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First Lecture*
Introductory remarks:
Thanks for words of introduction. Importance of Thomistic philosophy for
future of thought. The new world destined to play great part in culture of
mind. Its thinking will have a decisive influence on the future. In St.
Thomas’ philosophy we shall find salvation for the intelligence. That is why
I crossed the ocean and braved the hurricane, which, for its violence,
gained the publicity of the newspapers.
Thomism is not merely an historical thing, a system of thought, vital only in the past but
now interesting merely as an historical phase of human reflection. We must, of course, study it
historically in order to know what it was and what it is now. But we should not think of it as a
specimen in the museum of thought. On the contrary, its substance and its spirit transcend
time, are intemporal like all that is true. We must think of it not only historically but in
connection with contemporary problems. In Thomism we shall see the actual, present-day
salvation of the intelligence. We stand for a living Thomism, not an archaeological Thomism.
Whence arises a double obligation upon Thomists. First: To defend the stability and
permanence of traditional thought against individualism of modern thought and mistaken
conception of progress. Individualism destroys the social character of thought and sacrifices
the valuable aid of tradition for thought. False progress uproots and rejects the precious
legacies of the past and places undue confidence in novelty simply because it is novelty. 1 st
duty – defend thought against progress (as it is understood in the world to-day). Second: To
defend the vitality and development of traditional thought against the immobilism of certain
scholastics and the rigidity of those who insist upon the “nil innovetur nisi quod traditum est”.
The wisdom of St. Thomas is always young. It renews its youth, constantly renovates,
rejuvenates itself. It is a growing body, increasing in beauty and perfection from day to day.
Second duty: defend thought agains fixationists—rigid, stiff traditionalism.
First duty: Defend thought against Progress.
Man is a social animal because he must learn and he must teach. St. Thomas develops
his ideas about teaching in the De Magistro (De Verit. C. XI). The teacher is like the physician.
The principle agent in teaching is not the teacher but intelligence. Nature is stable, constant:
not perpetually changing. So too tradition, the transmission of knowledge is necessary as the
stable basis of learning. To regard knowledge as continually changing is to choose chaos and
barbarism.
*Translated from the original French by an unknown translator. Perhaps Fr. Brezik himself.
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Science must be progressive. Its progress is marked by a successive replacement of one
thing by another. Horse and wagon—railways—automobiles—airships: Candles—oil lamps—
gas—electricity: Ptolemy—Copernicus—Newton—Einstein etc. We are prone to extend this
progress to philosophy and the spiritual life as a whole. It was, we are inclined to think the
normal thing that mediaeval thought should cede the place to Cartesian thought, Descartes to
Kant—Bergson—Heidegger—Soviet philosophy etc..
The modern mind is scandalized that we offer a system identical in structure with
Aristotle and St. Thomas. We have a modern type of science, why not of philosophy? This is a
preliminary difficulty: an obstacle in the way of fair-minded folk which prevents them from
investigating Thomistic thought. They are stopped, as it were, at the very entrance door.
The difficulty is the result of a confusion. The philosopher is not a tailor who must
follow the changing styles. There is a confusion of thought in the question: we have a new kind
of plumbing, why have we not a new kind of thinking?
There are two types of progress. Correspond somewhat to St. Augustine’s ideas of
Science and Wisdom. Adopting terminology of Gabriel Marcel, we may say, Every question
posited by the mind has a two-fold aspect: There is the aspect of mystery in the object and the
aspect of problem in our concept. Descartes’ crime was to make mystery the enemy of
intelligence by introducing his theory of clear and distinct ideas as the sine qua non of thought.
This is of course a vitally important conception for all forms of idealism and every rationalistic
theory of clear and distinct ideas. Descartes accepted God but made Him transcendent to
thought. Intelligence must not, cannot aim or tend towards Him. Open your eyes upon nature
and the universe: shut them to mystery. Faith is blind acceptance; not knowledge or
understanding. The acceptance of mystery is therefore not in the line of knowing since from
the nature of the case mystery cannot be expressed in clear and distinct ideas. Faith and
reason move in different orders, entirely different, and there can be no passage or reciprocal
influence from one order to the other.
Mystery, however, should be regarded differently. Descartes’ conception of mystery
and the mysterious is wrong. Mystery is not the enemy, but the food of intelligence. The very
nature of knowledge is enveloped in mystery. To know is to become the other – fieri aliud in
quantum aliud: and if ever there was a mystery it is here. How can intelligence remain itself yet
become the other? Moreover, the proper object of intelligence is being. Being is itself a
mystery. From the point of view of the fullest realization of the concept of being, intelligence is
confronted with a reality too rich, too pure to be comprehended: from the opposite point of
view, that of the most meagre realization of the concept of being—viz. in matter, potency—the
reality is too poor, too weak, too jejune to offer sufficient content for a distinct and clear
intelligible idea. Mystery is ontological plenitude; the intelligence must plunge into it, move in
its vastness; but it can never hope to exhaust it. Its confines recede as the mind advances
towards them until in mystery par excellence—the supernatural—they stretch outward to
infinity—et ultra. All this is food for intelligence and on this food it waxes strong, powerful,
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penetrating. The mists gradually dissipate but never does the cloud of impenetrable mystery
raise nor will it completely disappear until the vision of God fills the intelligence with light.
The problem aspect deals not with the object known but with the adaptation of our
concepts in the expression of knowledge. Here we have something of an enigma, a puzzle. It is
no longer question of the ontological content of knowledge but rather of the framing of a
conceptual system for the adequate representation of reality. There is in this something of the
question of Oedipus and the Sphinx. We have to deal with a conceptual knot which one has
tied and another must untie and tie again. It is a notional complex created by the intelligence
which seems incapable of resolution, denouement by the intelligence.
Both of these aspects are conjointly present in every question. For, 1st, every question is
a question about being—whence mystery: and 2nd, we must conceptualize, we do not know
being by an intuitive grasp of its full content—whence problem.
One of the other of these aspects predominates in every question. It depends upon the
nature of the question which aspect prevails. The problem aspect prevails where the question
is least ontological. The mystery aspect where the ontological character of the question is
predominant. Thus in the realm of phenomena, numbers and pure entia rationis the problem
aspect is predominant. Here, we have indifference to the reality or unreality of the concepts; it
is rather a practical question, a question of technique, such as is presented by science and
mathematics. The mystery aspect predominates in metaphysics and theology where the boing
of the thing, its reality, is the question more than our representation of that reality.
Progress in questions where problem aspect predominates is linear—Progress by
substitution. Like the successive views in a landscape. The more these questions realize their
epistemological type the more they advance in this fashion.
Progress in questions where mystery aspect predominates is immobile, vehement,
vital—by deepening insight. It is a deeper, fuller knowledge of the same which constitutes this
progress, not a substitution of one aspect for another. Example:- Reading Holy Scripture, the
same is read again and again but there is always a deeper insight. N.B. Progress by deepening
insight—development.
In this type of progress (by deepening insight) tradition is most necessary, because it is
knowledge of the same, it is a vital growth, the whole grows upon the past and out of it.
(Contrast chemical combinations with cellular growth.) Tradition must not be abandoned, else
we should not hold to the same; yet tradition must not petrify for progress by deepening
insight is intrinsically dynamic, intense and active.
Cfr. Chesterton, The Victorian Age in Literature, Chap. 1.
“. . . . real development is not leaving things behind, as on a road, but drawing
life from them as from a root. Even when we improve we never progress. For
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progress, the metaphor from the road, implies a man leaving his home behind
him: but improvement means a man exalting the towers and extending the
gardens of his home.”
These ideas may be illustrated or commented upon as follows:Man has three thirsts:
1. I thirst for the solution of my problem: I seek to adapt, arrange, harmonize
and order my concepts so that my thinking may be consistent, inwardly coherent. When I make
a discovery I feel my thirst is slaked for the time being: but I get thirsty again for other waters of
knowledge, I get curious about other things. This is the Problem Aspect.
2. I thirst to know being—what is, reality. When I know it I am still thirsty but thirsty for
a more intimate knowledge of the same—being. “Those who eat of this bread shall still hunger.”
Created wisdom does not penetrate Mystery to its depths but by an increasing insight sees more clearly
how mysterious being really is. This is the Mystery Aspect.
3. I thirst for the waters of Eternal Life. I yearn to see God—the Word of God, to
possess the Wisdom of the Father. This thirst is partially slaked by the Gifts of the Holy Ghost and the
Infused Virtues (Theological and Moral) which are the beginnings of eternal Beatitude (Grace blooms
into Glory). In the Beatific Vision that thirst will be finally and completely slaked. There will be no more
thirst for there will be nothing more to thirst after. This is Beatitude the culmination of all tendencies
and efforts after Wisdom and Science.
The second and third of these progressive movements are characterized by increasing intimacy,
stability of texture and permanence of doctrinal tradition.
The first type is successive, substitutional, changeable and transitional. The first type progresses
in a linear fashion. The second and third progress in spiral fashion.
The height of absurdity is to confuse the first and third types and to make Beatitude equivalent
to a Problem. This is to see more in movement than in rest, in becoming than in being, in research than
in contemplation. Leibnitz was a victim of this absurdity; he regarded it as a tiresome thing to possess
always the same truth; knowledge is a road through unsatisfying bits of information: the search is
preferable to the possession. Kant asks why God is not bored by the eternal contemplation of Himself.
It is a disorder to confuse the first and second types of progress. This is the confusion of
Philosophy with Science; of Wisdom with Knowledge (Sapientia – Scientia): Progress by substitution with
progress by deepening insight.
Confirmation of these ideas:1. Relations between Theology and Philosophy
Theology is necessarily stable. (Modernistic evolutionary theory in Theology is heresy).
“Heaven and earth shall pass away but my word will not pass away.” Theology is knowledge rooted in
faith: not merely human reason (philosophy) applied to revealed data (Cfr. Degres du Savoir p, 500f)
Here there can be no substitution. The truths are immutable. Theology uses philosophy. Theology is
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free in respect to philosophy and may choose what philosophical conceptions are best adapted for the
elucidation of revealed doctrine. Whence it follows that philosophy, be stable. Were it constantly
shifting philosophy could not be of service to theology. It would so lose its highest claim to recognition
and honour—it would cease to be philosophy. Hence, a Christian thinker grasps and accepts the
necessity of stability in philosophical thought more readily than the non-Christian and he sees the
reason why; he knows theology and understands that it is a stable and exact science.
There is a danger, however, in this and it is important to see it clearly and to guard against it.
The danger consists in confusing two types or kinds of stability, the stability of the Word of God and the
stability of first principles in the order of reason and of established conclusions based upon reason.
There must be basis, fundamental stability in human thought but it is not the stability of faith.
Knowledge by faith is more certain (therefore more stable) than knowledge by natural intelligence.
There must be no confusion of philosophy with theology.
2. These ideas have their value for the modern man. Experience demonstrates that modern
thinkers have bent their efforts to fuse (we should say confuse) the first two types of progress—the first
two thirsts—the problem with the mystery aspects, progress by substitution with progress by deepening
insight, science with philosophy.
Descartes denied the possibility of Theology as science, knowledge—faith is blind acceptance—
and tried to solve the mystery of being by clear and distinct ideas.
Kant denied the possibility of philosophy as science, knowledge—criticized the very power of
reason—and tried to substitute the problem of knowledge (the problem of critique, epistemology) for
the problem of being (the metaphysical mystery of the real).
Reason has no longer even the criteria for the recognition of truth.
Leo XIII proclaimed a return to St. Thomas. It was not simply a question of pedagogy, not merely
a critical attitude towards existing systems, a matter of discipline. It was a prophetic vision. It was his
aim to offer a wisdom to humanity, to reestablish wisdom in a world which, though in intellectual agony
had yet a common culture which held it together and should have rendered possible the acceptance of
the wisdom upon which that culture rested.
Second Duty: Defend perpetual novelty against Immobilists.
The task which confronted St. Thomas in the 13th century was the task which confronts us today.
He had to purify thought of foreign excrescences and accretions—to scrape off the rust which had
accumulated on the thought which had come down through the ages from St. Augustine. Extraneous
influences and currents of thought from foreign sources had polluted the pure stream of Christian
thought and rendered it stagnant with incrustations. It had to be purified and cleansed so that it might
flow on in a steady stream of pure waters. St. Thomas encountered obstacles to his efforts. Rigid
traditionalists opposed his efforts and decried his “novelties”. (Gilson speaks of “hard-boiled
theologians!” He had to overcome immobilism.
Today we have the same work to do; the same obstacles to overcome. Our contemporary
philosophical “stand-patters” swear by their text-book learning and oppose all “innovations”, as they call
honest and enlightened efforts at improvement and development. Let St. Thomas be our pattern! The
rigour of principles must be rigidly maintained for this is the condition without which philosophical
progress would be an impossibility. Let there be no additions, no substitutions, no novelties. No NeoScholasticism! To advocate such a method exposes to the risk of progress by substitution. The “Neo” is
liable to devour the “scholasticism”. Development must come from within; it is a vital growth, an auto5

folding, a transfiguration in situ; the same Augustinian thought which passed through St. Thomas must
once more be freed from the accumulations of centuries and set free to flow on down through the ages
growing and developing as it did in the 13th century under the impulse of the Angelic Doctor. Its growth
must be a vital growth. When the child grows into adult estate the whole child grows, the whole child is
transfigured, the child remains the same person in adult age as he was in youth and in infancy. It is this
kind of progress which philosophy grows out of the past and is filled with all that the past has found
good and true.
Progress of this sort must go forward in full contact with those around us, those who are other
than we are in thought and outlook and whose systems of philosophy are ill founded, adapted only to
the vision of an epoch or an age. There is a virtual philosophy in the course of events, a philosophy
which is latent, yet real and deep. It progresses beneath the surface of the passing scene and is
unformulatable as a whole at any given time; yet it realizes itself progressively when there is a center
around which its vicissitudes may cluster. The philosophy of St. Thomas will give continuous expression
to that virtual current (or undercurrent) of thought because it is organic. It can assimilate, as every
living organism assimilates, the material of its environment and infusing into it a “form”, give it life and
development. The philosophy of St. Thomas is destined to actualize, to realize, to accomplish, the
progress of philosophy by assimilating to itself the new elements which the passage of time presents.
There can be no progress of the substance itself of philosophical thought. Such change would spell
destruction. (Recall what Gilson has said of the inevitable destruction of philosophy through the
attempt to conceive the universe in an idealistic fashion—the failure of the Cartesian Method as seen in
the history of modern thought.) The change will not be one of substance but of mode. Old truths in
new dress, new forms of presentation; new perspectives on the same landscape.
Vocabulary: - In line with this conception of philosophical progress achieved in close contact with the
historical facts—the changing modes of philosophizing—the Thomist will be naturally led to revise,
refresh, renew, recast his vocabulary; the terminology, nomenclature and phraseology of the language
in which the doctrines or teachings of St. Thomas are clothed.
The concepts themselves do not change. The same, identical concept may be rediscovered by a
different mode, a different approach, from a different angle or point of view. Such differences of mode
inevitably involve differences of expression, language, vocabulary.
The ancients had a happy confidence in the spontaneity of intelligence working on and through
the sensible. They realized that intelligence had a life of its own on a higher level than that of the
material world. They could trust intelligence to deal with sensible reality and express itself in material
ways without fearing that it would lose itself in matter and the corporeal. Their intelligence was strong
enough to transcend the sensible and penetrate to its very heart where it found intelligibility—reality of
intelligible nature. For instance, in seeking a definition of life they could confidently proceed to look for
it in motion, without endangering their intelligence, without running the risk of mistaking spatial
displacement, local motion, for the principle of spontaneity which is the root of that motion in things
that move by vital impulse. They could define life as “motion from within” and call those things “living”
or “alive” which “move themselves” without losing sight of the principle from which that motion
proceeded. They could proceed more materially because they were more spiritual. We are more
material in our way of thinking; therefore we feel the need of a vocabulary which is more spiritual. The
tendency of our minds is to spatialize, concretize, materialize even the most spiritual realities. Whence,
in order to grasp the spiritual, the immaterial both in itself and as it is latent in the sensible and material
world, we require words which will not be obstacles to that spiritual insight but rather aids to our minds,
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so materialistically inclined, to transcend the sensible and attain to the intelligible at the very core of
things. For this reason terms which have an appearance of greater abstraction (noetic, dianoetic,
paranoetic etc.) may prevent the danger of spatially imagining and concretizing what belongs strictly to
the order of the intelligible.
A final remark: If the work of the Thomistic philosopher is, as we have indicated, to push forward to
fuller growth and development, to progress, yet to preserve unswerving fidelity to tradition, a difficulty
immediately presents itself—a difficulty which is unsurmountable so long as the attitude of modern
philosophy is retained.
The difficulty may be stated thus: - Philosophy must go forward progressively and if it is truly
philosophy—if the philosopher is true to his essence as philosopher—it must suffer no constraint. If
necessary, the philosopher should philosophize himself out of all tradition and follow rigorously through
to the inexorable end of his philosophical thinking come what may. All considerations outside of the
exigencies of philosophical reflection are extraneous to philosophy and destructive of the very essence
of philosophy. Whence the restraints of tradition are shackles on philosophy and cannot be tolerated by
the true, sincere philosopher.
The difficulty rests upon an idea which, historically speaking, goes back to the 17th century but
which is never found precisely formulated. This idea is, strictly stated and shorn of all disguise, that a
philosopher is not a man but only a philosopher: philosophy replaces nature: the philosopher is the
philosopher and nothing else than the philosopher. (Cfr. Maritian, La philosophie Chretienne pp. 34-35.)
We are reminded of the fallacy in logic against which both Plato (Sophist) and Aristotle
(Organon) protested and upon which they opposed Aristhenes. If it be true that “Koriskos” and
“Korikos” above can be predicated of “Koriskos” then it is true that “Koriskos is Koriskos” but there is no
justification for saying “Koriskos is a man”. The problem of predication is the same today. “The
philosopher is the philosopher”. There is something touching in this attitude, a desire to preserve the
purity of the philosophy of mind, a sort of heroic surrender to an ideal regardless of the consequences.
Unfortunately it is based upon illusion and logical fallacy. (Dfr. Maritain, Reflexions sur l’intelligence pp.
21-22.). “Koriskos” and “man” are the same in the reality, they are diverse in the concept or the notion;
“idem re, divera ratione.” (S.T. Ia.q.13, al2.) But for the moderns nothing must take the place of the
habitus of philosophy, not even the nature of man.
The root of the error is in the failure of the moderns to distinguish well between the subject and
the object. They would specify habitus by the subject, not by the object. An artist is not a man who
makes things well—he is just a maker of things: a philosopher is not a man who philosophizes, he is just
a philosophizer. Philosophy devours the philosopher: art devours the artist. Everything must give way
before art or philosophy (as the case may be) even the human nature of the artist or philosopher.
Philosophy becomes the final end of the philosopher: philosophy demands the damnation of the
philosopher: the man must surrender to the thinker. The moderns thus cut off a section of their nature
and glorify it so that it becomes the whole and expels all which is not that very section.
The ancients, on the contrary, distinguished well between subject and object. The habitus is not
specified by the subject but by the object. Theology, Philosophy, Science differ because of their formal
object. One and the same subject—John Smith—may be a theologian, a philosopher and a scientist. He
remains the same and retains his whole nature. It is the same man who philosophizes and who prays.
He is not divided. From the de jure point of view as well as from the de facto point of view philosophy
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must not, cannot, be isolated from life, i.e. human life whole and entire. A philosopher is not a
philosopher if he does not pray. (Cfr. Chesterton, “An aetheist and a man were standing on a doorstep.)
Otherwise he does not vanquish the antinomies of thought. He does not philosophize as a St. Thomas,
for whom tradition was a spur to progress and progress the blooming of tradition.
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Foreword
he subject matter of this lecture is the relation which obtains between the liberal State and Christian
Teducation.
By liberal State, we mean any state which is not totalitarian and which does not therefore set

itself up as the ultimate end of its citizens. By Christian education, we mean the kind of education which
is given in schools in which the whole life of both teachers and pupils is informed by the love of Christ.
These definitions are enough to make clear that what we have in mind is a general problem, not one
confined to any particular country, university, college or school. We are dealing with principles, not with
concrete political situations. Yet it is our sincere conviction that particular situations should be discussed
in the light of these principles and that facing the nature of the problem is a vital necessity for all nontotalitarian societies.
What is at stake is not the right of the liberal State to teach, nor its ability to do so. The real issue is
that liberal States are exhibiting a growing tendency to assume the whole responsibility for public
education at the very moment when the notion of morality itself is losing its meaning. Hence, for the
liberal state, this curious dilemma, either to enforce a moral code whose justification it does not itself
recognize, or to stand by and watch the gradual disintegration of public morality. In the face of such
alternatives we should like to suggest that, precisely because it is liberal, the modern State should favour
those Christian schools which along give an education based upon positive principles. How this can best
be done is no longer just a philosophical problem but a political one as well; and there is no reason for
thinking that it is a problem for which there is only one solution.
Himself a Catholic, the author of this lecture has always had in mind Catholic schools; but he does
not think that these are the only schools deserving the attention of public powers. The liberal State should
encourage religious education under all its forms, at least if it realizes how urgent is its own need of
morally educated citizens. Let Protestants give their children a Protestant education, provided only they
realize that “not to be Catholic” is not in itself enough to make an education “protestant.” The liberal
State is not a Church; we do not expect it to decree the marks of the true religion. Nor are we looking to it
for spiritual guidance. States are only too fallible, and those among us who wish to see them enforce the
true religion, should always remember what happens in those countries where what is enforced by the
State is a false religion. With the liberal State, religious tolerance is a political necessity, and to recognize
this practical fact is neither to indulge in philosophical skepticism, nor to profess indifference in matters
of religion. In these necessarily sketchy pages, we are simply warning the liberal State that its own
survival is at stake, and that, unless it be resolved to commit suicide, it cannot allow Christian education
to perish.

The Breakdown of Morals and Christian Education
efore approaching the actual subject of my lecture, I beg to warn this kindly audience that there is
Bsomething
deceptive in the simplicity of its title. Nothing would be easier than to begin with a depressing

picture of contemporary morality. Our morning papers bring us every day our usual supply of crimes,
armed robberies, criminal assaults, and quite especially those spicy private scandals which always find, in
the mind of their readers some secret complicity. Just take a look at the cheap collections of popular
novels! What is the usual subject matter of these twenty-five cent pot-boilers? Most of the time, crime
and sex. Nor is immorality confined to the sphere of private life. Governments themselves are today
investigating their own criminal activities. Public reports are issued by official commissions revealing the
corruption of politicians, of officials, of judges, and of the police, as though even those who make the
laws, and who are in charge of enforcing them, no longer felt bound by their authority. Indeed, it would
be very easy to show that there is a general crisis of morality in our own times, so much so that juvenile
delinquency is becoming for the State a more and more urgent problem.
But that’s just the trouble, it would be too easy. Every historian knows that this sort of complaint is a
perennial one. Each human generation seems to live under the delusion that the preceding ones were
distinctly better, more honest and more virtuous. Now I would not maintain that all human generations
are equally good or equally bad; my only point is that, in former times, it was all a question of degree.
Just as we can distinguish good and bad moments in the lives of individuals, so can we discern in the
history of Rome, of England or of France, periods during which the bonds of morality seemed to get
somewhat loose, and other periods during which these very same bonds appeared to tighten again. Let us
remember, for instance, the puritan civilization of seventeenth-century New England, with the violent
reaction it provoked in American literature. Or let us compare pre-Victorian England to both Victorian
England and post-Victorian England. Here we can observe, under a very concrete form these alternations
of moral rigidity and of moral looseness which follow each other, at least in some countries, with the
regularity of an historical law.
What is happening today is something quite different. The very starting point of my remarks is not
the breakdown of the mores, that is to say, of moral behaviour, but the breakdown of morality itself. The
very idea that there is an objective distinction between good and evil, and that man, by consulting his
reason, can tell with certitude what is right and what is wrong, is today publicly discussed, subjected to a
sharp critique and, as often as not, rejected as wholly deprived of rational justification. This is something
entirely different from, and much more serious than, any temporary relaxation or loosening of moral laws
themselves. This is the denial of the very existence of such laws. The real trouble with our own times is
not the multiplication of sinners, it is the disappearance of sin.
There are reasons for this tremendous change in attitude. First of all, there is the openly-stated denial
that there is a God. Next, there is the open recognition of the consequences of this admission in so far as
the validity of moral laws is concerned. There have always been practical atheists, that is to say, men who
have lived as though there were no God. There have always been some avowed atheists, that is to say,
men who, for philosophical reasons, have been convinced that there is in reality no actual being
corresponding to the word “God.” But what is happening today is something different. I should say:
essentially different. It is the decision, made by certain men, and even by certain States, to proclaim the
non-existence of God as a scientifically established dogma, and not only to profess it, but to teach it in
schools, in colleges and in universities. Nor is this all. For indeed, if it is true that there is no God, then
the whole of human life, both private and public, has to be reorganized on the basis of this new truth. For
centuries and centuries, men have been taught to believe that there is a God, and even today, millions of
them still believe that there is one. But, as Nietzsche said, this is simply because they do not know that
“God is dead.” They do not know it yet, but, sooner or later, they will become aware of the fact, and there
even are signs that the day when all men will have reached its awareness is rapidly growing near. In other
words, for the first time since the beginning of the world, mankind is approaching the day when it will

have to live alone, left to its own decisions and to its own resources, without the guidance of a God and,
consequently, of any religion.
This is the most tremendous revolution that ever took place in world history. At the very beginning,
those who envisaged a godless society experienced a feeling of liberation. At last, man was going to be
free! Yet, the most tragic prophet of this new era, the German philosopher Nietzsche, had been fully
aware of the fact that, when man should at last be liberated from the authority of God, he would find
himself face to face with the entirely new task of creating his own moral values, that is, of determining
what should henceforth be considered as right or wrong, good or evil. In our own days, the typical
representative of the French school of existentialists, J.P. Sartre, has forcefully expressed this tragic side
of the new situation. Still more recently, at the 1950 philosophical Congress of Bordeaux (France),
another French philosopher, Polin, calmly announced that he was going to speak against the traditional
notion of moral “wisdom” because, so far as he could see, there were no objective moral values. Only
that is morally good, he said, which we declare to be so, and only what we specifically affirm to be
morally wrong is actually morally wrong. Man, said Polin, is the creator of moral values. Now this is a
very extreme position indeed, especially for a “Professor of Moral Philosophy and of the Science of
Education” in a State university, yet, after all, it is a consistent one. For indeed, if there is no God, who
but man himself can teach man the distinction between what is right and what is wrong? This is perfectly
logical. However, when all is said and done, there is still one more question to be answered. What do we
mean by man? Man in general does not exist; there are individual men only, and who, among them will
have authority to teach us the distinction between good and evil? Thus far, no one. And this is what I call
the true breakdown of morals, not indeed the all too frequent breaking of a moral code, but the new fact
that today there is no moral code to break.
To this, it will perhaps be objected that the societies we live in are actually rather keen on
distinguishing between good and evil. Have we not our laws, our police regulations? Are not our laws
enforced by all sorts of sanctions, extending from small fines and short terms in jail right on up to capital
punishment? Yes, but (and here is the point) what have these laws to do with morality? There are laws
which forbid acts which, morally speaking, are irreprehensible. Such laws, as laws, should be obeyed.
But the fact that it is always bad to break the law does not at all mean that what the law forbids is in itself
sinful. I understand that, in Toronto, it is against the law to take a bottle of beer to a friend’s house. All
right, then we will not do it. But this does not mean that carrying a bottle of beer is in itself a sin.
Robbing and killing are different cases. These acts are likewise forbidden by the laws of the State and by
those of traditional morality; but why are they forbidden by the laws of the State? Simply because
citizens want to make reasonably sure that their property and their lives will be respected. If a robber
were to ask his judge: “After all, what is wrong with stealing?”, all that the judge could reply is “What is
wrong with it, is that it is forbidden by the law.” The fact that it is a commandment of the Lord is
irrelevant to the point of view of the judge qua judge. The proof of this is that, should the robber object
on the ground that he does not believe in God, the judge would have to reply that, from the point of view
of the law, this makes no difference. In our western countries polygamy is still a crime, except, of course,
under the form of divorce. We may have as many wives as we please, but successively, not two at a time.
Why is divorce legal and bigamy criminal? No judge is supposed to worry about this. Likewise, when
State propaganda tries to discourage people from murdering one another, the best it can say is that “Crime
does not pay.” Even this is not so sure, but let us suppose it is true, what does it prove? As H.M.
McLuhan aptly remarks in his stimulating book, The Mechanical Bride,1 are we to say that, if crime did
pay, it would be all right to kill? This would be the perfect justification for the would-be murderer who
thinks that he can kill and get away with it. Besides, let us entertain no illusion about this: “Thou shalt
not kill” is far from being a universally recognized precept, much less an unassailable moral law. In
Sweden, where abortion is supervised by the state, it has become legal to kill, and just as, in this case,
undesirable babies are legally eliminated, there are many people, in all so-called civilized countries, who
1
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are beginning to wonder if incurables should not quickly be disposed of? Euthanasia is a pleasant
sounding word, but, after all, mercy killing still is killing. How long will law still protect us against this
charitable eagerness to relive us of the burden of life? Nobody knows, it is all a matter of custom. As
soon as there is a majority in favour of mercy killing, the liberal State will legalize it. Obviously, even
when they stand on the side of morality, the laws of the State cannot do much more than take morality for
granted. They are not responsible for the moral justification of morality.
This is precisely the point where the problem of education enters the picture. It entered it, at least, at
the very moment when modern States decided to assume the responsibility for public education. This
epoch-making event is not so old as most people imagine. There was no state-teaching in classical
Antiquity, except in Sparta, which was a totalitarian State. More important still, is the fact that all our
modern teaching institutions have been created by the Catholic Church, not by any State. The
Universities date from the early thirteenth century, and the oldest one, that of Paris, received its first
statute from the then acting pontifical legate in France. What we today call High Schools are an invention
of the Jesuits, who organized the first ones in the sixteenth century. As to the primary schools, they began
to take shape in the seventeenth century, when Saint John Baptist de la Salle organized a teaching order
specially destined to fight illiteracy in the mass of the population. All these schools, colleges and
universities were run by priests and religious of various orders or congregations, plus, of course, the nuns
of the divers communities who, as Saint John Baptist de la Salle himself acknowledged, have often been
ahead of the men and done pioneering work in these domains. When we speak of “Separate Schools,”2 let
us not imagine that the Catholic schools once separated themselves from the State operated schools. The
real “Separate” schools are those which the State separated from both the Church and God, when at the
time of the French Revolution, it decided to open schools of its own and to take charge of public
education.
At first sight, this was an easy thing to do and there was no evident reason why it should not be done.
In fact, the State has a duty to make sure that all its future citizens receive a proper education. It must
even see to it that enough of them be prepared to fulfill the various tasks which are required for the
welfare of its members. A society needs skilled workers, engineers, scientists, physicians, lawyers,
soldiers, businessmen, competent farmers, etc. Moreover, the State has at its disposal resources which
enable it to build and to maintain schools, colleges and universities, including the tremendously costly
laboratories and libraries which are necessary to such institutions. Last, not the least, since it is the proper
business of the State to provide for the temporal welfare of its citizens, nobody can say that it is not
minding its own business when it organizes a public school system and makes sure that the largest
possible number of children receive the most complete instruction possible.
This the modern State has done in many different countries, and its teachers have done it well, but
there was a difficulty hidden in the very nature of its undertaking. The Church had never aimed to teach
for the sake of teaching. The true aim of the Church has always been to educate, and, more precisely, to
educate men in view of their eternal salvation. Naturally, since teaching is part and parcel of all
education, the Church has always had to teach. Even today, when missionaries set up a chapel, they open
a school at the same time. The reason for this is simple enough. Before making Christians, missionaries
have to make men. This is exactly what the Church did in mediaeval Europe, when its century long
efforts progressively turned half-barbarians into civilized nations. The bishops and the monks, not the
kings, were the real civilizers of Europe, and it is by the Church that the kings themselves were first
civilized. Yet, when all is said and done, the main-spring of this tremendous teaching activity has always
been the will to save as many souls as possible. In short, the teaching work of the Church has always
been subservient to a higher aim, namely Christian education.
Strangely enough, when the modern States decided to open schools of their own, they did not realize
that they would have not only to teach, but also to educate. The reasons which account for their error are
complex, and I do not think they have ever been carefully studied. One of them, at least, seems obvious.
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After ten centuries of Christian education, the peoples of western Europe were so thoroughly permeated
by the rules of Christian conduct that they mistook them for so many evidences of natural reason. So long
as their own morals continued to be Christian, the families whose children were attending the new Stateoperated schools, could provide them with the beliefs and principles of moral conduct for which these
schools could afford no justification. But this moral and religious capital could not last indefinitely. Even
in countries where they did not openly fight religion, public schools did little or nothing to keep it alive.
In most favourable cases, such schools could not continue to distribute to their pupils a teaching wholly
permeated with the spirit of the Church and an education wholly directed towards a Christian end.
Through no fault of their own, but simply by doing what they were supposed to do, and nothing more,
these non-Christian schools prepared new generations of citizens to whom religion appeared as a sort of
additional teaching, if not useless, at least unnecessary, as could be seen from the fact that the State itself
was not including it in its own program of education. True enough, the liberal State did not close the
churches, but churches are places of worship and of religious teaching; it is not there, but in homes and in
schools that children are educated according to the principles of religion. After deciding that religion
should be kept out of its schools, the State has now to deal with new generations of parents who cannot
educated because they themselves have lost the awareness of the religious foundations upon which their
own education had been built. The consequence of this state of affairs is clearly expressed in this title of
an article in Look, November 6, 1951: “Teen-age Vice Begins at Home.” Not at all that parents favour
vice; on the contrary, they are horrified at discovering that, in decent homes like their own, nice little girls
begin by stealing from the corner drugstore, pending the time when they will end as common prostitutes,
if not worse. The bare fact is that, even where it survives, home education is no longer able to withstand
alone the tremendous demoralizing pressure to which our children are now being submitted. Many
parents, who clearly realize this peril, desire the help of a truly Christian school in the task of educating
their children, but the liberal State does not seem to feel the same need. It calmly declares that religion is
a “private affair” at the very moment when “calendars of scandal” are daily revealing the gangrenous
disease which affects the vital organs of public life. Who does not see what sophism lies hidden under
this worn out argument? Yes, indeed, religion is the private affair of each and every citizen, but is it not
the public duty of the liberal State to see to it that all children may receive the religious education which
their parents wish them to receive? Instead of this, the liberal State declares itself religiously neutral and,
the better to express its neutrality, it relegates religion to churches and practically excludes it from its
schools. Let us not forget that, in many State-controlled universities, even where thousands of students
and their families are clamouring for it, the teaching of religion under any form, save perhaps the history
of religions taught by professors who do not necessarily believe in any one, is still positively forbidden on
the campus. If students want it, they have to look for it somewhere else. Now there may be excellent
reasons for this attitude and I am not attacking it; my only point is that, after a hundred years or so of what
can be called, at best, religious indifference in State institutions of learning, we should not be too
surprised to find the religious capital of the nations pretty well exhausted. And even this would be none
of our business, if, at least in the Western Hemisphere, the various States themselves were not beginning
to worry about the situation.
And not without good reason! Just now, States are beginning to realize that they are not equipped to
provide themselves with the kind of citizens they need. They do not need citizens merely, but law abiding
citizens; that is, people who neither steal nor kill even though they could get away with it; not judges, but
incorruptible judges; not policemen, but policemen who do not draw a salary from the very gangsters they
are supposed to catch; not soldiers, but soldiers who are willing to lay down their lives for the defense of
their country. In short, modern states took up education in order to make sure that they be served, but
they are now realizing that, because they cannot educate, the kind of teaching they give is for them no
guarantee that they will be served well.
Confronted with this entirely new problem, modern States have imagined two possible solutions: that
of the totalitarian State and that of the liberal State. Let us examine them separately.

The totalitarian solution is the natural and logical outcome of the move by which modern societies
have made education subservient to their own temporal ends. To the full extent that it educates, the State
educates in view of itself. What, from the very beginning, had prompted the desire for a secularized
education now shines forth with the unmistakable necessity of a principle. The only conceivable end of a
State-owned education is the State itself. States themselves may not know it. They may sincerely believe
that nothing is more foreign to their honest intentions; yet, to put it bluntly, the only reason why a State
may not want children to be educated in view of God is that it wants them to be educated in view of itself.
Totalitarian education does nothing more than go the whole way along the same line. The result is what
we know: political, economic, intellectual and spiritual slavery. Then, as Dorothy Thompson admirably
put it in her column in the Globe and Mail (Aug. 17, 1951), “the state is all power: creator and destroyer,
holding the keys of heaven and hell, both of which are on this earth. Therefore fear it and keep its
commandments. For though the ways of God are inscrutable, they never err. The State being God, cannot
err, and the right hand of God is Stalin, or Hitler, or Tito, to whom be honor and glory, now and for
evermore, Amen.”
This, Miss Thompson presently adds, is blasphemy, which is a strictly correct theological diagnosis,
but this blasphemy is at least a consistent one. Our own liberal States are not necessarily blasphemous,
but they are much less consistent. On the one hand, they refuse to mistake themselves for the God of their
citizens; yet, on the other hand, while professing that they are not the ultimate end of man, they refuse to
say what that ultimate end actually is. In other words, while acknowledging the fact that the temporal
welfare of the State presupposes the recognition, by its citizens, of an order of ends and means set above
the State, our liberal societies persist in considering as “separate” the only schools which can provide
them with the very type of citizens they need, namely, Christian schools. This is not even a half-way
house, it is sheer nonsense. Concerning the ultimate end of man, the laws of moral conduct, the reasons
why there is good and evil, or why there are virtues and vices, the liberal State, taken precisely qua
liberal, knows absolutely nothing. In matters of education properly speaking, the liberal State is strictly
incompetent, not indeed, in spite of the fact that it is liberal, but because of it. Of all the types of political
society the liberal State is the one least qualified to beget the spiritual forces which alone can keep it alive.
Protestants as well as Catholics are equally interested in the recognition of this fact. If we do not care to
awake some morning on the wrong side of the iron curtain, then we are all likewise interested in not
letting the liberal State believe that it can indefinitely persist in educating children in view of nothing.
Either the liberal State will recognize that there is no education without religion, or it will cease to be
liberal by turning itself into a god, and civil service into a religious service. Our only choice is not
between religion and no religion, but between true religion and false religion.
If at least Catholics are aware of this truth, let them not be afraid of stating it, in season and out of
season, the more so as the liberal States themselves are beginning to realize it. In a curious article
recently published by the Globe and Mail (Aug. 14, 1951), a war correspondent in Korea was remarking
that “the Communists in Korea are demonstrating what cause can do.” In other words, the liberal States
are just discovering that soldiers fight better when they have something to fight for, that is a common
“cause,” provided they know what it is, and knowing it, believe in it.
Nothing is more certain, but who is to tell the soldiers of the liberal State what they are fighting for?
One cannot help feeling some misgivings when he reads, in the same article, that in consequence of this
discovery, “the Army is studying religion and philosophy,” and that it studies them as battle factors, that
is to say, as “conditions governing a battle and its outcome.” It would be difficult to show more clearly
the root of the whole mistake. First of all, I, at least, cannot help experiencing an almost physical
revulsion at the thought of using the Gospel of Christ as a battle-governing condition. This is no longer
blasphemy, it is sacrilege. Next, I am afraid the plan will not work. The Gideon Bible is all right, but
Gideon did not wait for the eve of the battle to tell his soldiers: “By the way, there is a God, you know,
and He is what we are going to fight for tomorrow morning!” It would have been too late. Our own army
chaplains cannot be expected to distribute God to the troops as a supplement of ammunition. Unless
soldiers have already learned to know Him on their mothers’ knees, and unless His name has not been

deleted from their hearts in schools which officially profess to know nothing about Him, it will be too late
to call God to the rescue. Catholic soldiers know full well what cause the adversaries of Marxist
imperialism are called upon to defend; it is, through national independence and truly democratic
institutions, the right of man to serve God, even above the State. But the Church alone can teach this, not
the State. Religion alone can teach man to serve God above all things, which is spiritual liberty, itself the
common root of all other liberties.
To sum up, the breakdown of morals is a matter of life or death for the liberal State. After heedlessly
squandering the Christian heritage on which it has lived so long a time, the day is now come when it has
to make a choice: either openly to draw from all the sources of religious life, and thus to survive, or else
to let them dry up, and thus itself to perish.
We are not asking the liberal State to help the Church; we are merely inviting it to help itself by not
excluding its future citizens from the benefit of an education which they can only find in Christian
schools. The liberal State is not a Church; consequently it cannot give a religious education. The liberal
State is not a philosopher; consequently, it has no authority to lay down any philosophical principles, not
even in ethics. All it can do, and actually does, is to allow its teachers and professors to preach an ethical
code deprived of any foundations, as if a river could flow indefinitely after being cut off from its sources.
This is not enough. If it wants to have morally-minded citizens in peace time, and resolute soldiers in war
time, the State must let its members have something to live by, and if necessary, to live for. The
totalitarian States would be less dangerous than they are if they did not know so well how to achieve this
result. Since it itself recognizes, on the contrary, that it is neither the Truth, nor the Way, nor the Life, the
very least that the liberal State can do is not to shut its future citizens from Him Who is the Truth, the
Way and the Life. In short, it has no other choice than to let them have a truly Christian education.
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Father Edward J. Sullivan
The death at 49 of Father Edward J. Sullivan robs Houston of a great teacher and a great
humanist.
Father Sullivan came to the University of Saint Thomas from Toronto 16 years ago, and
in October became superior of the Basilian Fathers of the university. He gave a third of his life
to Saint Thomas, and through his own taste, charm, intellect and spirit, was one of the builders
who swiftly raised the young university to remarkable levels of quality.
A scholar who played tennis and golf
and painted for his own pleasure, Father
Sullivan did some of his best teaching in the
college cafeteria. He was approachable,
shock proof, compassionate. He knew the
value of laughter and never minded
provoking laughter at this own expense if he
could make the day easier or more pleasant
for a student or colleague.
“He was eternally pleased with the
goodness he found in others,” said Father
John F. Murphy, university chancellor, “and
he generated goodness in all who knew him.
He was one of the truly germinal spirits
around the university.”
As a city, Houston benefited from the
achievements—tangible and intangible—of
this stimulating teacher. His loss will be felt
by those who knew and loved him, but his
work will endure in the university he helped
create.

