nat ing
sen tient nature also and set tling for mate ri al ism. This has in fact
occurred. Any one not bright enough to see the absur dity of the
claim that ideas are sen sory phe nom ena can not pos si bly see
the fur ther absur dity of the notion that sen sa tions are mate rial
phenomena. A mind unable to per ceive the first error is per haps
even less capa ble of detect ing the sec ond. The pas sage from idea
to sen sa tion is greater than that from sen sa tion to mat ter. The
first leap involves plung ing from the infi nite to the finite, the sec-
ond from one finite to another, although of an oppos ing nature.
In fact, mate ri al ism has exer cised its bane ful influ ence not only
in logic and eth ics, which are con cerned with the ratio nal, moral
spirit, but in all branches of knowl edge and espe cially in med i -
cine and biol ogy, which are con cerned with the liv ing body.
Soph istry in method, and errors in con clu sions, are mate ri al ism’s
con tri bu tion to these sci ences. Med i cine, too, adopted mate ri al -
ism and arro gantly broke with tra di tion (I am refer ring here to
the study of med i cine, not to its indi vid ual prac ti tio ners who, by
a happy incon sis tency, can believe in the spir i tual nature of the
soul while prac tis ing med i cine as they find it; it is not given to all
to be reform ers). Med i cine thus refused the inher i tance of its
fore fa thers. The father of med i cine was no lon ger seen as a
genius; the sage of Cos was merely a com mon, prej u diced mor-
tal. Ancient med i cine was wrong, they say, to acknowl edge a
spir i tual prin ci ple in life and its func tions, healthy or unhealthy.
Hip poc ra tes recog nised per fect unity of life and the liv ing being,
and acknowl edged even in dis eases a hid den prin ci ple so alien to
mat ter that he had to call it divine. Con se quently, it was imposs-
ible to pro fess mate ri al ism with out con demn ing what had been
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taught down the ages. The med i cal soph ists thought it a magni-
ficent tri umph to stand alone and tram ple the cen tu ries under-
foot. These lat ter-day Hip poc ra tes (if they will allow me that
name) abound in every town now; med i cal research does not go
beyond mate rial con sid er ations; thought and sen sa tion are seen
only as func tions of the human fibrous sys tem, on a par with
mechan i cal and chem i cal activ ity; corpses are used to study life,
and the micro scope to explain vital phe nom ena.

But if we sup pose that mat ter alone is the prin ci ple of life, we
have to admit, what ever research we under take, that we are in
the pres ence of solely pas sive phe nom ena. The active prin ci ple,
upon which all phys i o log i cal or patho log i cal func tions depend
for their cause, has been lost and with it the true prin ci ple of
heal ing which will not be found until we retrace our steps and
recog nise once more that the sen tient prin ci ple, far from being
mat ter, is that which acts upon mat ter, enliv en ing and dom i nat -
ing it, just as the ratio nal prin ci ple acts on the sen tient prin ci ple
which it mod i fies and rules to a great extent.

It fol lows that if med i cine wishes to ben e fit the patient, it has
to have recourse once more to these two prin ci ples (the sen tient
and the ratio nal). The sick ness or health of the patient depends
upon their action. Med i cine must also rely more upon such
ben e fi cial action than upon itself and chan nel all its efforts into
fur ther ing and reor der ing such action.

17. Pas sions, of course, are still pres ent in the order of ani mal
feel ing to which soph ists reduce all human fac ul ties but they
lack the guid ing intel lec tual and moral norm which, some times
calm ing or some times rous ing them, always directs them
towards the noble ends of human des tiny which they must
serve. When sensism exiled the intel lect, the mis tress and men-
tor of the pas sions, it bestowed upon them the longed-for gift of
free dom (the kind of free dom which actu ally attracts larger and
more clam or ous num bers of fol low ers). Pas sions, the raw
materials for the lit er a ture of the age of sensism, from Lord
Byron to Vic tor Hugo, were freed from the restraints of rea son
and pushed for ward with all the vehe mence, incon stancy and
excess of which they are capa ble.

The spec ta cle of the pas sions taken to their wild est extreme in
an orgy of scin til lat ing dance and mor tal com bat is seen as the
ulti mate, sub lime aes thetic expres sion wor thy of the cen tury’s
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lit er a ture. In fact, there is no other; sensism excluded every-
thing else. But poor, exiled rea son slips back fur tively and
unexpectantly into the fray, because nature will out and
because, with out rea son, there is nei ther lit er a ture, sci ence nor
art. So sensism, con demned to incon sis tency if it is to exist at all,
ends in self-destruction. Rea son, how ever, is allowed back into
their lit er a ture by these writ ers pro vided it remains incog nito
— like an exile secretly called back to town by the police for
some momen tary ser vice who comes and goes unno ticed.
Undoubt edly, the pas sions need rea son. With out it, some
would not sur vive; oth ers can not be aroused and stim u lated
suf fi ciently to pro duce feel ings of won der. Lit er a ture wel comes 
rea son for ren der ing such ser vices, but only in the guise of
hand maid to sen su al ity; in her own garb as queen and mis tress
of the pas sions, rea son is abhorred.

17a. Again, no sub lime pat tern is dis cern ible in his tor i cal
events unless they are con sid ered from the view point of the
reason and eter nal wis dom which orders and directs them
towards their end. Remove the intel lect from the equa tion, as
those do who count on sense alone, and his tory appears shabby,
cold and entirely lack ing in beauty. This is why sensists were
obliged to tam per with his tory and re-shape it accord ing to
their own views — all the his tor i cal accounts of the last cen tury
are being re-written not to take account of con tem po rary
records but to pro vide a vehi cle for their authors’ bias and pre-
judice. Even tually, the his tor i cal novel, a genre which depicts
pas sions being indulged to the full and dis or dered in a way that
never occurs in his tory, was intro duced as a vehi cle for total
arbi trari ness. Like the crow in the fable, it wears a few feath ers
of real his tory in a vain attempt to be both his tory and story.
Such con tra dic tions do not bother those who expect lit er a ture
to pro vide only the unbri dled sen sa tions and emo tions which
sensism teaches man kind while elim i nat ing the desire for any
other form of beauty or sub lime expe ri ence. But those who
hold rea son and love in high esteem, and are endowed with real
sen si tiv ity to moral val ues, feel that his tor i cal truth is pro faned
by such an approach. Indeed, his tor i cal truth tran scribes, in
indel i ble char ac ters, God’s designs as imple mented in the
sequence of events. Respect for such events and for human
nature, which accom plishes them, wants fac tual truth to remain

[17a]

34 Introduction to Philosophy



untainted. It is like a chest con tain ing secrets of good ness and
wis dom, which are non-existent for the sensist who views
things mate ri al is ti cally. The author [Manzoni] of the most per-
fect and won der ful of his tor i cal nov els (the plot of which was
the prod uct of his noble mind, not of vul gar sense-experience)
was unhappy about his work [I promessi sposi}. Amid all the
extraor di nary fame that came his way, he alone reproved him-
self for cre at ing fic tion indis tin guish able from true events. He
took out the pen he had used to write his mas ter piece and
sharp ened it to indi cate the intrin sic flaw in the genre. Sensism
robs lit er a ture, and the fine arts as a whole, of their ideal and
divine dimen sions. It either destroys them by restrict ing man to
basic sense-experience or debases them by assign ing them the
role of merely imi tat ing or rep re sent ing the excesses of pas sion
in a seduc tive light. The flame of genius can only be kin dled in
the fire of truth, moral ity and reli gion which are ignored by the
senses, but kept alight in the inner sanc tu ary of the intel li gence.7

Fourth Aim: Phi los o phy as an Aid to The ol ogy

18. The three aims or at least the three desires which I have
already men tioned explain on the whole why the var i ous works
in the pres ent col lec tion were writ ten. But I was also stim u lated
by a fur ther, mod ern require ment to which I wished to respond
as best I could and which I took as a guide in my labours. I was
only too aware that the light of the Gos pel shone high above all
human sys tems, like the sun which the clouds in the earth’s
atmo sphere can not reach. I also knew that ‘heaven and earth
will pass away but these words will not pass away’.8 I was also
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7 This is not the place to mention the assistance that mathematics and the
physical sciences owe to philosophy. The discussion would exceed the
inevitably narrow limits imposed by a mere introduction such as the present.
Nevertheless, I intend to fill this gap with a short work On the Philosophy of
Mathematics and with another which I shall develop under the title
Cosmology. I abstain also from mentioning critique which, because it is the
organ of history and belongs to logic, is itself a part of philosophy.

8 Mt 24: 35.



aware that divine wis dom, which is utterly per fect, has no need
of any philo soph i cal sys tem to save man kind. But I also knew
that there can be no con flict between rev e la tion and true philo-
sophy; truth can not be con trary to truth. Truth, which is one
and entirely sim ple in its ori gin, is always in har mony with
itself. I also believed that phi los o phy, if it does not part com-
pany with the truth, assists the mind by giv ing it a nat u ral ori en -
ta tion towards, and a remote prep a ra tion for faith, the need of
which it arouses in man. Errors, prej u dice and doubts which
arise as a result of the short com ings of rea son, and which inter-
pose obsta cles to full assent to rev e la tion, can and must be dis-
pelled by rea son itself. The Cath o lic Church (espe cially in the
Fifth Lateran Coun cil) invites and urges phi los o phers to ren der
this ser vice by their stud ies. It teaches that revealed doc trine
can not be expounded as a true sci ence unless it pre sup poses
truths dem on strated by philo soph i cal rea son. Reli gion does not
destroy but per fects nature; divine rev e la tion does not can cel
but com pletes and enno bles rea son. Nature and rea son, then,
are two pos tu lates or rather two con di tions and notions prior to
the Gos pel, and the basic foun da tions on which the struc ture of
sacred the ol ogy is raised.9

18a. To avail them selves of such help, the early Fathers of the
Church exploited their own amended ver sion of the phi los o phy 
of Plato. In the mediaeval period, the phi los o phy of Aris totle
amended by the school men was pre ferred. In each of these two
ages, the philo soph i cal teach ing favoured by theo lo gians was
uni ver sally accepted and agreed. Dif fer ences of opin ion did not
shake the edi fice because they were few; nor did they extend to
the whole of phi los o phy. The basic dia lec tic method and lan-
guage were used by all and undis puted. This greatly facil i tated
the study of the ol ogy which tow ered like a tem ple, per fect in all
its parts, extremely solid and august, for all to see. In the early
cen tu ries, this form of the ol ogy took on the appear ance of a
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9 Clement of Alexandria speaks of the relationship between philosophy
and Christianity in the following terms: ‘Our Saviour’s teaching is perfect of
itself, and requires nothing else. It is the faculty and power of God. Greek
philosophy, as it draws near to this teaching, does not make truth stronger.
But it weakens the assaults of sophistry against this teaching, and beats off
treacherous plots against the truth. Philosophy provides a fitting hedge and
wall around the vineyard’* (Stromata, 1).



Greek or Roman tem ple, later, of a Gothic cathe dral, but
always per fect and mag nif i cent. Recently, schol ar ship, crit i cism 
and clas si cal lit er a ture have per fected the expo si tion of theo-
logy, mak ing it clearer and enrich ing its dog mas with new, pos-
itive and well-founded proofs. How ever, with the col lapse and
aban don ment of Scho las tic phi los o phy which pro vided a foun-
da tion in nature, it lost its reg u lar out lines and its won der ful
intel lec tual unity. This unity was inti mately linked to nat u ral
rea son and the high est spec u la tions; it shone forth as the super-
nat u ral ful fil ment of human nature and human knowl edge, the
fin ish ing touch, as it were, that God had put to his work.

At that time, man felt deeply that the ol ogy was not a remote
study. Although, by its ori gin and sub ject mat ter, it tran scended
the lim its of nature, it seemed to be a con tin u a tion of man. He
moved, it seemed, from rea son to rev e la tion as though from a
lower to a higher floor in the same pal ace of the mind designed
by God on his behalf. In that age Chris tian the ol ogy was
undoubt edly the men tor and guard ian of all other branches of
knowl edge; it ruled all opin ions. No-one would ever have
thought that a time would come when some would believe that
the ol ogy should be sep a rated com pletely from phi los o phy. But
such a thought did arise as soon as there was no com monly
accepted phi los o phy, and no hope of dis cov er ing another that
was sound and fully com pat i ble with reli gion. But despair is no
coun sel lor; it pro vides no rea son. If theo lo gians aban don philo-
sophy, they will either have to dis re gard the most pro found
ques tions and set tle for an inad e quate the ol ogy10 or, if they wish
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10 St. Thomas assigns two roles to the theologian: 1. To refute error. To do
this it is sufficient to appeal to authorities that are considered undisputed by
opponents. ‘If, however, they will not accept any authority they have to be
won over by the use of natural reasons.’* 2. To impart necessary knowledge.
According to St. Thomas, this second task requires us to resort to reasons
going to the very roots of truth. Here philosophy has tremendous scope.
‘There is in fact a type of teaching in the schools the purpose of which is not
the removal of error but the instruction of students SO THAT THEY MAY BE
ABLE TO GRASP THE TRUTH WHICH IS PURSUED. In this case, the argument
must be based on reasons going to the very roots of truth and explaining how
affirmations are true.’* If this is not done, a person may well understand that
something is but not how it is; as a result he will not know and
understand the thing itself. ‘In general, if the teacher confines the inquiry
merely to authorities, the student will certainly know that the thing is what



to deal with them, they will do so only par tially or falsely. They
will be criti cised by real phi los o phers, despised by the rest; and
sacred the ol ogy will be the loser. St. Augus tine says:

Let us imag ine a man who, al though liv ing a chaste life, has
no no tion of noth ing ness, form less mat ter, in an i mate
form, the body, bodily spe cies, space, time. Let us also
imag ine that he has no no tion of pres ence in space and
time, or mo tion in space and out side space, or sta ble
motion or ages. He does not know what it means to ex ist
with out time, or not to be at any time, or never to be or
never not to be (all of which are philo soph i cal ques tions).
This man, if he wishes to do re search and ar gue not just
about al mighty God, who is better known through
ignorance, but about his own soul, will com mit un told,
enor mous er rors.11

But phi los o phy, the nat u ral friend and faith ful ser vant of the-
ol ogy, still sur vives, espe cially today, despite its repu di a tion and
rejec tion by the ol ogy. As Pius VIII said, men wish to be led
towards good ness and to faith itself by their rea son. How ever,
its fate will be like that of a young girl, aban doned by her par-
ents and guard ians, who bar ters her good name and dig nity for
food. It is no sur prise to see phi los o phy degen er at ing every-
where into arro gant ratio nal ism which longs to stand alone,
after send ing all revealed the ol ogy into exile.

We need to recon struct a philo soph i cal sys tem that is true,
sound and thor ough enough to be accepted by the ol ogy as its
assis tant. The two branches of knowl edge may then be joined
once more in the unity for which they were born, to their
mutual help and assis tance which allows them both to flour ish
and ben e fit man kind.12
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it is BUT WILL NOT ACQUIRE ANY KNOWLEDGE OR UNDERSTANDING’*
(Quodlibetales 4, q. 9, a. 18). — This teaching corresponds exactly to that
which St. Augustine expounds so frequently. See, for example The Trinity,
bk. 14, c. 3: Ep. 120; Serm. 15. — See Melchior Cano, De locis theologis, 9, 4.

11 St. Augustine, De ordine, 2, 44.
12 The inability of modern theologians to discover a solid philosophical

system accepted in the Schools obliged them to confine their efforts as much
as possible to proving dogmas. Here, argument from authority is sufficient
for those who recognise authority. They ignored the arguments which, as St.
Thomas says, examine the very root of truth and allow us to investigate the



PART TWO

HOW THE STATED AIMS WERE PUR SUED

19. Accord ing to an age-old maxim, we should, before act ing,
select the loft i est aim to which our mind can aspire. Thus, by
set ting our sights on an ideal of beauty and per fec tion, we can
dis cover sound and reli able rules of action for our selves. From
this ideal we can also draw the devo tion, inspi ra tion and
strength we need so that, even if the noble ideal is not attained,
we can at least get close enough to it to con vey the inten tion
behind our work. We are thus enti tled to claim, with out being
boast ful or ashamed, that in magnis et voluisse sat est [in great
mat ters, even to have willed is suf fi cient]. On read ing about the
aims I had in view as a writer, my friends, real is ing what I had in
mind, will either praise or excuse my enthu si asm. But I must
now explain how I felt I could best achieve my pur pose. I do not
intend to talk about the means and kinds of assis tance which
proved invalu able — that would bur den the nar ra tive unnec es -
sar ily — nor jus tify in detail the method I adopted. I want to
men tion two points only: the free dom I have dared to show as a
phi los o pher, and the con cil ia tory approach I have tried to dis-
play, as far as pos si ble, towards the opin ions of oth ers.

[19]

relationships, knowledge and understanding it provides. Hence the need to
defend the Fathers and St. Thomas from the accusation levelled against them
(especially by heretics engaged in the total destruction of the Scholastic
philosophy which they feared) of using such knowledge in their theological
teaching. See Valfredi’s booklet, Commentarius apologeticus de usu
Philosophiae in Theologicis D. Thomae Operibus, Fr. Dom. Th. Valfredi
O.P., Genoa 1777.



I

Free dom to Phi loso phise

20. True and false are qual i ties of human judg ments and
assent. If a per son gives his assent to what is the case, his assent
is truth ful; if he gives his assent to what is not the case, his assent
is untruth ful. Peo ple reg u larly speak of ideas and cognitions as
true or false. This is the kind of improper or unsound termin-
ology which gives rise to irrel e vant ques tions (ques tions which
do not arise when the word ing has been cor rected), or which
imply and unduly com pli cate straight for ward ques tions. There
is no doubt that a great num ber of mis takes would auto matic-
ally dis ap pear from our every day lan guage if we restricted the
word ‘knowl edge’ to what is acquired or appro pri ated by a true
act of assent, and igno rance to all the rest. In the first place, a
per son’s knowl edge would cor re spond to the amount of pure
truth they held. No account would be taken of the errors which
fre quently encum ber the minds of so-called schol ars, just as, for
exam ple, we find the net value of a fam ily estate not by add ing
deb its to cred its, as though they were the same thing, but by
sub tract ing one from the other. How ever, because a per son who
assents to many errors thinks he knows a good deal, ‘know-
ledge’ is nor mally a word applied to what is merely a false belief
on the part of the deluded thinker. On this account alone, many
would lose their rep u ta tions as learned schol ars — reputations
to which they have no title despite their exten sive stud ies — and
be judged igno rant. There would be a great fall in the num ber of
pseudo-authorities who impose upon peo ple and, instead of
enabling them to arrive at the truth, keep them con stantly
hovering between true and false.

Like wise, we ought to say that peo ple who doubt do not yet
know; doubts are not cognitions. So, if we set on one side those
who doubt about many truths and on the other those who give
full assent to the same truths, we have to say that the sec ond
group has a greater store of knowl edge than the first, even if
those in the first group have taken lon ger to arrive at their
doubts than the oth ers at truth. Study is a means and not an end,
and stud ies which result only in doubt about what is true are
unpro duc tive. The only type of study of real worth is that
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which pro vides us with truth, ban ishes error, or causes us to
have mis giv ings about our errors — although cre at ing mis giv -
ings about doubt can only be con sid ered a ben e fit in the sense
that a per son up to his eyes in debt obtains the where withal to
set tle part of it.

Our assent to what is true puts us in pos ses sion of truth.
Apart from this, all we have is igno rance, or doubt (which is
greater igno rance), or finally error, the great est igno rance.
Assent implies knowl edge of what is assented to, and of what is
accepted as true in the act of assent. If some thing is true, there-
fore, every act of assent to it, no mat ter how it may be given,
implies knowl edge, infor ma tion and the acqui si tion of truth.

20a. Assent, how ever, may be given for sev eral rea sons, which
can be reduced to the fol low ing two: it is the result 1) of sheer
will-power exer cised on the fac ulty of assent, or 2) of some
ratio nal neces sity per ceived by the under stand ing which then
trig gers the fac ulty of assent. In the first instance, the assent is
arbi trary, that is, it is intended for an end but not for a rea son. In
the sec ond instance, assent is based on a rea son, and springs
from a fac ulty enlight ened and also occa sion ally neces si tated by
evi dence which in cer tain states of spirit deter mines a spontan-
eous move ment of assent. An arbi trary assent not trig gered by
rea sons which prove the truth of the mat ter, cannot strictly
speak ing be said to be based on rea son. Nevertheless, it can be
given to some thing which is (and there fore is true), or to some-
thing which is not (and is there fore untrue). If it is true, the per-
son who assents, even in this way, par tic i pates and remains in
the truth. At the same time, although he assents and knows
what is true, he does not know why it is true. This is the aspect
of truth of which he is still igno rant and still has to inves ti gate.

This blind assent, which shows that we have the power to give
or refuse assent, is a phe nom e non deserv ing of philo soph i cal
study. It explains innu mer a ble other fre quently occur ring facts
which have a tre men dous influ ence on human life. I mean all the
rash judg ments, prej u dices, biased views, opin ions, pre sump -
tions and con vic tions which some times play an impor tant part
in our spirit, though we are igno rant of their ori gin and unable
to find any good rea son for them. Indeed there may be no good
rea son for them, or at least no full and con vinc ing rea son.

Most of the acts we per form — I almost wrote all the
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nec es sary acts with out which we could not live — are guided by
prej u dices and opin ions which are at times com pletely
unfounded. Their lack of any basis in rea son is com pen sated by
the power of the will to deter mine assent. I mean the will as
influ enced by incli na tions, instincts, pas sions, needs. At times,
such acts are based on purely con jec tural, more or less prob a ble
rea sons, or on real or imag ined indi ca tions which are arbi trarily
assumed to be signs and evi dence of the truth. If we always
needed to have before our mind evi dence for truths which we
pre sup pose when we act, and which incline us to take one
course of action or another, we would never do any thing. We
would be stat ues, not human beings. The fac ulty of imme di ate
per sua sion, which depends on the will, is nec es sary and invalu-
able, and better able to lead us to act than dem on stra tive rea son.

Nev er the less, although this fac ulty occa sion ally hits on the
truth, it often falls into error. In fact, we can say, gen er ally
speak ing, that man’s tragic pro pen sity to error stems from it.
This is the real imped i ment to free, philo soph i cal thought.

21. I shall now exam ine the role of phi los o phy rel a tive to the
many pre con cep tions which so eas ily lodge in peo ple’s minds.

Phi los o phy exam ines all such pre con cep tions, all more or less
gra tu itous acts of assent, and dis tin guishes those con cerned
with truth from those con cerned with fal sity. It rem e dies the
short com ings of the for mer group, that is, explains the rea son
jus ti fy ing assent. When we grasp this expla na tion, we not only
pos sess the truth which we already held with out know ing why,
but we also pos sess the addi tional truth which explains it all.
Our knowl edge is com plete when we accept these two truths,
and our con vic tion ratio nal. Where assent has been based upon
prob a ble rea sons, phi los o phy either attempts to con vert prob-
able rea sons into dem on stra tions or, if this is out side its power,
endeavours to show that in this instance cer tainty can not be
attained and to assess the rel e vant degree of prob a bil ity.

When acts of assent have been given to error, either with out
any rea son or for false rea sons, that is, rea sons based on pre vi -
ous errors from which pres ent errors are derived either as log i -
cal infer ences or as infer ences mis tak enly believed to be log i cal,
it is the phi los o pher’s duty to dem on strate: 1. the erro ne ous
nature of what has received our assent; 2. the error of the mis-
taken rea sons for the assent; 3. the erro ne ous nature of any
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infer ences lead ing from one error to another, if there were such
infer ences. In the last case, phi los o phy has to dem on strate at
least three errors for each false assent.

Errors and erro ne ous pre con cep tions, how ever, often prove
per sis tent. In fact, any per sua sion, false or not, has a built-in
instinct for sur vival — the very same power of self-preservation
which is inher ent in every ens, in every act of any ens what so -
ever. There fore, the phi los o pher, when he sets out to refute such
con vic tions log i cally — which he is bound to do if he wishes to
get any where — must engage in a more or less fierce, deter-
mined strug gle with those who do not wish to give up their
error imme di ately, as though doing so were cow ard ice. Philo-
sophy does not encoun ter such resis tance if the pre con cep tions
which it comes up against in the human spirit, though gra tu -
itous, are true. In this case, it needs to join forces with them, not
com bat them. Instead of over turn ing them, phi los o phy helps to
rein force, clar ify, defend and per fect them by pro vid ing the
miss ing foun da tion which explains them.

It is not pre con cep tions and prej u dices in them selves, there-
fore, which cre ate obsta cles for phi los o phy (as is wrongly
claimed) but only erro ne ous pre con cep tions and prej u dices, that
is, error lodged in human minds. Only the erro ne ous pre con -
cep tions and prej u dices accepted by peo ple make them totally
unfit to phi loso phise freely. They first have to rid themselves of
these con vic tions or at least adopt an atti tude of spirit which
enables them to con sider the pre con cep tions as dubi ous and
ready to dis card or accept them with equa nim ity if phi los o phy,
left free to oper ate as though these con vic tions did not exist,
comes to some defin i tive con clu sion.

22. This is the real cause of slow, dif fi cult prog ress in philo-
sophy. False pre con cep tions and con vic tions are the log i cal
cause of its loss of free dom and its aber ra tions.

We can have no doubt that erro ne ous pre con cep tions and
per sua sions, espe cially amongst the masses, are respon si ble for
the slow prog ress of phi los o phy if we bear in mind the
fol low ing:

1. The philosophical system of truth cannot bear sound
fruit in a nation unless it prevails in the minds and hearts of all.
But the number of false preconceptions lodged in people’s
spirits is proportionate to the enemies philosophy has to
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combat and overcome before it prevails. Where error abounds,
those holding discordant opinions are more petulant and
arrogant; nothing makes people more haughty and unruly than
the tyranny imposed by error, which its slaves call knowledge.

2. Not only philosophy, granted that it has been found
and systematised, but the person who seeks it thoughtfully,
finds the false preconceptions of the society in which he lives a
tremendous obstacle to reaching the truth. He has embraced
these errors in part or wholly either because of his education
and the pressure of his contemporaries, or because
commonly-held views are put forward as authoritative — they
may even seem to have the authority of the human race. People
are reluctant to challenge this apparently commonsense view.
They are diffident and loath openly to accept truth that is put
to them which everybody else disagrees with and condemns,
not with serious, well-founded arguments but often derisively.

At this point, philo soph i cal cour age and zeal are truly nec es -
sary despite their being taken so eas ily for pre sump tion and
rash ness. These two sets of mutu ally hos tile atti tudes do at first
appear sim i lar. Error often resem bles impos tors who, upon the
death of some emperor whose appear ance and behav iour they
imi tate, act his part as though he were still alive.

23. This is real cour age which frees phi los o phy from need less
restric tions and bonds. It is enkindled in the mind of any one
who under takes phi los o phy for love of truth. When this love is
pure and vibrant; when the per son devoted to philo soph i cal
inves ti ga tion feels the incom pa ra ble good ness of truth (I am
refer ring here to truth of a sub lime and eth i cal order) and
esteems it so highly that he is will ing to jet ti son all else in order
to acquire what he sees as a free gift; when he holds as vain
every thing except truth and every thing opposed to truth, or
indeed as worse than vain and vac u ous because it actu ally
obstructs the light of truth and its full and peace ful pos ses sion,
as well as its expected har vest; when he sub mits to the pow er ful
frailty which makes him inca pa ble of resist ing truth’s immor tal
appeal and yields to it with out any resis tance or qualms: then
the phi los o pher, cap ti vated by truth — the mas ter of his mind
— is raised above him self, above his own and oth ers’ prej u dices. 
He is pre pared to sac ri fice his own prej u dices with out demur,
and com bat oth ers’ prej u dices fear lessly if, after impar tial
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inspec tion, they appear wrong. No lon ger can such a per son
lack the philo sophic cour age and zeal which go hand in hand
with pru dence and mod esty. This is the basic free dom that
philosophy claims as its own and, on that basis, pro ceeds to seek
the truth, refus ing to allow obsta cles to halt its prog ress.

23a. I have always held that this mag nan i mous approach
embod ies the first, most impor tant and ines cap able duty of the
phi los o pher. Per suaded of this, I endeavoured to push every
inves ti ga tion to its lim its and accept the results, what ever they
might be, with heart felt joy; I tried to check whether such
results were really final, why no more could pos si bly be forth-
com ing, and then finally to draw con se quences from them. This
rep re sented the first phase of the work. Con clu sions thus
obtained do not yet deserve com plete assent; they are to be
viewed as pos si ble or only slightly better than pos si ble until the
men tal activ ity that pro duces them has been con firmed. Such
con fir ma tion is the sec ond phase of the work. It con sists in
care fully exam in ing whether the results, either in them selves or
in their con se quences, con tra dict some already estab lished, cer-
tain truth or some prob a ble opin ion or even some gra tu itous
pre con cep tion. Granted the total self-consistency of truth, any
con clu sion or con se quence which can be shown to con tra dict
truth must be rejected as fal la cious. The entire argu ment then
has to be exam ined until the error is dis cov ered. If the con clu -
sion is at odds with a prob a ble opin ion, no prog ress can be
made until the opin ion is found to be false (in which case it can
be ignored) or true (in which case the con clu sion is at odds with
truth). The same applies to uni ver sal pre con cep tions. They are
not to be belit tled, even if gra tu itous, but exam ined to see if they
can be under pinned by rea son or shown to be ground less and
erro ne ous. As a result of his research, the phi los o pher either
changes them into estab lished truths or finds them erro ne ous.
Depending on the result, he uses them as sure signs of some slip
or over sight in his ear lier argu ment or, aban don ing them, goes
boldly on his way.

It is inad vis able, there fore, for a phi los o pher to give imme di -
ate assent to indi vid ual prop o si tions which he thinks he has dis-
cov ered as a result of his own think ing. First, he should be
mis trust ful of self and be thor oughly con vinced that even the
most attrac tive argu ments may con ceal some decep tive, hid den
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defect or jump (mak ing mis takes is one of the most obvi ous
lim i ta tions of human nature). To safe guard him self, he must test
each indi vid ual prop o si tion by com par ing it with all the oth ers
and with cer tain truths, as though the prop o si tion were an
accused per son faced with wit nesses. If unable to stand up to
this test, the prop o si tion can not be con sid ered free from grave
sus pi cion of error. How ever, if the prop o si tion does stand up in
all respects as con so nant with all other truths, it can be accepted
as true and admit ted along with the oth ers. In this case, it is not
so much direct rea sons which sub jec tively ver ify a prop o si tion
as its har mony with all other prop o si tions. A sys tem which dis-
plays such per fect har mony will appear to be, and in fact will be,
true. All its parts, even the least, will pro claim with one voice
the truth of each; the rays of them all will be focused on each,
mak ing each of them clearly vis i ble. The pri mary require ments
of truth are har mony, unity and per fect peace.

24. At this point, to fore stall those who will cer tainly raise an
objec tion of this kind, I must refer to a pre con cep tion or rather
a most seri ous error which recurs in the work of a num ber of
con tem po rary writ ers: the belief that free dom to phi loso phise is
for bid den or blocked to Cath o lics. This is an odd view indeed,
and odder still when one con sid ers that such a restric tion applic-
able to Cath o lics must for the same rea son apply to every
believer of any reli gion what so ever. The bizarre con clu sion
would be that only an athe ist can phi loso phise freely.

What prin ci ple war rants such a per sua sion? Are we to claim
that the pos ses sion of some truths is an obsta cle to philosoph-
ical thought? If so, we would have to take the con clu sion even
fur ther and main tain that the only per son to enter the philo-
soph i cal lists safely would be some one who does not know even
a sin gle truth. For tu nately, such a per son, quite devoid of
knowl edge and devoid of any ray of truth, does not exist. If he
did, he would not be human. We are given by nature an ini tial
light, co-created with us, so to speak. This light is the first form
which ren ders us intel li gent, and grows with us in infancy,
child hood, and youth. It con tin ues to develop even when our
bodily growth ceases, and remains with us through out matur-
ity, old age and death.

What do we expect of phi los o phy any way? Those who know
some thing about it will tell you that phi los o phy is the prod uct
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of a reflec tive pro cess of thought. But can there be a pro cess of
reflec tion if thought finds noth ing to work on in the store room
of the mind? Reflec tive knowl edge in gen eral and philo soph i cal
think ing more espe cially — a nobler form of reflec tion —
implies a prior stage of direct knowl edge as well as pop u lar
knowl edge of peo ple and soci ety. In each of these types of
knowl edge, truth is to be found. In fact, with out some por tion
of truth they could not be called knowl edge.

My own def i ni tion of phi los o phy as that which exam ines the
final rea sons of human knowl edge gives it pre ce dence over all
the other branches of knowl edge. How then could this type of
final inquiry be car ried out if there were no prior store of
knowl edge in the var i ous sub jects and sci ences? In fact, philo-
sophers and phi los o phy, in the true sense of the word, appeared
very late in human his tory; the mate ri als on which to work had
first to be col lected. Only after numer ous tri als, and fur nished
with a rich store of facts, could the human spirit ascend to the
sub lime reflec tion from which it sur veys the foun da tion of
already known and assem bled truths, passes judg ment on itself,
on its own path, and on the laws that guide it. It pre scribes a
method for itself and grasps the dia lec ti cal impli ca tions of such
cognitions whose nec es sary rea son it had pre vi ously been
unable to express.

It is patently absurd there fore to main tain that truths pre vi -
ously held by a phi los o pher are an obsta cle or fet ter restrict ing
his free dom to think. It is like say ing that a bird’s wings are an
obsta cle to flight.

24a. Truth is never a hin drance to thought. What does ham per 
thought and pre vent it from free flight is error, due either to
unsound rea son ing or to gra tu itous pre con cep tions. This is the
true and only enemy of philo soph i cal free dom. How strange
and sad it is to see an author, when expound ing the most out-
land ish and erro ne ous views in defi ance of com mon sense —
and prid ing him self on his irrev er ence for which he has no proof
what so ever — hon oured with the title of free thinker by ig-
norant peo ple. In fact, his think ing is so enslaved by error that
he can not make a sin gle move towards truth. Worse still, by
vainly oppos ing human nature, and turn ing his back on truth,
he is dragged in the oppo site direc tion. The atti tude of those
who rashly assail the most ven er a ble, estab lished truths is not

[24a]

About the Author’s Studies 47



the sure sign of a free phi los o pher, as ordi nary peo ple imag ine;
it is quite the oppo site.

The word ‘free dom’ has been sub ject to so many inter pre ta -
tions, mis takes and dis agree ments! It has occa sioned deceit and
dis agree ment, hatred and tur moil, tears and blood amongst men
who have used it as a stan dard in their fight against oth ers who
wanted free dom as much and more than they did — the free-
dom, I mean, that human nature can not abol ish. Either they did
not under stand what was meant by the word, and struck out at
one another in the dark, or they did not want to under stand, just
as they still do not want to under stand and con tinue to do all
they can to oppress and crush one another.

All words which receive dif fer ent mean ings in philo soph i cal
argu ments, and thus offer soph ists of every pro fes sion the
oppor tu nity for guile and arti fice, are even tu ally applied to the
real world where they divide peo ple into vio lent fac tions, each
of which rep re sents a dif fer ent idea attrib uted to the same word.
These ideas, incar nate as it were in their sup port ers, involve
soci ety in fear ful strife to which there is no obvi ous end. Pre-
cisely because immor tal ideas do not fall under the sword, dis-
sen sion and civil wars can not come to an end with out return ing
to their start ing point, that is, the region of the intel li gence,
where error first put on the mask of truth. When this mask is
removed, the king dom of peace ful truth is restored where all
ideas return home. Erro ne ous assent and pas sions have no place
here; they are not allowed entrance to the dwell ing of divinely
ordained and uni fied truths.

25. Free dom is an ambig u ous, vague word with a num ber of
mean ings. The tur moil it causes, like a sea assailed by con trary
winds, is wit ness to this. And the most abstract mean ing of the
word is the most ridic u lous of all. For some peo ple the con cept
of ‘free per son’ implies the com plete absence of any ties of sub-
jec tion. They intend to free human beings from the yoke of
truth and of error, and thereby cre ate free-thinkers; they want
to free us from the fet ters of duty and vir tue, and from those of
vice, to cre ate free cit i zens! This shows not only their igno rance
of human nature, but their total loss of feel ing for them selves.
What is left of human beings deprived of both truth and false-
hood, vice and vir tue? All that remains is a brute ani mal incap-
able of free dom, whose actions are deter mined and dic tated by
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instinct. That is why Com mu nists and Social ists who hold such
a view of free dom begin by deny ing any free-will at all to man.13

In this way, exces sive abstrac tion draws spec u la tors away
from the sub ject at issue, that is, away from man, whom they
destroy. If we are not sub ject to truth, we are nec es sar ily sub ject
to error. A per son who has cast off the weight of the moral law
and of vir tue, nec es sar ily bears the weight of vice. Truth him self
says: ‘He who is not with me is against me.’14 There is no via
media between truth and error, just as there is none between
upright ness and dis hon our. The point at which they divide is
the dead end of intel li gence. We have to choose between them;
we can not sim ply cease from being human.

Let us grant that truth imposes some kind of sub jec tion and
yoke upon human beings. Truth in per son did indeed say: ‘My
yoke is sweet and my bur den light;’15 he spoke of a yoke and a
bur den which he imposes upon us. One of the apos tles of truth
high lighted won der fully the ines cap able choice between the
two forms of slav ery when he wrote to the Chris tians of Rome:
‘Do you not know that if you yield your selves to any one as
obe di ent slaves, you are the slaves of the one you obey, either of
sin, which leads to death, or of obe di ence, which leads to righ t -
eous ness? But thanks be to God, that you who were once slaves
of sin have become obe di ent from the heart to the stan dard of
teach ing to which you were com mit ted, and hav ing been set
free from sin, have become slaves of righ teous ness.’16 Man, then,
is always a slave, if I can speak like that: we can not escape these
two oppos ing forms of slav ery. We can only choose between
that which makes us bond ser vant to truth and jus tice and that
which makes us bond ser vant to error and immo ral ity. — Which
shall we choose? — This is the only pos si ble ques tion; and God
has given us free dom to resolve, or resolve once more, this very
ques tion. The choice can not be deferred. Merely by wish ing to
defer it, we have already made our choice, and chosen evil. The
moment of choice may indeed recur, but it is always a moment;
it is not a state, not a per ma nent dis po si tion. It is a point at
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which human beings enter freely into one of their two states, or
pass from one to the other; a point at which they enter or pass
into the realm of truth or of error.

26. I can see, though, that those who have cho sen truth as
their men tor will com plain about my using the term ‘ser vi tude’
to describe their happy state. I apo lo gise to them as Paul apolo-
gised to the Corin thi ans. Paul not only recog nised two forms of
ser vi tude, one to righ teous ness and one to sin, but two forms of
free dom: one which frees us from sin and the other which frees
us from righ teous ness. He says: ‘When you were slaves of sin,
you were free in regard to righ teous ness.’17 How does he jus tify
this way of speak ing? ‘I am speak ing in human terms, because
of the infir mity of your flesh.’18 Clearly, if man were not lim ited, 
weak, infirm, it would never occur to Paul that con for mity to
truth and cor re spond ing righ teous ness could be a state of ser vi -
tude. The nor mal con cept of slav ery con tains some thing dis-
taste ful and invol un tary. Would we ever, after all, call some one a
bond ser vant who was able to do, and did, what ever he wanted?
Who never encoun tered any obsta cle to his will? Never came
across any one who obliged him to depart from the path he had
cho sen as the best of all and clos est to his heart? No one would
call this ser vi tude, but total free dom. This would seem to be
obvi ous. Let us see, there fore, how and to what extent, if we go
by this same prin ci ple, we may use ‘ser vi tude’ about man’s sub-
jec tion to truth and righ teous ness.

26a Human nature can be con sid ered from three points of
view; 1. in itself, with out ref er ence to the acts it has per formed
and the hab its it has acquired; 2. in the state in which it has
yielded to error and evil; and 3. in the state in which it has
turned towards truth and good ness.

If we con sider human nature purely in itself, we find it lim-
ited. But it was part of the divine plan that man should be able,
through the open ing pro vided by his intel lect, to attain and win
for him self by his efforts of will, the bound less realm of the
infinite. Man, as a sub ject, with his lim i ta tions, has before him
an unlim ited and unlimitable object, that is, being itself in the
form of idea, which is truth that we can pur sue for ever. Relying
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upon it faith fully, as we would upon a guid ing star, we can
expand immea sur ably. And we long for such expan sion as our
very own per fec tion. How ever, it is hard and wea ri some for us
to slough off our ini tial lim i ta tions and break out in pur suit of a
fuller, nobler mode of exis tence. It seems to negate and almost
shat ter our whole being.

What hap pens is this. Human beings are endowed with a
num ber of poten cies, each of which has its own dynamic impel-
ling it to func tion inde pend ently of the rest. The inde pend ent
nature of these poten cies and activ ity cre ates dis or der and dis-
har mony among the poten cies them selves. Truth alone is ever
pres ent to keep the peace and ensure that all our poten cies work
together to improve their sub ject, from which they orig i nate as
from a sin gle power, by guid ing, restrain ing and urg ing us on
from above. Truth, the great mod er a tor of human poten cies, has
the author ity to restrain them, but fre quently encoun ters oppo-
si tion from the clash between them as each goes its own way
heed less of the oth ers. How ever, it nei ther finds nor can find
any oppo si tion in the sub ject itself in whom all poten cies are
lodged. Truth con trols them on the sub ject’s behalf unless we
will ingly dena ture our selves by aban don ing our own unity and
split ting our selves in two. In this case, we seem to trans form
our selves into one of these indi vid ual poten cies to which we
offer our selves in sac ri fice. When truth is in com mand, how-
ever, it is the indi vid ual poten cies that are sub ju gated, not the
power proper to human beings. In fact, far from being enslaved,
we become ‘the cap tain of our own soul’, the mas ter of all our
indi vid ual pow ers.

27. How ever, when the human sub ject does not oper ate by
his own proper instinct which fos ters the over all good of the
whole man, but allows him self to be led by the instinct of one of
his unre strained indi vid ual poten cies and falls in with its
promptings, we are deal ing not with naked human nature bereft
of mod i fi ca tions and alter ations, but with a con di tion acquired
as a result of the sub ject’s acts and hab its. He is already inclined
towards error and evil. I men tion error as well, although the
human sub ject, if he does not aban don the truth, will not for get
him self and lose his unity and total ity to fol low the exclu sive
caprices of some spe cial potency by devot ing and ded i cat ing
him self to this alone. Truth instructs him to do the oppo site. It
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empow ers him to con trol his var i ous activ i ties and restrict them
to their due sphere so that all con cur in bring ing about his over-
all good, the good of the whole man. Man, con sid ered in his
inte gral unity, can not, nat u rally speak ing, desire other than his
own good; he will not desire the good of one part to the det ri -
ment of the whole. Adher ence to the norm of truth which
instructs and empow ers is in com plete har mony with human
nature. Indeed, the meet ing between human nature and truth
gives rise to the intel lect, the great est human power of all, and to
the instinct for good, the most out stand ing and char ac ter is tic of
human instincts. It would be impos si ble to under stand how
man, who is beholden to truth for so much of his life as well as
for the vital instinct which, strictly speak ing, alone deserves the
title human, could then turn his back on the light and act in a
totally con trary man ner unless we knew him to be endowed
with free will — a potency unique in its kind, and abso lutely
dis tinct from all oth ers. Other poten cies tend to seek only their
own good, and can not do oth er wise. But through free will we
can choose between good and evil, and there fore work to
achieve our own per fec tion or ruin. We can devote our efforts
towards self-preservation or even to self-destruction (which
can not, how ever, be achieved com pletely). When we abuse this
sin gu lar potency (a real stum bling block for philo soph i cal
inves ti ga tion) and take our stand in the fight against truth, we
nec es sar ily con sider the friendly light of truth as hos tile. We see
it only as an extremely stern law-giver, a cruel tyrant whose ser-
vice is griev ous and heavy to bear. We feel free only when we
are relieved of its bur den. But although we can fight against
truth, it is not within our power to escape its ser vi tude, which
we have cre ated for our selves. The power of free will does not
extend as far as that in us. It can deter mine our actions and
impose on them a direc tion coun ter to truth, but it can not in
any way affect human nature which is guarded by the Cre ator.
Truth lies within human nature, which is in the hands of the
Almighty, and is there located as though founded on a heavily
for ti fied, inde struc ti ble rock, unas sail able by its ene mies. There
it reigns either by ben e fit ing its fol low ers — even con sum mat -
ing its union with them — or by pun ish ing rebels. Truth is
indeed a form of ser vi tude, but only for those who refuse to
share its wed ding feast and the king dom to which all are invited.
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No one capa ble of reign ing with truth (which is much greater
than being free), but choos ing instead to be its con demned
slave, can com plain of such freely cho sen ser vi tude, or say that
truth and its con se quent jus tice elim i nate free dom.

28. Sum ma rising, we see that truth bestows light and intel li -
gence upon us, con sid ered in our selves. In doing so, it restrains
our indi vid ual poten cies but not human nature itself. It grants
us mas tery over these poten cies so that we can use them as we
please for our own great ness. If we reject the gift of mas tery
which truth offers us, and pre fer abase ment and sub jec tion to
the capri cious instinct of one of our poten cies, the ser vi tude
proper to that power will be trans ferred to us as sub jects, that is,
to human nature; by yield ing to that power, we become its will-
ing bond ser vant. This abject ser vi tude, how ever, does not come
from truth, but from our own evil will. We pre fer ser vi tude to
free dom. Acting in accor dance with nature is not a form of ser-
vi tude; it is spon ta ne ous and highly delight ful. The con cept of
ser vi tude involves act ing in a man ner opposed to that intended
by nature. Because inti mate union between man and truth is
nat u ral, actions which respect such a union are con sis tent with
human free dom. But free will, because it may act con trary to
human nature, is the source of our vol un tary ser vi tude. Thus,
because the per son who acts in this way turns the awe some
pow ers of his own free dom against him self, it can also be said
with equal truth that this slav ery springs both from the lord ship 
proper to human nature and from the lord ship proper to truth.
The per son endeavouring to throw off the lord ship of his nature
itself is try ing (although in vain) to destroy nature; sim i larly, the
per son who decides to shake off the lord ship of truth attempts
the destruc tion of truth. Any one not wish ing to be the slave of
human nature and truth may remain free and in con trol; it is in
his power to do so. If he remains united with them, he may
reign freely, in extreme hap pi ness.

28a. The third view point from which I intended to con sider
man is the sit u a tion in which he finds him self when he attunes
him self fully to truth and good ness. Here, there is no slav ery
what so ever, noth ing to con strain or bind man to truth. It is
impos si ble to speak of restric tions when we do what ever we
wish. But this is pre cisely the case when a per son wills only the
truth and its con se quences. For such a man, truth and good ness
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are not a yoke or bur den; he cher ishes, desires and wills them.
With these as his object, he feels greater than him self; they give
him a daily increas ing potency, and an unend ing sense of
delight which stills the long ings of his soul. Such a per son’s free
will is in per fect har mony with nature, or rather it is nature itself
enno bled. As man’s very own spe cific nature is char ac ter ised by
prox im ity to and imma nent vision of, truth, so his upright will
does noth ing more in all its actions than tighten, con stantly per-
fect, and con sum mate this union in human beings on the path to
per fec tion. The instinct of inte gral human nature and free will
are no lon ger divided, opposed or at odds; they are united, and
man is one and per fect.

This was St. Paul’s mean ing when he said with some force:
‘The law is not laid down for the just but for the law less.’19 The
law is not, in fact, opposed to the will of the just man; it merely
expresses what that will wants. This explains why the Apos tle
says else where that the man who seeks good ness is already a law
unto him self.20 The sep a rate pow ers may in their blind way rise
and put this peace at risk in their attempt to deceive and entice
the will which, how ever, if it clings suf fi ciently hard to the
truth, dom i nates them and remains untouched by their attacks.
If the will sur ren ders through weak ness, this is not the fault of
truth from which all cour age and strength derives.

The Cre ator pro vided a rem edy for our weak ness of will. He
com mu ni cated his truth to man, more abun dantly, more intim-
ately and in a more sub lime man ner than when he first commun-
icated it to human nature in gen eral. God him self safe guarded
and for ti fied man’s free dom against the blind assaults of his
indi vid ual, biased instincts. To those who love truth, God gave
this prom ise: ‘If you con tinue in my word, you are truly my dis-
ci ples and you will know the truth, and the truth will make you
free.’21 Far from impos ing a form of ser vi tude on human beings,
truth is the sole cause of their free dom. And they do not lose
this truth unless they them selves reject it by reject ing its cause.
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The whole thrust of phi los o phy is towards truth. What other
aim is there for study and rest less love of wis dom than to dis-
cover and con tem plate truth and, con tem plat ing it, pen e trate
ever fur ther into its depths? The end is the ulti mate recesses of
truth which, when revealed, quenches the ardent thirst of
human nature with waters from a purer and higher source. If
truth involved ser vi tude for thought, phi loso phis ing would be
noth ing more than a quest for ever increas ing ser vi tude; free dom 
of thought would be impos si ble for those who devote them-
selves to phi los o phy. What a con tra dic tion when those who
praise free dom of thought fear that truth and true reli gion may
lead to its loss! Or con sider as less free those who, pos sess ing
greater truth, are closer to achiev ing the end of phi los o phy! This
strange con tra dic tion is com pounded when those who pres ent
them selves to the pub lic as cre ators of the most gro tesque,
extrav a gant sys tems are acclaimed as free think ers. Their sys-
tems are a jum ble of absurd rav ings, but their nov elty and cour-
age in dis sent ing from truths most readily accepted by man kind, 
and in mov ing out of the light as though escap ing from some
vile, vul gar form of ser vi tude — the abject lot of ordi nary folk —
is taken as a sure sign of free thought! Thus, slaves of error are
acclaimed as free think ers while minds which truth has freed
from error with its light and made lords over our dark pas sions
are despised as slaves! Here, injus tice lies in its teeth.

29. So far, so good. I think peo ple will accept that the mind’s
accep tance of truths, even by way of pre con cep tions, prej u dice
or faith, is favour able, not unfa vour able to true phi loso phis ing.
Truth never imposes ser vi tude but, as we saw, forms free dom
itself in man. No one will object to this. Some may dis agree,
how ever, with my asser tion that Cath o lic beliefs do not dimin-
ish the free dom of philo soph i cal thought because, they say, I
have assumed the truth of such beliefs. Those who dis agree with
this assump tion will dis pute the con clu sion.

First, this objec tion grants that every thing I said must be
accepted with out dif fi culty by those who pro fess the Cath o lic
reli gion. This rep re sents a large num ber of voices in favour of
my argu ment. The Cath o lic Church reaches to the ends of the
earth and embraces all or most civil ised nations. Such a large,
respect able and unan i mous audi ence can indeed suf fice on its
own to con vince a per son pre pared to rea son.
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To the rest, that is, to those lack ing the gift of faith, or still
doubt ing the truth of Cath o lic beliefs, let me say with all Cath-
o lic phi los o phers: ‘Imag ine that you go to a geom e try class, and
arrive while the teacher is prov ing the the o rem of the square on
the hypot e nuse. You can not under stand this proof because it
assumes prior knowl edge and accep tance of a series of prop o si -
tions which you have missed. You go to the teacher and say to
him: “I can’t assent to this prop o si tion because you assume as
true oth ers which you have not proved. You are not think ing
freely; you are con strained by gra tu itous assump tions”. The
math e ma ti cian would imme di ately point out that it was you
who were bound by false sup po si tions in assum ing that his
asser tions were unproven sim ply because you were not pres ent
at pre vi ous les sons. He might even offer you geom e try les sons
prov ing his asser tions and enabling you to catch up with the
other stu dents and work with them.’

29a. The per son who chooses to think that Cath o lic philo-
sophers assent gra tu itously to their beliefs which, as false,
prevent free philo soph i cal argu ment, is like the man who judges
math e mat ics on the basis of one les son in the mid dle of a course,
and accuses the teacher of being enslaved to prej u dice. Cath o lic
phi los o phers, on the other hand, are like the math e ma ti cian
men tioned above. They con sider them selves free to think,
unlike oth ers who, igno rant of Cath o lic truth, hold this truth as
ground less. Such peo ple are not only igno rant but in error,
which is the oppo site of truth and free dom. Our Cath o lic philo-
sophers reply exactly as the math e ma ti cian did, and reduce the
argu ment to an extremely impor tant ques tion of method. The
teacher would have invited the would-be stu dent to start from
the begin ning rather than from the mid dle. In the same way,
Cath o lic phi los o phers invite per sons who con sider them to be
‘un free’ think ers because they sub scribe to Cath o lic beliefs, to
dis cuss the truth of these beliefs first, and then under take fur-
ther stages of the philo soph i cal jour ney. In fact, the pri mary dis-
agree ment between Cath o lic and non-Catholic phi los o phers
who mutu ally accuse one another of not being free to philo-
sophise, is dis agree ment over method. The non-Catholic phi lo -
s o pher wishes to con struct a phi los o phy in toto with out ever
inquir ing whether Cathol i cism is true or false. He con sid ers it
false, or at least sus pects it to be so, and wishes to phi loso phise
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with out dis cuss ing this prej u dice. The athe ist goes fur ther
down the same road. He wishes to argue with out ref er ence to
God, whom he assumes not to exist. Refusing to exam ine his
pre sup po si tion, he uses it prej u di cially as a pref ace and direc tive 
for all his philo soph i cal argu ments. Cath o lic phi los o phers first
want to dis cuss reli gion itself with the per son who does not
have or doubts the true reli gion. They want to estab lish
whether Cathol i cism is true or not. If found to be true, it is also
shown to be no obsta cle to free dom in phi los o phy. Indeed it
facil i tates and strength ens solu tions to other philo soph i cal
prob lems. Cath o lic phi los o phers have as much right to this as
the math e ma ti cian has to insist that peo ple anx ious to learn
geom e try start from the begin ning. Non-Catholic phi los o phers 
have no right to accuse Cath o lics of hold ing a philo soph i cal
posi tion obstructed by and cap tive to pre con ceived beliefs.
They must either dem on strate the fal sity of these beliefs or at
least inves ti gate whether or not accep tance of them is unrea son -
able. If true and rea son able, these beliefs will cer tainly not ham-
per human thought, but free man from error and help him
greatly. This led Augus tine, that sub lime phi los o pher, to say:
‘Study is not to be criti cised in those who are con sumed with
love for proven truth. Rather, they should be encour aged to
under take study in an orderly man ner (that is, with proper
method) so that, begin ning from faith and good liv ing, it may
achieve its aim,’*22 that is, proven or sci en tific truth.

30. Non-Catholic phi los o phers are obvi ously rely ing on a
false pre con cep tion when they claim that Chris tian faith is
com pletely blind, like an act of belief made by a mob or when
lis ten ing to glib quacks. These phi los o phers are so cap ti vated
by this rash judg ment that they never feel the need to sub ject
their prej u dice to any seri ous exam i na tion. Con se quently, it is
based solely upon igno rance of reli gious doc trine and Chris-
tian faith.

It is rea son able, there fore, to invite them first of all to take
part in such a dis cus sion. Once they have hon estly under taken
it, it will not be dif fi cult to con vince them ini tially that human
under stand ing in Cath o lics pre cedes, accom pa nies and fol lows
faith. Cath o lic faith is never bereft of intel lec tual light because
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faith, the more it is stud ied and pen e trated, is seen as the better
part of this light.

Indeed, the motives for belief are there for all to see; every one
has the right and some times the duty to sub ject them to exam i -
na tion and test ing by rea son. Under this care ful scru tiny Cath-
o lic reli gion fears only one thing, namely, that the dis cus sion
may be too friv o lous, super fi cial, impre cise, hasty and shal low.
The lon ger the dis cus sion is, the more rig or ous, per se ver ing and
exact it becomes, the surer the Cath o lic faith emerges vic to ri -
ous. This always hap pens when truth is involved — the more it
is put to the test, the more light it radi ates. It is refused and
rejected only when peo ple despise it and, with out look ing at it
squarely, pass it by with a smile of haughty con tempt. Hence
Bacon’s almost pro ver bial say ing: ‘A lit tle phi los o phy (never
free from decep tion and error) inclines man’s mind to athe ism,
but depth in phi los o phy brings men’s minds to reli gion.’ If the
motives for belief suc cess fully resist the test of philo soph i cal
rea son ing, and dem on strate the truth of rev e la tion and the
valid ity of the Church’s magisterium (which guards the deposit
of truth and passes it on), can those who still refuse to accept
this knowl edge as true — whose source is not in any human
school but in the mind of God — be called phi los o phers, or
indeed rea son able? Thought in pur suit of truth can not be afraid
of los ing its free dom when it finds truth at its high est level.
Philosophy can not cast doubts on such an acqui si tion after she
her self has recog nised its source and der i va tion, and ascer tained
its proofs. On the con trary, if phi los o phy has found the rea sons
for belief sound and con clu sive, she has at the same time
imposed on her self the obli ga tion of accept ing the arti cles of
faith as true. Not to accept them would involve self-
 contradiction, which spells the end of phi los o phy. It is self-
 preservation which impels phi los o phy to accept faith, after
exam in ing the motives for it. In a sim i lar vein, who can claim
that thought, when func tion ing freely and nat u rally, and
accept ing the con se quences, is thereby negat ing its own free-
dom? The very first law of thought is con sis tency: incon sis t -
ency as such is cer tainly not thought. Where thought, oper at ing
freely, has dis cov ered the exis tence of some divine author ity and
an infal li ble magisterium, it has thereby incurred the obli ga tion
either of ceas ing to be, or of assent ing to every thing affirmed by
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that author ity. In other words, it must believe. Some kind of
rea son, there fore, does pre cede faith; belief is itself an act of
thought which obeys rea son, although it is also more than this.
If it were oth er wise, then and then alone would thought have
lost all its free dom. Only an exter nal cause could ham per its
action, that is, pre vent some thing to which it is deter mined by
its own nature. Ser vi tude is pre cisely this: the inabil ity to func-
tion in accor dance with nature when an agent encoun ters an
exter nal object to devel op ment.

31. But, you will say, not every body sub jects the motives of
cred i bil ity to philo soph i cal inquiry before mak ing an act of
faith. I grant that, but whether a large num ber of Chris tians do
or do not exam ine the foun da tions of the gos pel has noth ing at
all to do with the argu ment. We are refer ring to what philo-
sophers can do, if they so wish. The fact that they can do so is
suf fi cient to put paid to the accu sa tion that Cath o lic philo-
sophers can not retain free dom of thought.

Nev er the less, allow me a few words on this mat ter. Here, too,
I wish to put to the objec tor a pre lim i nary ques tion of method.
Let us imag ine that the motives of cred i bil ity are dis cussed first
and proved valid. In other words, Cath o lic dog mas are shown
to be true. At this point, another ques tion arises, a gen u inely
philo soph i cal one: ‘How does man know truth? Is there only
one way of know ing it? And is this sole way the result per haps
of philo soph i cal dis cus sion, of orderly, sci en tific inquiry? If so,
are non-philosophers or non-scientists (the major ity of man-
kind) denied access to truth? And, as an inev i ta ble con se quence, 
in the most impor tant and nec es sary dis cus sions in which
human beings are involved, is almost the whole of man kind,
except for a few schol ars, con demned either to igno rance or to
error? After all, with the removal of truth, only these two evils
are left.’

In my view an affir ma tive answer to this ques tion would
mean a denial of phi los o phy because it implies the aban don -
ment of com mon sense. Phi los o phy is no lon ger phi los o phy (I
am refer ring to sys tem at i cally thought-out knowl edge) if it
becomes so restricted and moves so far away from man kind that
it con sid ers itself the sole repos i tory of truth and cer ti tude, of
which the great major ity have not the least inkling. This is
ignorant self-assurance dressed up as phi los o phy. Nev er the less, 
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if there are such peo ple, phi los o phers or not, who have blocked
and bound thought to this extent with unjust pre con cep tions, it
is pos si ble to rea son with them, pro vided they truly wish to fol-
low the sin gle slen der thread of sys tem atic knowl edge which
they accept, or rather say they accept. It is pre cisely by means of
this sys tem atic rea son ing, which they take to be the heart of
truth, that they will inev i ta bly be led to a deeper under stand ing
of the prop er ties and oper a tions of the mind, and be enabled to
aban don their error. Such an erro ne ous, harm ful belief does not
orig i nate in sys tem atic knowl edge, but in igno rance of the
nature of human under stand ing and its hid den links with truth.

32. In fact a thor ough inves ti ga tion of the under stand ing leads
to the indu bi ta ble rec og ni tion of an ini tial truth which
communicates directly with all minds. This is being itself in its
bound less essence and its ideal form. We have this knowl edge
through vision, not rea son ing; it requires no inter me di ary. A
care ful anal y sis of the very nature of rea son ing will con vince
any doubter that rea son ing can not exist purely on its own with-
out pro ceed ing from the first truth appre hended directly by
intu ition. Remove this truth, and rea son ing is still-born. It is
like pos it ing the exis tence of colours after deny ing the exis tence
of light.

Rea soning car ries out its role and exer cises its pow ers only by
deduc ing one truth from a prior truth by means of an inter me d -
i ate truth. The prior truth may orig i nate, of course, from some
pre vi ous rea son ing. In this case, we deduce it from another
truth. We can repeat the same argu ment about the ori gin of this
truth also, and so on. But as we ascend from truth to truth and
from syl lo gism to syl lo gism, we either never come to the end or
have to rest in a first truth, not deducted by rea son ing but
known in itself as the direct light of the mind. Set tling for the
first alter na tive, or even attempt ing to do so, is absurd. If it were
true, no rea son ing would be pos si ble and no cer tain truth
attain able. Rea soning would be impos si ble because it would
imply an infi nite num ber of syl lo gisms before any final con clu -
sion: the truth from which another truth was derived would
itself be derived from another, and this from yet another, and so
on ad infi ni tum. Now we are fully aware that none of the truths
we know demands that kind of effort, and that none of the syl-
lo gisms which has enabled us to learn a par tic u lar truth is
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pre ceded by an infi nite series of fur ther syl lo gisms. Nor have
we ever felt the need for such a series. Even if we were to spend
our whole life in cre at ing an intri cate chain of syl lo gisms, the
chain would snap and fall from our hands at death. It would not
be infi nite and a whole life time would have been spent with out
knowl edge of the least truth. If, then, we assume that we are
immor tal, the absur dity of the hypoth e sis that truth can only be
appre hended by rea son ing becomes even more appar ent. Imag-
ine an immor tal per son who spends his whole life time string ing
syl lo gisms together. Even he would never reach the end of his
task by string ing together the infi nite num ber of syl lo gisms
required to pro duce a sin gle truth. If he did, the series of argu-
ments would come to an end; it would not be infi nite.

It fol lows that if every truth has to be proved by argu ment, no
truth can be proved because the first truth on which all sub-
sequent truths rest is never found in such deduc tion.

Indeed, not only is it impos si ble to find; it does not even exist.
For it to exist, the whole of eter nity would have to unfold. But
eter nity can not do this with out ceas ing to be eter nal. In other
words, the first link in the chain of truth would always be miss-
ing. Con se quently, no truth could be known or dem on strated.
Leading truth into such a maze we make a non sense of it; truth,
which is by nature nec es sary, becomes impos si ble. As I said,
rea son ing, with out some prior, inde pend ently known truth, is
either impos si ble or at least can not pro vide any cer tain truth. It
is impos si ble if the series of syl lo gisms is to be extended ad in-
finitum, as we have just shown. Nor can it pro vide any cer tain
truth if it brings the ascend ing series of syl lo gisms to a close
with a first prop o si tion, and then denies either that this prop o si -
tion shines before the intel lect as a self-evident truth or main-
tains that the more or less remote prop o si tion in which it is
obliged to ter mi nate has no author ity what so ever. In this case,
the prop o si tion is either an unfounded but nec es sary pos tu late,
or a pre con cep tion whose worth can not be assessed. Any one
who begins by declar ing that rea son ing is the only means of
appre hend ing truth would, unwill ingly and uncon sciously, end
as a scep tic. Entrusting free dom of thought solely to the cus tody 
of rea son ing and refus ing to accept any truth not dem on strated
by rea son means enslav ing thought itself and ren der ing it inca p -
a ble of knowl edge. Thought has become both slave and dolt.
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33. This is not just a dia lec ti cal con se quence; it has actu ally
hap pened. This is the his tory of mod ern phi los o phy, that is, of
what our con tem po rar ies insist on call ing phi los o phy. We have
seen Ger man phi los o phers lead human thought tri um phantly
to extinc tion along a long and tor tu ous path. The con clu sion
they reached as a result of their tire less stud ies was that theoret-
ical rea son is pow er less to know any truth what so ever in se.
With one stroke they have put an end to their philo soph i cal rev-
o lu tion, and to phi los o phy itself. Sub se quently, they attempted
to res ur rect it (for how could we set tle for an exis tence with out
truth?) and resorted to prac ti cal rea son (which assumes pos tu -
lates with out being able to dem on strate them) in order to have
some foun da tion upon which human action rather than human
thought may be based. In their view, they can dis pense more
eas ily with thought than action. They have resorted there fore to
some thing unproven, rather than a truth; they have resorted to a
type of rea son that requires some qual i fi ca tion to be valid, in
other words to an enthroned simulacrum of rea son which,
thanks to phi los o phers, may reign but not gov ern. After usurp-
ing the throne of truly free, royal rea son, they have resorted to a
man-made form of rea son in bond age to the harsh est neces sity.
This was inev i ta ble once they had estab lished the prin ci ple that
thought is not free unless it relies com pletely upon rea son ing
devoid of any pri mal truth which may serve as a guide to every
rea son ing.

We have to recog nise that these new men tors of man kind
began their stud ies with an unwar ranted, false pre con cep tion.
They attrib uted greater pow ers to rea son ing than it actu ally has.
They them selves, there fore, were not free but truly prej u diced
and cap tive think ers. We have to acknowl edge that rea son is not
the sole nor the pri mary means of know ing truth; if there is no
means prior to rea son, it fol lows that truth and cer tainty, and a
for ti ori phi los o phy, must be ruled out. We must resign our-
selves to fore go ing them for ever.

34. Our con clu sion about rea son’s inabil ity per se to serve as a
basis for human knowl edge and cer tainty was inev i ta ble. But
we reach the same con clu sion by care fully observ ing and invest-
igating the nature and activ ity of human intel li gence. A thor-
ough anal y sis shows first of all that, prior to syl lo gisms (the
form which all rea son ing inev i ta bly adopts), our under stand ing
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makes judg ments. Prior to judg ments, it per ceives ideas, with-
out which judg ments are impos si ble just as syl lo gisms can not
be formed with out judg ments. Com pos ite ideas, how ever, are
pre sented to us by judg ments. We must con clude, there fore,
that only sim ple ideas are pres ent prior to first judg ments.
Trying to fathom what these are, we find there is only one, the
idea of being. Ana lysing it, we see that it pre cedes all judg ments, 
has need of none, and is so nec es sary to each and every judg-
ment that none is pos si ble or con ceiv able with out it. This idea,
there fore, is the first of all ideas; when seen by the sub ject, it
enables him to judge and rea son. In other words, it is the source
of intel li gence, the light of rea son, the objec tive form of our
under stand ing. We believe in this first truth; because it is pure
light we can not do other than believe in it. From this act of
ratio nal belief, all rea son ing derives what ever value it has.
Ratio nal activ ity begins and ends here.

35. Let us apply this teach ing to prove our claims. The Being
who formed human nature by enabling it to intuit, though
within cer tain lim its, the light of truth, and thus ren der ing it
intel li gent, may wish to endow it with another ele ment of truth,
a fur ther, spe cific degree of that light. There is no doubt that this
Being, who knows his crea ture through and through, and wants
to impart truth upon truth, would enlighten his crea ture in a
way resem bling and fully com pat i ble with the way he adopted
in cre at ing him. So he would not assign to rea son ing the new
por tion of truth with which he wished to enrich him but rather
to that first fac ulty prior to rea son ing and judg ment, the fac ulty
on which, as we have seen, judg ment and rea son ing are based.
He could not, in fact, act oth er wise. Rea soning does not cre ate
but deduces truth, just as judg ment does not cre ate truth but
anal y ses and con nects it. Con se quently, no per fec tion added to
judg ment or rea son would ever rep re sent an increase in truth. It
would merely pro vide a more reli able and swifter deduc tion of
one truth from another; it would be the same truth seen in a
wider con text and its var i ous rela tion ships. Man kind would not
acquire any new por tion of truth as a result. As we have seen,
judg ment and rea son are fac ul ties which merely join us in new
ways to the truth we already pos sess. They add noth ing to
truth, although by break ing it down into var i ous parts and link-
ing these parts in var i ous ways, some are seen to be derived
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from oth ers. This gives us a more explicit, vig or ous and effec t -
ive knowl edge of truth, but does not alter the sub stance and ini-
tial mea sure of truth that we have been allot ted. It is clear,
there fore, that God him self could not com mu ni cate any new,
sub stan tial part of truth to us with out add ing it to the part we
nat u rally pos sess. He could not con tinue build ing where he
broke off, unless he entrusted this new part of truth to the
intellective intu ition prior to every act of rea son, prior to every
judg ment and prior to rea son ing.

36. The grounds for belief of which I have spo ken have
enabled us to sup pose what God might want to do. I now have
to prove to phi los o phers that he has actu ally done it. At least,
this is the method I have asked or invited our phi los o phers to
adopt. I invited them first of all to dis cuss the grounds for belief.
I showed that these do in fact dem on strate the exis tence of some
divine rev e la tion which con tains a new por tion of truth nat u r -
ally invis i ble to man, and there fore called super nat u ral. It is
accom pa nied by the exis tence of a vis i ble, per ma nent
magisterium which pre serves unde filed the deposit of truth. I
invited them to con sider how God could bring human beings to
accept the new truths con tained in this rev e la tion and assent to
them spir i tu ally. I con cluded that God could do this only by
illu mi nat ing the human spirit with a new light which would
give rise to a new series of judg ments, a new series of reasonings
dis tinct from those based upon the first por tion of truth
bestowed upon human beings at the for ma tion of their nature.

I must point out here that this is not sim ply my point of view.
This is how the Chris tian reli gion explains itself. Chris tian ity
pres ents itself to man in the form of a basic, inner, new light
which secretly illu mi nates the depths of the spirit in a way sim i -
lar to that used by the light of rea son. Hence, from gos pel times,
Chris tians have pro claimed them selves as enlight ened. Bap tism, 
which Almighty God chose as the ordi nary rite for impart ing
this light, was called enlight en ment. This light, com mu ni cated
at every stage of human life, was always seen as the ori gin of
man’s power to judge and rea son soundly about things per tain -
ing to eter nal sal va tion, but beyond nature. No phi los o pher has
ever thought like this; no reli gion has ever pre sented itself to
man kind under the form of such a mys te ri ous and such a ra-
tional light. No other reli gion addressed the essence of human
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nature and claimed it could exer cise a power capa ble of en-
nobling and ele vat ing it.

Every reli gion with out excep tion, or rather all super sti tions
devised by human beings, have been intended for adults and not
for chil dren. They have directed their atten tion to our poten cies,
to our imag i na tion and rea son ing. None of them has ever dared
or even thought of pen e trat ing and set ting its root in the
intellective nature itself of human beings and from such depths,
where only God can pen e trate, of reign ing over us and renew-
ing, along with human nature, all our pow ers. Thus it is impos s -
i ble to object that Chris tian ity does not address itself
exclu sively and imme di ately to human rea son, or to the more
mys te ri ous prin ci ple from which all rea son ing arises and
derives its light. In fact, this is a clear argu ment of its divin ity.
That other reli gions, on the con trary, are inca pa ble of dar ing or
prom is ing or even think ing of doing this is a clear argu ment of
their human ori gin.23
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23 This explains why the Apostles reproved those who rejected their
preaching. People had been given another inner light (in addition to natural
light). This endowed them, so to speak, with a new spiritual sense, enabling
them to sense and discern what was true and false in the divine teaching
preached to them. If they had to grasp it solely by the light of natural reason,
they would have been blameless, even if they withheld their assent for a long
period. On such matters natural reason either reaches no conclusion, or
provides no firm persuasion, or offers an answer only after much hesitation
and long investigation. People are not expected to do what is beyond them.
As a result, the highly developed reasoning of scholars may delay, but never
hasten the assent to faith, without perhaps any fault on their part. But where
objections, put forward by reason, do not impede the assent to faith — this is
where the simple have the advantage, as Christ notes — assent can only be
delayed as a result of vice which prevents acceptance of the light of grace.
This is the meaning of St. John’s words: ‘Whoever knows God listens to us,
and whoever is not from God does not listen to us. From this we know the
spirit of truth and the spirit of error.’ (1 Jn 4: 6). The criterion the Evangelist
gives for knowing the spirit of truth and the spirit of error lies in harkening
or not to the Apostle’s message because the person who listens, that is, who
assents, shows he has accepted unreservedly the inner light which is the
criterion and standard of truth applied to what comes from without. Anyone
who does not listen shows that he has not accepted the inner light. That is
why JESUS Christ prays for those who are to believe ‘through the Apostles’
teaching’ (per verbum eorum) (Jn 17: [20]) since such persons who believe in
their teaching, not as a result of natural reason but directly, show clearly that
they have accepted without reservation the intimate light by which



37. Hav ing reached this con clu sion, phi los o phers will no
longer ask: ‘Why do many believe in Cath o lic teach ing before
exam in ing the motives for cred i bil ity?’ They will have found
the answer for them selves. They will not even need to con sider
that cer tain mir a cles, proph e cies and sim i lar rea sons can be
recog nised as legit i mate and suf fi ciently per sua sive argu ments
by the ordi nary per son with out the need for lengthy inqui ries.
Nor do they have to under stand that it was God’s wish that
such argu ments should form part of his rev e la tion to man kind
pre cisely because they are more quickly grasped and more
obvi ous. All this can be con sid ered a bonus, or a con fir ma tion
of the more direct and inti mate response which phi los o phers
can pro vide to their ques tion ing. We know, for exam ple, that
peo ple begin almost from birth to make judg ments about the
exis tence of exter nal things which affect their senses. They do so
unerr ingly. They make these judg ments, and assent to sense
per cep tions because they nat u rally intuit the light of being.
They know being and, as a result, know that what ever acts upon
them can not be other than being; the var i ous forms, the dis tinct
and spe cific groups of new sen sa tions which they expe ri ence,
can only indi cate other beings. Sim i larly, any one who opens the
eyes of his under stand ing to the gos pel teach ing can and must
assent to it with out resort ing to any rea son ing; he already pos-
sesses the cri te rion enabling him to dis tin guish true and false in
the super nat u ral order. This cri te rion is the new vision of truth
revealed by God to the intel lect through grace. This vision, sur-
pass ing nat u ral truth, is a new form of truth. It is what we call
‘su per nat u ral’, the prin ci ple and foun da tion of a new type of
rea son ing. That is why, when appeal ing to this inte rior enlight-
en ment of the Chris tian mind, St. Augus tine is con stantly say-
ing that he can not open up the secret of revealed truths unless
God assists him from within.24 Any one wish ing to inves ti gate
this addi tional ele ment and form of truth over laid on nat u ral
truth will not be far out in describ ing it as ‘an inti mate know-
ledge of God him self’, who is subsistent truth. Just as we learn
in the first instance by direct intu ition what being is, and are
enabled to judge the pres ence of beings, as well as what per tains
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to being, what is fit ting to it, and what is repug nant to it (all nat-
u ral judg ments are reduced to these cat e go ries), so we are given,
along with the inti mate knowl edge of God which we receive
through direct, gra cious per cep tion, the power to judge where
God’s word is pres ent, whether the mes sage and preach ing per-
tain to God, are fit ting to God, or repug nant to God. All our
super nat u ral judg ments fall into these cat e go ries when we
freely wel come gos pel preach ing and reject any other as super-
sti tious or pro fane. If our phi los o pher pur sues his stud ies in this
direc tion and refuses to allow him self to be bound and ham-
pered by false pre con cep tions about his imag ined knowl edge,
he will pur sue his inqui ries more deeply into the mys tery of
human knowl edge (a thor oughly philo soph i cal topic), and
accept that even the most uned u cated per son not only utters
cor rect judg ments, but does so as a con se quence of inte rior,
extremely rapid acts of rea son ing. Thus the uned u cated have a
nat u ral, indi vid ual way of rea son ing, syn thet i cal in form, which
reaches con clu sions as securely as, and some times more
securely, than the scholar does. Learned peo ple do not believe
they are think ing unless they ana lyse and divide all their argu-
ments into prop o si tions which they spell out one by one. The
ordi nary per son on the other hand, sees them at a glance and,
unknown to oth ers and him self, grasps the con clu sion in a flash.
This is all he does or can do. The phi los o pher who sees this will
not be so sure that the major ity of peo ple usu ally assent to the
gos pel mes sage with out any rea sons for belief or with out
resort ing to rea son ing. He will see that it is per fectly pos si ble,
and even cer tain, that peo ple have resorted to rea son, though
not in the way the scholar does. They have their own, no less
valid way, and no one can say they have not rea soned.

38. Thus, a per son who phi loso phises in good faith will
readily accept that Cath o lic beliefs do not under mine free dom
to phi loso phise. This depends entirely on error, which places
obsta cles in the way of thought. If he then con sid ers the motives
for belief, which are sub ject to any rea son able inquiry, and finds
them valid, he is obliged to con clude that these beliefs are not
false but true. Nor could these truths act as obsta cles to thought
even if they were accepted by oth ers as unjus ti fied assump tions. 
They would not thereby cease to be true, and one truth, as I
have said, can not inval i date another. But treat ing these truths as
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unjus ti fied assump tions is itself a prej u dice of many self-styled
free phi los o phers who imag ine these truths are accepted gra tu -
itously. On the con trary, those who assent to gos pel preach ing
have an inner light to guide them, as we said. This gives them a
kind of intel lec tual feel ing enabling them to per ceive and savour
the truth found in this preach ing, and a fac ulty enabling them to
utter true judg ments as well as set out pow er ful, com pre hen sive
rea sons for assent.

Nei ther faith nor the Cath o lic Church which pro poses faith
has ever set lim its to thought; it merely con demned its abuse,
which is noth ing more than an obsta cle to thought itself.
Indeed, the Fathers of the Church found in Chris tian faith a
stim u lus, and even an obli ga tion driv ing them to develop the
intel li gence fur ther than ever before. They were not afraid of
any con se quences that might ensue, as though these might con-
tra dict faith. They were con vinced that all con se quences would
be con so nant with that same faith, and that new evi dence to
sup port it would be dis cov ered; light added to light to make the
day light even brighter. As evi dence, I shall quote only the
words of St. Augus tine, the Eagle amongst the Latin Fathers. In
one of his let ters, he takes to task Consentius who wanted faith
to be auton o mous, divorced from rea son. He writes:

We can not main tain that God is op posed to the fac ulty by
which he makes us far su pe rior to other an i mals. We can-
not pos si bly main tain that the pur pose of our be lief is to
dis pense us from ac cept ing ra tio nal ar gu ments (from
others) or from search ing (of our selves) for ra tio nal ar gu -
ments, when we could not even be gin to be lieve un less we
had a ra tio nal soul.25 In deed rea son it self tells us that there
are cer tain cases in volv ing the doc trine of sal va tion into
which we can not as yet pen e trate by rea son, al though we
shall do so one day. Here faith, which pre cedes rea son,
purifies our hearts and en ables us to un der stand and bear
the light of no ble rea son. Thus the mes sage of the Prophet:
‘If you do not be lieve, you will not un der stand’, makes
per fect sense. He clearly dis tin guishes these two pow ers
and ad vises us to be lieve first so that we may be able to
understand what we have be lieved. It is there fore rea son -
able to ac cept that faith pre cedes rea son. If the prophet’s
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precept is not ra tio nal, it must be ir ra tio nal, which God
for bid! If, then, it is rea son able to ac cept that faith pre-
cedes rea son in cer tain im por tant is sues that are not yet
un der stood, there is no doubt that rea son it self, how ever
fee ble, also pre cedes faith.26

38a. Faith, which is light com plet ing rea son, can not exist
apart from rea son, just as what is per fect can not exist with out its
basic form, although rea son, pre cisely because it acts as such a
basic form to faith, can exist with out faith. Con se quently, the
impact of the Chris tian faith on the world entailed an unex-
pected, won der ful and unlim ited devel op ment of rea son in
man. Faith trans formed the nations which embraced it, and
entrusted to their keep ing the scep tre of domin ion over the
whole world; not a mate rial, eas ily bro ken scep tre, but a spir i t -
ual scep tre which con trols mat ter, from which it has noth ing to
fear. What has man kind to be so proud of except the civili sa tion
which is the per ma nent hall mark of Chris tian nations? Woe
betide these nations if the light they owe to hum ble faith goes to
their head. Pride draws ingrat i tude in its wake so that Chris tian
nations, when they arro gantly dis play such fail ings, are

like the lamb that spurns its mother’s milk
And guile less and wan ton
Goes its own way.27

They can lose their faith as a result of pride in its splen did
effect. The peren nial well spring of civili sa tion itself and of light
dries up in their midst.

Chris tian faith, far from depriv ing rea son of its free dom and
stunt ing its devel op ment, greatly stim u lates us to use rea son
decently and law fully, and adds a fur ther obli ga tion to trade
more assid u ously and care fully with such a tal ent. St. Augus tine 
states that God, in bestow ing his gift of rea son, cre ated man in
his own image, far above the ani mals. The use of rea son was to
dis tin guish man from ani mals and draw him to what is divine,
the cause of his dig nity. From then on rea son, because it was
more robust, could func tion more reli ably. Its infant steps
became gigan tic strides. The new light became the cri te rion, the
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par a gon as it were, of the old which grew more cou ra geous,
more per cep tive, more clear-sighted in such com pany. When
faith appeared on the scene, the truths per tain ing to nat u ral
reason became more lumi nous and some times so obvi ous that it
was dif fi cult for us to know why they had not already been seen
or how they could have been found doubt ful. It has often been
remarked — it is a fairly obvi ous affir ma tion — that pagan
ethical writ ers active after the com ing of Christ had a huge
advan tage over their pre de ces sors. Although with out the faith,
and thus blind to super nat u ral truths, they nev er the less shared
in the glo ri ous light which faith had shed over nat u ral truths.
Chris tian ity embraces both nat u ral and super nat u ral truths.
Faith, which radi ates its beams of super nat u ral truths, illu mi n -
ates nat u ral truths. Even today, pagan nations in closer con tact
with Chris tian nations, better reflect the light beamed to them
by Chris tian ity. In this way also Isa iah’s proph ecy is ful filled:
he invites the Sav iour to rise like the sun upon Jeru sa lem and
then adds that the Gentiles shall walk in its light, and kings in
the splen dour of its ris ing.28

39. Despite what has been said, some one may still sus pect that
faith places restric tions on the free exer cise of rea son. If so, I
would main tain that faith obvi ously can not con sti tute an ob-
stacle to rea son unless a prin ci ple or deduc tion of rea son con-
tra dicts an arti cle of faith. Where no con tra dic tion is involved, it
fol lows log i cally that either faith and rea son are in agree ment
and reach the same truths or that they each fol low dif fer ent
paths with out clash ing or obstruct ing each other. If they reach
the same truths, they each ben e fit rather than thwart one
another. If they oper ate sep a rately so that each exam ines a
separate order of truth, they ful fil free and inde pend ent roles
with out any pos si bil ity of con flict. Like two math e ma ti cians
con fronted with two dif fer ent prob lems, they can not clash or
con tra dict one another, although two math e ma ti cians solv ing
the same prob lem in dif fer ent ways may well come into
con flict.

The gos pel has been preached to man kind for nine teen
centuries now and dur ing that time, when rea son has been
employed con tin u ously, the branches of sys tem atic knowl edge
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that have been founded and the dis cov er ies made are as many as
in the forty cen tu ries before Christ. Nev er the less, through out
this entire period, when the Chris tian faith has had to com bat
all sorts of adver sar ies and all the equiv o ca tions raised by the
spirit of unbe lief, no one has shown a gen u ine con tra dic tion
between a truth of rea son and a truth of faith. Appar ent con tra -
dic tions and con jec tures have cer tainly been put for ward but,
when seri ously exam ined, have proved unfounded and illu sory. 
Not a sin gle one of these alleged con tra dic tions has been
accepted by, or had the unan i mous assent of, intel li gent peo ple.
If such a con tra dic tion did or could occur, is it likely, given the
num ber and strength of anti-Christian objec tions, that over so
many cen tu ries not a sin gle con tra dic tion has been found or
estab lished in a clear and irre fut able man ner? And this despite
the fact that Chris tian ity teaches unequiv o cally, and with out
any inves ti ga tion, so many sub lime doc trines that have never
pre vi ously been expounded. It does not treat them as con jec -
tures, as the more adven tur ous of the great phi los o phers did
when they dis cussed such issues. Rather, it readily and frankly
answers any ques tions regard ing human ity’s final des tiny. It
has been impos si ble to dis cover any inter nal con tra dic tion
within Chris tian ity’s own doc trines although it never changes
its teach ings and thus never retracts or hides any of its beliefs.
Nor has it been pos si ble to find any con tra dic tion between faith
and rea son although, under the influ ence of Chris tian ity, rea son 
con tin u ously devel ops, makes new dis cov er ies and fre quently
needs to emend its results which thus change and increase over
the cen tu ries.

This is nei ther more nor less than the truth. The cease less
efforts to catch Chris tian ity out even in one self-contradiction,
or in con tra dic tion with the prin ci ples of rea son or with their
log i cal con se quences, have foun dered. They are sim ply clear
proof of the igno rance and fal la cious ness of the wise men of this
world who are respon si ble for such endeavours.

39a. Although there will always be unbe liev ers — God has
given us free dom to accept or to reject faith because he wants us
to offer him our per sonal, spon ta ne ous obe di ence — they no
lon ger launch any sus tained attack from this direc tion on
Chris tian, Cath o lic faith nor attempt to show it to be in con flict
with rea son. In fact, they despair of their abil ity to find a sin gle
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con tra dic tion between it and the cer tain dic tates of rea son. Yet
Chris tian ity has always adopted an abso lute stand before the
world, implic itly say ing to all: ‘If you are able to dis cover a
single real, apo dic ti cal ly proven con tra dic tion, reject me’. This
is the implicit agree ment, so to speak, or rather the chal lenge,
that all Cath o lic theo lo gians issue to the phi los o phers and wise
men of this world. The agree ment has always been hon oured
and how ever hard these phi los o phers have racked their brains
to catch the theo lo gians out, they have never suc ceeded. The
theo lo gians have always seen off such changes.

This is what St. Thomas grants to rea son. ‘It is well known
that things nat u rally implanted in rea son are true in such a way
that is it quite impos si ble to think of them as false.’29

As one com men ta tor points out: ‘The first prin ci ples vir tu ally 
con tain knowl edge of every thing else that can be known by
natural inquiry.’30

It fol lows that Cath o lics accept that not con tra dict ing rea son
is an indis pens able and nec es sary con di tion for faith. If faith
con tra dicted the basic prin ci ples of rea son and their log i cal con-
se quences, it could not be accepted as true. What more is
required?

St. Thomas con firms this same con di tion by add ing a fur ther
prin ci ple: ‘Knowl edge of prin ci ples nat u rally known is im-
planted in us by God who cre ated us.’ It would fol low, there-
fore, that Chris tian faith would not come from God if it
con tra dicted the prin ci ples of nat u ral rea son and their con se -
quences. He also infers this from the absur dity that would arise
if God, after giv ing us rea son, were to impose upon us a faith in
con flict with it. In this way God would ruin his own work by
pre vent ing our intel lect from per form ing its nat u ral oper a tions,
since, as St. Thomas never ceases to say: intellectus noster
ligatur, ut ad veri cognitionem procedere nequeat [when faced
with con tra dic t ory prop o si tions our intel lect is fet tered, and
pre vented from attain ing the knowl edge of truth].

That is why, accord ing to Cath o lics, total free dom for rea son
is a nec es sary con di tion of the truth of faith. If faith were con-
sid ered divine, although in con flict with rea son, it would
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impose an impos si ble obli ga tion on us, and indeed totally
inhibit our rea son ing activ ity. We would be unable to give our
assent to either rea son or faith, and would thus remain deprived
of truth. We could not assent to faith, because we can not aban-
don ratio nal prin ci ples; nor to rea son because we can not reject
faith, which is assumed to be divine. We could not assent to
both at the same time because they con tra dict one another:
‘Con trary opin ions about the same thing can not be true at one
and the same time.’*31

39b. Chris tian ity itself pro fesses first of all that it is not in
con tra dic tion with rea son. It teaches us that any reli gion what-
so ever, if shown to con tra dict the prin ci ples of rea son and their
legit i mate con se quences, would be false. It would not be reli g -
ion, but super sti tion. Chris tian ity pro vides us with this cri te r -
ion to dis tin guish false reli gions from the true reli gion. It uses
rea son, and has always done so, to prove that other reli gions are
false and to defend its own posi tion with rea son alone against
soph ists who have endeavoured to show that Chris tian ity suf-
fers from just such a con tra dic tion. It shows con vinc ingly that
the so-called con tra dic tion of which it was accused was not an
actual con tra dic tion at all. In fact, the need for har mony
between rea son and faith is taught by faith itself; it is an essen tial 
point of reli gion and is defined as such by the Cath o lic Church
in the 5th Lateran Coun cil. All those who believe in the Chris-
tian faith inev i ta bly believe in rea son also. While they know as
con vinced Chris tians that any state ment con trary to faith is
thereby false, they do not hes i tate to say to unbe liev ers: ‘If you
suc ceed in dem on strat ing apo dic ti cal ly, by ratio nal argu ment,
any prop o si tion what so ever, you can be sure that Chris tian
faith will not con tra dict it. You will have no oppo si tion from
faith because one of faith’s ini tial claims is to accept as pre mises
all ratio nal truths what ever they may be.’ If this is Chris tian
teach ing, how can any one seri ously claim that Cath o lics can not
phi loso phise freely, and that the Cath o lic reli gion is an obsta cle
or curb to the free devel op ment of human intel li gence? Any one
main tain ing such a thought would clearly show him self
entrapped by error, and wholly igno rant of the Chris tian faith;
he him self would cer tainly not be free to phi loso phise. Such

[39b]

About the Author’s Studies 73

31 Ibid.



biased phi los o phers are in fact cap tives of error, and for the
most part are igno rant of Chris tian doc trine. They envy us our
free dom and, by a com plete rever sal of ter mi nol ogy, try to
pres ent as ser vi tude the very faith which has brought free dom
to thought.

40. I do not think it nec es sary to spend time deal ing with the
crude objec tion about mys ter ies. No phi los o pher would
advance this in good faith. Any way, it has been answered over
and over again. The source of reli gious mys ter ies is to be found
in the infi nite, unfath om able nature of God. Sim ple rea son
states and dem on strates that God is infi nite and there fore
exceeds human intel li gence. Reli gious mys ter ies there fore do
not per tain to Chris tian ity alone, but occur also in all sys tems of
nat u ral the ol ogy, a purely philo soph i cal branch of knowl edge.
If all that was required to reject faith was to find that it con tained 
mys ter ies, we would first have to reject rea son, which goes on
pro pos ing them, tell ing us why they exist and why they have to
exist. Con fus ing mys tery with con tra dic tion is a crude mis take
which arises from mere igno rance, not from true phi los o phy.

A mys tery is said to be involved when a given prop o si tion
con tains some thing not under stood, and impos si ble to be
under stood by lim ited rea son. This does not mean that we do
not under stand many things in a prop o si tion, but that one at
least remains unin tel li gi ble. Argu ments which prove the prop o -
si tion true are pro duced either by rea son or by author ity. Thus,
the prop o si tion: ‘God is infi nite’ is shown to be true with argu-
ments pro vided by rea son alone. Yet the infi nite is incom pre -
hen si ble, a mys tery, the com plex of all mys ter ies. The
prop o si tion ‘One God in three per sons’ is shown to be true by
argu ing on the basis of the author ity of God’s rev e la tion which
itself is proved by the use of argu ments pro vided by nat u ral
reason. How there is one God in three per sons is incomprehens-
ible; it is a mys tery, though nature itself offers anal o gies of this
mys tery.

In these mys te ri ous prop o si tions, many other things are
under stood by rea son besides the argu ments prov ing their
truth. For exam ple, we under stand, though not fully, what God
is; we under stand what is meant by ‘in fi nite’, ‘one’, ‘tri une’, ‘be-
ing’. But an incom pre hen si ble ele ment remains. For exam ple,
we do not grasp the con nec tion between the terms, or how the
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thing is the way it is.32 Even in the nat u ral order, rea son, while
dem on strat ing that some thing exists, does not always show
how it exists. Thus we see an event, or wit ness some thing hap-
pen ing with out being able to explain it because we do not know
what has caused it — a fre quent occur rence. Human rea son,
there fore, ignores many things, but never con tra dicts itself.
When one aspect of a given thing is known and another
unknown, and can not be known how ever hard we try, we say
that it is a mys tery, but not a con tra dic tion. Unlike igno rance, a
con tra dic tion always implies an error. A per son who does not
know, does not err; he does not deny the truth as a per son guilty
of error does.

It is clearly a child ish objec tion to put for ward mys ter ies as an
exam ple of con tra dic tion between faith and rea son. If this were
the case, it would not be faith which con tra dicted rea son, but
rea son which con tra dicted itself. Igno rance is char ac ter is tic of
rea son; it is rea son which is igno rant. Lim i ta tions are char ac ter -
is tics of the sub ject to whom they per tain, and igno rance is a
lim i ta tion of rea son. If human rea son were not sub ject to lim i ta -
tions, it would not encoun ter mys ter ies in nature or in faith.
Lim i ta tions, there fore, are not to be ascribed to nature or faith
but to the lim i ta tion of human rea son. Faith, in add ing mys te ri -
ous truths to those which rea son dis cov ers in nature, endows
rea son with new riches. Rea son, there fore, always under stands
some thing, if not every thing, in the truths of faith. When
reason, assisted by divine light, is applied to such truths (a most
noble and sub lime sub ject), it can spring into action and pen e -
trate under stand ing more deeply. In this way, the mys ter ies
them selves are sources of inex tin guish able light, although they
can never be fully under stood. Rea son is aware of this before-
hand and does not claim to under stand com pletely. It knows its
own lim i ta tions and the abso lutely inex haust ible depths of its
object.

Fur ther more rea son, which senses but does not under stand
the infi nite for which it is cre ated, does indeed plunge head long
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into the infi nite to the best of its abil ity when unas sisted by
faith. But it does this to a far greater extent when faith pres ents
the infi nite. Rea son knows that it can not find true peace unless
it plunges into that ocean of light, nor enjoy true ful fil ment
unless engulfed in those depths.33

41. It is not sur pris ing that peo ple who are prej u diced against
the Chris tian faith and make no effort to under stand or study it
in depth, know noth ing of this. They ignore and con demn
Chris tian ity with out giv ing it a hear ing. It is amaz ing, how ever,
and lamen ta ble that some Chris tians, and Cath o lics amongst
them, who claim to be devout, are igno rant of this aspect of
their faith. They do great harm to the faith, as well as to the
truth, in which they show insuf fi cient trust. These peo ple are
always so sus pi cious and afraid of nat u ral rea son ing, as though
its legit i mate use could ever endan ger their faith. Such peo ple
ham per their own and oth ers’ thought; they are not the gen u ine
Cath o lic phi los o phers or theo lo gians I men tioned.34 Nor is it
right or rea son able that judg ment about the rela tion ship
between the Cath o lic faith and phi los o phy should depend upon
the fas tid i ous igno rance of peo ple totally lack ing author ity.

Exces sively fright ened by abuse of rea son, they oppose its
very use; oth ers, impressed by the errors and wild ideas spring-
ing from such abuse, argue that nat u ral rea son ing can not pro-
vide any cer tainty. They res ur rect the sys tem of Consentius to
which I have already referred and which Augus tine refuted.
Mon sieur Bautain, for exam ple, despair ing of find ing truth in
cur rent philo soph i cal sys tems, lost con fi dence in phi los o phy
and res ur rected this ancient sys tem which iso lated rea son and
pos ited all truth and cer ti tude in rev e la tion alone. It soon
emerged, how ever, that he was in fact stray ing from Cath o lic
teach ing which he believed he was sup port ing. He retracted his
error, and was led back by faith to rea son. As a loyal dis ci ple of
the Church, Bautain the phi los o pher became once more a
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dis ci ple of rea son as well. By con trast, the six teenth-century
pro mot ers of Ger many’s false Ref or ma tion, as we see, rejected
the magisterium of the Cath o lic Church and with it rea son
itself. What ever inter pre ta tion is placed on Luther’s the ses, they
devalue nat u ral rea son as some thing opposed to rev e la tion.35 It
is equally cer tain that Dan iel Hoffmann, who was a fol lower of
that school, and his two dis ci ples Johann Engel Werdenhagen
and Wenceslas Schil ling, openly rejected phi los o phy and the
cul ti va tion of nat u ral rea son. When the phi los o phy fac ulty of
the Uni ver sity of Helmstadt rebelled against this, Hoffmann
was obliged by a decree of Duke Hein rich Jul ius of Bruns wick
(16th Feb ru ary, 1601) to issue a pub lic state ment admit ting his
error.36 Such was the con temp tu ous view of rea son held by the
early sec tar i ans that they could not see, and went on to deny,
the intrin sic dif fer ence between good and evil which they
ascribed solely to pos i tive rev e la tion. Thus they removed the
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pri mary foun da tion of eth ics.37 Breaking with the Cath o lic
Church and reject ing rea son went hand in hand. The Church
could not refrain from issu ing a rebuke but they would not listen
to her voice nor the voice of rea son which would have rec on -
ciled them to the author ity of the Cath o lic Church.38 But
nature, put under pres sure, reacted and exacted cruel revenge.
Prot es tants who pre vi ously had down graded rea son in favour
of faith, as they thought, later made the oppo site mis take of
down grad ing faith in favour of rea son. Dis ci ples con demned
their mas ters as mas ters had pre vi ously con demned this kind of
dis ci ple. Thus they invari ably lapsed into extremes, dis play ing
the exclu sive atti tude typ i cal of all errors. Begin ning their
reform in a spirit of blind mys ti cism and pos i tiv ism, they ended
with an equally blind ratio nal ism. They claimed to want no
other guide but rea son, but the rea son they desired was their
own ver sion; naked, defence less, and arbi trarily restricted to the
type of mat ters they pre ferred to leave under its con trol, that is,
nat u ral truths, to the exclu sion of super nat u ral truths. These
ratio nal ists thought they had thereby opened their eyes and
become like gods. They soon received an unpleas ant shock,
how ever, when they were expelled from the earthly par a dise.
The more they exalted the sta tus of human rea son, the more
they restricted it to itself (to the extent that they even wanted to
fit every thing in the uni verse into its inner world, and draw
every thing from it). Finally they real ised that rea son was dying
before their eyes from over feed ing or, more accu rately per haps, 
from oppres sion, like the wife of the Levite from Ephraim. In
fact, Ger man phi los o phy, the direct off spring of Prot es tant ism,
hav ing prom ised to work won ders in the world, expired in a
des o late scep ti cism or at least fell into a pan the is tic dream. Its
last words were: ‘I, Rea son, can know only myself.’ In other
words (and here we can use another kind of met a phor), rea son
in the hands of those who left the Church was like a ves tal vir gin 
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in the tem ple which they built to her; ster ile, she could have no
chil dren with out sacriligiously vio lat ing her own vows. This is
cer tainly not free rea son; it is not the free, fruit ful rea son of
Cathol i cism. It is the rea son called free by those who have left
the Church. The choice between the two types of free dom and
judg ment about them lies with those who have not yet aban-
doned com mon sense.

42. Clearly, it is nat u ral, even incum bent upon would-be stu-
dents of Euro pean phi los o phy, when con fronted by such a
great and impos ing body as the Cath o lic Church, what ever
views and pre con cep tions they may have, to start by exam in ing
where phi los o phy stands, and what free dom human rea son
enjoys, in the Cath o lic Church. This Church is revered and
obeyed by mil lions of dis ci ples through out the world. These
include bril liant minds and out stand ing experts in every dis ci -
pline. She has been speak ing defin i tively to all man kind for
nine teen cen tu ries, and has never lacked new dis ci ples. Her per-
sua sive voice is never old nor enfee bled what ever oppo si tion
and dis agree ment it encoun ters from those whom the world
con sid ers pow er ful, wise and shrewd. All agree that they owe to
her the Euro pean civili sa tion in which they live and move and
have their being.

If such phi los o phers exam ined the posi tion of phi los o phy
and the free dom that human rea son enjoys in the Cath o lic
Church, they would see, despite their opin ions and prej u dices,
how free dom of thought is safe guarded and in many ways
assisted. But with out such inves ti ga tion, and seri ous inves ti ga -
tion at that, noth ing remains except pre con cep tions which,
how ever anti-philosophical, are met with so fre quently and — I
am really con vinced of this — are so com mon in phi los o phers.

How do so many self-styled phi los o phers behave? Instead of
inves ti gat ing the Cath o lic Church’s teach ing on the use of
reason, which is the only impor tant ques tion, they latch on to
the opin ion of some indi vid ual author who may indeed be a
Cath o lic but does not rep re sent the Cath o lic Church and does
not con vey its teach ing accu rately. They devise a sys tem based
on the opin ions of this indi vid ual and them selves invent some
ambig u ous, unsuit able title for it. They then pro ceed to direct
their attacks against this Aunt Sally of phi los o phy which they
have cre ated and delib er ately turned into a ter ri fy ing spec tre.
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These attacks seem to be directed against the Cath o lic faith
because her name is always omit ted where it should be
men tioned.

42a. I am sorry to have to make the same com plaint against
Vic tor Cousin, that ele gant author who devoted such lov ing
care and labo ri ous effort to the task of fos ter ing the study of
phi los o phy in France. In the introduction to Tennemann’s man-
ual, he says noth ing of the impor tant prob lem of philo soph i cal
rea son ing and faith, but instead refers to a theo cra tic school. By
this he obvi ously means the thought of Bautain, that is, a set of
beliefs which are not those of the Cath o lic Church and which
Bautain later recanted because he admit ted that they were con-
trary to that Church’s beliefs. Cousin talks of the secu lar is ation
of thought, a par ti san and fool ish expres sion, unwor thy of a
phi los o pher. He cre ates a spec tre of the theo cra tic school and
sees it as an enemy try ing to halt the march of civili sa tion and
ruin phi los o phy.

This unsub stan ti ated opin ion may be true or false but is in
fact nei ther because it has no pre cise mean ing. Cousin writes:
‘The oc racy is the authen tic cra dle of emerg ing soci et ies, but
does not accom pany them as they nec es sar ily develop in the
nature of things.’39 If, by the oc racy, he means divine author ity,
his state ment is clearly false and con tra dic tory unless, among
such things, he wishes to deny the pres ence of God, the very
first thing and nature. This is true even at a purely philo soph i cal
level and, it seems to me, even accord ing to Cousin’s own
philosophy. What, then, is his prob lem? Why does he strug gle
with non-existent ene mies? A better and more con vinc ing
answer to those who wish to iso late faith from rea son by reject-
ing rea son, would have been this: ‘Why should I be afraid of
you?. You have no sup port, nei ther from the phi los o phy you
refute, nor from the Cath o lic faith to which you wish to adhere
and by which you are rejected. The Church is the friend of
reason and phi los o phy.’

43. I feel I must stress that any phi los o pher in our civili sa tion
has first to set tle the ques tion of agree ment between rea son and
faith, the two indi vis i ble ele ments of civil ised peo ples. A philo-
sopher who has not recog nised this agree ment from the
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begin ning will have no author ity over his con tem po rar ies.
Either Chris tian civili sa tion, the only one that exists and has
ever existed, will rightly sus pect his pro nounce ments, or he will
be unable to pro pound a phi los o phy in keep ing with the aspi ra -
tions of his age. This does not mean that phi los o phy is con fused
with faith or vice versa. Faith, which is quite dis tinct from
philosophy is will ing assent to the author ity of God’s rev e la -
tion, how ever this author ity is recog nised. Phi los o phy is a
branch of knowl edge which inves ti gates the rea sons for things
and, from these final rea sons, deduces the con se quences. Thus
phi los o phy requires explicit rea son ing which faith, as we have
seen, does not need. Faith does indeed con tain truths which can
be imparted by phi los o phy and proved by nat u ral rea son, but it
also con tains other truths which, although not con tra dict ing
rea son, are beyond its pow ers. Faith has only one rea son,
though an extremely pow er ful one, upon which it is based:
God’s author ity in rev e la tion. This, how ever, does not con-
demn or exclude other rea sons but rather height ens their worth.
Phi los o phy derives its rea sons solely from the very nature of
things and from the links between them. How ever, the sub jects
which philo soph i cal rea son dis cusses were not cre ated by
philosophy but come to it from an exter nal source; they are
given, and with out them phi los o phy would have no mate rial to
work on; in fact, phi los o phy would not exist. The Cre ator pro-
vided mate rial for phi los o phy when He made the uni verse but,
in giv ing us faith, gave a new source of mate rial for philo soph i c -
al rea son ing to work on. This new mate rial does not destroy the
first, but increases and com pletes it. So, as nature pro vides
mate rial for a first phi los o phy, faith pro vides mate rial for
another, more sub lime, phi los o phy which does not destroy but
extends and com pletes the first. Faith thus always remains inde-
pend ent of phi los o phy and self-sufficient, as well as suf fi cient
for all human beings. This does not mean that it is hos tile to
philosophy, which is a trea sure restricted to the few; rather, it
takes its stance between nat u ral phi los o phy which pre cedes it
and super nat u ral phi los o phy which fol lows it. It is like a peace-
maker between them, like an inter me di ary who joins their right
hands. Only God, who cre ated both nature and human rea son,
could com mu ni cate a sub lime faith in har mony with them both.

44. But let us return to those Cath o lics who do not see how
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faith pre sup poses rea son (as Augus tine says, we would not
believe unless we had ratio nal souls), and how faith and rea son
are mutu ally sup port ive. A fool ish love of faith makes them
hard on rea son, but for dif fer ent motives. One group is sus pi -
cious of the infer ences of rea son on the grounds that they might
be con trary to the faith, and resents rea son’s prog ress. These,
we may say, are timid. The other group has lost all con fi dence in
rea son which they do not con sider capa ble of ascer tain ing the
truth. This group whose sys tem Cousin undeservedly calls
theocracy, I would call dis cour aged. A third group, no better
than the two main groups, is made up of the indif fer ent.
Accord ing to them, we should not sub scribe to any par tic u lar
philo soph i cal sys tem. All sys tems that do not oppose faith are
good, they say, and all should be used in the ser vice of faith. But
any one ana lys ing this state ment must find it strange and absurd.
It can only be accepted on one of the two fol low ing con di tions:
either the truth is to be found in dif fer ent and con tra dic tory
sys tems, or truth and error are a mat ter of indif fer ence. In the
first case, there are not merely two types of truth, as cer tain
Prot es tants absurdly main tain, but many con tra dic tory truths,
which is even more absurd; the sec ond case is absurd, fool ish
and immoral. Equally extrav a gant is the view that, although
there is only one truth and there fore only one true philo soph i c -
al sys tem, other sys tems, which are inev i ta bly false, may nev er -
the less be com pat i ble with faith and Chris tian the ol ogy and be
of assis tance to them.40 As for me, I have always believed, or
rather the whole of man kind has believed, that truth, which is
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one, can not con tra dict truth nor do it any harm. Error on the
other hand con tra dicts and injures truth. That is why I have
never under stood how false philo soph i cal sys tems can assist
Cath o lic truth. More over, I have always believed that we have a
moral duty to love the one truth, which can never be suf fi -
ciently loved. I would have felt I was going against my con-
science by not adher ing to a sin gle sys tem in which I con sid ered
all truth to be con tained, although I am happy to allow oth ers to
do the oppo site if for what ever rea son they are unable to come
to a firm deci sion — or even form a clear con cep tion — about
any one sys tem. How ever, they must not insist on trans form ing 
their own intel lec tual uncer tainty into a uni ver sally bind ing
law, nor accuse of arro gance oth ers who can not live in the
uncer tainty which entraps the doubt ful. Per sonally, I must
admit that I was struck by the vivid, daz zling light of truth and
could not have acted oth er wise. I may be criti cised, there fore,
by the doubt ful but I have no regrets about refus ing to pres ent
truth as two fold. This is suf fi cient response to some who often
accuse me of adopt ing a sin gle sys tem, as though to do so meant
being arro gant and haughty. That is exactly the view of those
crit ics who declared that in embrac ing a sin gle sys tem I was
con demn ing every other sys tem devised by think ers of the
high est cal i bre. I can not and do not wish to deny this, but I can
offer as my excuse that it was impos si ble to act oth er wise. The
truth, I have found, is so awk ward and unyield ing that it always
seeks to stand alone, and refuses to be two-faced. But I can not
be held respon si ble for the way truth acts.

II

Rec on cil i a tion of opin ions

45. Our lim i ta tions are such that when we are involved with
some impor tant issue, we can unwit tingly be unjust with other,
less impor tant issues. If, there fore, we can not praise the theo lo -
gians we have men tioned (a small, unim por tant minor ity) for
their atti tude, we can to some extent excuse them even though
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they seem to belit tle the impor tance of philo soph i cal truth and,
instead of try ing to dis cover which sys tem is true, pre fer to
switch from one to another, even when they are irrec on cil able.
For them, the thinker who is self-consistent and admits only a
sin gle sys tem is too exclu sive. One can see the rea son for this
but, on the other hand, it beg gars belief that they find dis ci ples
among seri ous stu dents of phi los o phy. Are there really phi los o -
phers unaware that there can be only one sys tem of philo soph i -
cal truth, and that other sys tems can only be false? Are there
really peo ple who intend to exalt phi los o phy even above reli-
gion, and yet main tain that the unici ty of a sys tem is the tomb of
phi los o phy? Are there really think ers who can not dis tin guish
phi los o phy itself from the his tory of philo soph i cal sys tems
which, for the most part, is a his tory of the aber ra tions of the
human spirit? If so, phi los o phy for them is only a hand-to-hand
strug gle between infi nite forms of error. Truth, which can be
over come, must never over come error. If it were to do so, the
show would be over and so-called phi los o phy would cease to
enter tain. Any phi los o pher hold ing such a view of his sub ject is
like an his to rian who deplores ages with out disas ters, or a war-
like ruler who thinks that his coun try is unhappy if it is at peace.
It pains me when I come across state ments such as these in the
work of the famous rep re sen ta tive of French eclec ti cism. Surely
Cousin comes close to this view when he con sid ers the his tory
of phi los o phy as a per pet ual illus tra tion of the eclec ti cism
which for him is the only phi los o phy pos si ble for our time?41

He says:

On the other hand, what is the his tory of phi los o phy ex-
cept a per pet ual les son in eclec ti cism? What does it teach
ex cept that all sys tems are as old as phi los o phy it self and
in her ent in the hu man spirit which cre ated them at the
very be gin ning and end lessly rec re ates them. It is use less
to at tempt to es tab lish one dom i nant sys tem. Were this to
suc ceed, it would be the death of phi los o phy. All we can
do is hon our the hu man spirit and re spect its free dom by
not ing the laws reg u lat ing it and the fun da men tal sys tems
that emerge from these laws. We must keep striv ing to
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perfect these dif fer ent sys tems by com par ing one with
another, but with out try ing to de stroy any of them. We
have to seek out and de velop the im mor tal por tion of truth
con tained in each of them. Each will then be re lated to the
other and seen as le git i mate off spring of the hu man spirit.

45a. How ever, when this immor tal por tion of truth which
each sys tem con tains is found and removed, will these sys tems
endure? Or does this por tion of immor tal truth, removed from
the whole sys tem, now become, accord ing to Cousin, the entire
sys tem? More over, even if this par tic u lar por tion is small, why
does n’t he say whether this por tion of truth, large or small, is the
same in all sys tems? If he does not wish to say this (and it would
be strange if he wanted to con fuse with the whole sys tem itself
this por tion of truth found within the sys tem) why does he use
the epi thet immor tal to describe the por tion of truth that it con-
tains? If this por tion alone is immor tal, he implic itly admits that
the rest of the sys tem is mor tal. If what is left of the sys tem is
mor tal (since it does not pos sess the immor tal ity which is the
divine pre rog a tive of truth alone), why not let it die? It will still
remain, dead though it is, in the his tory of the human spirit.
Indeed, if he wants to admit the truth, he must do this — unless
he claims the power to change what is mor tal into what is
immor tal, and tries to act like a doc tor who has found the elixir
of life. In fact, he is endeavouring to keep alive errors, that is,
sys tems from which, like a bee, he has extracted the honey of
truth. And he wants us, and indeed every one, to do the same!
How can we? We sim ply do not have the power to fol low his
instruc tions and ‘per fect the sys tems by com par ing one with
another but with out try ing to destroy any of them.’ He must be
care ful, how ever, not to do unwit tingly the very thing he for-
bids. So often philo soph i cal sys tems are like those del i cate
insects which dis in te grate as soon as they are touched. Despite
his deni als, it seems to me, he is attempt ing to ruin those sys tems 
not merely by ven tur ing to touch them, but also by sub ject ing
them to a very dan ger ous oper a tion. He is remov ing from them
the por tion of truth which is their very soul. He admits as much
when he says: ‘The author ity of these dif fer ent sys tems is due to
the fact that all con tain some truth and some good.’42 He also
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says that each sys tem ‘is related to all the oth ers and, through the
por tion of truth it con tains, is the true-born off spring of the
human spirit.’ It inev i ta bly fol lows — he can not deny it — that
when he has extracted this por tion of truth from the liv ing body,
which is what he pro poses to do, what is left after the oper a tion
ceases to be related to the other sys tems, and is no lon ger the
legit i mate off spring of the human spirit. Another law ful con clu -
sion from Cousin’s teach ings is that what remains of these sys-
tems may be bur ied in his tory. It is dead mat ter, killed by him,
with out any lack of respect for the free dom of the human spirit
of which he rightly approves. Surely after these admis sions of
his, he can not claim that free dom of the human spirit con sists in
allow ing con tra dic tory and erro ne ous philo soph i cal sys tems to
exist along side one another, or the true sys tem along side sys-
tems with a mix ture of true and false ele ments even when the
truth they con tain has been extracted? He hopes to retain them
within your eclec ti cism. Like ani mals in Noah’s ark, they will
co-exist there and escape the flood. In fact, he makes the usual
mis take of false lib er als who exchange free dom for slav ery. It is
he who, in the name of free dom, imposes on the human spirit
the most unrea son able, tyran ni cal cap tiv ity, when he says that
there is no alter na tive to his eclec ti cism43 which imposes on the
human spirit the obli ga tion (this is what he means by free dom)
to pre serve and per fect all sys tems. This is tan ta mount to say ing
that the human spirit is hon oured when it is for bid den to exer-
cise its right and ful fil its duty to reject false sys tems and adhere
to the sin gle true sys tem! This is the view of free dom pre sented
to human rea son by lib eral phi los o phers ter ri fied of the loom ing 
spec tre of the theo cra tic school, which haunts their imag i na tion. 
And they assure you that this really is hon our ing the human
spirit. They prove their argu ment in this way: ‘All sys tems are as
ancient as phi los o phy and inher ent in the human spirit which
ini tially cre ates them and con tin u ously repro duces them. To
attempt to destroy even one of these sys tems, which are all
prod ucts of the human spirit, means dis hon our ing the human
spirit; on the other hand, pre serv ing them all means hon our ing
each one.’ What a pity that the phi los o pher who argues with
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such sub tlety lets slip the state ment that sys tems of thought are
legit i mate off spring of the human spirit through the immor tal
ele ment of truth that they con tain. Hav ing used the expres sion
‘le git i mate off spring’, one must assume that there are also ille git -
i mate off spring; and if truth is the legit i mate off spring of the
human spirit, it fol lows that error is the bastard off spring. If
truth hon ours the human spirit, the same can not be said of error,
the ille git i mate off spring. Thus our phi los o pher’s con cept of the
hon our due to the human spirit is no better than his con cept of
free dom. We would be crazy if we did not recog nise that the
human spirit is fal li ble and that the actions per formed by it are
not all true and pleas ing. The per son who truly hon ours the
human spirit, who steers it towards the truth which endows it
with hon our and nobil ity, is not the super sti tious per son who
wor ships it and makes a god of it. By doing so, he behaves like
the court iers who reli giously col lected and paid hom age to their
Emperor’s excre ment. We want noth ing to do with such abject
and ser vile behav iour. We wish to be free fol low ers of the truth
and we do not renounce for any one’s sake — even for eclect-
icism or syncretism which some wish to impose on us in the
name of the free dom and hon our that is due to the human spirit
— our right to attempt the destruc tion of all erro ne ous sys tems
and all erro ne ous ele ments we may dis cover in them. This is the
con cept I have formed of the free dom of the human spirit and of
the way in which it is to be hon oured. I feel that any one who
hon ours it oth er wise dis hon ours it, although per haps
unwit tingly.

46. A philo soph i cal sys tem is not a jum ble of prop o si tions
with out any inter con nec tion nor are sys tems dis tin guished
merely by the names of their authors, with out con sid er ation of
their con tent. In my view, a sys tem is nei ther a mere name nor
frag ments hap haz ardly taken from dif fer ent phi los o phies; it is a
noble prin ci ple with all its con se quences. Thus, in the his tory of
phi los o phy there are a num ber of so-called dif fer ent sys tems,
depend ent upon dif fer ent authors and a dif fer ent arrange ment
of their con tents. But in my view, they are not dif fer ent if
their philo soph i cal cor pus can be reduced to a sin gle prin ci ple.
Authors who accept a cer tain prin ci ple may indeed draw dif-
ferent and non-contradictory con clu sions from it, or may
endeavour to draw new con clu sions, or may con cen trate on
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devel op ing the prin ci ple by find ing new appli ca tions that have
pre vi ously been ignored. These authors, how ever, are not
found ers of new sys tems. They are work ing on the same sys tem 
which they are all seek ing to develop. Authen tically dif fer ent
sys tems are not as numer ous as peo ple think, although so far the
his tory of phi los o phy on which French eclec ti cism takes its
stand pres ents them as mul ti ple.

If a philo soph i cal sys tem is con tained in this noble prin ci ple
on which a thinker bases all his rea son ing, the fol low ing will
ensue: as the prin ci ple of the sys tem, a sin gle prop o si tion, can
only be either true or false (since there is no via media between
truth and false hood), so we have to say that dif fer ent sys tems
also can only be true or false and must, there fore, be either
accepted or rejected. It is not suf fi cient to say that there is an ele-
ment of truth in every sys tem because, even if such a uni ver sal,
unwar ranted and antiphilosophical prop o si tion were to be
accepted, the ele ment of truth will per tain either to the
principle, if the prin ci ple is true, or to cer tain con se quences, if
such con se quences are, taken by them selves, true prop o si tions.
If the por tion of truth refers to the prin ci ple and the lat ter is
there fore true, it fol lows that the sys tem is true and that any
false con se quences can result only from wrong deduc tions. As
such, they are to be elim i nated as alien to the sys tem and
replaced by true con se quences. But there can only be one true
prin ci ple and one true sys tem. If the ele ment of truth per tains to
the con se quences in such a way that some con se quences are in
them selves true prop o si tions but deduced (prob a bly wrongly
deduced) from a false prin ci ple, the entire sys tem is false. Nor
can it be saved by sav ing the true prop o si tions, which do not
truly belong to it. Rather, they have to be detached from this
sys tem by link ing them up to the sys tem to which they really
belong, that is, to the sys tem which has a true prin ci ple. To
refrain from destroy ing any of the sys tems devised by the
human spirit, which is what eclec ti cism peremp to rily requires,
is a vain, impos si ble pro ce dure.

47. Eclec ti cism tells us that these sys tems are inher ent in the
human spirit, which dis cov ered them at the very dawn of
philosophy and con tin ues to repro duce them. That may well be
so, but are they true or false? This is the whole ques tion for free
phi los o phy, which does not accept the yoke formed by
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aber ra tions of the human spirit, and refuses to stand surety and
pay mas ter for the mind’s errors and rav ings. On the con trary,
phi los o phy, that hon our able lady, is rightly indig nant with
any one who forc ibly sub jects her to such great humil i a tion and
calls her ‘scul lion’ and ‘theo crat’ because she refuses to pay the
debts of prod i gals and prof li gates. She pro tests indig nantly, and
states to eclec ti cism that if false sys tems are inher ent in the
human spirit which cre ated them along with her self, it is the
spirit which suf fers. She did not give her con sent. If the human
spirit has used her name and forged her sig na ture, she has only
one recourse: to accuse the spirit of false hood. Indeed, to claim
that the human spirit, from the time it began to phi loso phise,
pro duced all these sys tems, even the false ones, as Vic tor
Cousin says, does not prove that the sys tems have to be
accepted and piously pre served. Rather, it reveals the orig i nal
sin of the human spirit, an inher ent defect which weak ens
human rea son and sub jects it to the seduc tion of error. The
defect can not be due to God, who cre ated the human spirit for
truth. Nor can we won der if the same sys tems keep reap pear ing
when we know that the human incli na tions and pas sions which
bewitch and enslave man kind are always the same and gov erned 
by fixed laws. Mr. Cousin, by pro duc ing a pre scrip tion in favour
of error which enslaves the human spirit, unin ten tion ally
behaves like a law yer defend ing a debtor who refuses to pay his
debts. He does not real ise that pre scrip tion is valid in law for the
exter nal forum only; in phi los o phy it does not apply to either
the exter nal or inter nal forum.

48. Free rea son, there fore, free phi los o phy, has the right to
dis dain all that is false and to ally itself with truth to destroy all
false sys tems. No one can pre vent it from exer cis ing such a right
of war; any one can call it back into line if it does not adhere
strictly to truth. Nev er the less, those who treat truth like a
woman get angry and abu sive when they find her dis oblig ing
and unwill ing to com ply with their vain, wil ful opin ions, and
accuse her, ‘rus tic truth with dishev elled hair,’*44 of uncouth
behav iour. It is also true — we can not deny it with out prevar-
icat ion — that all those who seek truth alone, take her alone to
heart. Such peo ple are eas ily con sid ered arro gant because they
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inev i ta bly and unwill ingly find them selves directly opposed to
all oth ers who do not fol low them in their love of truth or who
give pre ce dence to other kinds of love. In every age, they have
had to defend them selves against men whose wrath they have
incurred. Even Soc ra tes had to defend him self a few days before
his death, which was caused by resent ment on the part of those
whose igno rance he showed up when he pro pounded the truth.
He had to say to Theaetetus:

Many per sons, oh ad mi ra ble young man, are now so
ill-disposed to wards me that they would like to tear me
apart with their teeth if I were ever to rid them of their
non sen si cal ideas. They do not ap pre ci ate that I am act ing
out of kind ness as they are quite un able to un der stand that
the gods are not ill-disposed to wards men. Nor do I act
thus out of spite, but I do not feel it is right for me to
accept what is un true and re ject what is true.45

49. It is pre cisely those who are accused of pride who are the
most benev o lent, indeed the only benev o lent peo ple, towards
all other men. Although they are no respect ers of per sons or
views, nev er the less, in their pre-philosophical stud ies, they do
not reject his tory, and are per fectly will ing to exam ine other
sys tems of thought for what ever is true and sin cere. How ever,
they do not con fuse his tory with phi los o phy, nor trans form
his tory into phi los o phy, nor believe that phi los o phy can be
carried out his tor i cally. Phi los o phy is not based on divine
author ity and still less on human author ity because phi los o phy
is rea son ing and noth ing more. Infal li ble author ity may pre vent 
philo soph i cal rea son ing from error by indi cat ing the way it
should go, but it can never take its place. On the other hand,
author ity, even when fal li ble, can stim u late philo soph i cal think-
ing but can not take its place and remove it as though it were no
lon ger nec es sary.

A con stant source of amaze ment is the illog i cal ity of those
who har bour a deep sus pi cion of divine author ity, which they
view as a theo cra tic school, while exhib it ing the most slav ish
respect for the opin ions of the phi los o phers, or self-styled
philosophers, men tioned in his tory. They scru ple to destroy
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even one of their sys tems to avoid sham ing, they say, the human
spirit, which how ever is not always vig i lant, but quite capa ble
of doz ing and dream ing. It is very odd to see the theme of
respect for the human spirit being intro duced into phi los o phy
— it is the only exam ple of respect they exhibit — as if this feel-
ing or some other like it might be really impor tant in decid ing
ques tions of truth and false hood. More over, even if the his tory
of sys tems of thought pro vides argu ments together with state-
ments, the argu ments can not be accepted by phi los o phy
because they are his tor i cal, but only as true and in accor dance
with strict logic. In other words, argu ments are valid not
because they per tain to a given phi los o pher, but because they
are proper to the mind and are thus com mon to all minds.
Philosophy leaves com pletely to one side schol arly ques tions
about who may have first grasped these truths intel lec tu ally and
enun ci ated them cor rectly.

Just as Soc ra tes main tained that no god was ill-disposed
towards man kind, so I main tained that those who love and pur-
sue truth — a divine gift that con sti tutes the glory of the human
spirit not because the human spirit forms the truth but because
the truth informs it — are the best dis posed, indeed the only
peo ple well-disposed towards human kind and to the sys tems
which oth ers have thought out. They alone offer human nature
the true good which stems from truth and is reduced to truth.
Within their sys tems they will ingly recog nise, love and prize
every thing that is lov able and can be appre ci ated, that is, the
immor tal ele ment of their sys tems, the truth on which the
systems agree and unite. This is not the case with those who
imag ine that the human spirit itself deserves hon our inde pend -
ently of any share in the truth. For them, the truth is hon oured
as a cre ation of the human spirit just as error is. And error,
certainly, is an authen tic cre ation of the human spirit.

49a. These pseudo-thinkers, who have no focal point for their
sym pa thies, find phi los o phy’s beauty, life and nobil ity in con-
tin u ous change. For them, dif fer ent and oppos ing sys tems rise
and fall, reap pear and jos tle one another con tin u ously in an
unend ing strug gle so that phi los o phy may thrive and flour ish.
They ven ture self-assuredly into the fray in search of war, not
peace, and for the palm of vic tory. The best of them do not even
resent the val our of their col leagues. Rather they exalt it as
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some thing which enhances and enno bles the bat tle for them.
The less refined and cour te ous, like Homer’s heroes, sim ply
abuse one another before com ing to blows. But all of them
really enjoy the idea of a con tin u ous num ber of philo soph i cal
sys tems. In that way, com bat is more bril liant and spec tac u lar
and offers a chance to a larger num ber of cham pi ons. This
explains why, up to now, the his tory of phi los o phy, instead of
tell ing the story of the Lady (Truth) who by her self over came
many knights, is merely a con tin u ous nar ra tive of con tests and
stub born cam paigns that have taken on the out ward form of
sys tems. These sys tems skir mish most skil fully with out under-
stand ing one another and with out any out right vic tor because
both par ties tilt with a lance made of truth and error.

Is there any one who is unaware of the iras ci ble, quar rel some
nature of phi los o phers or who has not been bored by their per-
pet ual dis agree ment and rival ries or not been scan dal ised by the
inter mi na ble tus sle between ever new and con flict ing views?
Views so con fused that even the most far-sighted are unable to
dis cern the truth or even believe it exists when dense clouds of
Olym pic dust obscure its light. But not every body is aggres sive
or enjoys the fray. As a result, in try ing too hard to enter tain
peo ple, one fin ishes, unfor tu nately, by bor ing them. Nev er the -
less, peo ple claim to restore phi los o phy in pop u lar esteem by
using a new method (an old one, in fact) which con sists in pre-
vent ing the destruc tion of any sys tem and in rec om mend ing
that they all be strength ened to fight even harder.46 This is the
real rea son for the low esteem or rather the con tempt with
which phi los o phy is viewed, the rea son why peo ple will fin ish
by believ ing that philo soph i cal truth is nowhere to be found,
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46 Referring to the sensualist school, Mr. Cousin writes as follows: ‘Far
from weakening it I would, if I could, find for it a serious and worthy
representative. Because it embodies some great truths, it must occupy an
eminent position in Science and I consider as a real misfortune the pitiful
state into which it has lapsed in our present age’* (Preface, p. xiv, xv).
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France has fallen — a condition he so much deplores. If possible, he would
like to give this school a worthy champion; but how could he give someone
else a role which he himself refuses to accept? ‘What you would not like
others to do to you, do not do to others.’*



and that phi los o phy itself is a game played by cer tain crabbed,
eccen tric intel lec tu als who, uncon cerned with the truth, with-
out cer tainty, and of no ben e fit for man kind, love to show off
and parade their tal ents by arro gant, fruit less quib bling! No
won der that when a new doc trine of a totally oppo site type
unex pect edly appeared on the scene, self-confident, as immut-
able as truth, as com plete as wis dom — I refer to the Gos pel —
phi los o phy schools should be greatly shocked and become the
object of trea tises enti tled: Irrisio philosophorum. Do peo ple
now a days really want more trea tises of this kind?

The Gos pel pro duced them then and is now ready to do the
same again if peo ple return to soph istry, as Cousin’s theo cra tic
phi los o phy threat ens to do. Only the Gos pel was able
gradually to rid phi los o phy of deri sion and mock ery by giv ing
back to peo ple the con fi dence they had lost in rea son and in
truth. It imparted to them a great part of truth — the essen tial
and nec es sary part — but it did much more than that. It ensured
the per pet ual sur vival of truth among men through the same
power which com mands the sun to rise each day and shine
upon the earth. It strength ened the obli ga tion to love truth
whilst pour ing infi nite love into human spir its.

This was the achieve ment of Chris tian ity which, along with
all its other ben e fits, des patched false phi los o phy and saved true
phi los o phy from its oth er wise inev i ta ble fall into Alex an drian
eclec ti cism. To put it more accu rately, such phi los o phy with out
Chris tian ity would not have had even the time to flash its final
ray of light before human eyes.

50. That is why I think it my duty to ensure that phi los o phy
retains the hon our able sta tus assigned to it by Chris tian ity.
Such a sta tus imposes upon phi los o phy the noble duty or, to
put it another way, the happy obli ga tion to act exclu sively from
then on as the teacher of truth. This is cer tainly not because
those who phi loso phise have become infal li ble but because
any thing they think and say that con tra dicts truth can not
rightly be called phi los o phy. When the light of Chris tian ity
dawned, the fol low ing affir ma tion was made:

I call phi los o phy not Stoic, or Pla tonic, or Ep i cu rean, or
Ar is to te lian think ing, but what ever has been well said by
each of those sects, which teach jus tice along with sci ence
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per vaded by pi ety. But I would never call di vine other
con clu sions of hu man reasonings which have been cut off
from it and fal si fied.47

It fol lows log i cally that think ers and writ ers are to be con sid -
ered phi los o phers only in so far as their writ ings are true. If they
have pro duced false hood in abun dance they should not be
called phi los o phers [that is, lov ers of wis dom] (such a name is
intended for those who hon our, pre serve and advance the cause
of phi los o phy). They should rather be called soph ists, ene mies
of phi los o phy or, depend ing on their par tic u lar behav iour,
lovers of the flesh, lov ers of wealth, lov ers of dis putes, or gen er -
ally speak ing, as Plato called them, lov ers of opin ion.48 Some
tire lessly rack their brains, not to seek truth but where pos si ble
to destroy it, or deny some part of it; their labo ri ous, con trived
hair-splitting clouds men’s minds; their behav iour is pre cisely
the oppo site of that demanded of a phi los o pher. Clearly, it is
wrong and bar ba rous to give the same name to those who
profess not only dif fer ent, but con tra dic tory roles, as though
cre at ing and destroy ing were one and the same oper a tion. It is
strange that peo ple under stand this when they assign names to
other things (they would be mis un der stood and rid i culed
otherwise), but in this sin gle field of phi los o phy, lapse into great
lin guis tic con fu sion and con tra dic tion with out even being
aware of doing so. Canova and any one who delighted in
scratch ing and drill ing holes in his most accom plished stat ues
would not both be called sculp tors; Raphael and a desecrator of
his paint ing would not both be called art ists. It would never
occur to any one that such a con torted use of words could be
jus ti fied by claim ing that both Canova and the per son who
destroyed his stat ues, or Raphael and his assail ant used the same
imple ments.

50a. What is the sys tem of truth but a kind of majes tic statue or
noble image of God him self, of much greater worth than any-
thing pro duced by human hands. It is, after all, impressed upon
immor tal souls by the liv ing image of eter nal wis dom. The per-
son who devotes him self to such a great work is called a
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phi los o pher and the sub ject he pur sues is called phi los o phy.
How, then, can such a name be pro faned and abused by apply ing
it to those who, although they too use their intel lects, do so in
such a shoddy way that their sole achieve ment is the demolition
and dis fig ure ment of the phi los o pher’s work? Their soph istry
obscures the light of truth revealed by true philosophy and
daubs with false hood the respect able limbs of the body of
wisdom which the phi los o pher depicts in his writ ings.

This rep re hen si ble and way ward atti tude became the almost
uni ver sal norm; dur ing the last cen tury, athe ism was hailed as
the sign of a philo soph i cal mind! Yet we remain unmoved by
the mon stros ity of such a nega tion! Athe ism, which wipes out
truth alto gether, is the great est of all nega tions; com mon know-
ledge also recog nises that it leads to great igno rance, great
errors, great folly. How, then, could this kind of great ness be
con fused with the way ‘great ness’ is used in learn ing and
philosophy? In fact the con fu sion between these con tra dic tory
views of great ness was explained thus: even the most bar baric,
inhos pi ta ble peo ple accepts some god which it wor ships; athe-
ism, there fore, can be the only belief for learned men.49 It is as if
learn ing reaches its peak when it proves capa ble of rid ding
men’s minds of those very truths which the most sav age and
wild bar bar i ans were unable to stamp out.

50b. I know how odi ous it is — and always has been — to
expel those who teach error from the com pany of phi los o phers.
How ever, those who love truth must be pre pared to apply to
them selves the ancient prov erb: ‘Truth arouses hatred’, as
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49 This argument, or rather this aberration, is found in the Encyclopédie
Méthodique (Naigeon’s Philosophie Ancienne et Moderne, Paris 1791, vol.1,
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wisdom of the barbarians. None of them has ever lapsed into atheism or
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human affairs. No one, therefore, neither Indian, nor Celt, nor Egyptian ever
thought of this. Only Evemerus Messenius, or Diogenes Phryse, Hippon,
Diagoras, Sosius or Epicurus’* (Varia Historia, 2, 31) — ‘All the barbarians
believe in God’* (Maximus Tyrius, Disssertations, 38).



Soc ra tes did when he had the cour age to refuse the name of
philosophers to the soph ists of his day.50 I shall there fore con-
tinue to main tain it is base flat tery — because it is false — to
bestow the noble title of philo soph i cal sys tem upon any jum ble
of true or false prop o si tions pro duced by dis or dered rea son and
the rav ings of a sick imag i na tion and pre sented as a philo-
sophical trea tise. To con sider as author i ta tive some thing based
on titles of books and authors’ names could spring from weak-
ness of char ac ter and intel lect, but want ing to main tain such
impre cise terms for the sake of some mutual advan tage amounts
to fla grant col lu sion. How can we con sider philo soph i cal
systems based on false prin ci ples as true on the pre text that they
nev er the less con tain some par ti cle of truth? This truth is an alien
ele ment which has to be removed from these sys tems and rein-
serted into the sys tem of truth in which it is at home. Oth er wise,
we are pro vid ing an unfair, unjus ti fied and lav ish award to an
unde serv ing sys tem. Other forms are the refusal, or diminution,
of the hon our due to truth by unjustly des ig nat ing all systems
in the same terms, lump ing them together, whether they are
based on a true or a false prin ci ple. This reduces truth to the same
igno min i ous level as error, and humil i ates the human spirit.

How do you know, we may ask, that all sys tems are a jum ble
of truth and error? Do you claim that as a phi los o pher you
should be taken at your word and that your judge ment is suf fi -
cient author ity? Is it jeal ousy, there fore, that makes you so
afraid of the oc racy? Yet it does not require much intel li gence to
grasp that, where the fun da men tal prin ci ple of a sys tem is true,
the entire sys tem must be accepted as true and con clu sions
rectified only if they are illog i cally deduced. Then indeed other
deduc tions are to be drawn in order to develop and com plete
the prin ci ple. If, how ever, the fun da men tal prin ci ple of a sys tem 
is false, the entire sys tem is to be con sid ered as false. Any truths
con tained in it are there by chance; they nei ther belong to the
sys tem nor make it true. Accepting all sys tems with out
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philosophers as ‘those who are eager to discover truth’ and calls those who
enjoy arguing over different opinions not philosophers, but ‘philodoxers’,
that is, not lovers of wisdom but worshippers of opinion, Socrates adds:
‘Although we would arouse their anger if we were to say so.’*



dis crim i na tion means wish ing to be a phi los o pher as Homer
was; as Sen eca observes, Homer embraces all phi los o phies in his
poetry but in fact has none him self.51 Strictly speak ing, it must
be said that no sys tem is a mix ture of truth and false hood
(although truth and false hood may co-exist in books con tain ing 
dif fer ent sys tems). All sys tems are either true or false. True sys-
tems52 are fur ther from false sys tems than the earth is from the
heav ens, and can not, there fore, be lumped into the same cat e -
gory nor judged en bloc. More over, false sys tems are erro ne ous
and, as such, can not strictly speak ing be called ‘philo soph i cal’,
but ‘anti-philosophical.’

We should indeed pay trib ute to the human spirit — on this
point I am in agree ment with Mr Cousin — but there are dif fer -
ent ways of inter pret ing ‘trib ute’. As I see it, ‘trib ute’ can not be
given to the zeal and per sis tence dis played by the human spirit
when it con tra dicts and tears itself apart, nor when it har kens
back to a pagan way of life which has van ished for ever. A new
and pow er ful voice has been heard ris ing above the dis grace ful
clam our of phi los o phers: ‘Phi los o phy has no place among those
who waste their time in quar rel ling and heated words.’53 This
mes sage was heard by the best phi los o phers,54 but more readily
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51 ‘Unless perhaps they persuade you that Homer was a philosopher,
although the very passages they use to prove it contradict what they say. At
one time, they show him as a Stoic, approving of virtue alone, rejecting
pleasures and refusing even immortality if the price were dishonourable. At
other times, they show him as an Epicurean, lauding a peaceful State which
spends its days in banqueting and song. Sometimes he is a Peripatetic,
affirming three kinds of good, sometimes an Academic, stating that nothing
is certain. It is quite clear that none of these doctrines is homer’s because they
all appear in his works and are mutually incompatible’* (Ep. 88).

52 In using the plural form true systems, I do not wish to suggest that there
can be more than one true, complete system. However, there can be a
number of incomplete, true systems depending on the level at which
philosophers deal with the principle. Moreover, all true but incomplete
systems are merely elements of the single, complete, true system, the ideal to
which philosophers must aspire in their aim and meditation.

53 ‘Philosophy is not produced by those who spend their efforts on verbal
skirmishes and contests’* (St. Isidore of Pelusium., Ep. 220).

54 Seneca on several occasions condemns the philosophers’ ambitious and
noisy disputes and refuses to accept that they constitute philosophy. See
Ep. 1, 20.



heard by the whole world which clearly sees through the van ity
of schol ars who pur sued their philo soph i cal stud ies in the way
that mediaeval con dot ti eri waged war. I must repeat that in my
view the nobil ity of the human spirit con sists solely in the truth
in which it can, and actu ally does, par tic i pate. Truth leads to
peace and har mony just as error and per pet ual uncer tainty
create dis sen sion and bring dis hon our to the human spirit.
There are two equal ways of debas ing and sorely injur ing the
human spirit; first, by dis hon our ing the truth — which the
human spirit does not cre ate but sees, and by which it is enlight-
ened and enno bled — and sec ond, hon our ing error, the unfor-
tu nate cre ation of the human spirit, which blinds and dethrones
its cre ator. Both of these ways oper ate simul ta neously when Mr
Cousin’s opin ion, which is mer ci ful rather than fair, is applied
to true and false sys tems in an endeavour to pre serve and
strengthen each in the same mea sure.

51. The effect of this opin ion is to sat isfy all the mak ers and
fol low ers of false sys tems. On the one hand, the would-be
peace maker’s opin ion will be opposed by all the mak ers and
follow ers of true sys tems whose com plaints will be heard and
attended to by the sense and con science of man kind, a much
more author i ta tive and indeed theo cra tic court of appeal. It is
clear, there fore, that eclec ti cism’s prom ise to rec on cile all
systems, philo soph i cal and antiphilosophical, with out dis tinc -
tion is impos si ble. For my part, I intend to please the found ers
of true sys tems, and have grave doubts whether Mr Cousin will
ever man age to pac ify his fol low ers.55 On the other hand, I am
con fi dent that I can be at peace with my own peo ple because we
consider the sys tem of truth as the basis of the only peace
possible among human minds, and the cause of all other peace.

How can peace be achieved when it is located in com bat, in a
con flict between sys tems? How can we speak of rec on cil i a tion,
show its impor tance and con demn those who reject it when we
are com pelled to pre serve and con se quently strengthen all
oppos ing sys tems and, at the same time, affirm on Cousin’s
word that all of them, with out excep tion, con tain some
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55 Even Mr Cousin seems to despair of it. See page 13 of the long passage
which begins: ‘Eclecticism! I am fully aware that the mere name rouses the
exclusive systems to revolt.’*



false hood? It is typ i cal of errors, which are by nature mul ti ple,
to be mutu ally exclu sive and hos tile, and above all to wage war
against truth. If, there fore, all sys tems con tain truth and error56

(eclec ti cism is built on this pos tu late which for tu nately is not
irre fut able as a math e mat i cal pos tu late is), we shall have many
con flict ing sys tems, each of which will con tain the seeds of
conflict. We should also note that, on their own admis sion, each
of these sys tems tends to be exclu sive and indeed the only
system. It is this desire for exclu siv ity that makes the sys tems
dis tinct. If there were no exclu siv ity, all these sys tems would
merge. This, too, is recog nised as a defect so intrin sic to each
sys tem that, with out it, the sys tem can not sur vive and cer tainly
can not be strength ened. Nev er the less, each sys tem desires to
sur vive and strengthen its posi tion pro vided that none dom-
inates the oth ers. In other words, they are not exclu sive! I have
to apo lo gise here for the pat ent con tra dic tion which has as it
were cut my argu ment in two. I can not ask whether a con tra dic -
tion is pos si ble because that would be the same as ask ing how an
impos si bil ity were pos si ble. For the moment, there fore, we
shall sim ply have to hide the con tra dic tion under the veil of the
vague, neb u lous word used by the founder of eclec ti cism. In
other words, I shall sub sti tute ‘con tra dic tion’ with ‘con cil i a -
tion’, and ask how the prom ised con cil i a tion is pos si ble.

51a. The answer we are given is tol er ance,57 a fine and very
accept able word to human ears. But do we give any seri ous
thought to what it means? Cer tainly tol er ance is a pre cious
virtue if by it we mean mis trust ing our judg ment and respect ing
that of oth ers within the lim its of pru dence, as well as being
con sid er ate about even the obvi ous mis takes and mali cious
frail ties of oth ers and not using them as a pre text for encroach-
ing upon oth ers’ rights, refrain ing from any rash judg ment and
being kindly and well-disposed towards all. But we prac tise
tolerance towards per sons, not sys tems. Pre cisely because
tolerance is a vir tue, it is a habit proper to the human will, not a
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56 ‘All of these systems have had to withstand overwhelming attack. All of
them in some measure have been exposed, accused and convicted of
containing unacceptably wild notions’* (Preface, p. ix–x).

57 ‘The history of philosophy would alone have been sufficient to produce
eclecticism, that is, philosophical tolerance’* (Preface, p. xviii).



branch of knowl edge. At the moment, how ever, we are
discussing the intel lect, not the will; we are speak ing of the
mind, talking of phi los o phy, of philo soph i cal sys tems, of error
and truth. We must not for get this.

Surely it is a great fal lacy to apply the laws proper to the will to
the intel lect and to claim that the intel lect obeys laws other than
its own? Every one knows that the mind is inca pa ble of
tolerance, and is by nature intol er ant (if I may be allowed to speak
in this way). The self-denial entailed in the tol er ance of known
con tra dic tion and false hood would bring about its own extinc-
tion. To oblige the mind to be tol er ant means, there fore, oblig ing
it to seek its own destruc tion. This is cer tainly not a philo soph i cal
stance. On the con trary, it can rightly be con sid ered ‘in tol er ance’,
a form of intol er ance so mon strous that human beings no lon ger
tol er ate the very exis tence of their mind and cer tainly not the
exis tence of phi los o phy. The mind, how ever, is not to blame if it
does not com ply with laws which are not designed for it. The
blame, if there is any blame in this case, is entirely due to the
extreme intol er ance of truth, of an inex o ra ble logic. We do not
make ideas, we receive them ready made; nor can they be remade.
More over, ideas are not per sons towards whom one can exer cise
the vir tue of tol er ance, courtesy and such like. The rec on cil i a tion
of dif fer ent sys tems achieved through tol er ance, as it is pro posed
by French Eclecticism, is exactly like the union of the seven
Protestant sects initiated in the duchy of Nassau in 1817 and sub-
se quently extended to other states, espe cially to Prus sia by the
late King. This is an odd group ing in which each sect retains its
beliefs. Nev er the less, despite such dif fer ent, con tra dic tory beliefs,
each of which con demns the oth ers, the inten tion was to form a
single, so-called evan gel i cal Church, as if the Gos pel were a mass
of con tra dic tions, a mon strous syncretism com posed of all the
Protestant sects! In order to cre ate a sin gle Church, such believ ers 
were quite happy with a com mon name and a few exter nal forms.
They were indif fer ent to the real i ties, to dog mas pro fessed by
indi vid ual believ ers and yet they assure us that they closely
resem ble the Chris tian Church of the early cen tu ries! French
Eclec ti cism is mod elled on a sim i lar exam ple. It offers philo-
sophers a union, or a set tle ment on the same scale in which a
common name, a few vague expres sions and a few gibes against
the oc racy excuse and cover up the essen tial dif fer ence of views
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which sep a rates the Eclectics, who pro test that they are retain ing
and strength en ing all the oppos ing sys tems for the sake of hon-
our ing the human spirit. There is one reservation: another spe cial 
con di tion is added to this pro posal of rec on cil i a tion; the exclu-
sive sys tems are to make mutual conces sions,58 as though sys tems 
founded on such dif fer ent prin ci ples could be so accom mo dat ing
or make such con ces sions with out mu tual destruc tion. Indeed,
they would apparently even sur vive and grow stron ger. Such
unions and set tle ments, how ever, are not philo soph i cal, nor can
they be put for ward or accepted by phi los o phers. We shall leave
them, there fore, to pol i ti cians, comperes and Prot es tants. I make
a dis tinc tion between the law gov ern ing the intel lect and that
gov ern ing the will. Imposing the lat ter on the for mer would be a
gross mis take. Such con fu sion will never advance the cause of
phi los o phy nor enable us to dis tin guish between what can and
can not be rec on ciled in the intel lec tual order.

52. Truth always agrees with truth, error rarely agrees with
error, and never agrees with the truth. Granting one self such a
tre men dous right as to impose arbi trarily upon the mind a law
alien to it is a greater absur dity than that of dem a gogues who
exer cise the vil est form of tyr anny and call it free dom. It means
assum ing one can impose one’s own intel lec tual des po tism with
impu nity upon human nature and upon truth which is the sole
law giver and ruler of human nature. Truth there fore rep re sents
the only pos si ble point of agree ment — there is no other — and
it has always been my focus in philo soph i cal dis cus sions. I hope
my friends will bear with me if, once again, I recall my early
stud ies and describe how the desire and deter mi na tion to effect
such agree ment grew up in me.

In my youth, when I knew noth ing of what had been thought
and writ ten, I plunged enthu si as ti cally — the way the young do
— into philo soph i cal ques tions. I was intro duced to them by
Pietro Orsi, whose name is vir tu ally unknown but whom I shall
never for get. Night and day, my mind ranged to and fro over the
vast field of phi los o phy — it was like wan der ing in a gar den. I
expe ri enced the delight that comes with one’s first sci en tific
glimpse of truth. I was full of almost arro gant self-assurance and
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the lim it less hopes so char ac ter is tic of the young when, nobly
and in full aware ness, they apply their minds to the uni verse and
its Cre ator and seem to take them in as eas ily as breath ing. I was
not awed by any dif fi culty I encoun tered, but stim u lated. I con-
sid ered every dif fi culty to be a mys tery designed to awaken my
curi os ity, a trea sure to unearth. Each day I wrote down the
results of this ingen u ous and still ama teur ish philo soph i cal
freedom, aware that I was sow ing the seeds for the life’s work
which God had assigned to me. In fact, all the works pub lished
when I was older sprang from those seeds.

52a. After these ini tial efforts, I com pared, one by one, all the
teach ings of the phi los o phers with my own spon ta ne ous,
imper fect thoughts. When ever I found agree ment, I cher ished
these teach ings as though I had met a friend and tri umphed
while he looked on. I was well aware of the fal la cious ness of a
lone mind, my own in par tic u lar. I real ised, too, that to be
absolutely sure of the truth, I needed some author ity on divine
issues which the ratio nal mind can not address. More over,
author ity or, to be more pre cise, the assent of other minds is
required to con firm the cor rect ness of even nat u ral rea son ing
which, of course, is the basis of the sci ence called phi los o phy
where argu ment, not author ity, holds sway. Author ity, how-
ever, always steps in at the appro pri ate moment to review and
con firm with its own wit ness the argu ments put for ward by
phi los o phy. This is highly use ful. At this point, I grasped ever
more firmly and approved what Sen eca wrote: ‘I revere philo-
soph i cal dis cov er ies and those who are respon si ble for them. It
is a plea sure to be the heir to so many bequests. Those dis cov er -
ies were made for me and worked on for me. How ever, we
should act like real fathers and add to the fam ily inher i tance.
The leg acy must be increased and passed on to our descen dants.
Nev er the less, much remains to be done. Work will never cease.
All will have their chance to add some thing, even in a thou sand
cen tu ries’ time. Let us grant that the Ancients have dis cov ered
every thing; even so, the use, knowl edge and arrange ment of
their dis cov er ies will never cease.’59 Sen eca, one of the sound est
phi los o phers, is not afraid that the adop tion of the one, true sys-
tem will sig nal the demise of phi los o phy. When Cousin, the
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founder of French eclec ti cism, is trou bled and intel lec tu ally
disturbed over what he takes to be a turn for the worse, he
reminds me of Alex an der the Great who grieved that a vic tory
of his father might have left no lands to con quer. I believe, on
the contrary, that the right of con quest is now dis cred ited in
this old world of ours which has seen so much and expe ri enced
so many dis ap point ments. Just as this right, when applied to
pol i tics, may eas ily be con sid ered a form of tyr anny, so, when
applied to phi los o phy, it can eas ily be con sid ered a form of
decep tion. In any case, I believe that the truth already dis cov -
ered is pref er a ble to the noble rivalry between minds aspir ing to
dis cover truth. Even after some truth has been dis cov ered,
much work remains to be done by intel li gent peo ple who are
will ing to under take the task of mak ing it clearer and eas ier to
grasp. I am con vinced that truth can shed its light ever fur ther
into our intelligences. I hold that, as every sys tem is based on a
sin gle prin ci ple from which it devel ops, so the prin ci ple of what
I call the sys tem of truth con stantly gives rise to new con clu -
sions, and fresh, unex pected and vital appli ca tions. This goes on
what ever the energy expended on it. The task of asso ci at ing all
the dif fer ent branches of knowl edge and all the cor re spond ing
facts of nature and his tory with this sin gle prin ci ple, and of
draw ing from it all human knowl edge organ ised in a sin gle,
mag nif i cent cor pus is inex haust ible and almost infi nite. In my
view, even when this enor mous task has been finally com pleted, 
another would remain. This task, always new, ever recur ring
and equally valu able, would allow no respite because we would
still have to pre serve the great store of sys tem atic teach ing,
impart it to all, adapt it to all pur poses, hand it down intact to
suc ces sive gen er a tions, defend and pro tect it from the
ever-active, rest less, quib bling prin ci ple of evil and error which
never dies and is always dis rup tive. Finally, I believe that intel-
lects exert a great and thor ough influ ence even when they
merely abide in the truth, enjoy it, and share this enjoy ment
with their will which alone acti vates and imple ments truth, and
bears it to the high est point of the mind where it is sus pended
and truly avail able to us. Phi los o phers should not be fright ened
by the spec tre of the death which eclec ti cism pre dicts for
philosophy, nor aban don or mod er ate their pur suit of the one
sys tem, the high est idea of all, on which to con cen trate their
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philo soph i cal inqui ries. Noth ing dies as a result of attain ing
per fec tion, and it is unlikely that such a fate would be vis ited
upon phi los o phy when it reaches its per fect, sys tem atic form.
Rather the ardu ous ness and enor mity of the enter prise sug gest
that we should pre pare our selves for the task. In this case, the
first thing is to remove the obsta cles raised by dis agree ments
which pre vent the true union of minds in truth.

This is why the unveil ing of false sys tems and the mer ci less
dis persal of their shad ows in the light of truth is always a step
towards the goal we have in mind. Such sys tems should have the
same mark ings in his tory as reefs and sand banks on nav i ga tion
charts.

53. I men tioned that it is pos si ble and extremely desir able to
rec on cile true sys tems. First, we should do our utmost to avoid
injus tice by wrongly includ ing any sys tem in the class of false
sys tems. If some tiny, erro ne ous ele ment appears in invalid con-
clu sions drawn from a true prin ci ple, these should be cor rected;
the sys tem itself should not be rejected. We must also assess the
impor tance of each of the prin ci ples which con sti tute the base
of the sys tems. The less impor tant are to be sub or di nated to the
more impor tant, and all of them to the high est prin ci ple of all
from which the oth ers are derived as con clu sions. This first
stage of oper a tions sees one sys tem fit ting snugly into another
at the right place like a branch on its trunk. Con se quently, a
num ber of par tial sys tems pro duce a sin gle or com plete sys tem,
or at least one that is less par tial.

Next, it is nec es sary to dis tin guish truth from the var i ous
forms it may take, from the var ied ways in which it may be con-
ceived and from the dif fer ent aspects or view points by which it
is revealed to our minds. These ‘var i ous ways’ are merely parts
of the same truth. None of them excludes the other, none con-
tra dicts the other, each one adds a new ray of light. Scholars
moved by the spirit of con cil i a tion will dis cover behind so
many dif fer ent expres sions and wide range of philo soph i cal
views, the beau ti ful unity of truth, unlim ited in its mul ti plic ity
of appear ances, but always in accord with its own nature. This is
the sec ond task by which cor rect rec on cil i a tion can be reached
by all sound phi los o phers.

A pow er ful aid to bring ing about this philo soph i cal con cil i a -
tion is the gen er ous inter pre ta tion we give to oth ers’ views. As a
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mat ter of fact, it is just as hard to express our selves cor rectly as it
is to think cor rectly. Con se quently, we often fail to express our
entire thought ade quately. Fair ness there fore dic tates that the
lis tener or reader should inter pret it and tease it out, so to speak,
from its enig matic, inad e quate expres sion which cov ers it like a
veil over a por trait. In such a case, we should seek out the spirit
of the writer rather than cling to the let ter. We should bear in
mind the con text of words, sen tences and argu ments but, above
all, con cen trate on the coher ence that doubt ful con clu sions
must have with estab lished prin ci ples and the clearly expressed
inten tions of the thinker.

54. By apply ing these rules, I enjoyed suc cess well beyond my
expec ta tions. I came to the con clu sion that on impor tant issues
nec es sary to human beings, all the great phi los o phers dif fered
from each other in appear ance rather than in sub stance.
Although they clothe the truth in dif fer ent forms, which are
some times unsuit able or defi cient, they stum ble upon it
unaware of their basic agree ment. If we ignore the ‘mi nus cule
phi los o phers’ (minuti philosophi), as Cicero calls them60 — the
Roman ora tor’s dis tinc tion between ‘mi nus cule’ and ‘great
philosophers’ cor re sponds to the dis tinc tion I felt obliged to
make between the found ers of false and true sys tems of thought
— their judg ments coin cide remark ably about the noblest,
supreme truths and with the beliefs and con science of man kind.
Such ‘mi nus cule’ phi los o phers, who are not phi los o phers but
soph ists, dis sent from these truths and, in their fool ish van ity,
think that they are eru dite. They mis use their tal ents, what ever
illu sions they har bour that fence them off from truth. What ever
the depths in which they founder as a result, they never man age
to erad i cate com pletely from their souls the indel i ble stamp left
upon them by nature. They can not entirely extin guish the
unquench able flame which enlight ens the intel li gence, nor sti fle 
com pletely and per ma nently human feel ing which, like the
pupils of a dying man, seeks the light so clev erly removed from
it. These peo ple, too, can offer wit ness to truth, not because
they are phi los o phers but because they are human beings. They
do this either in their occa sional, unguarded admis sions, when
they are least vig i lant, or in the con tra dic tions by which they
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betray them selves and destroy their own errors, or in the
qualifications which they dif fi dently append to their own
teach ings — teach ings which, by their plain absur dity, would
be too offen sive and would rouse com mon sense to the defence
of truth. Such peo ple inev i ta bly feel a for tu nate obli ga tion to
add some scrap of truth to error. Just as ‘noth ing’ can not be
con ceived with out the con cept of being, error requires the
notion of truth. Our mind would instantly reject error if it did
not exhibit the appeal it usurps from truth, with which it so
cun ningly asso ci ates and for which it is mis taken.

54a. There is another way in which true and false philo-
sophers indi rectly wit ness to the truth and advance its cause.
Their intel lec tual efforts iden tify the crux of the prob lem, that
is, the awk ward knot which they have vainly tried to untie, and
which caused many of them, despite their utmost endeavours,
to fall into error. Knowing where the prob lem lies rep re sents an
impor tant stage on the way to the attain ment of truth, which
can not be assailed in its hid den strong hold unless the for tress
defend ing it has been inspected from all sides. One exam ple of
this would be the numer ous dis putes and philo soph i cal sys tems 
aris ing from the fun da men tal ques tion of the ori gin of ideas. All
phi los o phers have come face to face with this prob lem,
although they have encoun tered it in dif fer ent ways and helped
to make it clearer and vis i ble from a num ber of view points. In
this way, they made access to the prob lem eas ier, and pre pared
the ground work for its solu tion.

This explains why I think it worth while jus ti fy ing the argu-
ments I put for ward by rely ing in most cases upon the expert
opin ions of oth ers and espe cially on the judg ments of great
philosophers. These views, hon estly inter preted, can serve as
com par i sons and con fir ma tion of my own views. I do not
intend to sub sti tute author ity for argu ment in phi los o phy, but
to offer some guar an tee to the mind and com fort to the human
spirit. Phi los o phy needs such har mony between human
intelligences as it goes on its ardu ous jour ney.

But rec on cil i a tion and agree ment can only be found in unity.
To find it among the mul ti plic ity of philo soph i cal sys tems
which eclec ti cism tries at all costs to pre serve in the hope of
pleas ing its fol low ers seems to me the height of absur dity. As I
have already pointed out, this means look ing for har mony in
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phi los o phy out side the mind, where phi los o phy does not exist.
At the same time the clash of opin ions and ideas is allowed to
smoul der — or even stirred up. But if intel lec tual rec on cil i a tion, 
and philo soph i cal per fec tion and har mony, are to be found
solely in the unity of a philo soph i cal sys tem it fol lows that they
are to be found in truth. Truth alone is one; error is man i fold.

55. Cer tainly, such rec on cil i a tion and unity may seem unim-
por tant to those accus tomed to an aca demic life, whose
thoughts extend no fur ther than the walls of the uni ver sity and
whose joy lies in dis pu ta tion and the sight of young, abra sive
minds pro duc ing unex pected sparks of light. My own opin ion
is quite dif fer ent: philo soph i cal stud ies should con cen trate
seri ously on such points. More over, if minds and hearts are
permitted to break out of their philo soph i cal stock ade, they will
real ise that the con se quences of the pro posed rec on cil i a tion are
of immense impor tance to man kind. They will also see that the
idea of pre serv ing a mul ti plic ity of sys tems as fuel for aca demic
ques tions is cul pa ble rather than child ish. And, as we saw, there
is no fear that ques tions will be lack ing.

The evi dence that such rec on cil i a tion is desir able is appar ent
in the dis agree ments which rend and dis rupt human soci ety:
dis sen sion, hatred, war, threats of war, and groups which, as an
ancient writer said, are like bulls prod ding empty air with their
horns. In Europe, where cul ture flour ishes and sci ence
advances, intel lec tual divi sions, the many fac tions which seek
mutual destruc tion, and the arousal of pas sions (which scan dal -
ise still uncul tured nations) are not due to the mul ti plic ity of
ideas. Divi sions of opin ion arise, not because there are many
ideas and opin ions but because these ideas are so diver gent.
There is no doubt that the real basis of agree ment in human
soci ety, as well as that of dis cord, must be sought in har mo ni ous 
or con trast ing ideas or opin ions. It is always an idea which
presides over, guides and marks, so to speak, all of our acts. And
it is not only indi vid ual acts which are based upon an idea.
Among ideas them selves, some are so gen eral in their appli ca -
tion that they con sti tute a type, and stamp their impres sion on
the long sequence of actions which are the warp and woof of an
indi vid ual’s whole life.

Sim i larly, one of these basic ideas, act ing as a kind of a secret
stan dard, imprints its own unique stamp on the com plex mass
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of actions which in every age pro duces the moral, civic and
polit i cal state of nations. As we have seen, a few ideas keep
recur ring in the very depths of the his tor i cal pro cess and
through all the vicis si tudes which man kind tra verses in its
devel op ment and decline here below. These ideas become laws
which reg u late the extremely com plex and appar ently casual
sequence of events which, how ever, reg u larly break up into set
peri ods. Each of these ages is reg u lated not by the influ ence or
ascen dancy of a star but by the ascen dancy of an idea then dom-
i nant in human minds, and grad u ally replaced when another
idea takes its place. Con se quently, if ideas and opin ions clash in
our minds, the affec tions proper to our spirit and the actions of
the exte rior life are inev i ta bly at odds. On the other hand, when
human minds agree both in their ideas and opin ions, the result-
ing men tal con sen sus pro duces its effect on every day liv ing in
mutual good will and the kind of union which estab lishes peace
and social power.

This is known only too well in Italy where the dire effects of
dis har mony have been felt lon ger and more keenly than in any
other region. Poor Italy! I believe that the spirit of evil, fear ing
more from her than from any other nation, has thrust the torch
of dis cord into her every nook and cranny. Evil has set the torch
alight so that Italy, at odds with her self, should be divided, and
divided remain weak. Weak ness would develop into cow ard ice
and sloth. Pros trate in her sloth, she would be inca pa ble of
grasp ing the real rea son for her dis unity. This is the cause: her
lack of any firm opin ion, com bined with the pres ence of any
num ber of fee ble, con flict ing opin ions. In her lax ity, in her
super fi cial stud ies, she is like an imma ture child recit ing the
lessons learned in some one else’s school, and unable to pro duce
a phi los o phy or teach ing of her own nor any over all
nation-wide view. Let her awake and seek the intel lec tual unity
she needs. She has only to desire it, and she will have it; her
ill-starred beauty would recover all its strength and glory.

56. Here I would like to thank those noble souls who held out
the hand of friend ship when I attempted to set out a phi los o phy 
which would real ise the aims I out lined in the first part of this
work, and obtain the advan tages accru ing from the rec on cil i a -
tion of oppos ing views. Many of them were fel low-citizens; it
would be impos si ble to name all of them, though my thanks go
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out to them all. I must not, how ever, fail to men tion first of all
the pro fes sors at the Uni ver sity of Turin, Giuseppe Andrea
Sciolla, Pietro Corte and Michele Tarditi, who were the first to
dis cuss, defend and intro duce in their lec tures, in a rare dis play
of unity of inten tion, the very teach ing that I was offer ing. Alas,
two of these dis tin guished schol ars, whose love of the same
truth and whose expo sure to sim i lar philo soph i cal labours had
made them like broth ers to me, were soon snatched away by
death, a great loss to schol ar ship and their native land. Sciolla, a
per fect exam ple of integ rity and friend ship, was already in late
mid dle-age; the other, Tarditi, was at the peak of his pow ers
with a rich future ahead of him. Leaving behind a fine group of
tal ented fol low ers, they are now where ‘they keep watch with
end less gaze in sacred love.’61 And this is our con so la tion.

Gustavo di Cavour, with whom I have shared a spe cial bond
over the years through feel ings of affec tion and esteem min gled
with reli gious faith, was per haps the first who pre sented these
teach ings in French. Alessandro Pestalozza, lec turer in Philo-
sophy in the Archi epis co pal Sem i nary of Monza, was the first
to pub lish in Ital ian a com plete, sub stan tial course, and wrote a
num ber of works ably defend ing it against objec tions put
forward and elo quently devel oped by a cel e brated mind
[Gioberti]. Finally, I must men tion the writer [Manzoni] who
cap ti vated the whole of Italy with his vol umes of a new type of
heav enly lyric, and threw him self into his tor i cal stud ies with a
zeal not often found among us and with a crit i cal insight rarely
found any where. His novel [I promessi sposi], a highly skil ful
por trayal of the human spirit, offered stern yet sen si tive lec tures 
on moral mat ters. In adopt ing new prin ci ples gov ern ing lan-
guage and lit er a ture, he suc ceeded in show ing how lan guage
could be made more homo ge neous and pre cise, and lit er a ture
more vir ile and sin cere. Both lan guage and lit er a ture were thus
made more con du cive to peace in Italy. After suc cess fully
under tak ing such diverse stud ies, he found rest as it were in
philosophy, which was won der fully suited to his age and eru di -
tion. His recent work, a dia logue enti tled Dell’Invenzione, is
noted for the admi ra ble sub tlety and per cep tive ness of his intel-
lect and the equally admi ra ble cul ture and pol ish of his style.
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Finally, I must also express my grat i tude to my loyal
oppo nents.
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PART THREE

THE CON CEPT OF WIS DOM

Κυρ�α — � σοφ�α τ�� φιλοσοφ�α�

[Our mis tress is the wis dom of phi los o phy]
Clem ent of Al ex an dria, Stromata, 1, 5.

57. In the two pre vi ous parts, I dealt with what I have done or
what I have intended to do. To com plete what I have to say, I
still have to describe what I have not done and what can not in
fact be achieved by lit er ary effort and stud ies. These stud ies, of
which I spoke to my friends and to all those kind well-wishers
who deserve my grat i tude, were the source of the essays which I
have pub lished and here gath ered together. But books deal
exclu sively with sys tem atic knowl edge which rep re sents
neither the whole man, nor what is best in him. Books have as
their sub ject either things which we have not brought about but
merely con tem plated, or things which we not only con tem plate 
but actu ally bring about. But the power we have to do things
and the actions with which we carry them out, along with all the
other real i ties we per ceive, are not sys tem atic knowl edge, nor
can they be dealt with in books. Nature itself excludes them in
writ ten form and places them out side sys tem atic knowl edge to
which books, like sign posts, refer and direct the atten tion.

Every one accepts this but few real ise how impor tant it is to
bear it in mind. For this is one of those sin gu lar truths which are
extremely easy to admit yet very dif fi cult to grasp. A clear proof
of this is the way in which even schol ars fre quently view sys-
tem atic knowl edge as all-important and seem to believe that
through it any one may become a wise and per fect human being.
As a result, they repeat edly con fuse good ness of life with
systematic knowl edge. But knowl edge in this sense belongs to
the order of ideas, whereas good ness per tains to the order of
actions and real things. Good ness, which cer tainly touches
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upon sys tem atic knowl edge, goes far, far beyond it. Evi dence
for this can be seen in think ers who con cen trated on eth i cal
issues. Their opin ions rarely agree, but are for the most part
totally incon sis tent, and affirm now one thing and now another.
Some times they dif fer en ti ate between vir tue and phi los o phy;
some times they fuse them; some times they end by dif fer en ti at -
ing between them but always leav ing them insep a ra ble. This
type of incon sis tency may be found in Sen eca’s let ters.

In a num ber of places, Sen eca assigns to phi los o phy the task
of teach ing vir tue. More over, just as ear lier I ruled out from the
cat e gory of phi los o phers those who do not pro fess the truth,
Sen eca refuses the title ‘phi los o pher’ to those who do not
expound the doc trine of vir tue: ‘Do these peo ple teach vir tue or
not; if so, they are phi los o phers.’*62 In this prop o si tion, which is
fairly close to my view and is like wise intended to restore words
to their true mean ing, a dis tinc tion is made between vir tue and
teach ing vir tue. The phi los o pher’s role is con fined to the teach-
ing of vir tue.

In another let ter, how ever, hav ing for got ten what he said
about phi los o phy as sys tem atic knowl edge (which con sists
wholly of ideas) and teach ing (which involves the use of words)
— although each of these may have vir tue as their object — he
no lon ger locates phi los o phy in ideas or in words express ing
ideas, but in real i ties con veyed to the mind through ideas, or
taught to oth ers. He tells his cor re spon dent: ‘Phi los o phy deals
not with words but with things.’*63 Thus, despite his ear lier,
clear dis tinc tion between sys tem atic knowl edge and action, he
later lost sight of the wide gulf between them. Although
systematic knowl edge can never be stripped of its sta tus as
infor ma tion with out los ing its nature, and action must refer to
real things, Sen eca main tained that philo soph i cal sci ence
involved things them selves, things whose link with phi los o phy
is solely for instruc tional or explan a tory pur poses.

But in a third place, he later came round to admit ting that the
two things, which here he took to be one, really were two, and
even as con trary to one another as active and pas sive. When
expound ing another’s view, which he does not deny, he
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main tains that they are dis tinct though indi vis i ble. He states:

Al though phi los o phy is the study of vir tue, which it seeks,
some amongst us have con cluded that they can not be
separated. They say that phi los o phy can not ex ist with out
vir tue nor vir tue with out phi los o phy. Phi los o phy is the
study of vir tue car ried out by means of vir tue, al though
vir tue can not ex ist with out its be ing stud ied. It is not as
though a per son wished to hit an ob ject at a dis tance (with
the per son who sees in one place and what is seen in
another), nor like roads out side a town lead ing into the
town. Vir tue is at tained with the aid of vir tue it self. Con-
sequently, phi los o phy and vir tue go to gether.64

Although, in the above pas sage, the study of phi los o phy is
dis tin guished from its object, vir tue, they are not recog nised as
two cat e gor i cally dis tinct forms, but rather as two grades of the
same thing. As far as I can see, the notion expressed in the text
quoted above can only be inter preted in this sense: phi los o phy
is an incip i ent stage of vir tue which grows to per fec tion as it
devel ops, or phi los o phy is a spe cial vir tue which guides us
towards the acqui si tion of other vir tues, to uni ver sal vir tue. In
each of these two forms, phi los o phy has lost its char ac ter as
pure, sys tem atic knowl edge.

58. The view held by the two soph ists of Chios, Euthydemus
and Dionysiodorus, whom Plato intro duces as dis pu tants in the
dia logue named after the for mer, that they ‘had dis cov ered the
art of con vert ing evil men into good’ by an easy and thor ough
method, rely ing solely upon cer tain of their argu ments, is sub-
stan tially the same as that prom ised by all pre-Christian pagan
phi los o phers to man kind. Many mod ern phi los o phers offer as
much, implic itly at least, but often not explic itly, because they
would not be believed. But in doing this, they can not avoid one
of two errors: 1. good ness and moral vir tue con sist solely in sys-
tem atic knowl edge (which con fuses dis pa rate things), or 2.
knowl edge of what is good imme di ately brings us the will and
the strength to apply it as we should. Both con clu sions are
equally refuted by expe ri ence and close obser va tion of human
nature. For exam ple, one fre quently comes across books in
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which art, which is a habit reduced to the cat e gory of action,65 is
con fused with sys tem atic knowl edge, which per tains to the
category of con tem pla tion.

I have already noted the impro pri ety of the word prac ti cal
applied to what is merely spec u la tive infor ma tion. Thus, the
term prac ti cal phi los o phy is used to describe the type of philo-
sophy which con sid ers prac ti cal issues, such as human actions
and the def i ni tion of moral con science as a prac ti cal judg ment,
despite the fact that con science is merely a spec u la tive judg ment 
on the hon esty or dis hon esty of one’s own indi vid ual actions,
that is, in prac tice.66

59. It is there fore extremely easy to give an answer to some-
one who asks bluntly and peremp to rily: ‘Is knowl edge of some-
thing real, or knowl edge of one’s own action or that of another,
the same as the thing, or the action itself’?’ Every one (if we
exclude a few phi los o phers who lose their way in spec u la tion)
becomes aware very quickly of the dif fer ence, acknowl edges
that these are two dis tinct things, and affirms that know ing and
act ing are worlds apart. Why is it then that such an obvi ous
difference, which every body accepts when it is con sid ered
directly, should be for got ten when it appears as part of a dis cus -
sion? Why do we keep com ing across exam ples of really fine
pas sages in the great est writ ers where the two are reduced to
one, or each is con fused with, or con verted into, the other?

This con tra dic tion, to which peo ple inad ver tently suc cumb,
must have some rea son which is worth while pur su ing. We
certainly need to seek it if we are going to set out the idea of
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wisdom, which is the aim of this dis cus sion. It stems from the
fact that there are two kinds of infor ma tion: in the first, only the
intel lect is involved; in the sec ond, the activ ity of the sub ject
unfolds. As a result of the inter ven tion of this sub jec tive activ-
ity, the sec ond kind of infor ma tion becomes oper a tive. In fact,
we can say both that the sec ond kind comes into action through
the will, and that the will comes into action through it. Every-
one agrees, of course, that human actions have their ori gin in the
will. But what is the will? Could this power exist with out in-
formation? It could not, because the term will is not bestowed
upon oper at ing prin ci ples which func tion with out the light of
knowl edge. Will is a ratio nal prin ci ple; hence the well-known
axiom that the will is never moved by the unknown. Some
infor ma tion, there fore, is nec es sary and essen tial to the will,
that is, it is the objec tive form of the will itself. The sub ject’s
activ ity, when all infor ma tional con tent is dis counted, is only
the con sti tu tive mat ter of the will, if I may put it that way. But
this activ ity, when informed by knowl edge of what is good,
becomes will. It is no lon ger a mere mate rial rudi ment of will,
but fully devel oped will. It is not the will on its way to being —
will described by an ancient term of the Italic school as non-ens
— but will which has attained its com plete being.

This, then, is the intrin sic order by which will attains its
nature. The first stage is objec tive infor ma tion in the intel lect,
fol lowed by assent on the part of the asso ci ated sub jec tive activ-
ity; sub jec tive activ ity thus joined to the object has become an
active prin ci ple called will. This junc ture, this capac ity of will, is
the source of human activ ity. Its power is pro por tional to the
extent of its adhe sion to the intellective object. We can say,
there fore, that knowl edge in the intel lect becomes oper a tive as a
result of the sub ject’s adhe sion to it. This infor ma tion acts
through the will of which it has become the for mal part. We can
also say that the will acts through the infor ma tion which is its
form. To sum up: there are two types of infor ma tion, one spec u -
la tive, the other prac ti cal or oper a tive. The for mer con sti tutes
sys tem atic knowl edge, the lat ter the real prin ci ple of human
actions. Here we need to note (because this is the ori gin of the
equiv o ca tion and con fu sion I am try ing to explain) that sci ence
may spec u late on any thing, even on the will, the prin ci ple of our
actions, on prac ti cal infor ma tion and even on itself. How ever,
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spec u la tion on an object does not mean that we make the real
thing spec u la tive, or absorb it into spec u la tion. Spec u la tion, far
from chang ing and assim i lat ing real things and actions into
itself, informs us that these things and actions pos sess and retain
a nature dif fer ent and oppo site to the nature of sys tem atic
knowl edge whose objects they become. The prac ti cal infor ma -
tion of which I am speak ing is not sys tem atic knowl edge and
can not be writ ten down in books. If it could, it would no lon ger 
be prac ti cal. When an attempt is made to write it down (and this
is where the mis take occurs), or when a per son thinks he has
writ ten it down, he has merely writ ten about the teach ing
related to the prac ti cal infor ma tion. He has not writ ten the
infor ma tion itself in so far as it is prac ti cal, that is, in so far as it is
the root of real actions. Man’s tran si tory actions can not be
frozen within the pages of a book, although a book can con tain
a sci en tific trea tise on such actions. Ideas are not tran si tory,
even though the things of which they are ideas are tran si tory.

60. What gives rise to this hal lu ci na tion, which leads to con fu -
sion between two such dis tinct orders as that of ideas and that of
things, cat e go ries which we fre quently need to dis tin guish and
which are in fact fre quently dis tin guished in every day lan-
guage? The first rea son that comes to mind depends upon
vocab u lary. The same terms are indeed used to mean both the
ideas of things, and things them selves, and thus to mean pos-
sible as well as real things. When, for exam ple, we say: ‘Man is a
ratio nal being’, the word ‘man’ does not refer to any actual man
but man in his essence and pos si bil ity. When we say: ‘The man
you see is Peter’ the same word ‘man’ is used to refer not only to
the mere idea of ‘man’ but also a real man. Now, the use of
words applied to a num ber of dif fer ent enti ties some times
results in the enti ties them selves, which are con fused in every-
day lan guage, becom ing con fused in the mind and spo ken of as
though they were inter change able.

This, how ever, is not the final rea son. We still need to know
why we apply the same words to ideas and things, to purely
ideal beings and to the real beings which cor re spond to them.
The the ory deal ing with human knowl edge pro vides us with
this fur ther rea son: there is no doubt that we can apply a noun, a
vocal sign, to some thing we know. But we could not know what
hap pens in our feel ing unless we referred what is sen si ble to the

[60]

116 Introduction to Philosophy



idea, and thus ren dered it intel li gi ble. On the other hand, the
idea, in order to be under stood, does not need the pres ence of
what is sen si ble. Clear proof of this is the fact that the idea
remains in the mind with out the real ity. In other words,
although the idea is intel li gi ble per se, what is sen si ble is intel li -
gi ble only through the idea, and the con tin ual pres ence of the
idea. The idea, there fore, is ens in so far as it is per se know able; it
is the knowableness of things or enti ties which are not ideas,
that is, entia in so far as they are real and sen si ble.

60a. There is a log i cal order in knowl edge whereby ideas are
known first, then those things which are known through ideas.
It is fit ting, there fore, that the words we dis cover should mir ror
this order. Hence we have two classes of words: words which
stand for ideas, and words which put the mind in touch with
real ity. The first cat e gory includes com mon nouns (and almost
all are com mon); the sec ond are proper nouns and all the gram-
mat i cal par ti cles (pro nouns, adverbs, and so on) which are used
to lead the mind from gen eral, uni ver sal ideas to what is par tic u -
lar and real. Thus, when I wish to use the com mon noun man to
mean not just the idea but a spe cific, real human being, I can not
use that noun on its own. Oth er wise my inter loc u tor would
think merely of uni ver sal man, that is, the idea. I need to add
some other word which makes it indi cate a par tic u lar man. For
instance, I add the proper name Peter, or ‘whom you see’. I can
also add spe cific terms which indi cate the man’s pres ence to the
senses, such as ‘who is here’ or other phrases which recall a man
who was pres ent to our own or oth ers’ senses on other occa-
sions, or a par tic u lar man who has been deter mined in some
way. These addi tional words restrict the mean ing of the com-
mon noun and con vey to the inter loc u tor that the idea refers in
this case and on this occa sion to a given sen si ble real ity and
noth ing else. Con se quently, the idea is taken as the knowability
of the sen si ble real ity, although per se it sig ni fies uni ver sal
knowability. Com mon nouns, there fore (to which ver bal
infinitives, par ti ci ples and all types of adjec tives are reduced) do
not refer to real things; this ref er ence is made through addi tions
in con ver sa tion. Com mon nouns, how ever, are nec es sary
because ideas are nec es sary to indi cate what is real which, when
detached from ideas, is vague and basi cally unknown.

60b. But if what is ideal and what is real are so utterly dif fer ent 
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how can the lat ter be known in and through the for mer?67 The
answer lies in close obser va tion of knowl edge and the way in
which we know.

Such obser va tion shows us that the case is as we have stated it,
and this should be suf fi cient. It is never rea son able to deny a
firmly estab lished fact, as any rea son able man would agree.
More over, the same obser va tion, if suit ably acute, not only
testifies to but explains the fact because this fact is one which
con tains its own expla na tion. When, there fore, we think very
care fully about this fact, we find that what is ideal and what is
real, although very dif fer ent, pos sess an iden ti cal ele ment, ens.
The same iden ti cal ens exists in both but under dif fer ing con di -
tions and in a dif fer ent form. Under one form, we find ens as
ideality, or knowability, or objec tiv ity (terms which sub stan -
tially express the same thing); under the other form, we find the
same ens as real ity, sen si bil ity, activ ity (these, too, are terms
which are sub stan tially the same). Thus despite the great est
difference in form, there is com plete iden tity of con tent, which
is ens itself. Ens as purely know able is ideal; ens as sen si ble is
real. When what is sen si ble is made know able, that is, when the
two forms are drawn together, we have intellective per cep tion
and knowl edge of what is real.

After this, we should not be sur prised if phi los o phers occa sion -
ally con fuse the two forms. This hap pens when ever they for get
that their argu ment revolves around forms and imag ine that they
are dis cuss ing ens. They take the two forms as one, or con fuse
one with the other, pre cisely because ens which they think they
are dis cuss ing is one under two forms. On the other hand, when
they fully real ise that their argu ment revolves around forms and
not around ens — as for instance when they go directly to the
ques tion involv ing forms and ask ‘whether the idea and the thing
are one and the same’ — they never con fuse them.

61. There is a fur ther step to take, how ever. Why does it often
hap pen that, when an argu ment is deal ing with forms, philo-
sophers for get about this and refer what is said to an argu ment
about ens? Why is it so dif fi cult to dis tin guish when the object
under dis cus sion is ens and when it is forms?
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Obvi ously the aver age per son unfa mil iar with abstract, sci en -
tific con cepts, never focuses his intellective atten tion on either
the real object unac com pa nied by the idea (because the real
object can not be known with out the idea), or on the idea alone
(he cer tainly knows how to use it to know what is real, but can-
not deal with it on its own). Thus, our nat u ral atten tion is
always on what is real and on the idea to which the real is united.
This union enables the for ma tion of the term of per cep tion.
How ever, when we rise to sci en tific abstrac tions, we become
aware of this dual ity in the entia we have per ceived and dis tin -
guish the mat ter and form of cog ni tion (or what ever we call
these two ele ments). At this point, the idea acquires a new
relationship with the human mind. It is no lon ger merely the
object of intu ition and a means of know ing real i ties, but has
become once more an object of reflec tion and sys tem atic
knowl edge.

But what is real, when unac com pa nied by the idea and
deprived of its light, is alto gether unknown. In other words, it
has ceased to exist for the mind. The mind, how ever, which has
pre vi ously known what is real, does not wish to see it dis ap pear; 
con se quently, the mind, albeit uncon sciously, restores the idea
to what is real. The idea, which the mind has con sciously
removed, is now unwit tingly restored. This first illu sion to
which the mind falls vic tim is then dragged along by the mind
which becomes rather like a pen with a hair on its tip; as it
writes, all the beau ti fully formed let ters are spoiled. In our case,
the mind bases phi los o phy on two ele ments, that is, on the idea
detached from the real and on the real reunited with the idea.
But this involves con sid er ing the idea twice instead of once. A
fur ther spon ta ne ous reflec tion on the incor rect con clu sion
derived from the pre vi ous reflec tion inev i ta bly lures the philo-
sopher into another error. He now finds the idea on every side:
he finds it in the ele ment which he thought he had stripped of
any idea, because unknown to him (as I have said), it has
returned there. Or rather, he has rein stated it through an
intellective instinct, with out reflec tion and there fore uncon-
sciously. Then, find ing the idea where he thought he would find
only real ity, he inev i ta bly con fuses the idea with real ity itself.
This, I believe, is the true ori gin and devel op ment of the error
made by a famous Ital ian [Gioberti] who, upon this error,
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erected a Ger manic type of philo soph i cal sys tem. The Ger man
phi los o phers who had fallen into this error, to which so many
oth ers suc cumb, were as delighted with it as if they had found a
trea sure. On it, with their usual dil i gence and sense of won der,
they erected a gigan tic or rather a gro tesque sys tem.

On the other hand, those who con fuse sys tem atic knowl edge
with real action do so uncon sciously and with out attach ing any
impor tance to it. Nev er the less, even they still man age to posit
the full real ity of human nature in sys tem atic knowl edge, and
reduce man sim ply to what is known sys tem at i cally. We should
not be sur prised, there fore, if they eas ily per suade them selves
that a per son who pos sesses sys tem atic knowl edge also pos-
sesses vir tue, and that such vir tue is the gift that they alone prof-
fer in their acad e mies where they expound their the o ries. In
other words, because it is impos si ble to think directly of what is
real, and even more to con sider it totally unac com pa nied by the
idea, the thinker who does not exer cise the utmost cau tion, is
led through a series of delu sions. He reduces every thing to
systematic knowl edge, out side of which he sees noth ing, or at
least con sid ers sys tem atic knowl edge as moral vir tue. This,
how ever, con sists of real actions which in order to be vir tu ous,
have to relate and con form to the idea, or rather to that philo-
sophy which Sen eca, when not con fus ing the two things,
defines (still too nar rowly) as ‘the law of life’ (lex vitae).68

62. Beyond sys tem atic knowl edge lies a real world which
frequently eludes the gaze of schol ars and phi los o phers. Man,
who does not live by sys tem atic knowl edge alone, lives to a
great extent in this world. If we look for what is per fect in man
— which may prop erly be termed wis dom — we should not
settle for the first item, that is, sys tem atic knowl edge or more
gen er ally, knowl edge. This has to be united to the sec ond item,
real action, that is, moral good ness.

Even pagan phi los o phers, in some of their more lucid
moments, thor oughly grasped this truth. They speak of
wisdom as some thing com plete, some thing which nec es sar ily
com prises all human per fec tion. Wis dom orig i nates in the mind,
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but then goes on to impose order upon the affec tions and to
ren der even the least of its actions vir tu ous and har mo ni ous. In
this con nec tion, Sen eca wrote: ‘The great est role and sign of
wis dom is that actions and words go together, and that man be
always self-consistent and the same.’*69 Here Sen eca does not
over look the dis tinc tion between phi los o phy as sys tem atic
knowl edge, which can be expressed in speech or writ ing, and
the full ness of wis dom, which can not be imparted in its entirety
either in speech or writ ing. Accord ing to Sen eca, such wis dom
is only achieved when sys tem atic knowl edge passes into human
action, reform ing pas sions, affec tions and actions. ‘I beg and
exhort you, dear Lucilius, to allow phi los o phy to sink deep into
your heart. Note what prog ress you have made, not in speak ing
or writ ing but in strength of mind and the reduc tion of cov et -
ous ness.’70

Here we can see the dis tinc tion between phi los o phy and the
use of phi los o phy. Using phi los o phy, we carry out what philo-
sophy teaches in speech and in writ ing. We oper ate not by argu-
ment and in a lit er ary fash ion, but by facts and deeds which lie
alto gether out side sys tem atic knowl edge and book-learning.
We con vert phi los o phy’s max ims into feel ings; we allow them,
so to speak, to sink into the heart, which the ancients con sid ered 
the seat of the pas sions.

62a. Plato describes wis dom in a sim i lar way in the dia logue
he named after young Theaetetus. In it he attempts with out
success to arrive at a def i ni tion of sys tem atic knowl edge; at least
he did not suc ceed in spe cif i cally express ing it. The prob lem
per haps, which may also account for the length and com plex ity
of the dia logue, was the fail ure to dis tin guish between the
concept of art and life, and that of sys tem atic knowl edge.
Wisdom, how ever, unhes i tat ingly takes her stand on ‘the per fect 
con junc tion of jus tice, holi ness and pru dence.’71

Soc ra tes, hav ing said that it was impos si ble to erad i cate all evil
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70 Ibid.
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from human affairs, added: ‘How ever, it can find no place with
the gods.’ He went on:

It fol lows that we should strive to has ten there (where the
gods are) as soon as we can. Such a flight in volves our
doing our ut most to be come like God. Jus tice to gether
with pru dence and sanc tity makes us like God. More over,
O best of men, you will find it dif fi cult to con vince peo ple
that they must in deed seek af ter vir tue and flee from vice,
but not on ac count of pub lic opin ion, that is, to ap pear
good, not wicked. That I con sider as mere old women’s
talk. The truth is: God is in no way un just, but just be yond 
limit. He en vel ops ev ery thing to which jus tice ex tends,
and noth ing is more like him than the just man. In such a
reck on ing, man’s in dus try and for ti tude, along with his
idle ness and fool ish ness, need to be taken into ac count.
Knowing this is in deed true vir tue and true wis dom;
ignoring it, on the other hand, is non-knowledge and
patent dis hon esty.72

62b. Thus, in the fuller, purer sense which the ancients
ascribed to it, wis dom has two parts which are joined within it.
The first is in the mind, and is called sys tem atic knowl edge when
it is iso lated, stud ied and arranged in due order. This knowl edge 
can be taught and writ ten down. The other aspect is not taught
in acad e mies, and can not be writ ten down in books. Its sole,
indi vid ual locus is in the heart and will, and in all our affec tions
and actions. Nev er the less, it is, as it were, the very same sys tem -
atic knowl edge. It has moved down from the mind and been
dis tilled into the real ity of feel ing, find ing its way into every day
life where its dom i na tion is total yet benef i cent. Can we ever
really put action, human action I mean, into writ ing at any of its
three or four lev els which con sist of prac ti cal knowl edge, feel-
ing, deci sion and exter nal action? The dis tinc tion can not be
over stressed. When we have writ ten the word action, we have
writ ten only an idea. But the idea of an action is not the same as
the occur rence of an action. If, instead of merely writ ing action
we added: ‘this real action’ or ‘this prac ti cal knowl edge, this
feel ing we expe ri ence, this deci sion of our will which imparts
move ment to the hand which is now play ing with a sword,’ we
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would indeed have writ ten about real actions but this does not
mean that we take the actions them selves, put them down on
paper and insert them in a doc u ment. It merely means mak ing
signs on paper which remind us of the actions. When our
under stand ing receives these signs, what action does it take to
direct its atten tion from such signs to the actions referred to? It
cer tainly does not insert real actions them selves into our
thought as into a bag, as though the knowl edge we acquire were
to become those actions. What we know as we think is that
these actions could have existed before we thought, and will
exist when we stop think ing. We also know that they have a
cause, which may indeed be unknown to us, but which is
definitely dif fer ent from our thought. We will cer tainly not
believe, as long as we are sane, that we pro duce them by think-
ing about them. Con se quently, nei ther the writ ten doc u ment
nor thoughts about these actions are the actual actions of
writing and think ing. They are thought in their ideal being by
sim ple intu ition, or in their real being by appre hen sion and
affir ma tion. Beyond the o ret i cal knowl edge, beyond sys tem atic
knowl edge, there is always some thing fur ther — real action.
The sub ject in its full ness remains out side ideas.

63. How ever, the laws of the soul are such that in act ing exclus-
ively through one of its chief oper at ing prin ci ples, it becomes
the very prin ci ple into which it has poured all its actu al ity. At
least, it seems to be so because its other prin ci ples are not actu-
ated at this moment. Now the scholar’s, or rather the thinker’s,
life is bound up with think ing, so that he is actu ally thought
itself, and is in great dan ger of imag in ing him self as though he
were thought and noth ing else. But, I have already said, those
things which are not actu ally being thought are non-existent to
thought. Con se quently, imme di ate thought declares them to be
noth ing. Here, once again, we have the ori gin of Hegeli an nihil-
ism which is basi cally iden ti cal to the nihil ism I men tioned
earlier although here it is expressed in dif fer ent terms. The
nothing from which Hegel derives all that exists in the uni verse,
and into which he later con signs it, is basi cally no dif fer ent from
the nihil ism which has not yet become the object of thought. It
is, there fore, non-existent for human thought, and reverts to its
pri mal noth ing ness when think ing ceases. This phe nom e non, to
which think ers can be prone, deluded Hegel — as it did the
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think ers of ancient India — who pos ited noth ing as the orig i nal
source of things (because entia are not ini tially thought and are
noth ing to the thinker; at a later stage, they are the objects of
thought and are there fore exis tent to the mind). Some thing
there fore which was a mere appear ance to imme di ate, per cep -
tive thought or even to con scious thought, and depend ent on a
sub jec tive law of thought itself, became abso lute for Hegel,
entrapped in his own thought. To be sure, the soul which
engages in sys tem atic knowl edge is not and can not be, in that
pro cess, other than thought because the soul is actu ated only in
thought. Even if the soul were actu ated in some other act, this
act would not pro duce sys tem atic knowl edge for the soul and
would not there fore re-present it.

If we add that the basic foun da tion on which Ger man philo-
sophy was built was a uni ver sal prej u dice orig i nat ing with
Locke (‘cognitions are a mere prod uct of the mind’ and hence of
the human sub ject), we have an obvi ous expla na tion for Hegel’s
sys tem. In its aber ra tion, it reveals the inven tor’s pow er ful
dialectic. The sys tem is directly derived from the fol low ing two
prop o si tions, both of which are false: 1. the thinker as such does
not recog nise as exis tent any thing that is not yet the object of
his thought, and thus declares it to be NOTH ING ; 2. cognitions
are a mere prod uct of the under stand ing. Con se quently the
objects of thought are pro duced and cre ated by the under stand -
ing. Thought causes them to be trans ferred from NOTH ING to
BEING.

I stated that the first of these two prop o si tions was also false
(the false hood con tained in the sec ond one I exposed at length
in the New Essay) because as a prop o si tion it is not derived from
thought taken in its entirety, but from a par tic u lar act of
thought, the act of per cep tion, which the Ger mans extended
unduly.73 Rea soning, which is sub se quent to per cep tion and cer-
tainly is thought, although in a more advanced form, leads us to
admit also the actual exis tence of entia which do not fall under
acts of per cep tion, or under con scious thought, pro vided they
are related to things which do fall under that form of thought.

How ever, Hegel’s illu sion is not an iso lated fact; it is sim i lar to
the illu sion to which humans suc cumb when they aban don
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them selves to sen sual plea sure. Peo ple of this kind are always
inclined to believe that such plea sure is every thing. They
think that man’s soul, like that of the ani mals, is purely
sense-oriented, pre cisely because their own souls are so actu-
ated and almost absorbed by sen sa tions that they know them-
selves only as sen tient souls. They are aware of noth ing else. But
the illu sion of Prus sian phi los o phy has a char ac ter is tic fea ture
dis tin guish ing it from that of the sen sual man, and mak ing it
more arro gant. This char ac ter is tic derives from the fact that
phi los o phy is effec tively an oper a tion of thought alone, not of
sense. Con se quently, the phi los o pher who is reduced, as it
were, to pure thought, very eas ily falls into know ing and admit-
ting thought alone. He takes the facts of thought as onto log i cal
facts. This hap pened in the Indian Schools and even in the
Eleatic School. The sen su al ist, how ever, if he begins to philo-
sophise, is there fore obliged to ascend to thought and, as he
cannot dis re gard it, is happy to attrib ute it to sense, which he
takes as the bed rock of real ity. 

64. After human beings were reduced by these phi los o phers
to pure thought, and ideas reduced to mere prod ucts and modes
of thought, and inev i ta bly con fused with things (noth ing
outside of thought was recog nised), we were then forced by
philosophers into a state of objec tiv ity and impassability that
nec es sar ily cut us off from human feel ings and from moral
duties. I leave aside the other grave con se quences, such as
panthe ism, which fol low from the prin ci ples of the Hegeli an
school, along with all the wild, hor ren dous and pro fane doc-
trines of Ger manic thought. I wish merely to point out that
despite our own dei fi ca tion in this phi los o phy, our nature lies
with ered and shorn of all noble, human emo tions, which are
only noble when enno bled by moral duty. When we con fine
our selves to feel ings and duties — reli gious, pater nal, fil ial, mar-
i tal or any other — we have not yet become God, accord ing to
these schol ars, because we are not yet con sumed in the objec tiv -
ity of our thought. To use an expres sion famil iar to such soph-
ists: ‘Our con scious ness is still involved in the pangs of our own
cre ation.’ When con scious ness sub se quently emerges fully
devel oped from its ‘cre ative imme di acy’, like the but ter fly from
the cocoon, it becomes objec tive thought and looks down from
its lofty throne of abstract thought upon every thing else that
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per tains to human beings, that is, feel ings and duties. Such
things, it believes, are far infe rior to itself. They no lon ger
belong to con scious ness but appear before it like a play in which
the spec ta tor takes no active part. The EGO , then, is free, they
say, because moral ity itself lies beneath it. Con scious ness gazes
upon moral ity with a spirit of total inde pend ence and alien-
ation. It is like a rich painter whose earn ings have raised him to
the point where he can sit back and look with disdain on the
work of oth ers.

64a. This mon strous doc trine was to have an impact on
politics, on the fam ily, on Ger man lit er a ture, of which Goe the
was the most admired rep re sen ta tive. The main fea ture of
Goethe’s writ ing is pre cisely objec tiv ity in the sense given it by
Ger man phi los o phy. This is not the objec tiv ity which we
recog nise as supe rior to our selves, to which we sub mit hum bly
and rev er ently, but the objec tiv ity which we over come and dis-
place. We rule from its throne (that is, we imag ine we rule) and
no longer need to recog nise any thing above our selves. Every-
thing is beneath us. In other words, we aspire to the impos si ble. 
All feelings, all duties lie under our feet. ‘Goe the’, says one of
his ardent admir ers74 ‘is a deep and vig or ous thinker; he never
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74 It is odd how this admirer justifies the proverbial egoism of the poet of
Weimar. After speaking of the women who yielded to him, and of their
illusions about being loved by him, he says: ‘It is as if the morning lily were to
ask the bee for love. In fact, the lily lives its life and dies exhausted, the bee
uses the lily to make its honey, and along we come to feed on the honey.’ He
goes on to talk of the unhappy Frederica and says: ‘With the divine spark
snatched from the maiden’s heart, this strange Pygmalion brought to life the
beautiful marble statues in his garden, Clare, Margaret, Adelaide, Mignon.
Realising she had been cruelly deceived, Frederica cursed her rival, poetry,
and died. Poor Frederica! Her brow was broken upon bronze-like
selfishness when she asked GENIUS to act with humanity. Yes, indeed, who
could read Goethe’s soul? Who would dare to make a final judgment on
certain actions of such a calm and profound life? Everything is mystery
about men like him until it is looked at from the point of view of the work
they have to accomplish. Only then does some ray of light break through,
and doubt begin to clear. At this point, we can see that wanting to
anathematise Goethe for what has been called in Germany his egoism, or
claiming to denounce the author of Faust to posterity because he immured
himself IN THE WORSHIP OF HIS OWN THOUGHT (doubtless finding it more
sacred than all the uproar about him), is neither a crime of lèse majesté nor a
sacrilege; it is simply an infantile revolt against the  finest poet of our age’



con fronts any dogma unless he can sub due it.’75 Faust is the
kind of per son who can not bear to feel con fined by human lim-
its. He wishes to break away from them and tries every thing to
do so. He immerses him self in nat u ral sci ences, but in vain; he
appeals to magic, but in vain; he throws him self into a life of
plea sure, he com plains against God who has impris oned him in
human nature, he sells him self to the devil — all in vain. Even-
tually, after hop ing in vain to dis cover the ALL in the NOTH ING -
NESS of Meph is toph e les,76 he is over taken by death and in its
pres ence, exclaims: ‘O Nature, let me be merely a man in your
pres ence!’ He would then endure the tor ment of being a man!
This is cop ied from Aes chy lus’ Pro me theus, except that the
char ac ter of Aes chy lus’ demi god is con ceived on a gran di ose
and pure scale. Faust is a lit tle 18th cen tury Titan, a gen u ine
Ger man university pro fes sor, with out any solid learn ing,
endowed with a vast yet way ward imag i na tion, cred u lous,
plea sure-loving, ambi tious, vision ary, mad. No doubt, from
this point of view, Faust is the most bit ter sat ire on the philo-
sophy from which Goe the seeks life. Such is the mas ter piece of
the poet who was a prod uct of Ger man pan the ism. It is worth-
while here add ing Herder’s judg ment of Goe the:

It re mains to be seen whether a man has the right to as pire
to such heights where all suf fer ing, whether true or false,
real or merely imag ined, be comes the same for him; where,
though he does not cease to be an art ist, he ceases to be a
man; where the light, though still shin ing, no lon ger
fosters any growth. We have yet to see if this maxim does
not im ply the to tal ab ne ga tion of the hu man char ac ter. No
one both ers to con tend with the gods over their ev er last -
ing still ness; let them look upon ev ery thing here be low as a
game, and ar range the re sults in ac cor dance with their own
de signs. We hu mans, how ever, who are sub ject to ev ery
hu man need, should not al low our selves to be amused by
the at ri cal at ti tudes; let us re main se ri ous, with that sa cred
ear nest ness with out which all art, of what ever kind,
degen er ates into farce. Com edy, o com edy! Soph o cles,
how ever, was not a comic dra ma tist, Aes chy lus even less.
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All of this is the in ven tion of our age. Da vid sang his
hymns with greater ear nest ness than Pinder, and Da vid
still ruled his king dom. What do you rule over, then? You
study na ture in all its man i fes ta tions from the slen der
hyssop to the ce dar of Leb a non. Na ture! You ab sorb it
into your selves, as you go on say ing. And that is well put,
but I would not want you as a re sult to rob me of man in
his nat u ral, moral gran deur, the fin est of all these phe nom -
ena.

65. I have felt it worth while expatiating some what upon the
con se quences of an error into which — if the ques tion is put
bluntly — human beings never fall and into which it seems
impos si ble for anyone to fall; mis tak ing the idea for real ity, and
absorb ing every thing into knowl edge and the thought which
pro duces knowl edge.

Neglect of this dis tinc tion, which may per haps seem use less
meta phys i cal soph istry, gives rise to all the con se quences I have
men tioned. This neglect was the forge in which were made the
weap ons used by cer tain Ger man pro fes sors, envi ous as it were
of the rep u ta tion of the giants who moan beneath the waves. The
aver age man, who instinc tively adopts a log i cal approach quite
ade quate for the sphere in which he acts, is not sub ject to such
strange delu sions. For the aim upon which his think ing focuses is
always asso ci a tion of idea and real, which his per cep tions
encoun ter. He does not sep a rate the two ele ments; he does not
pause to con sider the idea as dis tinct from the thing, and even less
the thing as sep a rate from the idea. He dis tin guishes them but he
does not sep a rate them: he sees one over against the other. Con-
se quently he finds noth ing mys te ri ous or sur pris ing in real ity.
Any thing which retains its links with the idea is illu mi nated by
it and is know able. How ever, if some thing is sep a rated from the
idea by a con stant pro cess of abstrac tion — which is how the
phi los o pher oper ates — it sud denly becomes an enigma for him:
an inde fin able entity which he can not deny because he can still
remem ber the con cept he had when he con sid ered it in asso ci a -
tion with the idea; on the other hand, he can not accept it because
he no lon ger knows what in fact it is when sep a rated from its
prior form or shorn of the idea. It seems to him impos si ble. To
solve this odd, tran scen den tal par a dox, the thinker plunges into
sup po si tions which are no more than wild aber ra tions.
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Such a mis guided scholar has to recover his human ity. But he
can not do so except by retrac ing his steps along the same high-
way of knowl edge on which he went astray. Knowl edge, or
what is usu ally called knowl edge, is a sor cer ess with the power
to turn human beings into ani mals, into var i ous types of mon-
sters and even into demons, and then to turn them back into
men but with much greater stat ure than before. The enchant ress 
under took these two con flict ing oper a tions in the Ancient
World, first by means of the soph ists and sec ond by means of
their philo soph i cal heirs, as we have already seen. The soph ists
boldly shat tered the heav enly spheres of the mind as though
they were made of crys tal, entered higher regions of thought
and, for a brief while, rode rough shod over knowl edge; their
philo soph i cal suc ces sors drove them from the field which they
had unjustly occu pied. Thus, Ger man phi los o phy really did
accede to a higher level of thought than the one at which the
cur rent phi los o phy oper ated. Ger man phi los o phy con sid ered
real ity in com plete iso la tion from the idea and real ised, as a
result of such iso la tion, that real ity remained an unknown
factor and an impos si bil ity. Then, like the soph ists and with
the enthusiasm char ac ter is tic of vain enter prises, it hast ily
concluded that the real, and con se quently the sub jec tive had to
be sought at all costs in the very heart of the idea, that is, of the
objec tive. Imme di ately there emerges the the ory of abso lute
iden tity and Hegeli an logic which devours meta phys ics, like
Sat urn and his sons. This was the cause of the col lapse of philo-
sophy and of all that was true and holy. How ever, the dif fer ent
orders of reflec tion do not deter mine either truth or error; they
are indif fer ent to both. As a result both truth and error find
room enough to set tle at any level. The higher the reflec tion, the
more room there is. When true phi los o phers approached the
same sphere through the open gate way, they fought with error
which had pre ceded them, and took pos ses sion of that new
heav enly zone on behalf of truth. This is phi los o phy’s response:
it is true that what is real is unknown when com pletely sep-
arated from the idea and, if you wish, is impos si ble in such a
state. How ever, it does not fol low that the real belongs to the
idea, that the idea con tains the real, sends it forth and later
re-absorbs it. All this can be shown as directly con trary to fact,
and as absurd. Another con se quence, how ever, does fol low: the
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real is never with out the idea from which it is divided only by an
arbi trary men tal abstrac tion; it is with the idea, but not in the
idea as a moment of the idea; the real and the idea are indi vis i ble, 
though not iden ti cal. What is real can not stand with out the idea,
but it is never one and the same as the idea. On the other hand,
the idea can to a cer tain extent stand with out what is real. It is
one thing to say that the real is intrin si cally related to the idea,
an onto log i cal syn the sis; it is quite another thing to say that one
should or could sup press the dual sta tus, and con cen trate them
into a sin gle unit. As I have already men tioned, the real is in-
divis i ble from the idea and, at the same time, utterly dis tinct,
because the same being is in both but not in the same form nor
under the same con di tions. The eter nal nature of being is such
that in its most per fect unity it appears in two per fectly dis tinct
and totally inconfusable forms.

66. This explains the dual ity of the wise per son, so dif fer ent
from the merely learned per son. The wise per son is born from
com plete con for mity of the real man with ideas, and through
ideas with the whole order of real things. This con for mity can
come about only from within, through his own activ ity, not
from with out. It depends on his own activ ity, that is, his free
power of will which alone ren ders thought prac ti cal, that is,
oper a tive. And the whole of this activ ity of the will, although
com mu ni cated to thought, is dis tinct from the o ret i cal thought,
which remains con fined within ideas and infor ma tion. It is
action inti mately linked to thought, but not con fused with it; an
action of the sub ject on the sub ject, who uses thought as his
means and instru ment. This action mod i fies and enno bles the
real sub ject — the human per son — who par tic i pates in the
divine excel lence of ideas them selves with out ever being able to
be trans formed into them.

67. When man kind was still in its infancy, as it were, and had
not as yet ven tured far in its explo ra tion of the realms of
abstract thought — vast, per il ous regions like the immense
deserts tra versed by explor ers — peo ple encoun tered this image
of wis dom in all her nat u ral sim plic ity and truth ful ness. Man-
kind attempted to reach out to her and, in doing so, real ised
how dif fi cult the enter prise was, as wis dom seemed to become
increas ingly remote. The closer they got to her, the more appar-
ent her divine ori gin (just as the astro naut ascend ing ever higher
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real ises how far away the stars are, or the moun tain eer on the
first ridges sees the peak, which at first appeared so close, reced-
ing from him). This dynamic quest was most appo sitely called
phi los o phy, that is, ‘love and study of wis dom’. How ever, this
was not yet phi los o phy in the later, restricted mean ing of
systematic body of knowl edge, in which I take it. Ancient
philosophy is more than a sci ence and is dis tinct from sci ence. It
is more than sys tem atic knowl edge, whose only mis sion is, and
can only be, to enlighten the mind. This does indeed bring
powerful sup port to good will, whose task it is to round off the
oper a tion by impart ing wis dom to man kind. But such sup port,
bestowed on the will with out aggres sion or com pul sion, leaves
it free. It even increases free dom of will either to direct or trans-
form the human sub ject and all its pow ers in the way shown by
knowl edge, or to do the oppo site when the will, by an error of
judg ment, con sid ers its great ness and hap pi ness to lie in other
things. This can involve it in a strug gle for suprem acy over
genuine sci ence and the truth con tained therein. The will,
though not expect ing vic tory, pur sues that greater glory which
cor re sponds to the dig nity and nobil ity of the enemy against
whom it fights to the death with out sur ren der ing.

Phi los o phy, there fore , taken as ‘a prac ti cal dis po si tion to
wisdom’, is more than phi los o phy as sys tem atic knowl edge
which, com pared to wis dom, has a far more hum ble sta tus. This
right ful humil i a tion, revealed here below by the gos pel, which
made humil ity the high est and most rea son able of the vir tues,
gives rise to annoy ance which, at times, amounts to fury in the
thinker devoted purely to sys tem atic knowl edge, who con sid -
ers him self as pure thought, and as such wishes to be all that is.
His infe rior pow ers are in dis ar ray; he allows them to act as
though they were no part of him, and they end by drag ging him
along behind them. They dis rupt his very thought by divert ing
it from the truth, but this does not worry him. Per fect thought,
accord ing to him, does not lie in the mode but the power of
thought. So for him, thought is pow er ful because it strug gles
with truth, and the vio lence of the strug gle brings into play even
the minor pow ers of such weak con sti tu tions. Nev er the less,
thought, which con sid ers itself so pow er ful in the midst of
violence, is actu ally the slave of a cor rupt will. It impels the
thinker to jus tify his own dis or der, and to find a philo soph i cal
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basis for it. Thought then rejects moral laws and invents oth ers;
it decrees that this is the real basis of free dom. Finally, thought
pres ents itself as object-man, the new god Pan, absorb ing
moral ity and the world. The wor ship of man is the new cult
appear ing on earth.

68. But phi los o phy, under stood as ‘a prac ti cal dis po si tion to
wis dom’, is not only more than sys tem atic knowl edge; it is
quite dis tinct from it. If we now ask what it is, truth, the for mer
of the two ele ments com pos ing wis dom, will be amply illus-
trated. Sen eca notes that phi los o phy, unlike math e mat ics, phys-
ics and sim i lar stud ies which bor row their prin ci ples from
other, higher branches of sci ence, ‘does not derive any prin-
ciples from other sources but erects the whole edi fice from the
ground up’.77 I have already explained this state ment by defin-
ing phi los o phy as the study of the ulti mate causes, which are
ulti mate rel a tive to their dis cov ery by man but pri mary rel a tive
to the tree of knowl edge, which has its roots in them. This
explains why an ancient author called them moth ers. Thus
philosophy is the only sys tem atic knowl edge which can say in a
way entirely its own: Sed summa sequar vestigia rerum [But I
always seek the very essence of things].78

Phi los o phy as I under stand it is a body of sys tem atic know-
ledge and, occu py ing first place, does not derive any of its prin-
ci ples from other sci ences, although all other sci ences derive
their prin ci ples from phi los o phy. How ever, pre cisely because it
is a body of sys tem atic knowl edge, it can not be first chrono-
logically in the intel lec tual order because every sci ence is the
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77 ‘Philosophy takes nothing from any other source; it builds its entire
structure upon its own efforts. Mathematics, I may say, is a building erected
on another’s land, it takes its principles from an outside source and passes the
benefits on to dependent disciplines’* (Sen., Ep. 88).

78 Aeneid 1: 345 — Servius takes fastigia as primordia — Bacon (The
Advancement of Learning, 3, 1) proposes the compilation of a universal
science dealing with fastigia rerum tantummodo, the proper role of
philosophy. However, the inadequacy of Bacon, who was so influential — or
is thought to be — in reviving correct method in natural sciences, can be
gauged by this alone: although the study he proposed involved collecting
axioms ‘not proper to the sciences, but applicable in common to many
sciences — many axioms in a genus’,* in fact these axioms, which are always
few in number, cannot constitute a body of knowledge unless they are
reduced to perfect unity.



prod uct of reflec tion which is not the first mode of knowl edge
that we have; we pos sess and use other modes before embark ing 
upon phi los o phy. I have already said some where that philo-
sophy could not exist unless it derived its pos tu lates, not its
prin ci ples, from out side itself. These pos tu lates, which human
nature bestows on phi los o phy as a con di tion of its exis tence, are
two: the nat u ral and imme di ate appre hen sion of being, and feel-
ing;79 the idea and the pri mal real ity, which sub se quently
become objects of reflec tion. Out of such mate ri als — never out
of noth ing — thought con structs philo soph i cal teach ing. The
act which imparts infor ma tion about being I call intu ition; this
is the pri mary mode of knowl edge, and is clearly prior to philo-
soph i cal think ing. The fac ulty of intu ition is the intel lect in the
true sense of the word. Feel ing as such does not belong to the
intellective order (although there are intel lec tual, ratio nal and
eth i cal feel ings which accom pany it or fol low it closely) but
does sup ply the intel lect with mat ter. The first feel ing is that
which con sti tutes the human sub ject because man (intu it ing
being and per ceiv ing his own body with the imma nent per cep -
tion which makes him simul ta neously an ani mal and a ratio nal
being) 80 is an indi vid ual, sub stan tial feel ing which receives acci-
den tal alter ations and is active in var i ous ways. Pri mal per cep -
tion, in which the union of soul and body con sists, is a mode of
know ing which oper ates con cur rently with first intu ition and is
only log i cally pos te rior. This first act con sti tutes the fac ulty
called rea son. Intu ition and pri mal per cep tion per tain to direct
knowl edge to which many other cog ni tive acts such as all sub-
sequent, acci den tal per cep tions, are reduced.81 Direct know-
ledge is not reflec tion but sub stan tially prior to philo soph i cal
reflec tion. The occur rence of reflec tion rep re sents a sec ond way
of know ing, and many reflec tions pre cede the higher level gen-
er ated by phi los o phy. The com plex of these reflec tions, or
more exactly a part of them, con sti tutes what I have called
popular knowl edge.82 All these modes of knowl edge pre cede
philo soph i cal knowl edge.
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68a. To deter mine more pre cisely the point in the series of
var i ous reflec tions which divides human knowl edge into two
main parts or stages, pre-philosophical and philo soph i cal, it is
suf fi cient to make use of our def i ni tion of phi los o phy as a
science. If phi los o phy deals with ulti mate causes, its for ma tion
obvi ously occurs when man, either implic itly or explic itly, asks
him self the ques tion: ‘What are the ulti mate causes of all that
can be known?’ This sec ond-order ques tion marks the begin-
ning of the philo soph i cal under tak ing by the human mind. It is
true that this is still not phi los o phy; it is still not the sci ence of
ulti mate causes, but it is the ques tion which leads to inquiry and
as such is the high way lead ing to the dis cov ery of phi los o phy.
Con se quently, one may say that it is at this stage that man
begins to phi loso phise.

Now, clearly, it is unthink able that the human mind was
entirely void of cognitions before we felt the need for philo-
sophy. In fact, it con tains a great many which not only dis pose
fac ul ties by exer cis ing them, but pres ents the mind with
abundant mate rial for the con struc tion of the new philosoph-
ical edifice which it will start in due time. And what role does
reflec tion play in the con struc tion of this sys tem? Actually,
noth ing more than cloth ing pre vi ously known truth in new
forms which offer this noble advan tage: through them we see
truth from many and more radi ant view points and can use it in
new and very use ful ways. We need to dis tin guish truth care-
fully and the forms which make it more acces si ble, more vis i ble
and eas ier for us to use. We also have to dis tin guish ideas from
the forms they take in the human mind and in which they are
then expressed in human lan guage. When ideas and facts are
bro ken up in var i ous ways by anal y sis, brought together again
in a syn the sis and arranged in their essen tial rela tion ships, they
can be used in count less argu ments; they can be grouped
together and arranged in for mu lae in accor dance with the
require ments of the mind, which they pro vide with untram-
melled con clu sions allow ing it to oper ate swiftly. As a result,
the spirit feels strength ened, enriched and endowed with new
and greater pow ers. Gold bars are not of great use as such, but if
you send them to the mint, you can have them back as coins
which can eas ily be exchanged for any thing you wish. The mint
here stands for the philo soph i cal mind, which devel ops ideas
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and extracts their inner con tent. They then appear to be new
truths although, I repeat, when all is said and done, they have
merely been given new forms. The ideas which your mind has
exam ined were already pres ent, and con tained what you then
extracted. What was implicit has been made explicit. Thus a
prin ci ple may be enun ci ated in a brief state ment, but if you
deduce it to its con se quences, an entire world of knowl edge is
yours. This is an ines ti ma ble gain. How ever, you have to admit
that you have not cre ated any thing; all that knowl edge was
already con tained in the prin ci ple. You could not have extracted
it if it had not already been pres ent. The mind sees a large num-
ber of facts indi vid u ally; philo soph i cal thought con sid ers them
together, organ ises their rela tion ship, inte grates them and
arranges them into a won der ful sys tem. This is fine work, but
the infor ma tion was already pres ent with its own per haps com-
plex and com plete rela tion ships, which required abstrac tion
and anal y sis, just as rocks need to be bro ken by the ham mer and
dressed before they can fit into their proper place in a build ing.
None the less, in the last resort, philo soph i cal thought acts and
always works upon what is put before it. It can not cre ate, that
is, it can not find any thing com pletely new. The func tion of
inte gra tion merely con sists in pass ing from the term given by an
essen tial rela tion ship to the other term by vir tue of a known
law.83

The dif fer ence, there fore, between the ordi nary per son and
the phi los o pher does not mean that the for mer lacks cognitions
which the lat ter has, but that the ordi nary per son applies his
mind to his many cognitions, not exactly at ran dom, but as he
requires them. The phi los o pher on the other hand under takes
the exam i na tion of the whole com plex of such cognitions, not
because he needs to use them all at once, but for the joy of con-
tem plat ing such wealth which he wants to eval u ate and order
prop erly. In both cases the cognitions are the same. It is their use
which dif fers.

69. Because the first ele ment of wis dom is TRUTH, what ever
form it may take, I said that wis dom (and con se quently philo-
sophy as defined in antiq uity as the prac ti cal study of wis dom)
con tains a first cog ni tional ele ment, dis tinct from sys tem atic
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knowl edge. The dif fer ence lies in this: the ele ment of wis dom is
truth, with out regard to its forms, and con se quently under all
forms whether they exist prior to or at the philo soph i cal stage.
Phi los o phy, how ever, as sys tem atic knowl edge, exam ines a
spe cial kind of forms with which philo soph i cal reflec tion
clothes the truth. From this it fol lows that wis dom can both
pre cede and fol low phi los o phy. Although phi los o phy is of
great assis tance to wis dom by mak ing truth acces si ble to man-
kind from a num ber of more con spic u ous view points, it is in no
way indis pens able or nec es sary to wis dom.

I would not like to incur the indig na tion of phi los o phers for
what I have said, although in the case of soph ists I am resigned
to it. Rather, I hope to avert or in some way calm it. No one
should better under stand the nature of noble and gen u ine love
for man kind than phi los o phers, who should there fore wel come 
any teach ing which dem on strates that all are capa ble of wis dom
which, as gift, is not con fined to the sin gle class of phi los o phers.
Con se quently, all those merit the title ‘wise’ who, besides
receiv ing the same truth — albeit implic itly — from their first
exis tence in the light of rea son, live to a cer tain age and nur ture
to vary ing degrees the truth they have received in germ. This, of
course, will depend upon their needs and oppor tu ni ties. They
must also be favour ably dis posed towards the truth which they
know, while freely acknowl edg ing her supreme author ity and
her unchange able beauty. Thus their wills will be united and as
it were welded effec tively to truth, which they take as the guide
of their other fac ul ties. All these wise peo ple will have man aged
to order and har mo nise their human fac ul ties in this way, and to
align their mor tal and finite nature with the infi nite and the eter-
nal, that is, with truth, whose favour they seek.

As truth is the first ele ment and foun da tion of wis dom, we
have to con clude that because she is var i ously devel oped in
human beings, even though in her self she is always one and the
same, she is immea sur ably fruit ful and man i fold in her man i fes -
ta tions as she pres ents her self to dif fer ent under stand ings in
many more or less mag nif i cent and ornate forms. The same can
be said about the forms of wis dom which are as numer ous and
rich as the forms of truth. Thus, start ing with some unknown
sage who should be called abnormis sapi ens crasseque minerva
[a phi los o pher of no dis tinct school and an art less genius] all the
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way up to an Augus tine or a Thomas Aqui nas or any other
learned sage, we shall have a really long series not only of
famous men, but also of peo ple unknown to their fel lows, or
even despised by them, although they are not despi ca ble and
justly deserve the title ‘wise’.

This con clu sion can only hearten those who, observ ing
human igno rance and real is ing the sheer dif fi culty of sys tem atic
knowl edge acces si ble only to the few, may con fuse it with
wisdom or think it is the only path to wis dom. The temp ta tion
in this case is to show too lit tle trust in human nature which is
then spurned as quite inca pa ble of attain ing the good.

On the con trary, all per sons, phi los o phers or not, who care
about the dig nity and hap pi ness of men, should both wish our
con clu sion to be true and rejoice when they acknowl edge it as
true. This mes sage is the good news announced to lit tle ones,
and coin cides with the mes sage which, in the per fect and
super nat u ral order, the Wis dom of God him self gave to man-
kind when He said: ‘He who comes to me I shall not cast
out.’84

70. This implies no dis credit to phi los o phy which, how ever it
is con ceived, always has truth as its object and aim, and is there-
fore akin to wis dom. If it is taken as sys tem atic knowl edge, it
teaches the most sub lime truths (and I have already said that the
per son who teaches error instead of the truth is no true philo-
sopher). If it is taken as the study of wis dom, it not only seeks
truth but embod ies it in action. Thus, Plato, in his descrip tion of
the phi los o pher, includes both mean ings of the term, when he
asks:

Can there be any thing closer to wis dom than truth?
Noth ing.
Is it pos si ble then that the same na ture can be both philo-
soph i cal (a lover of wis dom) and false at one and the
same time?
In no way.
So the per son who is de sir ous of learning is in ev i ta bly and
ex ceed ingly at tached to all man ner of truths.85
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This ought to be the atti tude of the phi los o pher even if the
term is used to refer solely to some one ded i cated to the study of
sys tem atic knowl edge. Here we dis cover the rela tion ship and
the close link between the two ele ments which we have found to
be inte gral and even essen tial parts of wis dom, that is, truth and
life lived in con for mity with truth, which is vir tue.

The first com po nent is always pos sessed by the sage what-
ever form it may take. It is the object of phi los o phy, not in any
random form but in a sci en tific, uni ver sal, com pre hen sive
form, which radi ates its splen dour to the human con scious -
ness. Can the phi los o pher gain pos ses sion of truth and reach
the sub lime knowl edge of truth unless he loves it? But what if
he loves it only when it radi ates splen dour, and fears it when it
reproves?86 This is tan ta mount to say ing: if man’s will is pit ted
against truth, if he bat tles with it, if he rejects it as guide and
teacher of life, if it is sub jected to con tin ual rep ri mands, his
intel lect, as it assents to or dis sents from state ments, under the
guid ance of the will which dis likes the truth, can not fully and
readily recog nise and admit what is true with per fect impar-
tial ity and fair ness wherever it occurs, what ever it may be.
When the will is unjust, truth becomes vex a tious, hate ful and
repug nant to the assent ing sub ject. ‘When ever rea son is con-
trary to man,’ said a famous soph ist of the last cen tury, ‘man
will be con trary to rea son.’87

But rea son is con trary to man only when man has will ingly
set him self up in oppo si tion to rea son. Rea son never takes the
lead in oppos ing man. Leibniz used to say that even mathemat-
ical truths would lead to tre men dous dis putes between schol ars
if these truths demanded sac ri fices and laid down rules.

70a. Vir tue, then, or dis po si tion to vir tue leads every one to
truth just as much as it does phi los o phers. The con nec tion
between the two con stit u ents of Wis dom is very close. At the
same time, this is the source of the hon our and dig nity of
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philosophy. It shows that this dis ci pline, unlike all oth ers,
although it is not itself wis dom nor a spe cial form of wis dom,
can none the less be fully under taken only by a wise per son.
Thus Plato’s Soc ra tes, whilst com mend ing this study, asks
Glaucon: ‘And must not that be a blame less study which he
only can pur sue ade quately who has the gift of a good mem ory,
and is quick to learn — noble, gra cious, the friend of truth,
justice, cour age, tem per ance, who are his kin dred?’88

This state ment is rightly qual i fied by the word: ‘ad e quately’.
It is a fact that those whose will (in which the whole per son is
involved) and there fore whose lives are not in har mony with
truth may utter part of the truth (and so appear to be philo-
sophers) but never the whole truth. Oth er wise, it would not
have been pos si ble to launch a com mon, jus ti fied attack upon
the pagan phi los o phers and oth ers who imi tate them, on the
grounds that magna loquuntur sed modica faciunt [they say
impres sive things but do very lit tle].89

But per haps we should con sider it bold and praise wor thy of
them to refrain from car ry ing out all they said and taught. As
one of their own num ber said: ‘They come out with a lot of
strange, mis taken and rep re hen si ble remarks’. The writer in
ques tion, after men tion ing some of them, goes on: ‘Philo-
sophers express a lot of views like these, but would never dare
to put them into prac tice unless they lived in the repub lic of the
Cyclops and the Laestrygones.’90 They not only do not carry
out the whole truth; they do not and can not even speak the
integral truth which alone, accord ing to our author, con sti tutes
that ele ment of wis dom and object of philo soph i cal sci ence of
which I was speak ing.

71. Readers who remem ber where I have located the seat of
this integ rity of truth will be aware that I am not using a vague,
inde ter mi nate argu ment to dis par age many who deserve praise
for the vig or ous way they devote them selves to phi los o phy. I
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have not the slight est inten tion, as they know per fectly well,
of main tain ing that phi los o phers wor thy of the name have
to know every indi vid ual truth. If so, not only would some
devo tees of phi los o phy be excluded from the ranks of
philosophers; it would be impos si ble to find a sin gle philo-
sopher in the whole world. Every man, how ever clever, and
how ever long he may have devoted him self to think ing, is
igno rant of many things and indeed of many more than he
knows. Thus, it is not material integ rity of truth to which I am
refer ring but for mal integ rity of which, as I said ear lier, philo-
sophy is the sys tem, ‘the sys tem atic knowl edge of truth’,91 as
Aris totle also had defined it. We should bear in mind the way
in which the Creator gave human nature a share in the light of
truth.

As we have seen, God wished human nature to be intel li gent,
and ordained that truth should be vis i ble to human beings from
the very begin ning of their lives. They were to see it not partly
but wholly, as some thing uni tary and very sim ple and there fore
inca pa ble of divi sion. This is why no indi vid ual part of truth,
sep a rate from the whole body, can be seen by the first intu ition.
Indeed, there is no such part, although the mind, when it sees
the whole, can then limit its reflec tion within the whole, and
focus it on a part which it deter mines for itself.

71a. This truth, which is being, intel li gi ble per se and which,
though lack ing noth ing (if ‘be ing’ lacked any thing, it would
cease to be ‘be ing’) is con tin u ally pres ent to the mind, con tains
all truths in itself, but in an implicit and vir tual mode. Con-
sequently, these truths are not seen ini tially as dis tinct or
separate from each other, and in the act proper to them. This
hap pens only when the human spirit itself, with the aid of
bodily feel ings and dif fer ent cog ni tive activ ity, actu ates what it
sees in poten tial form, makes explicit what it already pos sesses
implic itly, and makes dis tinct what is indis tinct. At this point, it
brings to the sur face what is sub merged and hid den in the
power of being as though in a bound less sea. As Soc ra tes would
say, the human mind goes fish ing and puts its catch in the store-
room of its mem ory.

If we did not need to do all this, and nature pre sented us with
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par tic u lar, ready-made items of infor ma tion, there would be no
cause for any ratio nal activ ity on our part. We would be truly
won der ful beings through the pre cious truths we could con tain, 
like the golden gods inserted in the breasts of the Sileni. Nev er -
the less, we would be devoid of that note wor thy action whereby
we become our own mas ter, as it were. Being, there fore, which
is the object of the intu ition granted to human nature is truth in
its for mal integ rity. This integ rity has to be trans ferred by
human activ ity, to which God has assigned it, into the sys tem -
atic work of phi los o phy. This is achieved, as I have already said,
by means of ele vated reflec tion. The first object, and there fore
the prin ci ple of phi los o phy, can only be the first light in nature,
the first prin ci ple of the inex haust ible knowl edge with which
man kind can enrich itself. All other infor ma tion is enkindled
from it as from an ever last ing, sacred flame pre served in the
tem ple of nature. If this is indeed the first light, it alone must
con tain within itself the first and ulti mate rea sons for what ever
we seek to dis cover which, when they are found, phi los o phy
pro fesses to teach.

There is no doubt that from antiq uity to the pres ent day, there
have been numer ous, bril liant and sub lime inves ti ga tions into
this sci ence. Strictly speak ing, how ever, it can not be said that it
has been found, or has even existed, except at the point of dis-
cov ery of the prin ci ple which was the object of such inves ti ga -
tions. This is the sole basis upon which we can build in an
ordered and truly sci en tific man ner.

71b. This intel li gi ble being is as it were the seal of human
nature which it ren ders intel li gent. It is then grasped by reflec-
tion and trans ferred into the field of sys tem atic knowl edge
where it becomes the foun da tion stone of the build ing and con-
tains the truth in its for mal integ rity, although still implic itly.
This integ rity is never lost as the phi los o pher’s mind labours to
build on that foun da tion; the walls grad u ally rise above ground
and although the pro cess may not get as far as the roof, we can
truly say, from that stage onwards, that phi los o phy has been
founded, although not fully com pleted.

In such a build ing the archi tect has first to think about fit ting
the stones together per fectly to ensure there are no gaps or
cracks, and that each stone is dressed and lev elled pre cisely to
pro vide sup port for the next. By this I mean that the spe cial
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truths which need to be put in order and struc tured to form an
intel lec tual dis ci pline should pass from one to another with out
any break, as a con tin u a tion of the one idea which we intuit nat-
u rally. The first order of such truths is based on that idea and
the fol low ing orders upon each other, so that the entire struc-
ture stands firm upon the sin gle ini tial foun da tion. More over,
not all types of stone are suit able for such a con struc tion but
only those which, derived from the orig i nal idea as from the
depths of a rich quarry, retain the same nature and char ac ter of
hard, firm, resis tant stone.

This needs some expla na tion, and I can find none better than
that offered by Plato at the end of the fifth dia logue in the
Repub lic where Soc ra tes wants Glaucon to real ise that no one
can be truth fully said to love some thing unless he loved it in its
entirety — not lov ing one part of the thing and detest ing
another. He con cludes from this that when a phi los o pher is said
to love wis dom, he is eager for all wis dom, not for some spe cies
or part of wis dom. At this point, Plato refers en passant to the
for mal integ rity of truth which I men tioned ear lier as a nec es -
sary con di tion of the object of phi los o phy. He then adds that
true phi los o phers, that is, those who love wis dom, are those
who desire to see the truth. Peo ple who want to see some thing
else he says — with his usual attic salt —should not be called
phi los o phers but would-be phi los o phers, because they do at
least resem ble phi los o phers in their desire to see. Then, as soon
as Plato asks about the nature of the truth on which the true
philosopher desires to fix his gaze, he makes us under stand how
firm and hard those stones must be which alone are suit able for
rais ing the edi fice of philo soph i cal sci ence.

71c. The truth of which the great man speaks is being: hence
phi los o phy should be seen as the sys tem atic knowl edge of
being. But here Plato dis tin guishes three things: what is, what is
not, and what is at one moment in part and at another moment
not in part. ‘What is’ con sti tutes being; ‘what is not’ con sti tutes
non-being; ‘what partly is now, and now partly is not’, is some-
thing half-way between being and noth ing. Of this, it can not be
said sim ply and abso lutely either that it is or that it is not; it has
to be qual i fied by some dis tinc tion, or con di tion or lim i ta tion.
Being is the object of sys tem atic knowl edge and cog ni tion;
noth ing — that which is noth ing in every sense — pro vides
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only igno rance because it offers the mind no object; what is in
part and is not in part pres ents itself cognitively as mid-way
between sys tem atic knowl edge and igno rance. It can not be
termed sys tem atic knowl edge (�πιστ�µη) nor com plete igno r -
ance but opin ion (δ	ξα).

Phi los o phy there fore con tem plates that which sim ply and
abso lutely is, being with out qual i fi ca tion, and its rela tion ships
with non-being, or with any thing that is merely in part. Thus it
is dis tin guished from igno rance and opin ion. What ever merely
is can never not be and is con se quently eter nal; it is always in the
same mode and is there fore immu ta ble. By essence it is, that is,
its essence as such lies in being; it is there fore nec es sary, totally
firm, endur ing, insur mount able, totally equal to itself. Such is
the firm ness and hard ness of those stones with which — when
all other more unre li able stones have been rejected — the walls
of the pal ace of phi los o phy were to be built.

To explain the dif fer ence between knowl edge of these eter nal
things and opin ion con cern ing con tin gent and muta ble things,
Plato uses an exam ple. He dis tin guishes beau ti ful things from
the beau ti ful seen in its idea. Beau ti ful things, which are many
and var i ous, may become, or may have been, ugly. The beau ti ful 
itself, how ever, as the idea makes it known to the mind, is per-
fectly one and can never have been, nor can ever become ugly,
because its essence is pre cisely to be beau ti ful, and no essence
can be thought dif fer ent from what it is and how it unchange-
ably appears to the intel lect. Things which may at one moment
be beau ti ful, and ugly at another, are not purely and sim ply the
beau ti ful, but are now partly such and now partly not such.
They share in beauty and as a result Plato calls them like nesses
of the beau ti ful. He says that any one who takes the like ness of
things for things them selves resem bles a per son who takes his
dreams for real things. The major ity of man kind dream in this
way because in think ing they do not go beyond the things
which share in being; they either per suade them selves that there
is noth ing beyond these things, or think about it no fur ther.
Very few peo ple suc ceed in reflect ing about these unchange able
essences in a sim ple and abso lute way; they alone are wide
awake. The fac ulty which the mind has to remain awake to
con sider things as they really are is the pre req ui site of the
philosopher. What Plato says about beauty, then, should be
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applied also to jus tice and other essences.92 These in the last
resort are the only mate ri als suit able for con struct ing the edi fice 
of phi los o phy.

72. As I said, phi los o phy is the study of the ulti mate rea sons.
Now the ulti mate rea sons of all con tin gent and muta ble things,
which are and are not, are to be found in their essences. These
appear in ideas which are nec es sary and unchange able, which
sim ply are, not which are at one moment and are not at the next.
Such stones are nec es sary, and to find them, says Plato, we must
detach our selves from bodily and cor rupt ible things and turn
com pletely to eter nal, divine things; thus, he calls this study
περιαγογ�ν, that is, a rev o lu tion93 and a kind of death, ‘a dis so lu -
tion or tear ing away of the spirit from the body when we turn to
invis i ble things and those that are true.’*94 The link between
virtue, which as we said is the sec ond con stit u ent of wis dom,
and phi los o phy is such that no one is fit ted for phi los o phy
unless vir tue has made him noble and sub lime in soul.

But the stones, when found, have to be assem bled care fully to
fit the design for the tem ple which is to be built. And as these
stones are ever last ing and much harder than dia mond, so the
design, too, is eter nal and unique. This, too, is suf fi ciently clear
to the human mind from the stones them selves. Once dug from
the quarry, and cleansed of extra ne ous mate ri als, they can be
iden ti fied by a num ber and the indi ca tion of the place in the
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92 Plato’s work lacks exact classification of these essences and their
gradual reduction to the three ultimate categories which, although
reciprocally impenetrable, manifest from within the perfect unity of being.
Plato touched upon this unity when speaking of the idea of the good but, as I
go on to point out, he did not realise that this idea was only one of three
forms. Even this philosopher, without any doubt the greatest prior to
Christianity — at least of those whose works have come down to us — was
unable to ascend with sufficient constancy from ideas to the reality of
absolute being. He frequently admits that this cannot be done without some
extraordinary assistance given to mankind by God. This is the final and
greatest statement uttered in the field of ancient philosophy. In the light of
this, it is no wonder that Clement of Alexandria spoke of philosophy as a
special legacy given by God to the Greeks in particular, and as a foundation
for or rather an introduction to, Christian doctrine. See Stromata, 6 and 7.

93 Republic, 6.
94 See Alcinous, Chap. 1, and the fine commentary of Carpentarius that

accompanies it. See also Ammonius in Porphyry.



build ing where they have to be inserted. The builder needs only
to locate them faith fully and place them, with extreme exact-
ness, in the order indi cated upon them. As he labours, the
design man i fests itself and falls into place per fectly with out any
need for draw ings.

72a. In my view, Plato — it is dif fi cult to aban don such a great
man once he has been men tioned — who was able to tell us
which were the proper stones to use in con struct ing philosophy,
had nei ther seen the whole build ing nor the entire design. He
deserves full and ever last ing credit for hav ing worked out what
the sum mit and, I would almost say, the pinnacle are, although
he is rather fear ful (which I find the best proof of his great ness of
soul) of not speak ing of it ade quately. Hence his exces sive brev-
ity. He takes the idea of good as the pin na cle of the build ing and
calls it the great est branch of learn ing; he wants the city guard-
ians to be imbued with it above any other type of knowl edge.
‘Be cause it would be of no use to possess some thing with out the
good. So, if we are unaware of that idea, and even if we know
other things per fectly well, though with out that idea, none of
this knowl edge can be of any use to us.’ He then adds: ‘Our
whole soul desires the good and acts entirely to that end in the
hope that the good really is some thing. The soul, how ever, has
doubts and can not prop erly grasp what good is, nor can it reach
any firm per sua sion as it can in other things. As a result, it falls
into error over other things when it per sists in judg ing which
things are use ful.’ With these words, hav ing whet ted the lis ten -
ers’ desire to know such a won der ful and mys te ri ous truth,
namely the nature of Good, Glaucon ear nestly begs Soc ra tes to
dis cuss the mat ter. Soc ra tes, how ever, says: ‘I am afraid I can not
do this. I would appear inept and give lis ten ers cause for laugh ter 
were I to go beyond my capac ity.’ Con se quently, declin ing the
invi ta tion just then to enter into the ques tion of the essence of
good, he prom ises to say which of its off spring looks most like
it. Even so, he warns his lis ten ers that such a restric tion may still
cause him to lead them astray. They should be care ful, in such
an impor tant discussion, to be sure that he is not offer ing them
an empty con cept. What Soc ra tes calls the off spring of the good is
the light of human rea son, which is so like its beget ter. No other
thinker in the whole of pagan antiq uity rose to such a height and
uttered a more stu pen dous state ment than this. He says that in
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the order of cor po real things, we need more than eye sight and
vis i ble things in order to see. We also need light which brings the
eye into oper a tion by mak ing things colour ful and vis i ble. The
same is true in the order of intel li gi ble things. As the light of the
visible world ema nates from the sun, so the light that forms the
intel li gence and makes things intel li gi ble is the direct off spring
of essen tial good which Plato often calls the idea of good because
the essence lies in the idea.95 This light, there fore, is accord ing to
Plato the source of the knowl edge and truth which the intel lect
appre hends. From their per fec tion, Plato wishes the mind to
ascend even higher and come to know the per fec tion and the
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95 The fundamental equivocation in Plato’s philosophy which prevented
him from achieving perfection and gaining universal assent, the equivocation
which made his work the source of errors and heresies and eventually
alienated the Christian schools, arose from his continual confusion between
idea and reality. This distinction is obvious when it presents itself  directly to
the spirit, but becomes difficult to see in the midst of philosophical
speculation. The thinker then finds it very hard not to unify concepts which
he had previously held as quite distinct. Plato, for example, frequently uses
indiscriminately the terms good, the idea of good, the essence of good as
though they were synonymous. He does occasionally distinguish between
them in practice, but he is not constant and faithful to such use. For example,
when he maintains in chapter 6 of the Republic, that possession of everything
is of no avail without the idea of the good, the two orders of ideality and
reality appear distinct. But immediately after asserting that the idea of good is
the cause of truth and knowledge, he also says that it is the cause of
contingent things, and speaks indifferently of the idea and of the good itself
because he posits the true and permanent being of anything in the idea. This
is perfectly true if the reference is to the being of anything; this being is not
contingent. But, if the reference is to the contingent element of the thing
itself, it is false. What is true is that the contingent element would not and
could not be known without being with which it has an essential, causal
relationship, but not identity. The idea is the condition of the existence and
knowability of the contingent element, but is not itself the contingent
element, nor can it be; it is necessary. It is true that we see the essence of
anything in the idea, but the essence of a thing is an appurtenance of the
objective mode of existence of contingent things which, however, also have a
subjective or extrasubjective mode of existence. Contingency consists
exclusively in the second mode, though this second mode depends on the
first as creatures depend on the Creator. As a rule, ordinary people’s
intelligence does not distinguish between these two modes and consequently
avoids the difficulty philosophers have when distinguishing and comparing
them. Seeing that the two modes never stand one without the other,
philosophers finally come to confuse them.



even greater emi nence of that Sun which not only gen er ates the
light, but also causes all muta ble things and in caus ing them gives
them the power to gen er ate, develop and feed them selves. Nev-
er the less, the Sun is not itself any one of these.

72b. I would express the mat ter as fol lows, accord ing to the
mind of the great phi los o pher: real, muta ble and con tin gent
things (Plato calls them generabilia, that is, sub ject to gen er a -
tion) are nei ther known by us nor are know able except in their
essences, which are ever last ing and per se know able and, when
com mu ni cated to the mind, are called ideas. All such essences
are reduced to one orig i nal light, the light of rea son. This is sim-
ply being, man i fest to the mind as soon as the mind begins to
exist, or — and this is the same thing — the unlim ited, totally
unde ter mined essence of being intu ited by us is the first idea
which pro duces all oth ers, just as bodily light pro duces colours.
The other ideas and essences found in it are merely the idea of
being var i ously deter mined and lim ited just as colours are the
refracted, not united light, divided into lumi nous sheaves, that
is, lim ited. Now, truth, the per ma nent being of things which
always retains the same mode, and does not waver between
being and non-being — it sim ply is — is found in their essences,
of which con tin gent and muta ble things are sim ply the imper-
fect expres sions and, as Plato puts it, like nesses. Thus, as a like-
ness is caused by an orig i nal of which it is an imi ta tion, so the
essences are the causes of the real i ties. The light of the essences,
which con tain the true being of the real i ties, is the Sun. And the
Sun is the essen tial good of all these things together. This doc-
trine is, as it hap pens, so won der ful and rev er ent espe cially on
the lips of a Gen tile, that I do not think the reader will mind if at
this point I quote the very words of this extraor di nary man.

Soc ra tes: You know that when a man turns his eyes not to
things on whose colours the light of day is shin ing, but to
those where the moon and stars shine, his eyes grow dim
and ap pear al most blind, as though pure sight were not in
them?
Glaucon: Yes, cer tainly.
Soc ra tes: But when they look at things on which the sun is
shin ing, I fancy that these same eyes see dis tinctly, and are
ob vi ously sightful?
Glaucon: Cor rect.
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Soc ra tes: Now con sider the spirit in the same way. When
it is rest ing on that in which truth and ens it self are shin ing, 
it un der stands and knows, and shows that it has un der -
stood. But when it is ap plied to that which is min gled with
dark ness, which passes from gen er a tion to cor rup tion, its
sight is dulled, it sug gests var i ous opin ions, and ap pears
mind less.
Glaucon: I think you’re right.
Soc ra tes: This, then, which im parts truth to the things that
are un der stood, and the power of un der stand ing to the
one who un der stands, you should call the idea of good, the
cause of the knowl edge and truth ap pre hended by the
intellect. But be cause knowl edge and truth are both beau-
ti ful, you will be right in think ing that good it self is dif fer -
ent from and more beau ti ful than ei ther. And as it is right
to think light and sight sun-like, but not right to think that
they are the sun, so here it is right to think that both
knowl edge and truth are like the good, but never that
either of them is the good it self. The maj esty of the good is
higher still.
Glaucon: You speak of an in cal cu la ble beauty, if it gives
knowl edge and truth, and it self ex cels them in beauty.
Surely you do not mean that this is plea sure?
Soc ra tes: Not at all! Rather con sider the im age in this
further as pect.
Glaucon: How?
Soc ra tes: I fancy that you will say that the sun gives to
visible ob jects not only the power of be ing seen, but also
their gen er a tion and growth and nour ish ment, al though
the sun it self is not gen er a tion.
Glaucon: So?
Soc ra tes: Sim i larly you may say that what is good, rel a tive
to things known, not only en ables them to be known, but
also pro vides them with be ing and es sence. In other
words, it sur passes these things in dig nity and power.
Glaucon: This is in deed won der ful!’96

73. No other Gen tile mind before Christ’s time reached such
intel lec tual heights. The pin na cle of phi los o phy is clearly
shown here to be in God, the author of the light of human
reason, the seat of the essences, the author of all things.
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More over, God is pre sented most per cep tively as the essence of
good because only the nature of good is of itself dif fu sive. It is
through this ‘in stinct for dif fu sion’ that God keeps the uni verse
in sub sis tence. How ever, as I said, Plato, despite depict ing the
sum mit of the great philo soph i cal edi fice so accu rately, was
unable to depict the entire struc ture so care fully and dis tinctly.
While it is cer tain that only the idea of the good con tains the
inten tional prin ci ple and real end of the world, the idea of a final
cause is not the only ulti mate cause; we must add the exem plary
cause, which is an idea in itself or (to express it more clearly)
that to which the idea is anal o gous, and the effi cient cause.
These three causes pro vide philo soph i cal med i ta tion with the
three ulti mate rea sons for every thing. None of these causes is
greater than another, nor can one be fused in another as Plato
seems to imag ine when he sub jects the oth ers to the nature of
good or con fuses them with it. Here too, the great phi los o pher
was pre vented from mak ing the nec es sary dis tinc tion between
them by his dis re gard of the law of syn the sis, of which I speak
con tin u ally. Accord ing to this law, even if sev eral things are to
be taken together and each can be elim i nated by argu ment
simply on the sup po si tion that what should accom pany it is
actu ally lack ing, these things can still be dis tinct in the extreme
from one another.

Con se quently, when Plato real ised that the idea of the good
could not be unless it con tained intel li gi bil ity and potency, he
took them as ele ments of the idea of good, not as ideas dis tinct
from the idea of good. If he had also con sid ered that the idea of
potency is unthink able unless it con tains the con cepts of intel li -
gi bil ity and good, or that the exem plar (which, as I said, is per se
idea, or word of which the idea is anal o gous) can not be with out
the exem pli fied potency and good, he would eas ily have real ised 
that none of these three can be reduced to the other, although
each of them requires and sup ports the oth ers. To devise a clear
plan of philo soph i cal knowl edge, he would also have had to
observe 1. that the con cept of effi cient cause derives from and is
included in that of real being and sub ject; 2. that the exem plary
cause is ideal being (which is reduced to the divine Word to
which it is anal o gous), being per se man i fest or per se object; 3.
and finally that the idea of the final cause arises from the idea
of the good, which is moral being, a kind of mar riage bed for
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sub ject-being and objec tive-being. These are three forms each
of which con tains within itself one and the same being, whole
and entire, in such a way that this trin ity is con sumed in the
simple unity of being itself. I am not imply ing by this that Plato
mis tak enly deduces the light of human rea son, the essence of
muta ble things and these things them selves, from the essen tial
good, as from an imme di ate cause. Indeed, what is ulti mate for
God accord ing to the log i cal order of our mind, is first in
respect of the world; it is the first rea son explain ing the cre ative
move ment. The great thinker, how ever, who had only the nat u -
ral light of rea son, was too hasty in view ing divine things in the
order which they have in rela tion to the world with out first
con sid er ing, as he should have done, the other, prior and abso-
lute order which exists among divine things. Thus, although his
out stand ing intel lect is a mat ter for amaze ment (he called the
light of rea son the off spring of essen tial good who closely resem-
bles his father), nev er the less, his great and noble attempt to
reach the very heights is clear proof of the lim i ta tions of the
human mind which, although it reached out to heaven, could
never attain it. Nev er the less, through anal ogy with nat u ral
light, it was able to point from a dis tance to a Word or an eter nal 
light, the off spring of essen tial good, although even here it
prob a bly needed the help of ancient tra di tions. Only God’s
word is able to guide human intel li gence with out error along
the path of heav enly rea son, and make it fit for the most sub lime 
phi los o phy of all.

74. Phi los o phy begins and ends with being and its intrin sic
order, that is, its three forms which are reflected in the world
and con sti tute the basis of the cat e go ries to which all things are
reduced. These three forms become the final causes which are
the focus of philo soph i cal think ing. In fact, when deal ing with
being under a first, real form, it is nec es sary to inves ti gate the
first rea son for all real i ties which go to make up the real world.
In deal ing with being under a first, objec tive form, it is nec es -
sary to inves ti gate the first rea son for all the ideas and
cognitions which con sti tute the ideal, intel li gi ble world. In
deal ing with being under a first form of good, it is nec es sary to
inves ti gate the first rea son for all exi gen cies and laws, for all
moral activ ity with its effects which con sti tute the moral world.
The inter lac ing of these three worlds is the cre ation which
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hangs from its Cre ator, whom it resem bles, as fruit hangs from a
tree.

75. These three marks can be eas ily recog nised in the nature of
things, and in the very struc ture of the uni verse. They are like
three high ways along which the thinker jour neys to dis cover
the final causes of things, which is the phi los o pher’s role. It is
shown also in the three fold divi sion of ancient phi los o phy,
accepted by the great est phi los o phers, into nat u ral, ratio nal and
moral.97 And although the tre men dous sub se quent devel op -
ment of these three pri mal mem bers gave rise to so many sub-
divisions that the three trunks shar ing the com mon root of
being were lost sight of, nev er the less, if we retrace our steps and
syn the sise what anal y sis has mul ti plied and, one might say, dis-
persed, the three pri mal parts on which my writ ings are focused
once more would come into their own.98

St. Augus tine points out that this divi sion was not insti tuted
by phi los o phers but dis cov ered by them in the very nature of
things.99 He detects in it traces of the divine Trin ity and dis cerns
in it the three prob lems of human knowl edge which, although
pos ited, had never been solved by the Gen tile phi los o phers. In
fact, the answers could be found only in the con text of the
Chris tian doc trine of the three divine Per sons. He says:
‘Although there is wide diver gence of opin ion (on each of the
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97 ‘The MAJORITY and the GREATEST of philosophers proclaim that
philosophy has three forms: moral, natural and rational’* (Seneca., Ep. 89). It
is noteworthy how sensual thinkers in every age have attempted to exclude
areas of knowledge, thereby impoverishing mankind. This uncivilised
approach is always found in licentious, impious scholars who, nevertheless,
covet the titles ‘master’, ‘enlightened’ and ‘cultured’, and so on. In the letter
quoted above, Seneca observes that the Epicureans restricted philosophy to
two parts, eliminating the rational part. The Cyrenaics restricted it to one by
excluding rational and natural philosophy. They acted in the same way as
Protestants: if they come across any inspired book which too openly
condemns their errors, they remove it from the canon of Scripture.

98 Ideological and logical sciences form the rational part; metaphysical
sciences, which can be reduced to two (psychology and theosophy) pertain to
the natural part; the sciences which deal with human activity form the moral
part.

99 ‘Hence philosophers desired a threefold discipline in wisdom. Indeed,
they are able to note that it was threefold. However, they only discovered
that this was so; they did not invent it’* (The City of God, 11: 25).



three impor tant, gen eral ques tions), every one admits that there
is some cause of nature, some form of knowl edge, some great
syn the sis of life.’100

This is how the very sum mit of phi los o phy, like the peak of a
high moun tain lost in majes tic clouds, is per pet u ated by the
heav enly light pre served in Chris tian belief which places a
sacred, heav enly crown upon the head of phi los o phy. It is thus
quite clear that VIR TUE , which I have called the sec ond ele ment
of wis dom, and reli gion, which is the per fec tion of vir tue, leads
the way to TRUTH, the first ele ment, which phi los o phy, as an
activ ity, inves ti gates and of which phi los o phy, as sci ence, is the
sys tem.

76. This sci ence then gives a new and more sub lime form to
wis dom which has as its basis the knowl edge of truth. But
because truth can be known in its essen tial form in two ways —
one which is com mon to all human beings, the other as the fruit
of reflec tion and aware ness spe cific to phi los o phers — it fol-
lows that there are two forms of wis dom. One form, based on
every day, direct and ordi nary knowl edge, is com mon to all, and
oper ates when ever human free dom of action, unaf fected by the
dark ness pro duced by feel ings and undis turbed by fits of blind
pas sion, walks in the light of truth which it knows and loves
above all else. As a result, the human sub ject, who dwells in the
will, is shaped and tuned to the object. They are like two strings
on the same lyre. The other form of wis dom, pecu liar to the
phi los o pher, is not based solely on sys tem atic knowl edge,
which is rarely per fect and com plete, but upon sys tem atic
knowl edge together with the stock of cognitions which he
already pos sesses and from which sys tem atic knowl edge stands
out as a kind of base relief. But when peo ple love every thing
they know to be true, what ever the form in which they know it,
they seek to imple ment it fully and to ren der it subsistent and
alive within them. It is true that the mind, on its jour ney to the
higher sphere of knowl edge, has to face new dan gers and hith-
erto unknown strug gles against new forms of error. Our often
ambig u ous rea son, ascend ing to a higher level of reflec tion and
oper at ing in an infi nitely wider field, delights in test ing its pow-
ers both by dis cov er ing and con ceal ing the truth, and by
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strug gling with itself, as though it were on the high seas where
winds are fiercer than on a nar row lake. Nev er the less, we can
over come such tem pests if we are guided by an unbounded love
of truth. When we have finally attained sys tem atic knowl edge,
we can more pro foundly hon our and wit ness to the truth which
we pos sess in this way and see clearly from so many view points. 
We can also devote our selves more per fectly to this truth
through our reflec tive and con scious will which wells up like a
new power from within sys tem atic knowl edge and finds in the
truth it enjoys a spe cial joy which is also knowl edge and love
and new respect for truth. Phi los o phy thus offers new con-
tributions to an increase of wis dom, and gives new stim u lus to
the love of wis dom. In a word, wis dom first goes ahead of us to
guide us to phi los o phy with which it dwells; phi los o phy for its
part then restores us to this higher wis dom. Such are the close
and esti ma ble rela tions between phi los o phy and wis dom.

77. All attempts to loosen such nat u ral, sacred bonds have
failed. When ever phi los o phers have deter mined to sep a rate sys-
tem atic knowl edge from moral vir tue and pre tended that
knowl edge should stand on its own feet as self-sufficient, the
result has been disas trous. Knowl edge, like a human body from
which the blood is removed and replaced by, say, the blood of a
goat, has lan guished and per ished at the reck less hands of those
who sub jected it to such treat ment. It is in fact eas ier to cre ate a
liv ing, intel li gent being by chem i cally toss ing together phys i cal
com po nents than to cre ate phi los o phy with out love of truth
and vir tue. Such an aim is the delu sion of the mate ri al ist, and the
ever last ing dream of the ratio nal ist. Phi los o phy is sim ply a
faith ful rep re sen ta tive and draughts man, as it were, of being
(any thing else is soph istry, not phi los o phy). Being, in turn, is
essen tially ordered with a begin ning, mid dle and end, that is,
sub sis tence, intel li gi bil ity and lov able ness which give rise to
vir tue and its atten dant hap pi ness. So phi los o phy, after por tray -
ing ens as the begin ning and mid dle, inev i ta bly ends and comes
to rest in the knowl edge of vir tue and hap pi ness where ens, as in
its final per fec tion, comes to rest and achieves ful fil ment. But
knowl edge depend ent on vir tue does not reveal itself to its
adver sar ies. Indeed, just as in the case of feel ings, which nobody
could invent or imag ine unless they had expe ri enced them, so
finally the only valid obser va tion and expe ri ence is that which
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reveals in a pos i tive and inti mate man ner the moral phe nom ena
unfolded and exhib ited by the nature and excel lence of vir tue.
This can not be said, at least to the same extent, of vice, which
has a neg a tive and privative char ac ter and is ade quately under-
stood through knowl edge of the pos i tive, which is its con trary.
Once more, there fore, we should remem ber that the essen tial
inten tion in the study of phi los o phy is the prac tice of vir tue. As
it is writ ten, but on a higher plane of study and wis dom: ‘My
son, if you desire wis dom, observe jus tice and God will give it
to you.’101

78. Sep a rating the intel lec tual from the active, moral part, as
the Ger man School wants to do, means destroy ing man. It
amounts to absorb ing moral ity in pure, sys tem atic knowl edge.
Kant and Fichte, the first found ers of this school, were unable
to explain how the mind could know things other than man;
they were too imbued with the sub jec tiv ist prej u dice which
their age had swal lowed whole but never digested. Upon their
igno rance, they erected the new sys tem and declared that rea son 
was totally inca pa ble of per ceiv ing the exter nal world, and thus
inca pa ble of doing what it does con tin u ally. Nev er the less, they
were afraid that peo ple would be unduly ter ri fied of the
absurdities of a doc trine which, like an irate god dess criticising
reason, berated rea son and reduced it to impo tence. They there-
fore resorted char ac ter is ti cally to action where they recog nised
real com mu ni ca tion between man and the exter nal world.
Using the term prac ti cal rea son ing (but within a sub jec tive con-
text) they restored to the human intel lect what they had taken
from it under the term the o ret i cal rea son. This make shift
arrange ment could not last because incon sis ten cies do not last.
Con se quently, Schelling, Hegel and their dis ci ples abol ished
the dual ism that remained in man; they were more faith ful to
the prin ci ple that man can not go out side him self. The out stand -
ing proof they gave for this was their own intel lects’ inca pac ity
for step ping out side itself. Rather than admit their own igno r -
ance — a Uni ver sity pro fes sor’s dig nity implied that he should
know every thing — they bare facedly denied the most obvi ous,
every day facts of nature. They said that action per sisted in
the form of phe nom ena in man until he attained sys tem atic
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knowl edge and, more spe cif i cally, the idea which alone exists
and becomes man, action, object, sub ject, con cept, nature, God,
every thing. Man does not mas ter the great truth that the idea is
all, as long as his own con scious ness is immersed in the pro-
found strug gle to reach it. This is suc ces sively cre ation and
anni hi la tion (there can be no rest but only never-ending motion
as Heraclitus said). Through this strug gle, man never just ‘is’,
but is always becom ing. Either he becomes pure idea, or noth-
ing, or re-emerges from noth ing ness as some one ‘who eats and
drinks and sleeps and puts on clothes’. In a word he re-enters
mate rial nature, either to be dei fied or ideal ised or to fall back
once again into the great noth ing ness. Accord ing to this philo-
sophy, every act and con se quently all moral ity is merely the
fleet ing trans for ma tion of the idea. The Man-Idea is supe rior to
every thing else; he is all, and is not sub ject to any exter nal laws.
More over, although it van ishes into noth ing, self-consciousness
is alone truth ful because it does not step out side itself. It must
indeed con quer the knowl edge of other things which in
Germany is known tout court as con scious ness. Accord ing to
Ger man phi los o phy, self-consciousness and con scious ness
(knowl edge of other things) are like can ni bals locked in com bat
and, with the vic tory going to self-consciousness, con scious -
ness is vora ciously devoured. Thus con scious ness, that is,
knowl edge of God and of one’s fel lows is devoured by the rav-
en ous hun ger of self-consciousness which alone remains dom i -
nant. Moral obli ga tions to God and men are also devoured;
even the knowl edge of these anti quated notions has
disappeared. At this point man, pure self-consciousness,
which constitutes the peak of his great ness, is freed from every
obli ga tion. All that remains is the plea sure — not the duty of
course — of wor ship ping him self; noth ing ness also remains,
into which he will soon tum ble to emerge later as though from
some pri me val egg. These are not my con clu sions; the credit for
hav ing deduced them goes partly to Hegel him self and partly to
his dis ci ples who so far are not suf fi ciently emi nent to be
men tioned.

Under the guise of sys tem atic knowl edge and phi los o phy, the
Ger man soph ists set out to dis par age man, toss ing him end-
lessly back and forth between noth ing ness and the all. Along
with man, sys tem atic knowl edge, phi los o phy and wis dom were
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held in deri sion; all of them con tin u ously emerge from the vast
sea of noth ing ness to which they then flow back. No won der
that the voice of phi los o phy in Ger many seems at pres ent silent
and con fused. Nev er the less, the dual ity of knowl edge and
action which those soph ists abhor does not elim i nate the unity
of being, iden ti cal in idea and act, nor does it pre vent the unity
of wis dom which results from the very close struc tural, har mo -
ni ous and liv ing bond between these two ele ments, just as it is
inev i ta ble that ‘one’ remains when all plu ral ity is stripped away
from it. Nor is there any con flict between con tem pla tion and
action, as though action pre vented the full ness of contem-
plation, as is so often assumed. The mind con tem plates in the
person who acts as well as in the per son who does noth ing.
Where there is action, a man’s mind con tem plates also what he
him self is doing. Noth ing is excluded from such con tem pla tion
although the things con tem plated may also have another form
of being which places them out side con tem pla tion. It is con-
tem pla tion itself which informs and assures us of this.

79. Let us sum up. I said that the first ele ment of wis dom lies
in the knowl edge of truth, of which sys tem atic knowl edge is
merely a reflec tion. How ever, this knowl edge does not begin to
be an ele ment of wis dom as long as it is purely spec u la tive, that
is, not yet accepted and cher ished; as long as we have not made
our own con tri bu tion to it; as long as knowl edge has not
become a free act. The vision itself of what is true is two fold,
nec es sary on the one hand, vol un tary and lov ing on the other.
The lat ter would some times be better called con tem pla tion,
some times prac ti cal knowl edge. There is, there fore, some
knowl edge and some sci ence which are, psy cho log i cally speak-
ing, prior to the point at which wis dom begins.

80. But to com plete this argu ment and to crown the con cep -
tion of wis dom, I must now pass from the nat u ral order to
another order of unpar al leled sub lim ity, that is, to the super nat -
u ral order. Let us take up the argu ment from the begin ning.

We attain knowl edge in two ways. One is dif fi cult and slow.
We are left to our own devices, with out edu ca tion and instruc-
tion, or the assis tance of a teacher, and we move for ward as best
we can in the quest for truth. The other is easy and rapid. We
learn from teach ers not only the few truths which we could
have dis cov ered on our own, but an orderly and bound less
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stock of infor ma tion gath ered by the efforts of count less schol-
ars, efforts which have been amassed, as it were, and handed
down over the cen tu ries to suc ces sive gen er a tions as the
common her i tage or pat ri mony of the human fam ily. All are
unan i mous that this sec ond way of learn ing is infi nitely better
than the first. All down the ages, there have been teach ers and
schools, even in more civil ised peri ods when, given the greater
devel op ment of indi vid ual minds, they might have been con sid -
ered less essen tial. In fact, they were seen as more impor tant.
There was no limit to the con cern to set up uni ver si ties and high
schools, and all types of estab lish ment in which the most
distinguished teach ers com mu ni cated knowl edge to their
many students. The com mu ni ca tion of truth from mind to
mind by speech is the quick est and most effi cient of all. By this
method, we move with least effort from igno rance to know-
ledge. It ini ti ates, stim u lates, directs, enriches, strength ens and,
one might say, mul ti plies human intel li gence.

80a. It is obvi ous, though, that a teacher can not teach what he
does not know; hence, the impor tance of his being learned. The
esteem and con fi dence of the dis ci ples in their teacher is a pos i -
tive advan tage. Indeed, when numer ous, dif fi cult prob lems of
great impor tance arise, we would want a com pletely infal li ble
and omni scient teacher. This desire to know the truth with cer-
tainty, which makes us pic ture our ideal teacher as one endowed
with the two gifts of infal li bil ity and omni science, often moves
us to extol effu sively the doc trine and author ity of our teach ers.
At dif fer ent times, var i ous teach ers have been called ‘di vine’ or
cel e brated under other exag ger ated titles. Often dis ci ples would
swear on the words of their teach ers, and were pleased to solve
all their prob lems with the sol emn for mula: ipse dixit. But Plato,
who also was called ‘di vine’, never claimed for him self any
divine knowl edge when he came across one of these impor tant
and mys te ri ous prob lems. Rather, he admit ted his igno rance
despite the uni ver sal desire for answers to ques tions on which
human des tiny depends — ques tions cul ti vated by phi los o phy
as trees are cul ti vated for their fruit. He wanted God him self to
draw near and reveal to us how such things stood, and give us
com plete assur ance about them with his infal li ble author ity.102
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We have an extreme need of both of these things: we need to
know the truth about such ques tions and to know it with out
any hes i ta tion — hes i ta tion alone is suf fi cient to leave us
unhappy. If Alex an der the Great thanked the gods for allow ing
him to be born when Aris totle was alive, how much more for tu -
nate he would have con sid ered him self if he had had God as his
teacher? All who laboured and stud ied amongst the Gentiles to
attain truth; all who sac ri ficed their time on long jour neys, in
late nights, in all sorts of pri va tions, to achieve truth, and then
man aged to come up only with con flict ing opin ions, or more or
less prob a ble con jec tures, with out any cer tainty of reach ing it;
all of them would have been delighted if, even for a sin gle
moment, they had been able to con fer with God him self and
hear from his own mouth the infal li ble answers and the in-
dubitable teach ings for which they longed. Indeed, the ardent,
anx ious long ing to know is com mon and nat u ral to man kind,
and no one can rest until he knows the final out come for vir tue
and vice, or what will become of man after this short life if the
soul sur vives the body’s decay, or whether the soul which sur-
vives remains sep a rated from the body, or what he will do and
endure in eter nal life, or whether he will be happy or unhappy?
We can nei ther live in uncer tainty about such ques tions nor
come to a pos i tive deci sion free of any uncer tainty. This
explains why the imag ined opin ions of phi los o phers about such
issues were vague, con jec tural, mul ti ple, con tra dic tory, lack ing
in author ity and with out dura ble con sen sus. This was espe cially 
so under the poets whose fables ren dered the answers even
more incred i ble. Con se quently, the most pow er ful minds, in
order to attain some pos i tive, less vague con cept, clung, like
ship wrecked sail ors grasp ing at every straw and every leaf float-
ing in the sea, to cer tain ancient author i ties whose dis tant mes-
sage was trans mit ted to them by means of pop u lar tra di tion.103

What would respond better to the imme di ate needs and
desire of all man kind than the dis cov ery of such an out stand ing
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teacher who knew all these things infal li bly and could, with
com plete author ity, inspire belief and the power to per suade in
every one? Surely this could be done only by God him self? No
one, surely, would resent a teacher of such sta tus or regret his
com ing to earth to teach man kind? No one would be ashamed
to become his dis ci ple or stop his ears so as not to hear him. No
one, unless he were so insane as to hate the light and so per-
verted as to sti fle within him self the live li est, immor tal instinct
in human nature.

81. It is desir able, there fore, that all who love truth and who
seek wis dom should want God to become the teacher of man-
kind. It is also prob a ble, granted that God is per fect and aware
of the needs and ten den cies of human nature which he cre ated,
that he wants to do so. Indeed, it is not only prob a ble but the
most lumi nous of all facts. It has resounded down the ages and
has filled the whole world with its power.

There is, con se quently, a divine, super nat u ral knowl edge that
ful fils the long ings of human beings and the require ments of
hes i tant rea son which, after attempt ing to dis cover and show
man the path to hap pi ness, admit ted that it could find no reli-
able way among the unfore see able and inev i ta ble vicis si tudes of
a life whose mys tery it could not fathom. Life is like a linked
chain of dreams to be bro ken soon and instan ta neously. Rea son, 
brought to this moment, found itself before the iron gates of
death, unable to get in and see beyond them to its eter nal dwell-
ing place, although intellective souls sensed their immor tal ity. If
wis dom is cor rectly defined as the ‘study of hap pi ness’,104 we
have to con clude that the super nat u ral knowl edge which God
Him self imparted to man kind when he became our teacher —
the only knowl edge which has revealed to us the mys tery of the
grave and of the new, ever last ing life to which death gives
entrance — alone deserves the title of wis dom. More over, we
learn from such a great teacher not just how to know what good
things are being pre pared for us in the next world but the

[81]

About the Author’s Studies 159

104 ‘I hold that the best concept of man is fulfilled if we say that wisdom is
simply the science of happiness’* (Leibniz, Praef. Cod. jur. gentium diplomat.).
—‘Wisdom is one. It consists in the living apprehension of the true good’*
(Tomasius, In cautelis ab initio). — ‘I maintain that learning or wisdom
consists in a careful and wholesome knowledge of truth or, which amounts
to the same thing, the fostering of man’s happiness’* (Christ. Wolff).



con di tions we must obey to pos sess them, the art of going about
this, and the means of acquir ing it. Thus, in this super nat u ral
school, another prob lem was solved which had been posed and
dis cussed in the nat u ral order by the sharp est minds: ‘Can
virtue be taught?’ In sev eral places, Plato answered neg a tively,
stat ing that vir tue can not be taught in the way knowl edge can,
that no teach ers of vir tue can be drawn from the ranks of human
beings, and con se quently no dis ci ples either. God alone could
be both teacher and donor of wis dom.105 Here was a new and
pow er ful rea son, recog nised by nat u ral phi los o phy, which con-
sid ered a divine teacher not only desir able but nec es sary. In
truth, God has the power to simul ta neously com mu ni cate truth
to man’s mind and vir tue to his will. Knowing, there fore, as we
do now, that we have a teacher whose school is not lodged in
some mag nif i cent audi to rium or spa cious col on nade, or pleas-
ant wood or villa, or town, but is heard through out the world, I
feel obliged to sketch the por trait of wis dom. I want to indi cate
more clearly what is taught and learned in this school in which
both com po nents of wis dom are bestowed, freely and fully, on
all those who long for it in a way pos si ble and fit ting to a God
who does the teach ing. I shall first con sider the new knowl edge
and imme di ately after wards I shall deal with the new vir tue.

82. I have already dis tin guished truth and the var i ous forms in
which it appears to man kind. Such forms dif fer accord ing to the
age and the var i ous devel op ments of human intel lects in such a
way that truth takes on a form pecu liar to child hood, youth,
adult hood and old age; it has cer tain forms among ordi nary
folk, oth ers only among the edu cated. But lying behind all these
forms, there is truth itself which is ideal being, in which all enti-
ties are know able. Truth, which pre cedes all its forms, com mu -
ni cates directly with us and makes us intel li gent. But who
teaches us pure truth, prior to all forms and recep tive to them
all? Who utters the first word by means of which we inter pret
and under stand all the rest? No human being teaches the truth
in this way and, if there were such a human teacher, where
would he have been taught? How could he com mu ni cate it? In
words? Words are mere sounds which later become signs, not

[82]

160 Introduction to Philosophy

105  Plato demonstrates the truth of this, one of the most sublime to which
human reason has attained, in the two dialogues, Meno and Theaetetus.



so much through the power and action of the per son utter ing
them as through the efforts of the lis tener who inter prets them,
and who could not under stand them unless he were able to
switch his mind from phys i cal sounds to the truth sig ni fied by
them. This truth is not found in sounds but within. Every
human magisterium there fore implies a prior divine magist-
erium, offered by him who was called ‘the true light which
enlight ens every one who comes into the world.’106 We believe
in this magisterium by nature, not as a result of rea son ing. Con-
se quently, even in the nat u ral order, not just in the super nat u ral
order, faith pre cedes rea son. The words: ‘If you had not
believed, you would not under stand’ are true in both orders.
Here we have the first teacher, the only one who is truly enti tled 
to such a name, the only one who com mu ni cates the truth.
Others merely advise and encour age those who have already
received the truth to think about it, pon der on it and view it
under spe cial forms. This teacher jus ti fi ably checked the pride
of those who are wise accord ing to this world when he told his
dis ci ples: ‘You are not to seek to be called “Teachers” because
you have only one “Teacher” and you are all broth ers.’107

This pre cept was given when God appeared as a vis i ble
teacher and added to the first word with which he enlight ened
man kind on the day of cre ation. He first enabled us to grasp the
truth by intu ition and then added a sec ond mes sage even more
sub lime than the first although, like that, it was inter nal and
true, and prior to the forms it took. Like the first word, this too
was effi ca cious and per se vis i ble; it required no other light to be
seen. The first word was the gate through which man kind could
enter the world of nat u ral knowl edge; the sec ond was the gate
admit ting him to another, vaster world of super nat u ral
knowl edge.

82a. I have already sketched the rela tion ship between these
two lights and shown how the way in which we are enlight ened
in the order of nat u ral things is iden ti cal with the method used
in the super nat u ral order. As I said (cf. 31–37) teacher and
school are the same. More could be said, but it would take too
long. I merely remark that God, when he cre ated man,
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instructed him by the light of rea son and, at the same time,
enabled him to learn under many forms more about the very
truth which he saw with out forms. God also enabled us to ben-
e fit from the teach ing of oth ers, to teach oth ers our selves, and
com mu ni cate to them the truths and forms we know. As a
result, the school of our divine mas ter, the first and only one to
com mu ni cate the light of truth, is that which ren ders all other
forms of teach ing pos si ble. With the aid of that light, we
ourselves search for the truth, teach our selves or are taught by
others. The first teacher, there fore, instructs all oth ers, just as he
trains the dis ci ples them selves. Both teach ers and dis ci ples exist
by vir tue of our first silent, yet extremely pow er ful teacher. The
same occurs in the super nat u ral order. The divine mas ter who
enlight ens the soul equips it to inquire into, to learn and teach,
the truths which relate to that order, and thus ren der pos si ble an
exter nal, human magisterium in the super nat u ral order. Those
appointed to exer cise this human magisterium in the supernat-
ural order were placed by God him self over the high est truths.
To them, and to all nations and ages, it was said: ‘You are not to
call your selves teach ers, because you have only one teacher and
you are all broth ers.’ Such a warn ing could come only from the
mouth of God, and served as a con tin ual reminder of the ori gin,
clar ity and power of their mes sage. It was to resound for ever
down the ages until the end of the world, and its thun der has
been roll ing cease lessly for nine teen cen tu ries above all earthly
clam our and petty hub bub. Exter nal rev e la tion and preach ing
would not be prop erly under stood nor assented to by us, nor
ren dered oper a tive through the co-operation of the human will,
unless it was inter preted, explained and enhanced to each
human being by the inner light of char ac ter and grace. Augus t -
ine, a scholar whose mind went deeper than most into this truth,
came across the words in which Christ calls him self ‘the begin-
ning who also speaks to you,’ and wrote:

Thus does he speak in the gos pel in hu man form. It was
heard out wardly by us so that we might be lieve, search
within, and find in the eter nal truth the good and only
teacher who in structs all his dis ci ples. There, Lord, I hear
your voice which tells us that he who in structs us is speak-
ing to us. Any one who does not in struct us, how ever
much he says, has noth ing to say to us. Now, who
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instructs us ex cept the un chang ing truth? For even when
we are ad mon ished by a change able crea ture, we are led
into the un change able truth where we re ally learn if we
halt and lis ten and ex ult with joy when we hear the voice
of the bride groom who brings us back whence we are.108

Thus, this wis est of men, from the epis co pal chair of learn ing
on which he sat as a dis penser of lofty truths, spoke in a new,
hum ble man ner unknown in the philo soph i cal schools. He said
to one and all, learned and unlearned: ‘A safer way is that we who
speak and you who lis ten acknowl edge our selves as fel low dis ci -
ples of a sin gle teacher. Safest of all, and most ben e fi cial, is that
you should lis ten to us not as teach ers but as fel low disciples.’109

83. Super nat u ral teach ing is thus made up of two ele ments:
inte rior light, and exter nal rev e la tion per pet u ated through out
the world by preach ing and the Church’s magisterium. Our
divine teacher indi cated both those ele ments. Asked who he
was, he replied: ‘The PRIN CI PLE WHO (or there fore) ALSO SPEAKS
TO YOU.’*110 In say ing prin ci ple he referred to the inner light
which is in fact the prin ci ple of all truth and knowl edge. The
human voice can not be the prin ci ple, nor com mu ni cate to
anyone else the prin ci ple of intel li gence; our voice, to be under-
stood, needs to find the first light already pres ent in us. This
first light is the key that opens and inter prets the mean ing of all
sen si ble signs. When he adds: who also speaks to you he refers to
that exter nal, audi ble teach ing which cor re sponds to and devel-
ops the inter nal instruc tion which he, God made man, wished
to exer cise in our human ity, and then entrust to his Apos tles
who would hand on to oth ers the things they had heard and
under stood from him. At the same time, he would con tinue to
give the inte rior light so that all could under stand. Thus, the
term ‘prin ci ple’, clearly refers to the divine nature and the
divine teach ing. The next phrase ‘and there fore I am speak ing to
you’ refers to human nature and the human teach ing which
depends on it. Both natures are in the one and iden ti cal divine
per son, both teach ings are exer cised by the same per son, with
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the sec ond teach ing result ing from the first: ‘and there fore I am
speak ing to you’,111 �τι κα� λαλ� �µ�ν: as though he were say ing:
‘I have the power and the right to talk to you because I am the
prin ci ple of all things who enlight ens you: I could not utter such
words to you unless I caused you to under stand them within.’

84. As I have said, phi los o phy, which involves reflec tion, runs
the risk of being impov er ished if it is con fined within the ambit
of reflec tion and rejects every thing that is and lives out side
itself. As a result, many think ers, impris oned in the kind of
special think ing they adopt as phi los o phers and con fuse with
gen eral think ing, find it dif fi cult to acknowl edge that, prior to
reflec tion itself, there exists a light which touches the soul
directly and shines on all human beings. This light does not
require phi los o phy in order to shed its radi ance; phi los o phy
how ever needs it as a lamp needs a flame from which to take its
light. Self-enclosed phi los o phy can not under stand the super-
nat u ral magisterium to which I refer, because it does not even
under stand the nature of the nat u ral magisterium of truth. The
Ger man school, hav ing adopted such philo soph i cal igno rance,
built upon it a whole sys tem, with all the power and pro fun dity
of minds work ing upon false hood. Hegel’s fol low ers unequi-
vocally waged a furi ous cam paign against any thing they called
‘di rect’, mean ing by this some thing divine which raises man’s
mind above sci en tific and deter mined thought. They denied
God’s exis tence for the curi ous rea son that ‘the con cept of God
is not self-reflective’, as if the con cept of God pre sented to
man’s mind a non-conscious God. Any thing out side the realm
of reflec tion or any thing which existed with out reflec tion had
sim ply become invis i ble to them.

85. As I said ear lier, the order in which knowl edge of super-
nat u ral things occurs is sim i lar, so to speak, and of the same
char ac ter, as the order in which knowl edge of nat u ral things
occurs. In the case of nat u ral things, there is a first, inte rior light;
sim i larly there is a first inte rior light in our knowl edge of super-
nat u ral things. The ini tial light in the nat u ral order is truth,
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which takes on the var i ous forms that go to make up all know-
ledge within the nat u ral ambit, includ ing sci en tific knowl edge
and the ulti mate spec u la tions of phi los o phy. The first inte rior
light in the super nat u ral order is again the truth which takes on
the var i ous forms that con sti tute all super nat u ral cognitions,
includ ing the loft i est theo log i cal con tem pla tion. The first light
is the cri te rion of nat u ral cer tainty which man refers to in any
case of doubt112; the other first light is the prox i mate cri te rion of
super nat u ral cer tainty. This, too, is con sulted by any one who
wishes to know whether a teach ing pro claimed in the name of
God is true or false.113 This first light grows brighter both
through a per son’s own med i ta tions and instruc tion from
others. The other first light also devel ops and mul ti plies either
by a per son’s own reflec tion or by lis ten ing to the words of
others. This is why the spirit of God (and his laws) is said to be
mul ti ple.114 In both orders, then, the same pat tern is seen, the
same hand, the same maker, the same divine teacher. What is the
dif fer ence, there fore, between the two orig i nal truths, between
the two orders of cognitions?

The first light which makes the soul of man intel li gent is ideal
and unde ter mined being. The other first light is also being, not
purely ideal but rather subsistent and liv ing being. God is
subsistent being: he him self declares: ‘I am BEING.’115 Hav ing
used the per sonal pro noun, ‘I’, he revealed him self as per son;
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being, as object, is the Word, and this object-being is per son,
about whom is writ ten: ‘In the begin ning was the Word, and the
Word was with God, and the Word was God.’116 The same
Word else where calls him self prin ci ple:117 prin ci ple of every
intel li gence and all knowl edge, because the prin ci ple of know-
ledge is the first object, and the first and essen tial object which
con tains all objects is being. The other objects of thought are
objects through being; being is object per se. The idea, there fore, 
is ‘be ing’ intu ited by us, but it is not the WORD; the lat ter, not the
for mer, is sub sis tence. The for mer is being which con ceals its
personship and reveals only its unde ter mined, imper sonal
objec tiv ity. The human mind which intu its the idea does not
grasp the personship of being, nor its sub sis tence and thus does
not see Almighty God. But the one who sees the Word, even as
in a mir ror darkly, sees God. So, if nat u ral sci ence some how
terminates in what Boethius calls sola rerum PRIMAEVA RATIO
[THE SOLE PRI MAL REA SON for things], super nat u ral knowl edge
reaches out to that which is at the same time nullius indigens
VIVAX MENS [the LIV ING MIND lack ing noth ing].*118

Man, who is a real sub ject, can not halt before the idea; he
aspires to unite him self with what is real. But the real given to us
in nature is finite. The idea, which leads us to know and love this
finite real ity, at the same time shows it as finite. The idea, how-
ever, is infi nite, and reveals the pos si bil ity, the neces sity of
another infi nite real being which is not given to us as human
beings. Because we extend our desire to what we know, we
reach out to what is infi nite, which the idea of being shows must
be. With out what is infi nite nei ther the potency of the idea
would be exhausted, nor would the knowl edge pos si ble to us be
com pleted; nor would our desire for knowl edge, to unity and
enjoy ment be sat is fied. But this infi nite real is given to us ini-
tially in the super nat u ral light which God freely bestows on us.
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Per cep tion of this sub stan tial and subsistent light is per cep tion
of the divine Word. In that Word, man’s desire comes to rest
and, in this way, even in this pres ent life, is sati ated.

86. The teacher about whom we are speak ing is dis tin guished
from all other teach ers, none of whom would ever dream, when
impart ing to their stu dents dif fer ent sci ences and sub jects, of
lec tur ing about them selves. Imag ine what would hap pen if a
pro fes sor, even in a Ger man uni ver sity, were vain enough to
begin a lec ture like this: ‘Gen tle men, this year I shall talk to you
about myself; my sub ject will be me in per son.’ His lis ten ers,
how ever high-minded and how ever enthu si as tic they were
about sup port ing their pro fes sors, would be car ried away not
by admi ra tion but by com pas sion, and would sadly inform the
Rec tor of the Uni ver sity of the mis for tune that had befallen
such a great intel lect. But the unique teacher to whom I was
refer ring aroused nei ther com pas sion nor amuse ment when he
spe cif i cally said to peo ple that the knowl edge he taught was that
which made him known to them. One Ger man pro fes sor’s envy
was indeed aroused by such divine words, but in vain.119

We acknowl edge that the teacher who speaks to us in this way
is also the proper and great est object of knowl edge and sci ence,
known in the very instant it is com mu ni cated as that which is
per se intel li gi ble. This teacher has merely to say: ‘Here I am,
look at me!’ and we are taught. This is the true art of teach ing.
But the teacher to whom I refer is God, in whom all things are
con tained, even those things which are not God but are cre ated
by God. These too have a kind of exis tence in him ‘who sus tains 
all things by his pow er ful word’.120 Indeed, all things are intel li -
gi ble in God since God is intel li gi ble by essence and, in so far as
he is intel li gi ble, is called the Word. Con se quently, the per son
who knows God, the Word of God, knows the all, because the
all is found in the Word. No one can attain to such com plete
knowl edge of things unless he attains to him in whom all things
are con tained, on whom they are based and joined together in
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unity. No great phi los o pher ever attempted to syn the sise his
own cognitions, with out refer ring them to the Divine Being.
No one thought that he had to find else where the ful fil ment of
what can be humanly known. No one ever con sid ered human
knowl edge final and abso lute until, through spec u la tion, it
became a stream flow ing into the sea of being and wis dom
where it evap o rated, as it were, and then con densed into the
water of knowl edge.

87. The idea is an empty form, as I said; it con tains not the
full ness of being but an out line of it. It offers us only the shadow
of per fect being. The idea, because it does not con tain per fect
being within itself, does not offer it to man kind. But the Word,
who is super nat u ral light and full ness of being, con tains the full-
ness of that being, of which a pale sketch is vis i ble in the idea.
Sense, that is, the abil ity to feel cor po real things in the nat u ral
order and even finite, incor po real things such as the soul, comes
to the aid of the intel lect, that is, the power of intu it ing the idea.
But how poor such aid is! As Dante says:

‘… be hind the senses
You see how short are rea son’s wings.’121

In fact, we do not pos sess any organ or other sen sory power
which can sense God. Rel a tive to divine things, there fore,
which alone can fill out the idea, we have an empty, pow er less
idea. For the work of cre ation to reach all pos si ble per fec tion,
the human being, pro vided with under stand ing by means of the
idea, needed the addi tional boon of a feel ing co-extensive with
the idea. But since the idea embraces both finite and infi nite, it
could not be prop erly aided or as it were coun ter-balanced
except by a feel ing of equal breadth. God, how ever, could not
be num bered amongst the beings of nature; he always remains
dis tinct from them, lim ited as they are by their con di tion as
created beings. Human nature, there fore, could have no feel ing
of God. On the other hand, God’s work can not remain imper-
fect. What is not included in nature nor owes its exis tence to
nature is added by God in his oper a tions purely out of his own
gen er os ity and infi nite holi ness. Rev e la tion tells us that God
cre ated our first par ents in a state of super nat u ral grace. Even if
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we did not know that this rev e la tion were true, what wis dom it
would dis play! How it would har mo nise and fit with divine
perfections! Who could have devised such a pro foundly rea son -
able and philo soph i cal mes sage given to human beings before
they began to phi loso phise and before sys tem atic knowl edge
was dis cov ered! Even as late as this, in an age which claims to be
urbane and philo soph i cal, there are still a num ber who have not
man aged to grasp how fit ting and suit able it was to God’s
attrib utes that the Cre ator should add a super nat u ral light to the
nat u ral light. Because they do not see the con nec tion between
the idea and nat u ral feel ing, and how dis pro por tion ate and
inad e quate the lat ter is to the for mer, they still do not real ise
that the nat u ral light is insuf fi cient for all human beings. If, even
today, there are peo ple who rely on nat u ral wis dom to reach
this con clu sion, who in less cul tured times could have con-
ceived such a rev e la tion? This was far beyond human capac ity.
But once we can see, or are shown this dis pro por tion, we real ise
how human beings, the sub lime work of the per fect being,
would be like chil dren born with one leg long, the other short, if
God had not endowed them with a super nat u ral sense. Human
beings did have a nat u ral sense, but noth ing more in their essen-
tial nature, and although what they had was ade quate for
human nature, it did not sat isfy the one who wrote: ‘In wis dom, 
you have made them all.’122 It is human nature, there fore, not the
unknow ing and unre flect ing indi vid ual, which pleads as it were
for the gift of the super nat u ral as a poor man pleads sim ply
because he is poor. It is rea son, with its own light, that enables
us to be aware of the lack of some other light to com plete the
first, although we can not imag ine what form this other light will
take. It is the human heart which insists on pos sess ing as much
real ity as it can con ceive. Through the idea, the heart con ceives a
kind of con fused infin ity and throws itself into the void in an
attempt to shat ter what it sees as the nar row lim its of nature.

88. The Cre ator, who had made man kind, knew from the
begin ning the mys te ri ous emp ti ness which was so inex pli ca ble
to man. He him self both enabled man to under stand it, and
him self filled it. He allowed man’s adver sary, who wished to
destroy human nature by flat ter ing its self-esteem and
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per suad ing man that he could become like God him self, to ruin
God’s hand i work. He allowed him to fall. But when we fell
through dis obe di ence, spurn ing God’s super nat u ral graces and
becom ing inca pa ble and unwor thy of them, when all our
powers were sorely affected, the Cre ator healed us and restored
us to a more won der ful and more sub lime sta tus than before.
This was not the work of the first light of nat u ral rea son nor of
the idea, but of the other first light, the light of super nat u ral
reason. It was the work of the WORD of God.

God, the teacher whom Plato wished would come to earth to
reveal to us the essen tial truths and to pro vide us with cer tainty,
is at one and the same time light, the sole, essen tial object of
what is know able, a per son, the divine Word who became flesh
and appeared among men as true man with out ceas ing to be true
God; his name was JESUS Christ, Sav iour, Anointed One of
God. He taught us about the Father, hav ing said to those who
had faith in him: ‘No one has ever seen God. It is the only Son,
who is close to the Father’s heart, who has made him known.’123

Again, to one of his dis ci ples he said: ‘Philip, he who has seen
me, has seen the Father.’124 And again, he sent the Spirit of truth
as he had prom ised: ‘When the Spirit of truth comes, he will
guide you into all truth; for he will not speak on his own, but
will speak what ever he hears and he will declare to you the
things that are to come. He will glo rify me because he will take
what is mine and declare it to you.’125

89. Thus the Tri une God was revealed to human beings: the
Mas ter revealed him self and ful filled in them every thing know-
able. Nature and sys tem atic knowl edge had set us on the road
to the infi nite being by a three fold path so long that God could
never be reached. Then, unex pect edly, human beings were
trans ported to the infi nitely remote loca tion which implic itly
they wished to reach. They found them selves there mirac u -
lously, not by any rea son ing of their own but by vir tue of faith.
They believed in this Being:

‘As in the pri mary truth which man believes’.126
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They believed him and in him and con fided them selves to
him, still unaware of the rela tion ship between the emi nent posi-
tion they already occu pied and the three fold path on which
they had ven tured with their rea son. Later, by means of rea son-
ing, they fell back upon faith and acknowl edged that the goal
they were pur su ing and towards which the three paths of
knowl edge con verged — the only point that was unat tain able
because infi nitely remote — was the very point in which faith
had so unex pect edly placed them. The fact is that being pres ents 
itself to us in a three fold form, as real ity, as idea, as energy. Each
of these forms reduces to infi nite being as to its final term of
actu a tion, as though human beings, in some divine dream
pursue the infi nite real ity, which they do not find in nature.
How ever, they clearly real ise that if there were some infi nite
real ity with all cor re spond ing attrib utes, it would have to be
infi nite being itself. They pur sue some thing infi nitely know able
which exists only poten tially in the idea, but they also real ise
that if an object which is intrin si cally intel li gi ble were really and
actu ally infi nite, with all the cor re spond ing attrib utes, it too
could only be infi nite being. Finally, they pur sue the infi nite
love which, in them, is merely an end lessly dis ap pointed cap-
acity to love, always betrayed by the blan dish ments and unre li -
abil ity of all nat u ral things. Infi nite love, they see clearly, is
impos si ble unless there is an infi nite real ity, infi nitely known
and as such a most lov able object. They real ise that if there were
such a term of love, it could only be infi nite being itself,
all-being, all-good. Each of the three forms leads thought to the
same term, to the iden ti cal infi nite being. These three paths
were sign posted by the three divi sions of phi los o phy I have
already men tioned. Plato seems to have seen that each of them
must inev i ta bly ter mi nate in God, in whom he acknowl edged
the ‘cause of the sub sis tence of things, the expla na tion of our
under stand ing, the order of exis tence.’127 But who accepted
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what he said? Who believed the unre li able mes sage of a man
admit ting that he awaited a divine mas ter to reveal to him the
truth about such things? Could any one who believed or under-
stood Plato’s lofty con cep tion be sat is fied with a good whose
exis tence he knew, but of whose pres ence he was deprived. This
was merely a neg a tive, indic a tive way of know ing God; it was
not knowl edge aris ing from per cep tion, feel ing, fru ition.

Then, with one prob lem solved, an even more com pli cated
one arose: ‘If those three things are so dif fer ent, how can they be
reduced to one? And if they do reduce to one, how do they
appear so dif fer ent?’ The doc trine of the TRIN ITY offers the most
com plete and most pro found solu tion to this prob lem con-
front ing the human spirit, which has always con sid ered it as an
uncon quered enigma. It places before man the doc trine of being
in all its forms. The doc trine of the most ven er a ble of mys ter ies
comes down from heaven like a golden dome to cover the edi-
fice of nat u ral knowl edge. Were it not in place, the edi fice would
be open to the wind and rain, and human beings (phi los o phers
included) would be con demned to live ill at ease with them-
selves, search ing for some thing they never find. This is the
super nat u ral dimen sion of knowl edge which is just as nec es sary
as the super nat u ral dimen sion of life. Just as human exis tence is
not ever last ing and bliss ful but becomes such, thanks to a
super nat u ral gift, so human knowl edge, which is not com plete
and abso lute, becomes such as a result of super nat u ral enlight-
en ment and faith.

90. As I have already said, the foun da tions of wis dom are
built upon knowl edge of truth. Con se quently, a new appre hen -
sion of truth pro vides the foun da tion for a new form of wis dom 
— a fuller appre hen sion gives rise to a fuller form of wis dom.
What ever form it may take, nat u ral knowl edge remains imper-
fect but, united with super nat u ral knowl edge, achieves its per-
fect form. Human wis dom, there fore, can not be other than
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imper fect, a pre lim i nary draft, a search for wis dom, as the
philosophers them selves admit ted. The founder him self of the
Ital ian school rejected as arro gant the title ‘scholar’, call ing him-
self instead a ‘stu dent’ of wis dom.128 Only with the advent of
super nat u ral knowl edge were the foun da tions laid of a new and
per fect form of wis dom that does not merely pur sue truth, but
pos sesses and enjoys it.

90a. We come now to the sec ond and for mal con stit u ent of
wis dom. This resides in the will when the will, dis play ing its full
vig our, addresses, assents, approves and sub mits itself, together
with all its pow ers, to known truth. This is the true con cept of
vir tue. We act in a vir tu ous and orderly way when we direct the
desires of our will and the acts to which they give rise so that
they con form to the objec tive order of entia or, as Saint Augus t -
ine puts it: ‘Per fect jus tice con sists in lov ing more impor tant
things more and less impor tant things less.’*129 Now, at times,
the sub jec tive, lim ited order of human nature clashes with the
objec tive order, which is truth. In this con flict, we can not con-
tinue to be just with out some sac ri fice. We must sac ri fice what
is, or what we take to be, our own good, in favour of the abso-
lute order, good and ven er a ble in itself, which is devoid of any
spe cif i cally sub jec tive rela tion ship. If, how ever, we study man
con fined within nature’s lim its, we can see that although the
objec tive order is pres ent to him in the idea, its real ity is not
given to him. Nat u ral man, as I said ear lier, per ceives only a part
of real ity, the finite real ity of the world (although not all, or
even most of it). In the idea, how ever, he intu its the whole of
ideal being. This imbal ance between the ideal and the real which
makes knowl edge incom plete is also the imbal ance which
makes it impos si ble for us to achieve per fect vir tue. On the one
hand, the idea reveals to us the entire uni ver sal, abso lute order
of things as a moral neces sity from which we can not dis sent
with out our being unjust or blame wor thy; on the other, it does
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not endow us with the power to trans late this order into action.
Where then do we obtain such power? This comes from the
order of real, not ideal things. Real ity is con cerned with action;
ideality sim ply shows us what is to be done. We must there fore
find strength within our selves or in exter nal real ity, that is, in
that sphere of real things which is allot ted to us. How ever, this
sphere is extremely lim ited. Nei ther infi nite real ity nor the
greater part of finite real i ties find any place in it. It fol lows that
the strength which we can derive from the real enti ties allot ted
to us by nature is not com men su rate with the great ness of the
ideal order which con fronts us as an inex o ra ble law. Indeed, the
finite things that we per ceive con spire at times, as I said, against
that law. Instead of help ing us to obey it, they tempt us to vio-
late it. This is pre cisely because the finite order which they
reveal is dif fer ent from and there fore very often opposed to the
infi nite order of ideality. To make up some how for this lamen t -
a ble lack of real strength which pre vents us from ful fill ing the
great moral design in which our emi nent dig nity con sists, what
did the most out stand ing phi los o phers do? I am not refer ring to
those who despaired of har mo nis ing the real and the ideal
orders. Unwill ing and inca pa ble of renounc ing the real order,
they rejected the ideal and decreed that we should be con tent to
be mat ter or sense and thus, against our nature, should calmly
yield to the plea sures of the moment, spurred on by the thought
of death. I am not con cerned with such phi los o phers. I ask how
the most out stand ing phi los o phers endeavoured to help us to
find the pow ers denied us by real ity, but still nec es sary for ful-
fill ing the law proper to the ideal order. There is no doubt that
these lov ers of what is good did all they could. They were aware
that human beings sought in vain — in the lim ited area of real ity 
allot ted to them — for the moral strength they required. But
instead of pro vid ing them with the strength to do good, lim ited
real ity often came into con flict with the objec tive order and
increased the power of lim ited, blind sub jec tive instinct. Our
phi los o phers endeavoured there fore to alien ate us from real
things and to con fine us within the order of ideas. They extolled
the idea as some thing infi nitely beau ti ful, and with all their elo-
quence exhorted us to fix our gaze solely on this divine light, to
be sat is fied with her won der ful coun te nance, and con sider our-
selves happy. And in order to ensure that such a lofty pre cept
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would not intim i date us, caus ing us to feel that an even more
oner ous duty might be imposed upon us instead of an increase
of strength to ful fil our duty, these phi los o phers extolled the
power of the human will, which pre vi ously they had held as
weak and in need of strength en ing. They now claimed that the
only thing over which we had power was the energy which they
pre scribed. The best phi los o phers con sid ered actual beings and
goods — which are the sole sources enabling us to act effec t -
ively — to be inad e quate for pro vid ing us with the moral vig our 
we required. On the con trary, these things were seen as the
reason for moral weak ness and as obsta cles to vir tue. The
philosophers’ only recourse was to require, from the very idea
which imposed the obli ga tion, the power to imple ment it. In
Plato’s Phaedo, Soc ra tes is at pains to show why the philo-
sopher must with draw com pletely from sen si ble things and find
a safe haven in ideas. This implied resort ing to philo sophic
abstrac tion and aban don ing the body and bodily things, whilst
await ing the blessed moment of total alien ation from them at
death.

Since the body places count less ob sta cles (to wis dom)
because it nat u rally needs to be fed, and in ad di tion the
dis eases from which it suf fers pre vent the search for truth,
it fills us with am o rous de sires, greed, fear, nu mer ous fan-
ta sies, in short, with nu mer ous empty prom ises which
pro duce noth ing im por tant or true. The body alone, with
its mul ti ple, cov et ous de sires, urges us on to war fare, to
sedition, to armed con flict. Ev ery thing is done out of love
for money which we are driven to pur sue thanks to the
body which makes use of it. Thus, all these things de ter us
from the study of phi los o phy. Finally, even if it gives us
some re spite and we man age to ap ply our selves to any-
thing what so ever, the body once more thwarts us com-
pletely by dis turb ing our spirit as we pur sue our in qui ries.
We are stunned as though by a se ries of blows and, as a
result of such an ob sta cle, can not at tain the clar ity of truth.
More over, we have al ready clearly es tab lished that if we
wish to un der stand any thing in its pure state, we have to
aban don the body and see things from the spirit’s point of
view. It is clear, there fore, that we shall take pos ses sion of
what we long for, and which we pro fess to cher ish, that is,
wis dom, when we are dead, as rea son shows, but not while
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we are still alive. In other words, if we can not through our
bodily pow ers grasp any thing in its pure state, then ei ther
we are quite un able to at tain knowl edge, or we reach it
solely af ter death. In death, the spirit it self will be sep-
arated from the body, but not be fore. Thus, while we live,
we shall draw near to knowl edge if we have as lit tle truck
with the body as pos si ble. We shall have noth ing to do
with the body un less im pelled by ur gent ne ces sity. We
shall not al low our selves to be sat is fied by it but keep aloof
from its con ta gion un til God him self re leases us.130

The great est non-Christian phi los o phers were deeply mis-
trust ful of the sin is ter influ ence exerted on us by the lim ited
span of real ity which nature allows us to per ceive. Con-
sequently, they nei ther expected any help in their attempt to be
vir tu ous and to acquire wis dom, nor found it pos si ble (until a
por tion of real ens had been lost to them) to acquire the wis dom 
which they so much longed for. And this was only nat u ral
wisdom; they knew no other. They pro vided no other hope, and
even this was con di tioned by the need to aban don real ity as
though it were poi son, com mu ni cat ing with it as rarely as pos-
sible and only in dire neces sity, seek ing a haven in ideas alone,
some secret hab i ta tion in which to hide away, iso lated and dead,
as it were, to the world.

91. And this was con sid ered the most won der ful endeavour
of human rea son! Rea son could ascend no fur ther, nor express
any truer or pro founder truths. This was the only pos si ble solu-
tion to the great prob lem. Ideas are cer tainly divine, the only
divine ele ment to be found in nature even after the whole
universe has been scanned inch by inch. More over, divine things
do not defer to any thing. There is noth ing com pa ra ble to them.
They deter mine what is of value; any thing that runs coun ter to
them becomes con tempt ible. This is what the under stand ing
reads in ideas, admir ing the author ity ema nat ing from them,
and gaz ing upon their incom pa ra ble beauty.

What risks and suf fer ing have been under gone by lov ers of
these ideas, as I said. Archi me des, for exam ple, was unaware of
the Romans’ entry into Syr a cuse; this is one dem on stra tion of
vig our of mind which with draws momen tarily from any
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sense-experience. Other exam ples are the trav els and pov erty of
Anacharsis; the vig ils and labours of Aris totle;131 Carneades’
for get ting to eat.132 The pri va tions and suf fer ings of so many
oth ers, all prove that the love of knowl edge may acquire, like
any other pas sion, an almost infi nite power over man’s soul.
But they do not prove that we ever find com plete sat is fac tion
either in other unwor thy pas sions or in this most noble pas sion
for knowl edge. We can not sus tain con tin u ous men tal con tem -
pla tion; on the con trary, how short is the time we can give to
such absorp tion in thought! How few there are who, dis re gard -
ing sen si ble things, wish to live or can live devoted solely to
intan gi ble ideas and as it were sus pended in them, or have the
lei sure to pur sue and develop such fatigu ing, nat u ral delight!
Does it fol low per haps that even the few who, by their laud able
endeavours, ascend to the realms of pure ideas and remain there
for a few moments, only to fall back sub se quently into the nat u -
ral and ordi nary realm of real ity,133 order and arrange all the real
actions in their life in accor dance with the ideas they con tem -
plate? Rather the world of finite sense-experience is lying in
wait to engage them in bat tle. It allows them to travel freely to
the world of ideas know ing per fectly well that they will not
thereby escape and, after a brief absence, will be back. Just as an
angler, who has caught an enor mous fish, slack ens and pays out
the line so that the fish can move about in the water for a while,
but care fully reels it in when it is exhausted, so too often the
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131 See Diogenes Laertius. in Aristotle.
132 ‘He so marvellously devoted himself to study that when he sat down to

eat, he reflected so deeply that he forgot to reach out to the table. But with
Melissa, who took the place of a wife, — her duty limited to not interrupting
his studies, but helping when he was hungry — he used his right hand as
necessary. So he enjoyed life with his spirit, while surrounded by a body
which he treated as alien and redundant’* (Valerius Maximus, bk. 8, c. 7, n. 5).
However, in this very passage from Valerius Maximus there is enough to
remind readers that this most studious of men did not always have his spirit
surrounded by a body that was like someone else’s useless garment. This
exaggerated praise involves a blatant contradiction.

133 Speaking of pure ideas, St. Augustine says: ‘Few are privileged to attain
the cutting-edge of the mind; and even when they get as far as they can, they
are driven back. All that we have is transient knowledge of what is
intransient’* (On the Trinity, 12, no. 23).



blan dish ment of the sen si ble world works upon us. This
happens because, from birth, we bear within our selves the seeds
of evil and the tin der of con cu pis cence. We feel that we escape
the seduc tion of the world when we man age to detach our mind
from it by pure abstrac tions, which we then pur sue wildly and
arro gantly. But at the same time our many evil and shame ful
acts give bad exam ple to oth ers. They get the impres sion that,
from the truths we have pon dered, we have derived only the
pride which causes us to sin all the more gravely. Plato was right
to admit that, in our pres ent life, nat u ral wis dom might
certainly be con ceived, but is never fully achieved. This explains
why he thought that good peo ple should expect it only after
death. Even the Stoics, who greatly exag ger ated the power of
free-will, doubted or com pletely denied that there was any time
or place where wise men, whom they con ceived men tally and
described so won der fully, would be found.134

92. Nat u ral phi los o phy is thus con vinced and admits its in-
capacity for mak ing men wise, even if we are speak ing only
about wis dom seen as an idea in the light proper to nature. But
God, the teacher of men, made both things simul ta neously, that
is, he extended infi nitely the con cept of wis dom and endowed
us with the strength to actu ate it in our selves. Thus, one Father
of the Church rightly remarks that those assisted by faith could
accom plish much more by their deeds than phi los o phers could
con ceive and desire, or teach with words.135 God achieved this
by cre at ing a bal ance between idea and real ity which is not
present in human nature.

As I said, the idea can reach out freely to infin ity, reveal ing
uni ver sal being. It thereby reveals the full order of being to
which the will, a fac ulty which nat u rally fol lows the intel lect
must unite. On the other hand, nat u ral real ity offers us only a
tiny crumb of being which can not con tain the full and abso lute
order revealed by the idea, but a min i mal order which can be
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134 See Justus Lipsius, Manuductio ad Stoicam Philosophiam.
135 St. Ambrose says of Abraham: ‘Abraham was clearly a great man, and

famous for his many virtues which philosophy, however much it wished, was
powerless to match. Moreover, what philosophy imagined was less than
Abraham’s actual achievement, just as the simple faith of truth is greater than
the boastful deceit of eloquence’* (On the Patriarch Abraham, bk. 1, c. 2).



enclosed in such a tiny por tion of being. I also said that man, as a
real being, can only be moved to act by a real being — not by an
idea, there fore, but by his own activ ity and his own instincts or
by the stim u lus of exter nal real ity. As a result of will power, he
can, to a cer tain extent, actu ate his mind in the idea and be
delighted with it, but for a brief period, and only then by leav ing 
his other pow ers inac tive and mak ing an almost super hu man
effort that few can achieve. But the lesser pow ers imme di ately
come into play oppressed by the very idle ness which has
afflicted them and long ing, as it were, for revenge. At this point,
sen si ble real ity appears to become a more zeal ous fomenter of
dis or der than before.

Let us sup pose that just as we intuit the whole of ideal being
in an implicit, sim ple mode, which can then be indef i nitely
unfolded, so we per ceive the whole of real being in an equally
implicit, sim ple mode, which also is capa ble of unfold ing indef-
initely. In this case it is clear that the great, immense exi gency of
the idea, which imposed moral duty, would find a cor re spon d -
ence in us in a fount of equally great, immense power, suit able
for car ry ing out the imposed duty. If this were to hap pen, all
finite real i ties would be known, or could be known and con sid -
ered as parts, or rather as minus cule, tran sient par ti cles of the
whole of real being in which they would be lost, like drops in
the ocean. And the iden ti cal order would be pres ent in this
reality as in the idea. More over, this real order would give us
suf fi cient stim u lus and strength to actu ate the ideal with the
effi cacy of the will. There would no lon ger be any dis crep ancy
or invin ci ble con trast between the ideal and the real orders. One
would call forth the other; they would kiss, as it were. The will,
no lon ger divided between two con tend ers, would be able to
devote itself with a sin gle act to both as united in the iden tity of
being. The con se quence would be per fect jus tice, and wis dom
pos sessed in peace.

Our sup po si tion, how ever, is no lon ger a dream; it is not
some thing we might desire God to do; it is no lon ger some thing
that we pre sume God would do in inti mate accord with his
divine attrib utes. The gos pel has been pro claimed to show us
that this is what God, the Cre ator and sustainer of man kind, has
in fact done, and what the gos pel does in all those who freely
receive it: ‘And he gave them the power to become sons of
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God.’136 The Word is ‘the char ac ter of the sub stance of the
Father’,137 that is, the Word through whom God is ren dered
per cep ti ble. That is the force of the Greek word char ac ter.

Chris tian ity, there fore, has taught that the Word is the char ac -
ter, or face of God as he is often called in the Scrip tures, and is
imprinted on the souls of those who accept Christ’s bap tism
with faith. Their wills, directed to him and cling ing to him, are
sanc ti fied and jus ti fied. As a result, those who have received the
impress of the Word and con se quently per ceive him are thereby
given a com mu ni ca tion with being in its full, infi nite real ity,
albeit in an implicit and extremely sim ple mode. It is like a tiny,
fer tile seed, entrusted to the soul to cul ti vate and develop with
its own acts and co-operation. Thus we have been granted not
only full knowl edge but also the nec es sary energy to con form
with the demands of knowl edge. We now pos sess the two
elements of per fect knowl edge. So, con sis tent with this sub lime
doc trine, we find writ ten in the sacred books: ‘THE FOUNT OF
WIS DOM, THE WORD OF GOD IN THE HIGH EST.’*138

93. In the pres ent life, it is true, we have been given this full,
abso lute and infi nite real ity in an implicit and poten tial man ner.
On the other hand, the finite real ity of the world acts upon us
explic itly and imme di ately and, through its mode of action, with
greater effi ciency than the infi nite real ity. We still have to
struggle, there fore, against the pov erty and lim i ta tions of finite
real ity which would seek to make us exclu sively its own, pre-
vent ing us from devot ing our selves to the all. Here the clash and
the strug gle is not directly between real ity and idea but between
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136 Jn 1: 12–13.
137 χαρακτ�ρ �πστ7σεω� το� πατρ�� (Hebrews 1: 3). The character is what

allows us to know something or, as Euripides’ annotator explains (Hecuba 1.
379) σφραγ�� κα� σηµε�ον [the imprint and distinguishing mark]. Con-
sequently, what we call the Word is the one who reveals the Father. However,
because he cannot reveal the Father by some ‘accident’ of his — there are no
accidents in the Word — he does so by his substance, according to
Chrysostom’s explanation of the passage in St. Paul: τ� �µοιον ε�ναι κατ8

π7ντα, κατ’ ο�σ�αν [the very same being in all things, and in substance]. The
Word, therefore, or the character imprinted on the souls of the faithful,
according to Christian doctrines, is the real (infinite) being manifest in
himself whom we later know to be a person, the second person of the Trinity.

138 Eccles 1: 5.



finite real ity with its greater urgency, and infi nite real ity which
strength ens and draws us by means of its greater dig nity and
gran deur. Prov i dence, which pro vides for our good from on
high, left us this dif fi culty to over come so that vir tue and
wisdom might be won by our gen er ous efforts and not be attrib-
uted to us with out our con sent and co-operation. It is pre cisely
here that we find the sum mit of man’s excel lence and glory: as
far as pos si ble, we are the authors of our own wis dom and our
own vir tue. God made this pos si ble for those who were linked
to him. He then left us the duty of actu at ing the poten ti al ity he
had con ferred upon us. Per cep tion of that infi nite real ity, that is,
of the Word of God, may be con verted to an even greater actu al -
ity by the grace he imparts. The Word can unfold with out limit
and bestow upon us all the moral force we need. This incom pa r -
a ble strength can over come any suf fer ing, any plea sure by
which the finite, thriv ing real ity of the world attempts to lead us
astray. All this is made fully avail able to man when he is united
to, and assisted by God. That is why the apos tle says: ‘I can do
all things in him who strength ens me.’139

94. Chris tian ity derived from God’s divine assis tance a new
and pro found teach ing which was com pletely orig i nal and inac-
ces si ble to phi los o phers. It was, none the less, so com pat i ble
with God’s nature on the one hand and with man’s on the other,
so coher ent with all ratio nal and revealed truths, that rea son
itself could do no other than approve it and won der how some-
thing not its own — which it did not pos sess and could never
have dis cerned — could be bestowed upon it as though it were
its own. But accord ing to Christ’s teach ing, the Word, when
con joined to human beings, imparts his Spirit which, by sanc ti -
fy ing the human will also sanc ti fies the human being, pro vided
we remain free and do not oppose it. This is the first sanc ti fi ca -
tion which both requires and makes pos si ble human
co-operation. It is sanc tity, but it can not yet be called wis dom
since the mean ing of this word would seem restricted to some-
thing acquired by us through our pos i tive, open co-operation.
Nev er the less, the seeds of wis dom are found in such sanc tity.
From now on, God and humans always work together pro vided
we do not will ingly flee from such blessed com pan ion ship. God,
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139 Phil 4: 13.



for his part, has insti tuted pos i tive, exter nal means called sac ra -
ments to which he has allot ted some deter mined grace. We also
have the fac ulty of car ry ing out numer ous acts of vir tue. These
include inter nal and exter nal acts of wor ship, all of which pro-
duce an increase of inner grace. The exer cise of all this activ ity
on the human and divine planes leads to con tin u ous growth in
us of the Spirit of the Word which is the Spirit of holi ness and
of per fec tion. The word spirit expresses most aptly not only
that which impels, but the impulse itself and the oper at ing
instinct of an intel lec tual nature which derives its activ ity from
the vital ity and real ity of the light which illu mi nates the depths
of its under stand ing. In our case, this light is the Word which
dwells in the very intellective essence of the soul and invests
the will with its Spirit with out our need ing to resort to any act
of reflec tion. Now I have already stated that this Spirit of the
Word is Being, just as the Word is, but under another form.
The Spirit is Being as lov able and loved per se, and hence oper-
a tive and per fec tive per se. Its dwell ing place, there fore, is the
will, and its effect and con di tion in us is holy activ ity to a
greater or lesser degree. More over, it has been revealed that
the Spirit has a per sonal sub sis tence which is not con fused
with the other two per sons from whom this third per son
pro ceeds.

95. When the two con stit u ents of wis dom, which, as I said, are
knowl edge and vir tue, are trans ferred from the nat u ral to the
super nat u ral order, they are ver i fied and real ised so sub limely
that both are found to con sist in a kind of con tact and inter-
change with God him self. Per cep tion of the Word holds the
place of knowl edge; the Holy Spirit, liv ing and work ing in the
human soul, holds the place of vir tue.140 This explains why
Scrip ture says of Wis dom, which has vir tue as its for mal part:
‘He him self (the Cre ator) cre ated it in the Holy Spirit.’141 It is
this Spirit which fights on behalf of man, in man and with man

[95]

182 Introduction to Philosophy

140 ‘But he who is united to the Lord becomes one Spirit with him’* ([1]
Cor 6: 17). ‘But if by the Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body you
will live. For all who are led by the Spirit of God are sons of God’* (Rom 8:
13–14). ‘The Spirit himself intercedes for us with sighs too deep for words’*
(Rom 8: 26).

141 Eccles 1: 9.



against the flesh, that is, against that por tion of finite real ity
which, in its exclu sive ness, threat ens to dis rupt the order of full
and infi nite real ity.142

95a. Now the divine Spirit, through his effects and gifts,
unfolds in us con tem po ra ne ously with the unfold ing of know-
ledge or super nat u ral light, which in the bap tised is the divine
Word. Such unfold ing divides the just in the Church into four
classes. First are uned u cated peo ple who work man u ally. These
are guided and kept far from evil by rev er ence and fear of God,
whose maj esty, which they fear and rev er ence, they know in-
timately. This first mode of wis dom is of much more worth
than any body of knowl edge pos sessed by those who do not use
it to live a good life. As Scrip ture says: ‘Better the God-fearing
man who knows less and is less clever, than the intel li gent
person who trans gresses the law of the Most High.’143 In the
uned u cated, there is no con scious, the o ret i cal knowl edge dis-
tinct from action. There is only one form of knowl edge, which
is both light and moral instinct and, I would say, con tains only
the art of right act ing. How ever, when an unlearned per son
applies his mind to learn ing, the ory is sep a rated out and ideal
knowl edge appears dis tinct from piety; the for mer is pure
speculation, the lat ter action. Although this piety is derived
from ideal knowl edge and is con di tioned by it, nev er the less
knowl edge is not the prox i mate cause of the action, which is
based directly on a prac ti cal rec og ni tion of truth in the body of
knowl edge.

95b. These peo ple who pos sess knowl edge and piety con sti -
tute a sec ond cat e gory of the just, whose mode of wis dom is
more highly devel oped than that of the unlet tered. But being
learned and pious does not guar an tee pru dence in spir i tual
government or in achiev ing great things on behalf of those
governed. To attain this higher stage, acute coun sel and ardent
for ti tude are required. Such coun sel implies speed and firm ness
of judg ment in arriv ing at rules for judg ing and order ing
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142 ‘Walk by the Spirit and do not gratify the desires of the flesh. For the
desires of the flesh are against the Spirit, and the desires of the Spirit are
against the flesh, for these are opposed to each other’* (Gal 5: 16–17).

143 ‘Better the God-fearing man who lacks intelligence, than the highly
prudent man who transgresses the law of the Almighty’* (Eccles 19: 24).



mat ters144 and in find ing the most suit able means for reach ing a
goal. Such means include the count less, fac tual cir cum stances
which escape ordi nary sight and are already taken into account
and incor po rated into the solu tion. The for ti tude of which I am
speak ing con sists in a dis po si tion enabling us to over come all
obsta cles, to feel no fear of obsta cles, to be sure that we can
over come them by heav enly piety, by con stancy of spirit, and
espe cially by trust in the arbi ter of all the facts that move us to
act and repro duce his very own thought and con stancy. After
this third cat e gory of just souls, in whom there shines a much
more devel oped mode of wis dom145 than in the pre vi ous two,
the fourth cat e gory is made up of those rare souls who, exalted
above all finite things, live envel oped in the infin ity of God. In
this men tal con tem pla tion, they com mu ni cate reflec tively with
God, re-immersing in him them selves and the things that make
up the uni verse, while God re-immerses him self in them, and
through them in the things that make up the uni verse. From this
source, they also derive, by a pro cess of abstrac tion, a lofty,
noble and ideal knowl edge of divine things which per tains to
the most per fect form of Wis dom, from which they draw what
is called ‘un der stand ing’.

95c. Some thing anal o gous to these four classes of wise
people exists even in the nat u ral order. Plato,146 show ing great
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144 To this category belongs the wisdom whose function it was, according
to the ancients, to judge, to order and govern rightly. ‘In common parlance…
it has generally been the case that those who order things rightly and govern
them well are called wise’* (Summa contra Gentiles, bk. 1, chap. 1). —
(Aristotle, Metaphysics., bk. 1) —‘He judges and orders everything’* (S.T.,
I-II, q. 57, art. 2).

145 This type of wisdom may be designated by the special term prudence,
which distinguishes it from the more perfect form characteristic of the fourth
category. In this connection, St. Thomas writes: ‘Wisdom and Prudence
differ. Wisdom is knowledge of divine things and pertains therefore to
CONTEMPLATION: (Jn 28: 28). “The fear of the Lord is Wisdom”: prudence,
in the proper sense, is knowledge of human things. That is why Scripture
says (Prov 10: 23): “Wisdom is prudence for man” because the science of
human things is called prudence’* (In Ep. 1 ad Cor., chap. 1). It is always the
same wisdom, but is given different names according to how it unfolds.
When completely unfolded, it retains its own name.

146 At the end of the 6th book of the Republic, Plato distinguishes what is
sensible from what is intelligible. He divides each of them into two genera.



per spi cac ity, and fol lowed sub stan tially by Aris totle,147 rightly
wanted the term knowl edge to be given to the sci ence of math-
e mat i cal and sim i lar truths which are deduced from cer tain
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The sensible is divided into images and representations, called shadows, and
into corporeal things themselves, which Plato calls likenesses of intelligible
things. The intelligible is then divided into the genus found by the mind
when it starts from sensible things which it presumes to be true, and into the
genus found when the mind moves from the same sensible things, but does
not suppose them to be true. Rather, it considers them as they are: mere
suppositions, shadows, likenesses. In this way, the mind arrives at eternal,
divine things and at God, the principle of all things. ‘And when I speak of the
other division of the intelligible,’ Socrates says to Glaucon, ‘you will
understand me to speak of that other sort of knowledge which reason herself
attains by the power of demonstration, no longer using suppositions as
principles, but only as presuppositions — that is, as steps and points of
departure into a world which is above presuppositions, in order that she may
soar beyond them to the principle of the universe. Then, clinging to those
things which are inherent in the principle, by successive steps she goes
forward right to the end without the aid of any sensible object, but by means
of ideas, moving to ideas, and through ideas.’ Plato wants only the
knowledge of this divine principle of the universe to be called understanding;
the knowledge of geometrical and similar propositions, which start from
certain presuppositions, are to be called cogitation. Between them both lie
opinion which has sensible things as its object and embraces faith and
imagination in so far as sensible things are those called likenesses or shadows.

147 In book 6 of Ethics, Aristotle posits five things which always stand in
relationship to truth (quae se habent ad verum). He calls them art, science,
wisdom, prudence and understanding. If we take wisdom and put it together
with understanding, we find a classification corresponding to that made
much earlier of the gifts of the Holy Spirit by Isaiah. What a wonderful
conjunction there is between the natural and supernatural orders of
intelligence! Art, in fact, corresponds to the fear of  God, which is reduced to
the simple art of virtue; knowledge corresponds to Isaiah’s knowledge,
which has piety as its practical part; prudence, whose second act according to
Aristotle is counsel (‘It seems that the work of the prudent person is to give
good counsel about good things themselves’*), corresponds to Isaiah’s
counsel whose practical action pertains to fortitude; finally, the wisdom and
understanding in Isaiah’s list correspond to the the wisdom and
understanding of Aristotle.
  The difference between Plato and Aristotle is this: Plato posits the
understanding alone as the information about the principle of the universe.
In understanding, he includes ideas, and rational principles, and the efficient
and final cause. Aristotle distinguishes the rational principles from the causes
and says that ideas and rational principles pertain to the understanding, and
the highest causes to wisdom.



assump tions. Under stand ing, how ever, was to be reserved for
infor ma tion about the prin ci ple of the uni verse which is not
pre sup posed but abso lutely ‘is’. In this prin ci ple, all things
have their objec tive being.

96. All these dif fer ent forms of Wis dom are bestowed upon us
by one and the same Spirit, the Spirit of the Word. In this Word,
which is the eter nal arche type of infi nite wis dom and indeed
both objec tive and per sonal wis dom, God wanted us to see and
touch, sen si bly as it were, in an indi vid ual of our own spe cies,
the real ised ideal of the wis dom of which man is capa ble. Thus,
God sat is fied that which fit ting ness required. He bestowed on
human nature the addi tional, uncreated gift to which we had no
claim, but which we needed if we were to attain fully the final
end of the wis dom and sat is fac tion adum brated by the idea. The
incar na tion of the Word, there fore, far excelled the long ing of
human nature which could not take in even the thought of so
great a mys tery. In fact, any assump tion of ours that our
Creator would make up for the void in our idea, which could
not be filled by what is finite, would be fully jus ti fied. But,
when the God-man appeared, the idea itself became the good
mea sure, pressed down, shaken about and run ning over of
which the gos pel speaks.148 On the man, there fore, whose
personhood God him self wished to form, there was to ‘rest the
Spirit of the Lord, the spirit of wis dom and under stand ing, the
spirit of coun sel and might, the spirit of knowl edge and piety
and fear of the Lord.’149 In these words, uttered more than seven
cen tu ries before the birth of JESUS Christ, the state ment that the
Spirit of the Lord would rest upon that man finds its obvi ous
expla na tion and ful fil ment in the hypostatic union. If the Word
became indi vis i ble from the human ity he assumed, the Spirit of
the Word inev i ta bly came to rest in its full ness upon that
human ity. In him, the Spirit could not come and go, increase or
dimin ish his gifts, as can hap pen with other human beings who
remain human per sons, whether they are joined to the Word or
not, whether they share in the Spirit or not. In oth ers, to whom
the com mu ni ca tion of the Word is the dif fu sion of the Spirit,
there is a ris ing scale of gifts and perfections which begins with

[96]

186 Introduction to Philosophy

148 Lk 4: 38.
149 Is 11: 2–3.



the fear of the Lord — called by Scrip ture the begin ning of Wis-
dom150 because it is the first mode of wis dom151 — and ascends
to knowl edge and piety, then to coun sel and for ti tude, and
finally to wis dom and under stand ing. In Christ (a word which
refers spe cif i cally to anoint ing with the Holy Spirit152), all these
gifts, shared by humans, are united, but in an inverse log i cal
order. Thus the most per fect and ulti mate wis dom is first con-
ceived in him. From wis dom is derived under stand ing, as a
result of the fac ulty of Christ’s human mind, which enables him
to intuit in that wis dom, at will, the order of essences and ideas.
Coun sel and for ti tude can next be derived from wis dom and
under stand ing by means of the fac ulty, also pos sessed by
Christ’s soul, to apply wis dom and under stand ing to the func-
tions of judg ing, order ing, gov ern ing and act ing in a spirit of
mag na nim ity. From these four gifts can issue knowl edge and
piety by means of the fac ulty for know ing gen eral and par tic u -
lar things and apply ing them to the hon our and wor ship of
God. Finally, from all these things together, we have that
tremendous, respect ful fear of Christ’s human nature which,
though so lim ited and restricted, was accom pa nied, filled, pos-
sessed, taken over by a guest of such maj esty who directed,
sanc ti fied and com pletely ordered it as his very own per son.

This is God’s wise man who eas ily con quers with his real ity
the ideal wise man whom we con jure up for our selves. Only
God could and did con ceive and real ise him at the same time,
and place him in the world for us to see. God’s wise man was
incar nate wis dom in whose mouth, nine hun dred years before
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150 Ps 110: 10; Prov 1: 7; 9: 10; Eccles 1: 16.
151 ‘For the fear of the Lord is wisdom and instruction’* (Eccles 1: 27).

Because it is a first seed containing a multiplicity of other forms of Wisdom,
it is called ‘fullness of Wisdom’ relative to the fruits it produces: ‘To fear God
is the fullness of wisdom: and fullness is from the FRUITS thereof’* (Eccles 1:
20). And on the same lines: ‘The root of wisdom is to fear the Lord: and the
branches thereof are long-lived’* (Eccles 1: 25).

152 Sacred doctrine teaches thatJESUS was conceived as man by the working
of the Holy Spirit (Mt 1: 20; Lk 1: 35). He was therefore sanctified at the very
moment of his conception and hypostatic union. This is referred to in the
words: ‘whom the Father consecrated and sent into the world’* (Jn 10: 36).
Hence the title Anointed or Christ is proper to him in a sense which cannot
be applied to any other man.



his birth, were put the fol low ing words: ‘I was set up from eter-
nity and of old before the earth was made. The depths were not
as yet and I was already con ceived, nei ther had the foun tains of
water as yet sprung out. The moun tains with their huge bulk
had not as yet been estab lished: before the hills I was brought
forth. I was with him form ing all things and was delighted every
day, play ing before him at all times, play ing in the world and
my delights were to be with the chil dren of men. Now, there-
fore, chil dren, hear me: Blessed are they that keep my ways.’153

97. Thus Almighty God, as teacher of men, spoke sev eral cen-
tu ries before Plato was born at Ath ens, to express the long ing
for such a teacher and to show how much man kind needed him.
This teacher, this God-man, the liv ing, pal pa ble arche type of
the Wise man ‘in whom are hid den all the trea sures of wis dom
and knowl edge’,154 this wis dom incar nate, this just and holy one
from his two fold eter nal and tem po ral ori gin, has by his very
nature and con di tion clearly occu pied for nine teen cen tu ries
first place among human beings. And he acquired it through a
new title by the mer its of his per fect sac ri fice. He is of neces sity
the head of mankind, the prince of human kind. But even as
prince, he came to serve and min is ter to man kind, whose ingrat-
i tude he over came by giv ing up his life, which he laid down and
took up of his own voli tion, to ascend to God the Father and act
on high as the advo cate of his ene mies.155 Thus man kind,
divided and scat tered by death, the effect of sin, and deprived of
its father by nature, was brought back to unity by the con-
queror of death who gave us as father his own, unique Father,
Almighty God. We were re-established under the rule of one ‘to
whom all power in heaven and earth was given’;156 we were
reunited with a head so out stand ing that he could never be
reached by our thought and desire, which was also unable to
con ceive or guess how this could come about. This mode of
union — one of God’s many cre ations on man’s behalf157 — was
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not merely human friend ship, com pan ion ship, sub mis sion or
benef i cence, of which we can form some idea. It was com pletely 
dif fer ent: unimag in able, divine, an embrace of per cep tion by
which the Word is sealed in the soul, an indwell ing embrace by
which the Spirit is poured into the soul, a phys i cal embrace
through Christ’s man hood mys te ri ously at work in the sac ra -
ments and itself hid den by a sac ra ment in the Eucha rist food.
Thus, if we wish, we can become true and liv ing mem bers of the
body that has Christ as its head and of which, as head, he could
say in all truth: ‘I am the vine, you the branches; he who abides
in me and I in him, he it is that bears much fruit.’158 These are the
foun da tions, holy moun tains as it were, on which Christ built
his Church. How ever, because God respects our free dom and
wants our assent and accep tance so that his gifts become the
object, as it were, of a freely bestowed con tract, we still have a
choice between the offer of a noble place as sons in his divine
fam ily, or of remain ing as out sid ers or base slaves.

98. Let me reca pit u late in part what I have said. The intel lect
con ceives, more or less per fectly, an ideal con cept of per fec tion
for every thing artis tic or moral. How ever, no human work of
art expresses the con cept fully although any one who gets close
to it is highly praised. So the ful fil ment of every ideal always
con sti tutes, for us, a pain ful, unful filled long ing. This is fur ther
proof that, in us, the idea far out reaches our pow ers. But the
ideal that we desire most of all is that of our selves and the great-
est art is that by which we plan to attain it. But it is pre cisely the
art of self-perfection in which we are most defi cient. Then, out
of his own great ness, the Cre ator, as a result of his own great-
ness, came to the aid of us, his crea tures who were in such great
need. Holding as exem plar of all his works an ideal unpar al leled
in its per fec tion and more per fect than the human mind can
con ceive, he never fails to attain it. The ideal human being is the
ideal wise human being. The Stoics and other phi los o phers
intro duced the con cept of such a human being, but no one ever
real ised it. Indeed, in accor dance with the well-known inter pre -
ta tion Soc ra tes gave to the Del phic ora cle, the wise man was he
who knew only ‘that he did not know’. But the ideal of the wise
man in God’s mind was brought about on earth. The human
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type was effected in a wise-type man. Man kind found its own
ideal divinized in JESUS Christ. More over, this divinized ideal
had become real. The Word and the Holy Spirit took the place
in this wise man of the two con stit u ents of wis dom, knowl edge
and vir tue. Both of these were com mu ni cated to us. JESUS
Christ said: ‘For this I was born (as man) and for this I have
come into the world (as God at the incar na tion), to bear wit ness
to the truth.’159 This truth was the same divine Word who said: ‘I
am the way, the truth and the life: no one comes to the Father
except through me.’160 As man, he bore wit ness before us to the
divine Word: as Word incar nate, he also bore wit ness to him self
because the words he uttered when he taught us were related to
the inner light, which they unfolded and made acces si ble to
reflec tion. It was the voice of the Word which rang out to bear
wit ness to that Word who enlight ened with out need of
words.161 This inner Word to whom the proc la ma tions and the
spo ken words of the Word ran in par al lel, was the mir ror, the
con fir ma tion of such spo ken words, which every one who was
given this light bore within him self. After say ing that he had
come to bear wit ness to the truth, Christ imme di ately added:
‘Ev ery one who IS OF THE TRUTH, hears my voice.’*162 How ever
imper fect, per cep tion of the Word endows us with a new and
more sub lime being. It is a sec ond birth in which we ‘are not
born of blood or the will of the flesh or the will of man, but of
God.’163 Those who are born again in this way ‘have the power
to become sons of God’164 by lis ten ing to the voice of Christ.
The exter nal words uttered by Christ bear wit ness, there fore, to
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the inner Word, while the inner Word, which is light in itself,
dem on strates and con firms the truth of those words. Since the
Word, wher ever he is sent, is sent by the Father, even into souls,
the Father, whose sub sis tence is per ceived in the Word, bears
wit ness to him by send ing him into this world and into souls.
Christ said: ‘I am, who (preach ing to the world) bear wit ness to
myself (who dwells in human souls) and the Father who sent
me bears wit ness to me.’165 Because ‘the Son can not do any thing
of his own accord but only what he sees the Father doing.’166

Thus the exter nal and inter nal works that I do, I do not do
alone, but with the Father. This expresses the per fect cor re s -
pon dence and unity of being between what is divinely intel li gi -
ble and what is divinely real. Anal o gously, our human mind
con ceives and desires the idea rel a tive to what is real. It is to this
per fect cor re spon dence between forms and iden tity of being
that Christ attrib utes the wholly sat is fac tory wit ness which he
bears to the truth.167

99. How ever, Christ brings to our atten tion a sim i lar cor res -
pon dence between the first two divine per sons in an abso lute
and uni ver sal mode. He wit nesses to its pres ence in him self in
the moral order when he says: ‘I am the way, the truth and the
life.’ The way is knowl edge, the idea, to which all laws and com-
mands are reduced; moral duties lay down for us the path by
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which we attain our end. Now the Word con tains all ideas, laws
and moral obli ga tions; these are the under stand ing which, as I
said above, lies in wis dom, and is sep a rated from wis dom by
reflec tion and by the lim i ta tion enjoined on wis dom. Truth,
then, is here taken to be the reali sa tion of the moral idea or law
as in: ‘The law was given through Moses … truth was made
through JESUS Christ,’168 that is, the com plete ful fil ment of the
Law. Since JESUS Christ did not come to abol ish the Law but to
ful fil it,169 he accom plished what human beings had pre vi ously
been unable to achieve: he equalled and sur passed by the holi-
ness of his actions the ideal of vir tue which the law of Moses had
out lined for the Hebrews to real ise. Thus, rel a tive to the moral
order, we see the bal ance restored in Christ within the idea (not
the Mosaic idea, but his own). He did not say ‘The Law of
Moses is the way’ but: ‘I am the way’ and I am the truth of the
actions which cor re spond fully to that idea. This bal ance is also
restored in all those who were to believe in him and in what he
said. Hav ing within them selves the IMMA NENT WORD,170 they are
trans formed, so to speak, into other Christs. The Word is also
the way in them, indi cat ing what must be done, and the truth,
endow ing them with power to imple ment it. In addi tion, he is
life which, because it con sists in the pro duc tion of a sub stan tial
feel ing or in the act of such a feel ing, is pro duced when the
Word com mu ni cates his Spirit and arouses in the soul an effi ca -
cious feel ing. This ele vates the soul to a deiform life, allow ing it
to recog nise the Word and enjoy him. This feel ing, although
eter nal of its nature, grows and becomes per fect in time, and is
revealed in the bliss of eter nity.

No other mas ter has ever exer cised this kind of teach ing
before human beings. Every thing that Chris tian ity teaches on
this issue is wor thy of God, and so wor thy that the human
mind, what ever ideal it fash ioned of the wise human being,
could never have come any where near it. If any one had thought
or pro posed it, it would have seemed to be absurd and not
under stood. We did not know God and our selves suf fi ciently to
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be able to imag ine what our mutual rela tion could be. How ever, 
when JESUS Christ exer cised this teach ing,171 human beings
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171 Modern German sophists attribute to popular imagination this divine
ideal of the wise human being, which was unattainable by the greatest minds
of the ancient world despite their efforts to outline and portray it. Their
arguments are based on analogy and hypothesis but on what kind of analogy
and hypothesis? According to them, popular imagination invented different
mythologies by altering history when the world was in its infancy. This was
due mainly to the poets. The hypothesis is this. The gospel was invented at
the height of the Graeco-Roman culture of Greece and Rome — though
without any help from the poets! Then some obscure group of people — so it
is said — made this new mythology their own and persuaded one and all,
learned and ignorant, weak and powerful, that it was true! Moreover, they
sealed the truth of the mythology by shedding rivers of their own blood for
it. The new mythology must have been more unfortunate than the old, which
arose when there was as yet no science, and progressed without opposition
either from science or the powers of this world. This would explain why
neither the populace who invented the mythology nor their poets had to
shed the tiniest drop of blood to make it known! A pity that such an analogy
which appears so convincing to certain German philosophers allows of one
tiny difference. The mythologies of the ancient world show through internal
evidence that they are dreams and wild, contradicting imaginations, a
confused and sorry medley of vices and virtues like the human beings who
created them, a mass of impossibilities and ridiculous absurdities, a
multiplicity of unconnected fables with neither head nor tail, a series of
senseless superstitions unworthy of the profaned, divided, humanised
divinity to which are attributed every crime, the foulest passions, ignorance
and human frenzy. In other words, the effect corresponds exactly to the
cause, the work to popular imagination, its author. According to Strauss and
all those who support this mythical system, the analogy is such that popular
imagination can now do exactly the contrary of what it has always done. In
other words, it can suddenly change nature and become a unique, sublimely
wise mind capable of inventing the gospel and in it the personage of Christ.
This was done secretly, over few years, without anyone realising it. Popular
imagination invented a unique religious system, internally consistent, that
could never be convicted of any contradiction or of any impossibility, that
was consistent with all human sciences whatever new developments they
might exhibit, consistent with all truths of nature however deeply they were
investigated. In fact, the more nature revealed its secrets to men, the more
consistent this mythology was with history. Moreover, it was worthy of
God, sublime in its teaching, and contained all the sublime truths that
philosophy could proclaim or even surmise. Most pure and most holy in its
morals, it was extremely generous in its actions, most humane in its
inclinations, and truly beneficial to mankind. It had the power to imprint
itself on the noblest and loftiest minds and hearts; it conquered all human
knowledge and power, reformed mankind and all human societies, founded



believed the fact before see ing and believ ing its pos si bil ity. It
was eas ier to believe in its exis tence than in its pos si bil ity.

100. When great changes occur, there is a trans for ma tion not
only in what we think, but even in the way we think. In
addition, old words are used in new ways and acquire new
mean ings. Lan guages change, and per haps JESUS Christ was
refer ring to this when he prom ised that the faith ful would speak
‘new tongues’,172 an expres sion which would seem to mean
much more than to speak in lan guages other than one’s own.
Thus, in using ordi nary, human lan guage, we said so far that the-
o ret i cally known truth is an ele ment of any pos si ble, nat u ral
wis dom. But in speak ing a ‘new tongue’, we are now obliged to
say that such truth is no lon ger an ele ment of super nat u ral
wisdom but the way that leads to it. I there fore reserve the term
Truth for a new and nobler mean ing; it is the idea as real ised — if
I can express it in such terms — in its vital, fully per fected state.
It is no lon ger imper sonal, but a divine per son in whom how-
ever it retains its char ac ter as object and as intel li gi ble. This is the
basis of the anal ogy between the idea and the divine Word. As a
result, it is impos si ble in God’s Wis dom trans mit ted to human
beings by God him self in his capac ity as teacher of mankind, to
sep a rate the first ele ment, truth, from the sec ond, virtue,
although they can be men tally dis tin guished. When the two are
sep a rated, the first ele ment changes nature. It is no longer what
it was, it does not form part of that wis dom. Certainly, the idea
remains when truth is sep a rated from its reali sa tion. But it is the
divine Word, not the idea, who per tains to man’s super nat u ral
wis dom. In this Word, we can dis tin guish only men tally
between the way and the truth. Nev er the less, although this new
wis dom is one and indi vis i ble, it has a two fold aspect; it is
biform in its supremely per fect unity (and we might even say
triniform if it were pos si ble to explain the mean ing of the word
here). When seen from one view point, this wis dom is totally
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resolved in the new mean ing given to the word truth; when seen
from the other, it is totally resolved in and com pre hended by
the mean ing of the new word char ity. Thus, the two dis tinct
per sons of the Word and his Spirit are indi vis i ble and one in
being and nature. So while this new mean ing of Truth expresses
God in the per son of the Word, as the Word him self said, the
new word Char ity expresses the same God in the per son of the
Spirit, as the Scrip tures say: ‘God is char ity and he who remains
in char ity remains in God and God in him.’173 Used in this sub-
lime sense, Truth and Char ity are recip ro cal wit nesses because
one is in the other and nei ther of the two is found out side the
other. Any one pos sess ing such Truth pos sesses the Char ity
which ful fils it, and any one pos sess ing this Char ity pos sesses
the ful filled Truth. And as this Truth is not given to human
beings with out good works, so Char ity is not bestowed with out 
good works. ‘He who says “I know him” (JESUS Christ) but dis-
obeys his com mands is a liar and the TRUTH is not in him; but
who ever keeps his word, in him truly CHAR ITY is per fect. By
this we may be sure that we are in him.’174 So the one who does
good, has char ity and also knows truth. But the one who does
not do good can not know truth fully. He can not feel it, there-
fore, and con se quently does not have the Spirit which alone
makes him know this sub stan tial and super sub stan tial truth. As
we know, it is the Spirit who testifies that Christ is TRUTH.175

Char ity, there fore, is in truth which it ful fils, and Christ was
able to ask his Father: ‘Sanc tify them in the Truth; your word is
Truth.’176 But the ful filled truth is then in char ity: ‘Let us not
love in word and speech but in deed and in truth: by this we
know that our being is drawn from TRUTH.’177

101. Two words, there fore, sum up the school of God become
teacher of man kind, TRUTH and CHAR ITY. These two words
mean dif fer ent things, but each includes the other. The ‘all’ is in
each, but char ity is in truth as some thing other, and truth is in
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char ity as some thing other. If either did not have the other, it
would not be itself. Truth is the teacher him self, JESUS Christ,
who unfolds him self to the intellective essence of the soul both
exter nally and inter nally; exter nally by rev e la tion and preaching
of the gos pel down the ages, and in the diver sity of min is tries;
inwardly, through all those divine cognitions which pro duce
knowl edge. Sim i larly, Char ity, which is the Holy Spirit, is
unfolded in the gifts which I have enu mer ated, in the extraor di -
narily rich effects of love, in the fruits of the Spirit, in graces and
in holy activ ity. Con se quently, all a dis ci ple’s under tak ings, all
his pow ers and actions, are accom pa nied by the Word and his
Spirit, who are found in them all. This explains not only why
Chris tian wis dom is reduced to the imi ta tion of Christ, but also
how this imi ta tion is pos si ble for human beings in such an orig i -
nal and won der ful way. On the one hand, the Teacher of whom
we are speak ing is so dif fer ent in nature from man kind that he is
able to enter and take his place, as it were, in the very soul of the
dis ci ples and there direct and even stim u late by his own Spirit all
the dis ci ples’ pow ers. On the other hand, and con se quently, the
dis ci ples’ wis dom is sim ply a share in divine wis dom itself, a
share in the Teacher him self who comes into them and, with
their con sent and approval, dwells in them, enabling them to
live with his life. It is not dif fi cult, there fore, to under stand the
three things of which I have spo ken. It becomes per fectly clear
that the super nat u ral wis dom of other men consists merely of
the imi ta tion of Christ, that this imi ta tion is pos si ble, and that it
is pos si ble in a truly won der ful way. What we have is a kind of
iden tity of wis dom. What human mind could ever con ceive
such an amaz ing and noble way of effect ing the pre cept which
phi los o phy itself put for ward: ‘Im i tate God’?178

102. Eter nal wis dom, which is one, utterly sim ple, subsistent
and liv ing, God and Word of God, really does dwell, always
iden ti cal, in all his fol low ers (and we are all called to this) and
lives and reigns in them with their con sent. There are two espe-
cially joy ful con se quences from this. First, man kind is truly
organ ised into a sin gle body, with a sin gle divine head. This sat-
is fies our deep, mys te ri ous long ing to ensure, with out know ing
quite how, that the mul ti tude of human beings imi tate and
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emulate, in their uni fi ca tion, the per fect unity of the spe cies.
Sec ondly, each indi vid ual who has Christ within him is en-
nobled as a kind of end of the uni verse and becomes, as it were, a
cen tre of his own to which all other things are referred. The dis-
ci ple is like a star in the immen sity of space, exert ing its pull, as
astron o mers believe, on every other heav enly body.

103. This explains the sta bil ity and con tin u ous increase of the
school of Christ through out the world. He said to his dis ci ples
before depart ing from them out wardly: ‘Be hold I am with you
all days — even to the con sum ma tion of the world.’179 The
spread of the school of Christ, that is, of the Church from age to
age, from coun try to coun try is the work of the Holy Spirit, the
work of char ity. This love began with God the Father: ‘God so
loved the world that he gave his only begot ten Son so that
every one who believes in him may not per ish but may have
eter nal life.’180 The Word who entered man kind when he took
flesh, ful filled God’s char ity: ‘By this we know God’s love that
he laid down his life for us; and we ought to lay down our lives
for the breth ren.’181 Those who became dis ci ples of the Word
incar nate received him within them selves and at the same time
received the prin ci ple of char ity itself. Each of them, in whom
the Word dwells and who dwell in the Word, lives out this char-
ity con tin u ously here below: ‘A new com mand ment I give to
you that you also love one another. By this all men will know
that you are my dis ci ples if you have love for one another.’182 As
St. John says: ‘If we love one another, God abides in us and his
love is per fected in us. By this we know that we abide in him and
he in us because he has given us of his own Spirit.’183

The Word, there fore, though invis i ble, dwells on the earth in
the souls of his dis ci ples, leav ing the mark of his pres ence in
them from gen er a tion to gen er a tion. He imparts his Spirit to
them so that the work of his Church is fresh and new in every
age. It can never grow old as it renews its work in every human
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being who in some way becomes Christ. This explains why the
teach ing is always good news, or gos pel, the name which it has
borne from the begin ning. In the strug gle which the Church
wages against the spirit of evil and human weak ness, she seems
at times to suf fer as peri ods of tri umph are fol lowed by peri ods
of bit ter ness and humil i a tion. This, how ever, is merely momen t -
ary and tran si tory. As a soci ety, the Church is so con sti tuted
that she retains the power of self-restoration and reju ve na tion
through the gov er nance of pas tors with whom Christ prom ised
to be pres ent down the ages and through the char ity which he
instils in the souls of his faith ful and by which he estab lished the
Church in the begin ning. This explains also the Church’s
capacity for end less prog ress. Thus, all Christ’s dis ci ples are
wise and reg u larly do what Christ has done and con tin ues to do
in them: that is, they carry out the work of the Church and
hence the uni fi ca tion of man kind and are, as St. John puts it,
‘co-operators of Truth.’184

104. The work of Chris tian wis dom con sists in such char ity
being exer cised in truth. All are called to take part; to those who
respond, the dif fer ent min is tries are allo cated; some are given a
major role, oth ers a smaller part in the com mon under tak ing. In
charge of the whole work are those to whom Christ had said:
‘Peace be with you: as the Father has sent me, so I send you.’185

These are the wise who teach other wise peo ple, the teach ers of
those who know. In fact, all Chris tians have inte rior know-
ledge. This is why an apos tle wrote to them: ‘As for you, the
anoint ing which you received from him abides in you, and you
have no need that any one should teach you; as his anoint ing
teaches you about every thing, and is true, and is no lie, just as it
has taught you, abide in him.’186 Nev er the less, the same apos tle
taught and admon ished because, although all Chris tians know
from within, not every one knows from with out, and the inner
Word needs to be unfolded from with out. More over, while even
some one who knows can be seduced by error, the wise are pro-
tected when they rely on those whom Christ has sent for the
very pur pose of teach ing and min is ter ing him from with out.
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105. This char ity of Chris tian wis dom extends in a truly won-
der ful way because it extends as far as Truth. As we have seen,
the truth of this wis dom knows no bounds. The Mas ter tells his
dis ci ples: ‘No lon ger do I call you ser vants, for the ser vant does
not know what his mas ter is doing; but I have called you
friends, for all that I have heard from my Father I have made
known to you.’187 In addi tion, he prom ises them his Spirit who
will remind them of all that he said to them, and he will instruct
them once more ‘in all truth.’188 I have already explained how
human beings, although so lim ited, can bear such an enor mous
cor pus of truth when I pointed out that all truth is bestowed on
us in an implicit and poten tial man ner. St. John says as much
when he says that the Chris tian has dwell ing in him ‘the seed of
the Word,’189 the seed whereby a man is reborn. The unfold ing
of this seed in dif fer ent human beings, how ever, is always lim-
ited (although it may vary from per son to per son) to what ever is
nec es sary to human nature and required by it, that is, to our
moral per fec tion and hap pi ness. The same argu ment needs to be
applied to char ity. By its nature, char ity in each dis ci ple is
universal and infi nite, although lim ited in its unfold ing and
actu a tion. This must be the case if char ity is to respond per fectly 
to the truth of which I am speak ing and from which, as I said,
char ity is insep a ra ble. Char ity is noth ing more than the im-
plementation and sub stan ti a tion of Truth. That is why the
Scrip tures say: ‘be cause they refused to love the truth and so be
saved’190 and exhorts Chris tians to ‘do the truth in char ity’.191

This truth is not only known; it is done, and it is done through
char ity. In this sense, it is not like nat u ral truth.

106. The dis tinc tion I have made between nat u ral, incom plete 
truth and subsistent super nat u ral truth also applies in the case
of char ity which, cor re spond ing to super nat u ral truth, is dis-
tinct from nat u ral love. I am not refer ring here to sub jec tive
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nat u ral love which var ies in kind, in form and in cus tom, but
does not of itself belong to the eth i cal order. I am refer ring to
objec tive nat u ral love which con sti tutes nat u ral vir tue. This
love inher its all the lim i ta tions and imper fec tions to be found in
nat u ral and purely ideal truth and more over is assailed and
often destroyed by sub jec tive love which becomes evil as a
result of such an assault. Finally, even if objec tive, nat u ral love,
weak and insub stan tial as it is, could stand firm when con-
fronted by such a vio lent and dis or dered enemy, it would not
sat isfy the need for love felt by the human heart, which extends
as far as the idea, that is, to the infi nite, but finds no infi nitely
lov able object in nature. Nor could such love be the ori gin of
infi nite benef i cence to which the human spirit tends. Love
means will ing the good, but lov ers can not wish their beloved an
infi nite good if they either do not know or do not have any
infinite good to com mu ni cate. The human heart and mind,
there fore, can find no rest ing place except in the infi nite. Its final
des tiny can only be found in some thing real and infi nite, out-
side the range of nat u ral love. The capac ity for affec tion, which
the Cre ator has planted in human nature, can never be fully and
peace fully sat is fied in nat u ral love.

Char ity, on the other hand, finds and pos sesses the final end
of love, that is, the Tri une God. And as God loves this end in
him self, where he knows it prac ti cally and imme di ately, so he
loves it in the peo ple in whom he dwells and, in a dif fer ent way,
in those too in whom he can dwell, that is, in all who live on
earth. Con se quently, the love of Christ takes on the two forms
of broth er hood and human ity. The first is ‘love of the breth ren’
which was so highly rec om mended to the ear li est dis ci ples by
the Apos tles,192 whereby all those in whom Christ already
dwells love one another with an inef fa ble, almost beat i fy ing
love, and vie with each other with all respect and assis tance in
every form of sac ri fice so that Christ who dwells in them may
con tinue to increase in the breth ren and in the whole
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com mu n ity. Human ity, then, is that form of char ity by which
human beings love one another, not because they have Christ
within them, but because they are capa ble of hav ing him. This is
the source of that tire less zeal for souls whereby Chris tians
desire and do what ever they can so that out sid ers may be
brought into Christ’s Church, and sin ners con verted. Thus jus-
ti fied, Christ may pour into their hearts his Spirit, whom they
have treated so scorn fully. This is Chris tian phi lan thropy
which aims at serv ing human beings in all ways so that they may
come to pos sess the true, final, abso lute, infi nite good. Only
pos ses sion of this good enables human nature to pro claim its
full sat is fac tion; with out this good, no other is ever fully sat is fy -
ing. Thus Chris tian phi l an thropy is rea son able and gen u ine. It
offers human beings the true good they long for in a con fused,
human way; it offers other goods purely in rela tion to this
supreme good. Other goods in oppo si tion to this rela tion ship
would be evil, even if they retained the appear ance of good. It is
the phi lan thropy or human ity of Christ of which St. Paul says
that ‘when the goodness and kindness of God our Saviour ( �Η
φιλανθρωπ�α το� σωτ�ρο� �µ�ν Θεο�) inter vened, he saved us not
because of deeds done by us in righ teous ness but in vir tue of his
own mercy.’193 St. John, too, speaks of it when he says: ‘In this is
love, not that we loved God but that he loved us and sent his
Son to be the expi a tion of our sins.’194 In turn, the dis ci ples who
know that Christ loved them when they were unwor thy and in
order to make them wor thy, love those who are not yet wor thy
to be so loved. The dis ci ples love so that oth ers, too, may
become wor thy of super nat u ral life by acquir ing dig nity as
mem bers of Christ’s body liv ing with the very Spirit of Christ.

107. Char ity there fore nec es sar ily con tains the spirit of pros e -
ly tism or, in other words, the prin ci ple of asso ci a tion. St. John
wrote to the faith ful: ‘That which we have seen and heard we
pro claim also to you, so that you may have fel low ship; and our
fel low ship is with the Father and with his Son JESUS Christ.’195

And fur ther: ‘If we walk in the light as he is in the light, we have
fel low ship with one another and the blood of JESUS Christ, his
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Son, cleanses us from all sin.’196 Char ity is always in the light,
because the light is truth, and Char ity is truth put into prac tice.
I said ear lier that subsistent truth, that is, the divine Word, of his
very nature, asso ci ated human beings with him self. One ident-
ical, real and life-giving prin ci ple is shared by all those who are
in him. Thus, those who are joined to the Word are like a bunch
of grapes, as it were, in which all the grapes together belong to
the same bunch and absorb the life-giving sap. The same can be
said of char ity. By its nature char ity is union, the most per fect
and sub lime union which, in some way, can be called ‘uni fi ca -
tion’. It is no won der, then, that man kind should feel, as soon as
char ity was brought into the world, an unusual need to asso ci -
ate. Within human ity, a move ment arose, tend ing con stantly to
pro duce new, more or less per fect asso ci a tions. The great
society, the Cath o lic (uni ver sal) Church, had been formed by
the Teacher him self who had laid down the two prin ci ples of
truth and char ity. Rel a tive to the truth, the Church, as I said, is
made up of teach ers and dis ci ples. Rel a tive to char ity, it is made
up 1. of min is ters who com mu ni cate the Word and his Spirit
through cer tain means, insti tuted by the Sav iour and strength-
ened by his omnip o tence, and who reg u late the whole body
exter nally, and 2. of those to whom they min is ter, those who
receive such grace and gov ern ment. And because truth and
char ity are two forms of the same divine good, so those who as
teach ers pre serve and hand down the truth are bish ops and
priests who offer sac ri fice, admin is ter the sac ra ments and
govern; they are the same peo ple with two pow ers.

108. But, I said, the Word dwells in every dis ci ple and there
pours out his Spirit so that each one is a kind of cen tre and end
of the whole, although he is also a mem ber — more or less
impor tant, play ing a more or less impor tant role — of the body
of which Christ is the head. Each, there fore, pos sesses his own
light of truth and each has his own fire of char ity. Even the least
of Chris tians who remains in a state of grace has it. As a result,
each one adheres ever more closely to the great, essen tial and
fun da men tal asso ci a tion which is the Church, and has within
him self the prin ci ple of, and incli na tion to, other char i ta ble
asso ci a tions. He is drawn to them in the degree to which he
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co-operates with char ity, and char ity itself, through exter nal
cognitions and gifts, unfolds in him. This explains all those
religious asso ci a tions which aim to prac tise char ity and benef i -
cence to their neigh bour with greater, more exten sive and more
organ ised zeal. These asso ci a tions, clearly, are merely shoots of
truth and char ity, the bur geon ing of ever-productive roots, the
nat u ral and inev i ta ble results of the School of God, the teacher
and redeemer of man kind. This School is his Church.

Char ity can clearly be exer cised by any indi vid ual but is more
pro duc tive when under taken by a group of asso ci ated individ-
uals work ing together in har mony like a kind of peace-loving,
well-organised, well-informed and dis ci plined army engaged in
the same cam paign. Indeed, any one who loves some thing, loves
it in its entirety, not in part. So, as the truth to which I am refer-
ring has no lim its, char ity is by its very nature infi nite and can
never say ‘Enough’ with out self-contradiction. It reaches out
for the heights in order to do as much good as it can. The lim its
of char ity are merely sub jec tive. By this, I mean that char ity, as
long as it remains implicit and hid den in man, can not expand in
exter nal works, and remains implicit to the extent that truth is
implicit within us. This igno rance, which can be found even in
the Chris tian rel a tive to reflec tive knowl edge, and the inad-
equate co-operation afforded by free will to the unfold ing of
truth itself, are the two lim its which the work of char ity
encoun ters in dif fer ent peo ple. These lim its, how ever, may
always be expanded and enlarged. Hence the indef i nite and
ever-new devel op ment of char ity in Chris tian ity; char ity
reaches to every thing, and with total sac ri fice. Now, all goods,
includ ing tem po ral goods, can serve the end for which goods
exist, that is, the end of man. This end was a sub ject much
debated by pre-Christian phi los o phers, who worked by con-
jec ture or on the basis of unre li able argu ments with out ever see-
ing the light or com ing to agree ment. After Christ, how ever, no
one can be in doubt or in the dark over the nature of our final
end. It fol lows that char ity is love whereby we for get our selves
in favour of our fel lows and seek no plea sure other than that of
pro cur ing their total well-being, by under tak ing any study, toil
and suf fer ing for the sake of their phys i cal, intel lec tual and
moral good. Phys i cal and intel lec tual good, how ever, are related
to moral good, which is the end of the oth ers.
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These three supreme gen era of char ity, when care fully
considered, recall the three forms of being, real, ideal and moral,
and they belong to the three supreme cat e go ries which
reassume all that the mind can con ceive. These three cat e go ries
are founded on the three pri mal forms of being. It is thus obvi-
ous that the final aim of char ity is to enable all to share to the
utmost degree in being, and in all three forms of being. And as
in this being, which is one and three, truth is resolved, so we
per ceive once again how char ity ter mi nates in truth, and truth is
trans fused in char ity. Truth in its full ness is ordered because
being is ordered so that, in the order of gen er a tion, real being
pre cedes ideal being and both pre cede moral being which con-
joins to itself and per fects all being. Char ity is ordered in the
same way. Con se quently, any other love which strays from this
order is opposed to the order of truth, and must be called false
and harm ful rather than benef i cent. Christ, there fore, brought
true love into the world, love which could not be true unless it
were also totally sub lime and divine, just as he brought true,
noble and divine wis dom into the world. He was fully jus ti fied
in say ing that this was his com mand ment.197

109. Char ity, there fore, is exer cised by the dis ci ples either as
indi vid u als or as united in soci et ies. It is also exer cised on behalf
of indi vid u als and soci et ies, although its ulti mate human term is
always the indi vid ual. Soci eties are means and not ends; they
can not have any end other than the good of their asso ci ated
indi vid u als, or other indi vid u als. Thus, char ity con tains the
immor tal prin ci ple of the res to ra tion and reform not only of the
Church, as I have men tioned when speak ing of truth, but of
domes tic soci ety (edu ca tion espe cially is very pleas ing to char-
ity) and of civil soci ety. Mem bers of civil soci ety, when ani-
mated by char ity, are stim u lated to ensure that soci ety is based
on jus tice, whose rig our is tem pered by the rec on cil i a tion of
opin ions and inter ests through mutual esteem, recip ro cal
conces sions, and rea son able deal ings among the cit i zens. Above
all, the pride and des po tism that are so famil iar, and almost
insep a ra ble from such a pow er ful soci ety, are mit i gated by
educat ion about its nature. In other words, it becomes clear that
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civil soci ety is the ser vant, not the mas ter of either the Church
or the fam ily, both of which by their very con cept take pre ce d -
ence over it. Civil soci ety, there fore, must revere them as its
very own end, and respect and serve them. It fol lows also that
fam ily and nation share in that immor tal ity which Chris tian
wis dom trans mits to every thing it touches or affects and which,
before any thing else, it imparted in its own words to the uni ver -
sal Church, the great school it founded.

110. Char ity, how ever, as I said, does not ter mi nate in man
but in God. It loves human beings either because they share in
the divine nature or because they are capa ble of shar ing in it.
God, mas ter of the world, is Truth itself which, in mov ing com-
mu ni ca tively amongst men, ter mi nates in Truth. Thus, Truth is
at one and the same time, the ori gin and also the term of divine
teach ing which inces santly revolves and abides not in a vicious
cir cle, but in a pow er ful and liv ing cir cle. Sim i larly, God, the
Spirit of truth, is Char ity which, in bestow ing itself upon
human beings, con tin u ously returns to itself. As St. Augus tine
says, love finally loves itself198 and all is love; God-love is prin-
ciple and God-love is end. When the ulti mate end of all goods
was unveiled or rather com mu ni cated to human beings, they
were assured of the two supreme goods, vir tue and the blessed
life in its full ness for which they are always grop ing in the dark.
A way of life and behav iour which stops on the way and does
not tend to Almighty God as the abso lute end of all things may
well exhibit some like ness or rather anal ogy to the vir tue to
which it is directed. This like ness, anal ogy or move ment, may
then be mis taken for vir tue by human beings, but vir tue it
cannot be, ‘nor’, as St. Augus tine says, ‘is it true wis dom which,
rel a tive to mat ters viewed pru dently, acts with for ti tude,
restrains with tem per ance, dis trib utes with jus tice, but does not
direct its atten tion to the end where God will be all in all in
assured eter nity and per fect peace.’*199 In such com plete vir tue,
man already finds the blessed life even here on this earth where
all is incip i ent, noth ing is ful filled, where subsistent truth is per-
ceived, but in enig matic fash ion, and char ity is exer cised, but
not with out effort. This blessed life is indeed still enfolded in
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the veils of truth and in the suf fer ings of char ity, but it is none-
the less the tru est life. Those expe ri enc ing it know they pos sess
inner con tent ment, and express this in all sin cer ity. They know
they pos sess the infi nite, and they rest in the will of the one
whose infi nite lov abili ty and maj esty are per ceived as a place of
total safety and the source of a hope which can not lead them
astray. Schooled by God him self to mag na nim ity, they do not
even decide to pre fer eter nal bliss to tem po rary merit. They are
two equally infi nite trea sures to be left poised in the bal ance. As
one woman put it: ‘Ei ther suf fer ing or death’. The Apos tle him-
self hes i tates over which of the two is to be pre ferred.200 Or pref-
er ence is given to merit over vision itself as another woman said:
‘Not death but suf fer ing,’ and as the Apos tle Paul him self says
in another pas sage: ‘I wished myself to be an anath ema from
Christ (that is, sep a rated from his vision) for my breth ren.’201

Nev er the less although, as St. Augus tine says, ‘the hope of con-
tem plat ing God, which comes with a delight ful and cer tain
under stand ing of truth’*202 is suf fi cient to make us happy in this
life where we learn, exer cise and merit, there is more to come.
When time has run its course, the subsistent truth, which is now
in us as prin ci ple, will show itself as term. It opens before us all
the eter nal trea sures hid den in the depth of real being. Thus
Christ, in the won der ful words of Scrip ture, restores to the
Father the King dom already revealed to men,203 and Char ity,
accom pa ny ing the Truth from which it is exhaled and to which
it cor re sponds, breaks open, so to speak, the fur nace entrap ping
its flames. It raises and extends the tip of the non-consuming
fire, and sweeps toward revealed all-Being. There, it enables us
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to live a life of divine, immor tal fire. Clearly, the prom ise is
wor thy of the Teacher, and in accor dance with the sub lim ity of
his school. All is attained if the Teacher is God who, one and
entire, has to be 1. truth, the object of the teach ing; 2. the source
and object of char ity and 3. the eter nal object of bliss. Any other
knowl edge apart from this would have been unwor thy of such a
teacher and such teach ing, just as any other end for the world
would have been infe rior to the great ness of the Cre ator.

111. St. Augus tine points out that hav ing cer tain things is the
same as know ing them, and that they be can ousted from our
love by human beings.204 At the same time, some of them, which
can not be fully known, can not be pos sessed by any one who
does not enjoy them (enjoy ment is an act of love). Thus, they
can not be pos sessed unless they are known, nor known unless
they are loved and enjoyed. The same con di tions apply to the
good: ‘No one can per fectly pos sess or know a good which he
does not love. For who can know how great a good it is when he
does not enjoy it? But he does not enjoy it if he does not love. So
the unlov ing per son does not pos sess what is to be loved.’*205

This teach ing applied to the life of bliss con firms what I said:
1. Charity is included in knowledge of truth, because

charity as something good cannot be fully known unless it is
loved and enjoyed. Likewise, knowledge of truth is included in
charity, because possession of the lovable object is the same as
knowing it. This does not imply any vicious circle, but rather
the proviso that Truth and Love dwell in one another, so to
speak, so that they can communicate with, and complete each
other.

2. These two words, Truth and Charity, which sum-
marise the whole of Christ’s teaching, not only contain the
wisdom proper to man in the present life, but also bliss in the
life to come. As a result, the disciple derives from this teaching
a wisdom which first of all contents him in his present
sufferings, and then affords him eminent dignity and calm
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amid the conflicts that rage around him whether they are
caused by nature’s perpetual and fatal collisions, or by
mankind’s endless and self-willed disputes. Finally, with
temporal death, wisdom is changed to eternal bliss.

Our divine Teacher’s pre cept: ‘You shall love the Lord your
God with all your heart, all your soul and all your mind,’206 is
there fore not only a dec la ra tion of jus tice but also a pru dent
warn ing given to human beings. It enables them to find the life
of eter nal bliss that is their final wish and the sum total of their
needs. All this is so because the full ness of truth is con tained in
per fect char ity. In the same way, the life of bliss is revealed and
clearly pointed out by the divine Teacher in the per fect know-
ledge of the truth, which can not be per fect if we are unaware of
the aspect of truth revealed by Love alone. The Mas ter said:
‘Now this is eter nal life that they should know thee, the only
true God, and JESUS Christ whom you have sent.’207

112. Let me sum ma rise what has been said so far. I have made
a dis tinc tion between Phi los o phy as a study and Wis dom.
Philosophy is strictly knowl edge, and sys tem atic knowl edge
which is the prod uct of free reflec tion. Wis dom is the result of
two ele ments, that is, of knowl edge, and of vir tue which
converts knowl edge into real and moral action. I have also
shown that Phi los o phy has as its object the full ness of know-
ledge con tained in the ulti mate causes of things. Equally the
knowl edge which con sti tutes the first ele ment in wis dom
(what ever form it may take) is not any par tic u lar knowl edge but
knowl edge of truth in all its com plete ness and uni ver sal ity,
although it may exist in human beings as in an unopened seed,
or in a plant at dif fer ent stages of devel op ment. How ever, just as
the prac tice of vir tue, which is the sec ond com po nent of
wisdom, requires the use of human free dom, so the knowl edge
on which such vir tue is based always demands some devel oped
degree of reflec tion. We have also seen that the knowl edge
which under pins wis dom is inde pend ent of any form. In fact,
human beings pos sess knowl edge prior to phi los o phy, and to
sci en tific knowl edge which is phi los o phy itself. There is, there-
fore, a Wis dom ante rior to Phi los o phy which can be pos sessed
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by all, even the uned u cated, and a Wis dom that accom pa nies
Phi los o phy, a more lumi nous and advanced Wis dom typ i cal of
phi los o phers whose lives and works cor re spond to the known
truth. We saw, how ever, that nat u ral knowl edge of truth,
especially the aspect involv ing the final des tiny of man, despite
its unique, incom pa ra ble impor tance, is lim ited, obscure, uncer-
tain, decep tive, with out per sua sive force and always dis puted. It
can not, there fore, cre ate a solid and ade quate foun da tion for
moral vir tue, but leads to the inev i ta ble imper fec tion of human
wis dom. We have heard the cries of nature and phi los o phy
which, prior to Christ, by the mouth of Plato, asked God him-
self to come and solve the enig mas by which even the most
learned saw them selves sur rounded and con fused, and to teach
human beings — who despaired of ever find ing truth and cer-
tainty except from the lips of such a teacher — with cer ti tude
about the most impor tant, essen tial ques tions. God, as I said,
had already seen long before hand such a need. He heard the
prayers of his crea ture, and deigned to come down as a man
among humans to teach them. He did much more than human
beings could long for or con ceive. He did not act in accor dance
with human cri te ria but took the sub lime path laid out by his
infi nite, unfath om able attrib utes. In all he did, he out did all
human expec ta tions in his actions, his meth ods and his results.
He was not con tent to com mu ni cate sys tem atic knowl edge to
human beings; he him self, eter nal wis dom, took flesh and over-
came the human per ver sity and lim i ta tion that impeded per fect
wis dom in man. He over came it by the very act of wis dom
which allowed him to be killed and thereby redeem human-
kind; he incor po rated us into him self, gave us his own life by
which to live and his own light to enlighten us. He invited all
human beings to the great feast — sump tu ously pre pared by
him on their behalf — of new, unimag in able wis dom, and fed
from his own self all those who accepted his mag nan i mous
invi ta tion.

Plato, as we have seen, pointed out that any one who loves
some thing, loves it in its entirety and wher ever it is. If he
excludes any part of the thing from that love, or loves it in one
place but not in another, he is no lon ger tell ing the truth when he
says he loves it. Con se quently, wis dom too is either loved in its
entirety and wher ever it is to be found, or it is not really loved.
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What are we to say about those who — with out any seri ous
study but rather dis dain fully refus ing to apply them selves to
the study of Christ’s teach ings in which, mil lions of Chris tians
claim, is found per fect wis dom taught by God — con fine their
love and study to some par tic u lar nat u ral sci ence, or to wis dom
which, as soon as it attains its high est and tru est point, admits its
own pov erty and impo tence? Do they speak the truth when
they call them selves phi los o phers in the sense of lov ers and
seek ers of wis dom? Those who truly love wis dom, love it all the
more as it reveals and uncov ers a supe rior, more excel lent part
of itself; they seek it every where and embrace it wher ever they
find it. Those who love it only when they draw it from a mud-
died stream, or who hate it or pay no heed to it in its lim pid and
abun dant source, do not truly love or seek wis dom. There was
indeed gen eral admi ra tion for the say ing of Bion when he
compared those who neglected Phi los o phy, and ded i cated
them selves to the study of other branches of knowl edge, to
Penelope’s suit ors who, when rejected by the her o ine, mar ried
her slave-girls.208 Nev er the less, after Wis dom, taught by God
him self and far supe rior to Phi los o phy, was made known
among human beings, a new like ness was needed. In it,
Abraham’s Egyp tian ser vant, Haggar, became the sym bol of
Phi los o phy, and her mis tress, Sarah, the sym bol of Chris tian
Wis dom.209 If the ser vant shows inso lence, Abra ham puts her in
the power of Sarah and also rightly dis charges her from his
house hold. On the other hand, it is dis hon our able, for love of
the ser vant, to dis miss the mis tress, from whom alone the
prom ised off spring can be born. No one can call him self a lover
of Wis dom if he loves only a branch of knowl edge which is
hand maid to Wis dom, and com mits adul tery with the ser vant
girl who so often rebels against her mis tress and gives her self
airs. Such an atti tude is mean and dis hon our able.

[112]
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208 ‘There is also a saying of the philosopher Bion who said that just as
Penelope’s suitors, since they could not lie with Penelope, copulated with her
slave girls, so those who cannot lay hold of philosophy pass their time in
other disciplines of no worth’* (Plutarch, On the Education of Children).

209 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, 1, 5 ss.; Philo, De congressu
quaerendae eruditionis causa; Augustine, Against Fautus, 22.
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Page 4. Res ardua, vetustis novitatem dare, novis auctoritatem,
obsoletis nitorem, obscuris lucem, fastiditis gratiam, dubiis
fidem.

1. Multa quidem ad fidem catholicam pertinentia, dum
haereticorum calida inquietudine exagitantur, ut adversus
eos defendi possint, et considerantur diligentius, et con-
siderantur clarius, et instantius praedicantur.
Improbatio quidem haereticorum facit eminere quid Ecc-
lesia sentiat, et quid habeat sana doctrina.

6. Philosophi, credula gens.

9. Est per se ipsa perfecta et nullius indigens doctrina salvatoris:
utpote facultas et potes tas Dei. Porro graeca philosophia ad
eam accedens non potentiorem facit veritatem; sed sophist-
icam adversus eam impressionem imbecillitatem red dens,
propulsansque dolosas con tra veritatem insidias, con gruens
vineae sepimentum et vallum ducit.

10. Si autem nullam auctoritatem recipiunt, oportet ad eos con-
vincendos ad naturales rationes confugere.
Quaedam vero disputatio est magistralis in scholis , non ad
removendum errorem, sed ad instruendum auditores, UT
INDUCANTUR AD INTELLECTUM VERITATIS, QUAM INTENDIT, et
tunc oportet rationibus inniti investigantibus veritatis
radicem, et facientibus scire, quomodo sit verum quod
dicitur.

Alioquin si nudis auctoritatibus Magis ter quaestionem de-
terminet, certificabitur quidem audi tor, quod ita est, SED
NIHIL SCIENTIAE VEL INTELLECTUS ACQUIRET.



20. Cum enim gentes, quae legem non habent, NATURALITER ea
quae legis sunt faciunt, eiusdem legem non habentes, ipsi
sunt sibi leges, qui ostendunt OPUS LEGIS scriptum in
cordibus suis.

22. Proinde in his qui fla grant ingenti amore perspicuae
veritatis, non est improbandum studium, sed ad ordinem
revocandum, ut a fide incipiat,  et bonis moribus nitatur
pervenire quo tendit.

24. Quod nisi Deus intus adiuverit, omnino non potero.

25. Cum etiam credere non possemus, nisi ratio nales animas
haberemus.

31. Contrariae opiniones simul eidem esse non possunt.

32. Credimus enim Dominum JESUM Christum natum de
Virgine quae MARIA vocabatur. Quid sit aut virgo, et quid sit
nasci, et quid sit nomen proprium non credimus sed prorsus
novimus.

33. Il ne faut pas s’y tromper la rai son come l’imagination ne
s’élance guère qu’après L’INCONNU ET L’INFINI.

35. Idem non esse verum in philosophia et theologia.
In theologia verum est: ‘Verbum esse carnem factum’; in
philosophia simpliciter impossibile est et absur dum.

43. C’est j’en conviens une ressource un peu désespérée, mais,
pour moi, je n’en vois pas d’autre.

44. Siccis rustica veri tas capillis.

46. Loin de l’affaiblir, s’il était en mon pouvoir, je la fortifierais
au con traire, je lui donnerais un représentant sérieux et
digne d’elle; car elle renferme de grandes vérités, elle doit
tenir un rang élevé dans la sci ence, et je regard en coscience
comme un véritable malheur l’état déplorable où elle est
tombée parmi nous.
Quod tibi non vis fieri, alteri ne feceris.

49. Quis non laudaret barbarorum sapientiam? Si quidem
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nemo eorum in Atheismum nunquam excidit, neque in
dubium vocant sint ne Dii an non sint, et curent ne res
humanas an non. Nemo igitur neque Indus, neque Celta,
neque Aegyptius eam cogitationem in animum induxit,
quam vel Evemerus Messenius, vel Diog e nes Phryse, vel
Hippon, vel Diagoras, vel Sosius, vel Epicurus.

Barbari omnes Deum admittunt.

50. Quamquam acriter succensebunt nobis, si ita dixerimus.

51. Nisi forte tibi Homerum philosophum fuisse persuadent,
cum his ipsis, quibus colligunt, negent. Nam modo Stoicum
illum faciunt, virtutem solam probantem, et voluptates
refugientem, et ab honesto ne immortalitatis quidem pretio
recedentem, modo Epicureum, laudantem statum quietae
civitatis et interconvivia, cantusque vitam exigentis, modo
Peripateticum, bonorum tria gen era inducentem, modo
Academicum, incerta omnia dicentem. APPARET NIHIL
HORUM ESSE IN ILLO, QUIA OMNIA SUNT: ISTA ENIM INTER SE
DIS SI DENT.

53. Philosophiam consequi non potest, qui in verborum pugnis
et concertationibus operam suam collocat.

55. L’écletisme! Je n’ignore pas que ce nom seul soulève toutes
les doc trines exclusives.

56. Il n’y a pas un de ces systèmes sur le quel n’ait passé une
polémique accablante. Il n’y en a pas un qui ne soit percé à
jour en quelque sorte, atteint et convaincu de contenir
d’intolérables extrav a gances.

57. L’histoire de la philosophie eût suffit toute seule pour
enfanter l’écletisme, c’est-à-dire la tolérance philosophique.

58. Je leur proposai un traité de paix sur la base de con ces sions
réciproques.

62. Videndum, utrum doceant isti virtutem an non: si docent,
philosophi sunt.

63. Philosophia — non in verbis, sed in rebus est.
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69. Max i mum hoc est et officium sapientiae et indi cium, ut
verbis opera concordent, ut et ipse ubique par sibi idemque
sit.

77. Philosophia nihil ab alio petit, totum opus a solo excitat.
Mathematica, ut ita dicam, superficiaria est, il alieno
aedificat, aliena accipit principia, quo rum beneficio ad
ulteriora perveniat.

78. Non scientiarum propria, sed quae plu ri bus earum in com-
mune competant, plurima id genus axiomata.

86. Diligunt eam lucentem, oderunt eam redarguentem.

94. Solutio atque avulsio animi a corpore, cum ad intelligibilia
et ad ea quae vera sunt, convertimur.

97. Philosophiae tres par tes dixerunt et MAXIMIS et PLURIMI
auctores: moralem, naturalem, et rationalem.

99. Hinc philosophi sapientiae disciplinam tripartitam esse
voluerunt, imo tripartitam esse animadvertere potuerunt:
neque enim ipsi instituterunt, ut ita esset, sed ita esse potius
invenerunt.

103. Vetus quidem hic extat sermo, cuius memores sumus; abire
quidem illuc animas defunctorum rursusque huc reverti
fierique ex mortuis.

104. Arbitror notioni homini optime satisfieri, si sapientiam
nihil aliud esse dicamus, quam ipsam scientiam felicitatis.
Una est sapientia. Consistit ea in viva cognitione veri boni.

Eruditionem sive sapientiam in adcurata et salutari, seu
quod idem est, ad promovendam hominis felicitatem
adcomodata veritatis cognitione esse positam.

110. PRINCIPIUM QUI ET LOQUOR VOBIS.

112. De universis autem quae intelligimus, non loquentem qui
personat foris, sed intus ipsi menti praesidentem
consulimus veritatem, verbis fortasse ut consulamus,
admoniti. Ille autem qui consulitur, docet; qui in interiore
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homine habitare dictus est Christus, idest incommutabilis
Dei vir tus, atque sempiterna sapientia: quam quidem
omnis rationalis anima consulit, sed tantum cuique pand-
itur, quan tum capere propter propriam SIVE MALAM SIVE
BONAM VOLUNTATEM potest. Et si quando fallitur, non fit
vitio consultae veritatis, ut neque huius quae foris est lucis
vitium est, quod corporei oculi saepe falluntur.

113. Universos filios tuos doctos a Dom ino.

118. Est enim Philosophia amor et studium, et amicitia
quodammodo Sapientiae. Sapientiae vero non huius quae
in artibus quibusdam et in aliqua fabrili scientia noti-
tiaque versatur, sed illius sapientiae quae nullius indigens,
vivax mens, et sola rerum primaeva ratio est.

127. Fortasse enim qui Platonem caeteris philosophis gentium
longe lateque praelatum acutius atque veracius intel-
lexisse, atque secuti esse fama celebriore laudantur aliquid
tale de Deo sentiunt, ut in illo inveniatur et CAUSA
SUBSISTENDI, et RATIO INTELLIGENDI et ORDO VIVENDI.
Quo rum trium unum ad naturalem, alterum ad ratio-
nalem, tertium ad moralem partem intelligitur pertinere.
Qui verum Deum et RERUM AUCTOREM et VERITATIS ILLUS-
TRATOREM, ET BEATITUDINIS LARGITOREM esse dixerunt.

et rerum creatarum sit EFFECTOR, et LUMEN cognoscend-
arum, et BONUM agendarum.

128. Cum autem sapientes appellarentur qui modo quodam
laudabilis vitae aliis praestare videbantur, iste interrogatus,
quid profiteretur, philosophum se esse respondit, idest
studiosum et amatorem sapientiae: quoniam sapientem
profiteri ARROGANTISSIMUM videbatur.

129. Haec est perfecta iustitia quae potius potiora, minus
minora diligimus.

132. Ita se mirificum doctrinae operibus addixerat, ut cum cibi
capessendi causa recubuisset, cogitationibus inhaerens,
manum ad mensam porrigere obliviscuntur. Sed cum
Melissa, quam uxoris loco habebat, temperato inter studia
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non interpellandi, sed inediae succurrendae officio, dext-
eram suam necessariis usibus aptabat. Ergo animo
tantummodo vita fruebatur; corpore vero quasi alieno et
supervacuo circumdatus erat.

133. Ad quas men tis acie pervenire paucorum est; et cum
pervenitur, quan tum fieri potest, non in eis manet ipse
perventor, sed, veluti acie ipsa reverberata, repellitur, et fit
rei non transitoriae transitoria cogitatio.

135. Magnus plane vir Abra ham, et multarum virtutum clarus
insignibus quem votis suis philosophia non potuit aequare.
Denique minus est quod ille finxit, quam quod iste gessit,
maiorque ambitioso eloquentiae mendacio sim plex veri-
tatis fides.

138. FONS SAPIENTIAE, VERBUM DEI IN EXCELSIS.

140. Qui autem adhaeret Deo unus Spir i tus est.
Si autem Spiritu facta carnis mortificaveritis, vivetis.
Quicumque enim Spiritu Dei aguntur, hi sunt filii Dei.

Ipse Spir i tus postulat pro nobis gemitibus inenarrabilibus.

142. Spiritu ambu late et desideria carnis non perficietis: caro
enim concupiscit adversus spiritum, spir i tus autem ad-
versus carnem; haec enim sibi invicem adversantur.

143. Melior est homo qui minuitur sapientia, et deficiens sensu
in timore, quam qui abundat sensu, et transgreditur legem
Altissimi.

144. Multitudinis usus…communiter obtinuit, ut sapientes dic-
antur qui res directe ordinant, et eas bene gubernant.
Iudicat et ordinat de omni bus.

145. Differunt autem Sapientia et Prudentia. Nam Sapientia
est cognitio divinarum rerum, unde pertinet ad contem-
plationem (Jn 28: 28).‘Timor Domini ipsa est Sapientia’:
prudentia vero est cognitio rerum humananrum, unde
dicitur (Prov 10: 23): ‘Sapientia est viro prudentia’, quia
sci li cet scientia humanarum rerum prudentia dicitur.
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147. Videtur autem prudentis esse bene consiliari posse circa
ipsa bona.

151. Sapientia enim et disciplina timor Domini.
plenitudo sapientiae est timere Deum et plenitudo A
FRUCTIBUS illius.

Radix sapientiae est timere Dominum, et rami illius
longaevi.

152. Quem Pater sanctificavit et misit in mundum.

157. Confitemini Dom ino et invo cate nomen eius: notas facite
in populis adinventiones eius.

161. Modo ista (Maria) vivebat de verbo, sed sonante verbo.
Erit vita de verbo non sonante verbo. Ipsum verbum vita
est. Sim iles ei erimus quoniam videbimus eum sicuti est.

162. Omnis qui EST EX VERITATE audit vocem meam.

170. Et verbum eius (Patris) non habetis in vobis manens: quia
quem misit ille, huic vos non creditis.

188. Docebit vos omnem veritatem.

189. Semen ipsius in eo manet.

190. Eo quod CARITATEM VERITATIS non receperunt, ut salvi
fiant.

191. VERITATEM autem FACIENTES IN CARITATE, crescamus in illo
per omnia, qui est caput Christus.

192. Charitate fraternitatis invicem diligentes: honore invicem
praevenientes.
De charitate autem fraternitatis non necesse habemus
scribere vobis: ipsi enim vos a Deo didicistis, ut diligatis
invicem.

Charitas fraternitatis maneat in vobis.

197. Hoc est praeceptum meum, ut diligatis invicem, sicut ego
dilexi vos.
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199. Quoniam non est vera sapientia, quae intentionem suam
in his quae prudenter discernit, gerit fortiter, cohibet tem-
peranter, iusteque distribuit, non in illum dirigit finem, ubi
erit Deus omnia in omni bus, aeternitate certa, et pace
perfecta.

200. Mihi enim vivere Christus est, et mori lucrum. Quod si
vivere in carne, hic mihi fructus operis est, et quid eligam
ignoro. Coarctor autem e duobus: desiderium habens
dissolvi, et esse cum Christo, multo magis melius: per-
manere autem in carne, necessarium propter vos.

202. Spes vero aeternae contemplationis Dei, habens certam et
delectabilem intelligentiam veritatis.

203. Cum tradiderit regnum Deo et Patri.
Cum credentes et viventes ex fide, pro quibus nunc medi a -
tor interpellat, perduxerit ad contemplationem, cui per-
cipiendae suspiramus et gemimus.

204. Et ideo non amandum est, quod manenti et fruenti amori
auferri potest. Cuius ergo rei amor amandus est, nisi eius,
quae non potest deesse dum amatur? Id autem est, quod
nihil est aliud habere quam nosse.

205. Bonum quod non amatur, nemo potest perfecte habere vel
nosse: quis enim potest nosse quan tum sit bonum, quo non
fruitur? Non autem fruitur, si non amat: nec habet igitur
quod amandum est, qui non amat.

208. Urbanum est etiam Bionis philosophi dic tum, qui aiebat,
sicut Penelopes proci, cum non possent cum Penelopa
concumbere, rem cum eius ancillis habuissent: ita qui
Philosophiam nequeunt apprehendere, eos in aliis nullius
praecii disciplinis se se conterere.
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Action(s), Activity
art and, 58
contemplation and, 78
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ideas and, 55, 62b
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moral, 74
reality and, 90a
reception and, 59
will and, 59

Art
action and, 58
of self-perfection, 98

Assent
blind, 20a
faith and, 23
philosophy and, 21
truth and, 20–21, 24a

Association
charity and, 107–108
religious, 108

Atheist, Atheism
greatest negation, 50a
philosophical argument and, 29b
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Brotherhood
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world and, 74
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philosophical meditation and, 73
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Changes
thought and, 100
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light and, 107
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way, truth and life, 99–100
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contradictions and, 39–39a
new light and, 36
new teaching of, 94
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wise human being and, 99
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103
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charity and, 109
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despotism and, 14c
government and, 14a–14c
immortality and, 109
other societies protected by, 14b
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particular society, 14b
rights safeguarded by, 14c

Common Sense
rejected, 10

Communists
free-will denied, 25

Conscience
philosophy and, 58

Contemplation
action and, 78
duration of, 91
knowledge and, 58

Contingent Element
being and, 95
idea and, 95

Contradiction(s)
Christianity and, 39–40
mystery and, 40
truth and, 44

Counsel
third category of the just and, 95

Creation
philosophy, 9

Creator
fall of human beings and, 88

Deiform
life, 99

Despotism
civil society and, 14c

Dignity, see Moral Dignity

Disciples (of Christ)
associations and, 108
charity and, 105
Christ and, 101, 106
Church and, 103
end of universe, 102
eternal wisdom in, 102
interior knowledge of, 104
Spirit and, 108
wisdom and, 101–103, 111
Word and, 103, 108

Divine Providence
error and, 4a, 5b–c
evil and, 5, 5b
human struggle and, 93

Domestic Society
charity and, 109
immortality and, 109

Doubt
knowledge and, 20

Duties
moral, 99
thought, feelings and, 64

Eclecticism
philosophy and, 45a–47, 51–51b, 52a,

54a

Education
charity and, 109
idea and, 15a

Eleatic School
thought and, 63

Empiricism
damage by, 10
defended, 6b
knowledge and, 6a

Enjoyment
love and, 111

Ens
perfection of, 77
the ideal, the real and, 60b

Error
author’s aim to combat, 2–4b
disputes and, 4
history and, 4a–4b, 5c
human spirit and, 49
intelligence and, 24a
persuasion and, 20a
petulance and arrogance of, 22 1
philosophers and, 2, 4a, 5b–c, 6
reflection and, 4
thought and, 24a
tradition of, 4
truth and, 2–5, 20, 23a, 25, 51, 52,

54–54a
truth helped by, 5

see also Falsehood
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Essences
ideas and, 72b
of things, 72b; 95

Ethics
authors on, 57
being and, 12
common sense rejected, 10
political economy and, 15
right and, 13

see also Morality

Eucharistic Food
physical embrace of Christ, 97

Evil
appearance of good and, 106
Church and, 103
human beings and, 91
Italy and, 55
Providence and, 5, 5b

Faith
assent to, 23
consequences of thought and, 38
philosophy and, 18, 43
reason and, 38–44, 82
understanding and, 30

Falsehood
assent and, 20

see also Error

Father
Word and, 98

Faust
German philosophy in, 64a

Fear of the Lord
wisdom and, 96

Feeling
animal, 17
corporeal, 15
duties, thought and, 64
intellective order and, 68
intellectual, 38, 68
life as, 99
man as, 68
of God, 87
uninventable, 77

First Parents
supernatural light and, 87

Forms
ancient philosophy and, 75
ens and, 60b
three, of being, 74, 89
Trinity and, 75

Fortitude
third category of the just and, 95

Freedom
meanings given to, 25
misuse of word, 24a
passions and, 17
systematic knowledge and, 14
to  philosophise, 20–44
truth and, 5, 28b
two forms of, 26
virtue and, 112

Free-Thinkers
truth and, 25, 28b

Free Will
good and, 27
nature and, 28–28b
remedy for weakness of, 28b

German Philosophers
reality, ideality and, 61
reasoning and, 33

German Philosophy
consciousness in, 78
feelings and duties in, 64
foundation of, 63
God and, 84
Gospel and, 171
knowledge and morality in, 78
pantheism and, 64
Protestantism and, 41
reality and, 65
reason and, 78

God
charity and, 110
feeling of, 87
good and, 73
human beings and, 89
knowledge of, 37
light and essential object, 88
man and, 112
new portion of truth and, 35–36
perfect justice and, 92
person and, 85
philosophy and, 9, 73
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presence of word of, 37
religion and, 15a
self-consciousness in, 78
sight of, 85
subsistence of universe and, 73
subsistent being, 85
systematic knowledge and, 112
teacher, 80a-82a, 85–86, 100–101, 110,

112
the just and the infinity of, 95
triune, 89
truth and, 110
uneducated and, 95
wisdom and, 92, 95, 100
‘wise man’ and, 96
Word and, 86, 88, 92; 137
world, logical order and, 73

Good
God and essence of, 73
idea of, 73; 95
love and, 106
own good and absolute, 90a
physical, intellectual and moral, 108
world and, 73

Goodness
systematic knowledge and, 57–58

Goods
Christian philanthropy and, 106
end of, 110
man and, 108, 110
political economy and, 15

Good Works
charity, truth and, 100

Gospel
as mythology, 171
good news, 103
human systems and, 18
nature, reason and, 18
philosophical schools and, 49a
truth and, 49a

Government
civil society and, 14a–14c
justice and, 14a
morality, right and, 14, 14c
rights and, 14b–c
utility and, 14a

Grace
sacraments and, 94

vision of truth and, 37
Word of God and, 93
worship and, 94

Guilt
cause of, 2

Happiness
being and, 77
reason and, 81
virtue and, 77
wisdom and, 81

see also Bliss

Heart, see Human Heart

History
intellect and, 17a
philosophy and, 49
sensists and, 17a

Human Being(s)
charity and, 110
error and, 65
feeling and, 87
ideal and wise, 98
second birth of, 98
supernatural knowledge and, 81
truth and, 25, 28, 69, 71, 76

see also Human Subject, Man,
Mankind

Human Heart
reality and, 87

Humanity
Christ’s love as, 106

Humankind, see Mankind

Human Nature
considered in three ways, 26a–28a
free will and, 28–28a
good of, 106
Incarnation and, 96
order of, 90a
teaching and, 83

Human Spirit
eclecticism and, 47
error and, 49
Gospel and, 49a
new light and, 36
truth and, 45, 48, 50b
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Human Subject
moral system and, 12

Hypostatic Union
Spirit and, 96

Idea of being, Ideal being
as light, 34, 85, 72b
divinity of, 36
exemplary cause, 73
first idea, 34, 72b
infinite and, 85
truth and, 82

Idea(s)
actions and, 55
contingent element and, 95
divine things and, 87
divinity of, 66, 91
education and, 15a
empty form, 87
essences and, 72b
fullness of being and, 86, 90a, 92
Incarnation and, 96
intolerance of, 51a
judgments and, 32
living by, 91
man and, 26a, 85
order and, 90a
philosophers and origin of, 54a
reality and, 167
sensation and, 16
sense and, 87
suffering for, 91
syllogisms and, 34
the sensible and, 60–60a, 65
things and, 60, 65
truth as, 26a
truth, falsehood and, 20
understanding and, 91
Word and, 100

Ideal, The
real and, 60b–61, 65, 85, 90a; 95

Ignorance
knowledge and, 20, 40
reason and, 40

Immortality
Christian wisdom and, 109
family, nation and, 109

Indian Schools
thought and, 63

Infinite, The
reason and, 40

Information
being and, 71a
practical, 59
speculative, 58
systematic knowledge as, 57, 59
two kinds of, 59
will and, 59

Instinct
for good and evil, 27
vital, 27

Intellect
concept of perfection, 98
intuition and, 68
sense and, 87

Intelligibility
being and, 77
potency and, 73

Intelligible
the divinely real and the divinely, 98

Interpretation
of others’ views, 53

Intuition
being and, 37, 68, 92
first, 71

Italy
disharmony and disunity of, 55

Judgment
being and, 37
from birth, 37
ideas and, 34
supernatural, 37
truth and, 20, 35

Justice
faith and, 14
government and, 14a

Just, The
four categories of, 95–96
law and, 28a

Knowledge
action and, 59
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books and, 57
Christian and, 104
complete, 86
contemplation and, 58
direct, 24, 68
doubt and, 20
fullness of, 111
goodness and, 57–58
image of, 1a
information and, 57
introduction to philosophy and,

Preface
love and, 111
moral virtue and, 77
natural and supernatural, 90
new, 81–90
obtained in two ways, 80
order of natural, 85
order of supernatural, 85
philosophical, 68
philosophy and, 9–17, 24, 69–70
piety and, 95
popular, 24, 68
primary mode of, 68
principle of, 83
pyramid of, 8–9
reflection and, 5a, 24, 68–68a
supernatural, 81–82, 89
threefold to, 89
truth and, 7, 20
two stages of, 68a
uneducated and, 95
vice and, 77
virtue and, 61, 77
wisdom and, 69, 95

see also Systematic Knowledge

Law
empiricism and, 10
eternal principle and, 15a
finite things and, 90a
ideal order and, 90a
man-made, 14c
of synthesis, 73
prescription and, 47
the just and, 28a

see also Moral Law

Liberalism
government and, 14c

Life
blessed, 110
Christ as, 99–100
deiform, 99

feeling and, 99
supernatural dimension of, 89
virtue and, 110

Light
charity and, 107
first, 83, 85
ideal, 85
initial, 24
intellect and, 72a
natural and supernatural, 36, 38,

87–88
new, inner, 23
of reason, 34, 72a–73
pagan writers and, 38a
reflection and, 84
substantial, subsistent, 85
Word as, 94

Limitations
reason and, 40

Literature
objectivity in German, 64a
passions and, 17
reason and, 17
sensism and, 17a

Lovableness
being and, 77
Church and, 30, 83
divine, 82
human, 82
natural, 84
supernatural, 84
supernatural order and human, 82a
supernatural truth and, 36

Love
Christ and, 108
enjoyment and, 111
good and, 106
idea and, 106
knowledge and, 111
mankind and infinite, 89, 106
neighbour and, 108
subjective and objective, natural, 106
Spirit and, 94

see also Charity

Man
as slave, 25–28a
being and action of, 92
books and, 57
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desire satiated, 85
dignity of, 90a
end of, 108
God’s action towards, 112
good(s) and, 27, 108
knowledge and, 62
reason and, 38a, 60, 70
starting to philosophise, 68a
truth and, 28a, 36, 71
truth and potencies in, 26a, 28
unlimited object  and, 26a
worship of, 67

see also Human Being(s), Human
Subject

Mankind, Humankind
Creator and fall of, 88
finite reality and, 95
first place among, 97
full knowledge and, 92
infinite knowable and, 89
infinite lovable and, 89
infinite reality and, 89, 93, 95
people best disposed towards, 49
single body, 102
summit of excellence of, 93
supernatural order and, 82a
reality, objective order and, 90a
restored to unity, 97
truth and, 82a
uncreated gift and, 96
wisdom and, 67, 69

Materialism
acceptance of, 16
medicine and, 16

Medicine
materialism and, 16

Mind (human)
being and, 72b
ideal, real and, 98
knowledge and, 1a
loftiest aim and, 19
philosophy and, 68a
tolerance and, 51a–52
truth and, 2, 52a, 71

Moral Activity
form of good and, 74

Moral Dignity
subject and, 13

Moral Duties
our end and, 99

Morality
government and, 14
object and, 13

see also Ethics

Moral Law
Christ and, 99

Mystery, Mysteries
contradiction and, 40
nature of, 40
reason and, 40

Mythology
Gospel as, 171

Nature
Gospel and, 18
infinite being and, 89
unity and, 1a

see also Human Nature

New, The
appeal of, 5a

Nihilism
origin of Hegelian, 63

Nothing
being and, 54
thought and, 63

Nouns
common and proper, 60a

Novel
historical, 17a

Object
being as, 12, 26a, 71a, 85
idea and, 61
intelligible and infinite, 89
man and, 26a, 28a
morality and, 13
the first, 71a, 85
the Word as, 85, 100

Objectivity
superior to us, 64a
German philosophy and, 64a
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Opinion(s)
philosophy and, 71c
reconciliation of, 45–56

Order
human beings and absolute, 90a
infinite and finite, 90a
real and ideal, 92
subjective and objective, 90a

Pantheism
German thought and, 64

Passions
historical novel and, 17a
influence of, 17
literature and, 17
unified truths and, 24a

Perception
immanent, 68
of infinite reality, 93
primal, 68
real being and, 92
thought and, 63

see also Sense Perception

Perfection
action and, 19
art of, 98
mind and, 1b

Person
duality of wise, 66

Persuasion
truth, error and, 20a

Philosophers
courage and zeal of, 22–23
disagreement among, 54
end of man and pre-Christian, 108
error and, 2, 4a, 5b–c, 6–6a
knowledge and sensual, 97
‘minuscule’, 54
ordinary person and, 68a
real and ideal orders and, 90a
real skill of, 3
true and false, 5b, 6a, 50–50a, 54
truth and, 70a–71
uneducated and, 37
vague opinions of, 80a
wisdom and, 112

see also German Philosophers

Philosophical Systems
pseudo-thinkers and, 49a
reconciliation of, 53, 54a–55
truth and, 45a–49a, 50b–51, 54a

Philosophy
aid to theology, 18–18a
authority of, 49
being and, 71c, 74, 77
branches of knowledge and, 9–17
building blocks of, 71b–72a
Catholic Church and, 42
causes and, 73
contempt for, 49a
creation and, 9
defined, 9, 24, 68
divisions of ancient, 75
error and, 4a
faith and, 18, 43
freedom of, 20–44, 47–48
God and, 9
history and, 49
introduction to, Preface
love of truth and, 23
modern, 19
opinion and, 71c
postulates of, 68
practical, 58
preconceptions and, 21–22
reflection and, 24, 84
results of, 23a
science and ancient, 66
slow progress of, 22
supernatural, 43
supernatural magisterium and, 84
systematic knowledge, 9, 69–70,

71b–c
task of, 8b
theology and,  18–18a
truth and, 28b, 31, 68a, 70, 75, 77
using, 62
virtue and, 57, 72, 77
wisdom and, 69–70a, 76, 92, 112

see also German Philosophy

Piety
knowledge and, 95

Pleasure
humans and, 63

Political Economy
ethics and, 15
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Politics
a gamble, 15
morality, right and, 14
prudence and, 14

Potencies
man, truth and, 26a–28

Preconceptions
philosophy and, 21–22, 23a
society and, 22 2

Prescription
law and, 47

Principle
of knowledge, 83, 85
sentient and rational, 16
truth as, 110
Word as, 85

Propositions
need to test, 23a

Protestants
canon of scripture and, 97
union of (Nassau, 1817), 51a

Providence, see Divine Providence

Prudence
third category of the just and, 95
wisdom and, 145

Public, The
authors and, 1

Psychology
intelligence and, 4

Rationalism
reason and, 41

Reality
action and, 90a
being and natural, 92
disorder and sensible, 92
finite and infinite, 89, 93, 95
idea and, 167

Real, The
the divinely intelligible and the

divinely real, 98
ideal and, 60b–61, 65 85, 90a, 98; 95
infinite, 85

Reason
contradictions and, 40
faith and, 38–44, 82
false religions and, 39b
first act as, 68
Gospel and, 18
immortality and, 81
infinite and, 40
light of, 34, 72a–73
limitations and, 40
literature and, 17
man and, 70
new teaching and, 94
other light and, 87
rationalism and, 41
religious mysteries and, 40
truth and, 76

Reasoning
actual existence and, 63
German philosophers and, 33
perception and, 63
the learned, the uneducated and, 37
truth and, 32, 34–35

Reflection
error and, 4
knowledge and, 5a, 24, 68–68a
orders of, 4, 5a, 5e, 6a, 65
philosophy and, 24, 84

Religion
adults and, 36
God and, 15a
light prior to, 84
morality and, 14c
reason and false, 39b
virtue and, 75

Revelation
existence of, 36
faith and, 43
first parents and, 87
light of character and of grace and,

82a
philosophy and, 18, 30, 37

Right(s)
ethics and, 13
government and, 14, 14b–c
modality of,  14b–c
persons and, 13
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Sacraments
means of sanctity, 94
physical embrace of Christ, 97

Sanctification, Sanctity
Spirit and, 94
wisdom and, 94

Scripture
Protestants and, 97

Sensation
idea and, 16
other beings and, 37
worship and, 94

Sense
idea and, 87
influence of, 91
spiritual, 23

Sense-experience
fine arts and, 17
influence of, 91
mind and, 91

Sense Perceptions
light of being and, 37

Sensism
combat against, 11
intellect and, 16
literature and, 17a
passions and, 17
philosophy and, 12
right and, 13–14

Servitude
nature of, 30
truth and, 27–28b

Slave
man as, 25–26

Socialists
free-will denied, 25

Society
ideas and, 55
means, not end, 109
preconceptions (false) of, 22 2
truth and, 22 2

see also Domestic Society, Civil
Society

Sophist(s)
Christianity and, 39b
eighteenth century and, 4b
enemies of philosophy, 50
errors and, 5e
history and, 4a
human faculties and, 17
knowledge and, 65
meaning of, 4b
morals and, 12
philosophical progress and, 5a
words and, 24

Speculation
things, actions and, 59

Spirit
as Being, 94
as Charity, 100–101
four forms of wisdom and, 96
imparted to human beings, 94
Jesus Christ and the, 96
meaning of word, 94
life and, 99
loved per se, 94
of truth, 88
personal subsistence of, 94
sanctity and, 94
spread of Church and, 103
unfolding of, 95
virtue and, 95
wise man and, 98

see also Human Spirit

Struggle
against finite reality, 93

Subjectivism
knowledge and, 6a
philosophy and, 12
right and, 13–14

Subsistence
being and, 77
Father, Word and, 98
idea, Word and, 83

Supernatural
certainty, 85
grace, 87–88
knowledge, 82, 85, 90
magisterium, 84
reason, 88
sense, 87
teaching, 83
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Supernatural, The
gift of, 87, 89
human magisterium and, 82a
knowledge, life and, 89
learning in the order of, 82a, 85
light of, 85, 87, 95
truth and, 36–37

Superstitions
human beings and, 36

Syllogisms
judgments and, 34
reasoning and, 32

Synthesis
law of, 73

Systematic Knowledge
art and, 58
books and, 57
erroneous belief and, 31
God and, 112
gospel and, 39
idea and, 61
infinite being and, 89
information as, 59
man and, 57, 61–62
mind and, 67
morality, right and, 14
moral virtue and, 77
philosophers and, 77
philosophy and, 9, 68–69, 71c
pyramid of, 8a, 9
soul and, 63
the author and, 1a
truth and, 76
wisdom and, 62b, 76, 79

Teacher
Christ as, 83
disciples and, 80a
first, 82
God as, 80a–82a, 85–86, 100–101, 110,

112

Teaching
demonstration of, 6–6a
divine nature and, 83
God and, 82a
human nature and, 83
philosophical, 68
supernatural, 83
systematic knowledge and, 57

Theologians
philosophical systems and, 45; 12, 40
philosophy and, 18a

Theology
aid to philosophy, 18–18a
branches of knowledge and, 18a
recent scholarship and, 18a
Scholastic philosophy and, 18a

Thinkers, see Philosophers

Things
essences of, 72b
ideas and, 60

Thought
action and, 62b
belief and, 30
changes and way of, 100
feelings, duties and, 64
nothing and, 63

Tolerance
meaning of, 51a
philosophy, 51a

Tongues
Christ and new, 100

Tradition
error and, 4

Trinity
forms of being and, 89
three forms and, 75

Truth
all truths in, 71a
assent and, 20–20a
author’s aim to systematise, 5–8b
being and, 71a, 71c, 72b, 82, 108
Charity and, 100–101, 104–105,

107–108, 110–111
Christ as, 99–101
communication of, 80
contradiction and, 44
desire to know, 80a
discovery of, 52a
divine person and, 100
defenders of, 4a, 5d
error and, 2–5, 20, 23a, 25, 51, 52,

54–54a
first step and, 6b
forms of, 5a–5b, 8, 53, 68a,–69, 82
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freedom and, 28b
God and, 110
good works and, 100
Gospel and, 49a
harmony and simplicity of, 18
idea and, 26a, 100
immortal, 45a
intellectual feeling and, 38
intolerance of, 51a
joy in, 76
knowledge and, 20, 112
known in two ways, 76
love of, 23, 48, 76
man and, 71, 82a, 105
mind and, 2, 5b, 6, 7
natural and supernatural, 106
new portion of, 35
objective order and, 90a
order of, 108
people blind to, 15
philosophers and, 70a–71
philosophical systems and, 45a–49a
philosophy and, 28b, 31, 68a, 75, 77
plurality of truths, 8–8b
potencies and, 26a–28
principle and, 110
reason and, 76
reasoning and, 32
society and, 22 2
Spirit of, 89
study of, 1a
subsistent, 37, 76, 106–107, 110
supernatural and, 37, 100
system of, 5e, 7, 8b, 22, 44, 50a, 51,

52a
thought and, 24a, 30
understanding and, 32
unity of, 5d–e, 8, 53
twofold, 44
various forms and ways of, 53
virtue and, 4a, 70–70a, 75, 100
vision of, 71, 79
will and, 28a, 66, 70
wisdom and, 69, 76, 90
words and, 7

Understanding
faith and, 30
fourth category of the just and, 95
ideas and, 91
reasoning and, 34
truth and, 32
wisdom and, 99

Uneducated, The
God and, 95
reasoning of, 37

Unity
mankind restored to, 97

Utility
government and, 14a

Vice
knowledge and, 77

Virtue
being and, 77
concept of, 90a
freedom and, 112
happiness and, 77
Holy Spirit and, 95
knowledge and, 61, 77, 90a
life and, 110
new, 81
philosophy and, 57, 72, 77
religion and, 75
truth and, 4a, 70–70a, 75, 100
wisdom and, 75, 95

Way
Christ as, 99–100

Will
freedom of, 67
information and, 59
reflective, conscious, 76
sanctification of, 94
Spirit and, 94
the real, the ideal and the, 92
thought and, 28a, 66
truth and, 28a, 66, 70, 76
wisdom and, 90a

see also Free Will

Wisdom
bliss and, 111
Charity and, 100, 111
Christian, 104–105, 109
disciples of Christ and, 101–103, 111
fear of the Lord and, 96
forms of, 69, 76, 96
four modes of, 95
God and, 92
human, 90
image of, 67
knowledge and, 69, 79
love of wisdom, 112
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mind and, 62
natural, 90a
nineteenth century and, 2
pagan philosophers and, 62–62a
people and, 69
philosophy and, 69–70a, 76, 92, 112
prudence and, 145
sanctity and, 94
second constituent of, 90a
supernatural knowledge and, 81, 90
thinking, actions and, 1b
truth and, 69, 76, 90, 100, 111
twofold aspect of, 100
two parts of, 62b, 95, 98
understanding and, 99
unity of, 78
virtue and, 75, 100
will and, 90a
work of Christian, 104

Word of God
as light, 94
as person, 85
as Truth, 100
being and, 85, 87
character on soul, 92; 137
disciples and, 103
Father and, 98

God and, 86, 88, 92; 137
grace (moral force) and, 93
Holy Spirit and, 96
human mind and, 73
idea and, 100
Jesus Christ as, 88, 98
judging presence of, 37
life and, 99
mankind and, 88, 96
perception of, 85, 93, 95
sight of, 85
spoken words and, 98
supernatural light and, 85
the all and, 87
wisdom and, 96, 100
wise man and, 98

Words
as signs, 82
changes and, 100
different entities and, 60
logical order and, 60a
new meanings for, 100
philosophy, real world and, 24a
‘spirit’, 94
two classes of, 60a

Worship
sanctity and, 94

236 Introduction to Philosophy


	IP1 01 Titles
	IP1 02 Contents
	IP1 03 pp.001-25
	IP1 04 pp.026-60
	IP1 05 pp.061-90
	IP1 06 pp.091-130 
	IP1 07 pp.131-170
	IP1 08 pp.171-210
	IP1 09 Orig Lang Ref
	IP1 10 Bib Index
	IP1 11 Pers Index
	IP1 12 Gen Index

