The texts of the Convivium
EXPERIENCE OF FAITH AND PHILOSOPHY
CONTENTS:   1. Source and essential content of  our common faith in God. -  2. What use can the argumentations of philosophy be in relation to our faith? -  3. A common feeling is necessary not only to progress in dialogue  but also to agree on the premises. -  4. The divorce between concept and being in western philosophy -  5. The absolute of metaphysics  and the absolute of the ideal beings of logic. -  6. For a metaphysics of God.
1.   Source and essential content 

of  our common faith in God 
These thoughts have been confided – and also entrusted, so that they can be carried out – to our friends: to friends united to us by some spiritual relationship; to friends with whom we can meet everyday, and others who are geographically further away; and finally, to virtual friends, because they are still unknown to us, and, so to speak, “just round the corner”. 

Indeed, every now and then life makes us meet people who we used to totally ignore. We did not suspect it at all. And then all of a sudden, when we least expected it, we found they had entered our existence. And it is if we had always known them. 
With so many acquired friends, not only, but potential ones, without knowing it we were already in communion due to the profound affinity that united us. 
What do we have in common? Essentially speaking I would say, a great fortune, an immense grace. 

In various ways we are all beneficiaries of a spiritual discovery. We are all united by a profound sense of God: that sense, which alone gives an absolute sense to all things, to the whole of our lives. 

To be more precise: this spiritual sensitiveness allows us to perceive the presence of God in the most different ways possible, in the most different realities. In this way God reveals Himself to us in the variety of His manifestations. 

We are all limited, imperfect and sinners, each one of us has his own misfortunes. However we do have one merit, at least this one: that we have opened ourselves to the best aspirations that came to us from deep down inside. 

Each one of us has his/her own grief, his own pain, his own difficulties, but we are united by a great good: by a fundamental gain of consciousness. 

The Truth has been revealed to us, although in proportion to our imperfect ability to receive it. And we have opened ourselves up to this revelation. We have trusted in it. 

This trust is faith. It is giving oneself, it is abandoning oneself. 

The revelation of the absolute is not something one can capture, but it is a light that we can only reflect. 

It comes to us from the Elusive. And we can only receive it and make ourselves transparent to it until we too become light. 

Faith, having trusted in it, is our only merit. The rest is grace. Praise to our Creator! 

It would be useful to dwell upon the concept of faith for a while, to insist on some essential points regarding it. 
As we have already said, what promises us all endless good, perfection and happiness is a God, who is undoubtedly real but not demonstrable in precisely scientific terms. It is a God who is reachable by faith. 

Needless to say, faith is not mere will. It is the intuition of a truth. Of a truth, which we cannot however capture, as we said likewise. 

Unlike those worldly realities which are more within our reach and which offer matter to our objective scientific surveys, the truths of faith are revealed to us from a transcendent sphere: and we can only open ourselves to their light by trusting in them. In this sense faith is trust. 
This trusting ourselves in a truth that comes down to us from an ultramundane sphere, which in itself is inaccessible, is precisely the act of faith: a spiritual act of will but also, and above all, of knowledge. 

Let us try to clarify the contents of this revelation, which we know to be the beneficiaries of. We will gradually draw up a kind of reasoned inventory, to summarize it in that which could be called a real profession of faith. 

God reveals Himself to us as the Living, and as the Creator, as the absolute Truth, as our true absolute Self, as our Good and our All, from our heart of hearts, from deep down within our souls. 

He then manifests Himself in all creatures. Particularly in every human being. And furthermore, in every value: in every expression of truth, of good and of beauty. 

Every time we ask ourselves what we have to do or to avoid, in the absolute sense, we feel the reality of an absolute Law and feel that it is always God who expresses Himself in the absolute imperative of the moral. 

In this way every one of our accomplishments as men appears to us as being a little step forward towards the realization of the kingdom of God, a small stone for its construction, a small help offered by us to God Himself for the completion of His creative work. 

That which reveals itself to us as the heart of all our knowledge is the Divinity. And it is in this way, in the Divinity itself, that we discover the Law and the ultimate Aim of our action. In our spiritual sensitiveness we literally feel surrounded by God, lovingly besieged. 

2.   What use can the argumentations of philosophy
      be in relation to our faith? 

We already have rather firm convictions, because they are founded on experience: in other words, on the experience of the external world, on our way of seeing it; and above all, on our intimate experiences. An experience of faith is also possible: of that faith that “trusts” in a truth that has revealed itself of its own initiative. If we already believe in something, or are already convinced of it, then what is the use of making philosophy? 

Philosophy examines our certainties with the aim of considering them thoroughly and confirming them. 

We may ask ourselves: are they only subjective beliefs and opinions, or is their certainty real, is it objectively well-grounded? 

And so we reduce our intimate convictions to a series of opinions formulated in logical terms. And we compare these: first of all to see if they are all compatible, if they are all consistent to one another; secondly, to see if and to what extent they are deducible from one another in such a way as to form demonstrative chains and make argumentations possible. 
They are confirmations that we give to ourselves. But then there are those that we try to give to others. 

We need others. And, in this case, we need their consent and comfort in order to feel less alone in our considerations, in order to give our reasons a term of comparison. 

He who has the passion for the truth not only wants to draw from it for himself, but also to donate it to others. A legitimate aspiration, as long as it is expressed without any excessive presumptuousness and is realized without fanaticism. 

In fact, amongst the people with whom we converse there are those who – it is not important here to establish whether it is right or wrong – we wish to convert to our idea. If we are convinced that certain ideas of theirs are questionable, our argumentation tries to put them into crisis, by analyzing their discourse, by dissecting it, by combing it point by point so that the contradictions are pointed out. 

This pars destruens should be followed by a pars construens, a positive proposal. One will try to argue it starting from evidence that is such also for our interlocutor, and perhaps for every reader possible. 

One will see that the new steps of our discourse prove to be already implicated in the agreed starting point, and therefore prove to be deducible, at least to a certain extent. 

Not all the passages will prove to be implicit and deducible logically speaking. Some will require an effort to be made by our interlocutor in order to obtain a new intuition. 

Therefore, like us, he will have to open his mind to receive a new illumination, which will allow him to perceive something more. He will have to make himself willing and transparent to receive the new truth from that which, in the heart of hearts of each one of us, is the revealing Source of every truth. 

The argumentation we propose to him will not be as such so as to force our interlocutor’s intellect to carry out the new step; however, it should in some way make him see that the new step is reasonable. It should make him see that, in the light of good sense and sound reasonableness, the new step is probable, in other words, worthy of approval. 

Here is the role of that analysis which, if “it works”, it is always and only at the service of a dominating intuitive synthesis. 
3.   A common feeling is necessary 
      not only to progress in dialogue 
      but also to agree on the premises 
There are steps of our argumentation which commit our spiritual sensitiveness. However, an intuitive commitment (not only intellective) could also only be required in order to formulate the premises: in order to agree with the interlocutor on the starting point, from which the entire discourse has to start. 

Even before that, a common intuitive commitment is required, so that the problem itself that one poses oneself makes sense: it has one both for us as well as for the subjects with whom we start any discussion. 

For he who has no metaphysical sensitiveness, the entire metaphysical language is silent, and any problem that we wish to pose ourselves on that subject is also meaningless. 

For example, let us try to ask ourselves what the first cause of all things is. The person before us may say that he is only used to considering intra-worldly causes. In other words, phenomena of our empirical world, which cause other phenomena that are likewise internal to this world. 

Used as he is to only considering intra-worldly causes, our interlocutor candidly confesses that he has no idea at all as to what an extra-worldly cause could be, a cause of the world in its totality. He only knows partial causes; a total cause makes no sense to him at all. 

It is impossible to discuss with he who denies the principles, and above all it is impossible to discuss with he who does not even feel the problems. 
We can only have a philosophical discussion with he who has a minimum philosophical sensitiveness in common with us: needless to say, of the true kind. Therefore we can only have a religious confrontation with those who share a minimum religious sensitiveness. On the contrary, no dialogue can even start with he who does not participate in it in any way. 
4.   The divorce between concept and being 
      in western philosophy 

In order to convalidate our ideas well, in order to verify them well, the first operation to be carried out is to specify their meaning. And so the ideas are transformed into concepts. Each idea is specified through a definition. 

Many ideas correspond, or are supposed to correspond, to existing realities. The existing beings derive from a matrix, or root, which transcends this world. It is at the origin of it, but in a certain way it is beyond it, and therefore, as far as we are concerned, it is mysterious. 

Now defining means clarifying. Insofar as this definition operation is carried out, the mystery is driven further away. At worst one would like to eliminate it, one would like to exclude it totally.
To expect to define everything is extremely presumptuous. This is what a certain philosophy tries to do, which was born in Greece and is now carried out in our Western world. 

Western philosophy is obviously well aware that it is impossible to define everything, in our imperfect condition as men. One is satisfied with being able to define a few things, which we deem fundamental; but this means defining them well: in an indisputable if not thorough manner. 

What is man? What is God? What is every living species? What is every virtue? In other words, what are the essences of things? How are they definable? 
That little that can be said has to be absolutely true and certain. One has to give a correct and exact definition, which, within its limits, excludes every possible doubt. 

To define any existing reality in this manner means capturing its secret; it means capturing its formula, which, as far as this reality is concerned, would mean expressing its essence. 

Defining any existing reality in this manner is a manipulative and magic operation. It means doing violence to the reality, tearing it away from its mystery, dragging it out from its divine transcendent matrix. 
This reality reduced to a concept is like a flower that has been picked or torn from its plant. One knows that a picked flower is like a kind of corpse which starts to decompose. (One should nevertheless take note of this, although the image could disturb the sensitiveness of many romantic people and their sweethearts, who play with these little corpses exchanging them as gifts). 

To define an existing being is like amputating it from its being, to reduce it to a dead concept. 

And therefore, one manipulates a network of ideas that is increasingly abstract and torn away, or uprooted from their being, exchanging them for the corresponding realities. However, the ideas and concepts of these original and live realities are nothing but countersigns. 

Certain philosophies are aware of this in a particular manner: and so they ask themselves how an idea, a manipulation of the subject, can correspond to the objective reality it refers to. 

Accurately defined in that which it is in itself, absolutely distinguished from that which does not correspond to its definition, transformed into a concept, each reality is reduced to a “substance”: it is reduced to a being which exists on its own. 
Descartes defined the substance as “a thing that exists in a way so as to have no need of anything else in order to exist”. It is the arrival point of conceptualization. 

Every reality is closed within itself in such a manner, that the ideas themselves and the real things become reciprocally extraneous. 

The thinking substance (in other words, the spirit, the subject) becomes conceivable as apart, as absolutely not extensive, non material: as absolutely different from the extensive and corporeal substance. And it is at this point that one no longer understands how the two substances, that is to say, the matter and the spirit, can interact. 
Nor can one understand what relationship there could be, in the ambit of English empiricism, between the ideas of the mind and the material or spiritual reality they refer to. 

Here each idea is conceived as closed within itself. The subject presumes it is existent and presumes the existence of an objective reality. But how can ideas that prove to be closed within themselves place themselves in any relationship with those “substrata” of theirs? 

As far as Kant is concerned, the mind organizes the sensorial data by making use of forms, which supposedly belong to the human spirit as such and therefore common to all men. However, Kant’s forms, apart from their alleged universitality, are conceived as subjective. 

Could one then say that Koenigsberg’s philosopher came to establishing something that is theoretically valid regarding the true being of things? As a matter of fact, he gave up, as we well know. 
In this way the divorce between thought and being proves to be irreparably accomplished. And one understands how the original sin is in the attitude that thought adopted right from the very beginning of western philosophy. 

Right from that time thought has presumed to be able to define realities, or at least certain realities, in a perfectly adequate manner. 

It is an artful and denaturalizing operation. It gives a deformed vision of the reality it is applied to. 

One should never forget that the subject finds itself faced with mystery: furthermore, it could know everything, but in mystery, in human limits, imperfectly; therefore without presuming to define things in a definitive, irrevocable, irreformable manner. 

In these limits of human knowledge, the definitions have to be conceived as instrumental to verification; however, precisely, as imperfect and temporary instruments. They will have to leave due space to mystery, which surrounds every reality and above all veils its metaphysical roots. 

Therefore, every idea will always tell us something more, it will always tell us much more that what is expressed in its definition. 

One has to remember that the definition is only an instrument of verification. A human instrument, one that is necessarily imperfect, susceptible to continual revision, to continual up-dating. This is why defining is a job to never be carried further the right limits.
The concept takes form from the definition. The concept should also be considered as an instrumental and functional reality. 

Therefore, formulated according to the logic task it has to accomplish, the concept will refer to the being, without absorbing it any longer. It is only by acknowledging the being its right space that the concept will receive its full meaning from the being.
5.   The absolute of metaphysics 
      and the absolute of the ideal beings of logic 
Since it wants to be precise and rigorous, every definition absolutizes. As far as the reality it is applied to is concerned, it says what it is, in the absolute sense. In this way it also implicitly affirms what it is not. It affirms it in a likewise absolute way. 

But what realities can one say are in this absolute way and which ones are not in an absolute way? One can certainly not say this about existing realities, which always in some way penetrate one another and live from one another. In what precise point can one say that one ends and the other one begins? 

Where does food that I feed from stop being extraneous to me and becomes part of me? In my mouth? In my stomach? In my intestine? 

Where does the air that I breathe become mine: in my nose? In my bronchi? In my lungs? In my arteries as oxygen that circulates in them? 

If I, for example, were an architect, where does the house begin to exist? In my mind that conceives it? In the will that decides it? In the hand that designs it? In the voice that gives the opportune orders? In the minds of the assistants who receive those orders and transfer them to the workmen? In the mind of each workman, who understands what task has been assigned to him? In his hands? In the bricks that are gradually laid and cemented together? In the plumbing and wiring? In the plastering and painting? Here too there is a graduality, a “more” and “less” of existence: however, one can never speak of absolute being or not being; one can never say that a “subject”, a “substance” is this or that in an absolute way. 

On the contrary this can be said of the ideal beings of logic and mathematics. The starting point for their ideation is taken from reality. There is fruit hanging from the trees, or stars in the sky of almost spherical shapes. They could suggest the idea of the perfect sphere, without ever realizing it. A perfect sphere can only be conceived by the human thought. It is the creation of the mind. 

The perfect sphere, as a geometrical figure, has its own laws. What is the volume of the sphere? There is a precise equation to determine it. It is a rule that bears no exceptions. It is a valid rule in an absolute sense. 

Thus all the affirmations we can conventionally formulate and then deduce from those postulated, regarding the ideal beings of pure logic and mathematics, are absolutely valid. 

The sum of the internal angles of any triangle is necessarily equal to two right angles, that is to say, to a straight angle, or rather to 180 degrees. 

Two plus two equals four: this is absolutely true; and to say that it makes five is absolutely wrong, no less wrong than saying that it makes one hundred thousand or a billion. 

Every “more or less”, every “approximately” is abolished when, from the real beings that we find in nature, we pass onto the ideal ones that are created by our mind and which form the ideal “universe of precision”. 
Being this or that in an absolute way is also predicated of the Divinity. We say that God is in an absolute sense and is absolute Truth, absolute Good, absolute Beauty. We predicate of God attributes that are likewise absolute: omniscience, almightiness, perfection, infinity, eternity... 

It seems to me that, apart from the fact that our human language is always inadequate, this kind of way of defining God as the fullness of being is correct. Indeed, God truly is in an absolute way, therefore likewise absolute are the positive qualities that can be predicated of Him. 

Here is a point, that I would not say of coincidence, but at least of convergence between the ideal beings of logic and mathematics and the Divinity. Could one say that in the absoluteness of those ideal beings, creations of the human mind, one expresses a yearning of man for the absolute? I think so. 

Furthermore, I think that a desire for perfection is also expressed: a desire to create things, in a certain way, perfect. 

Is not the placing of a perfect universe into being the will of God, in carrying out that creative process, which is still in progress and which requires the collaboration of us humans? 
6.   For a metaphysics of God 
Due to His nature God escapes our human concepts. Nevertheless He makes Himself knowable in some way. In what ways? I would say: first of all by experience; but likewise due to that reasoning, that connects and verifies experiences. 
One can have experiences of God on three different levels: according to those which then prove to be, of God Himself, of the one God, different ways of being. 

Elsewhere (like in my book The Paths of Consciousness) I have tried to make a deeper analysis of these possible experiences, and I have come to a conclusion that can be summarily expressed as follows. 
A first dimension, the most original one, is God as the pure Self. 
A second is God as absolute untemporal Consciousness that gives a sense of being to everything that exists and happens in this universe in every space and epoch. 

A third dimension is God as the creating Spirit, that operates in space and time to lead the creation to its perfective completion. 

The first divine dimension, which one could likewise call the first Person of the divine Trinity, is identifiable with that which the Christians call the Father and the Neo-Platonics the One. 

In terms of direct experience, it seems that the yogis have access to it, aimed as they are at the research of the Self, which they call Atman or Brahman. 

I refer to the great tradition that since time immemorial has covered the Hindu spirituality and above all is expressed in the Upanishads, in the non-dualistic Vedanta and in the Yoga. 

Here God appears like pure undifferentiated Self, who precedes any creation, and any concrete content of thought or phenomenon of consciousness. Furthermore, the yogi also tries to realize this kind of experience in his own heart of hearts by reinforcing himself in it. 

The second dimension of God, the second Person of the Trinity, coincides with that which the Christians call the Son, or Logos, or divine Word and the Neo-Platonics call Nous. It is God like that One-All, who is, together, thought and being. 

This dimension of the Divinity was first theorized by Parmenides; however, it is to be found again in Spinoza. And also in the significant mediumistic messages of the Cerchio Firenze (Florence Circle). 

One can gain access to it by starting from the experiences of clairvoyance in the future, which make one touch the reality of a space-temporal continuum which gives everything en bloc, where our future is shown, in a certain way, contemporary to our present and past. 

The contemporary physics itself lands in the vision of a space-time, where this and that appear decidedly relativized. 

The research of the dimension of God as One-All and universal  Consciousness and eternal of every reality and event appears to be entrusted to reason, if not for the most part then at least a large part. However, it is unquestionable that we would not even pose itself the problem of this kind of research, unless on the basis of a fundamental experience of that dimension. 

Where the sense of the One-All appears to be acquired at once due to interior illumination (remember the experience of “this-ness”, of “this is how it is”, acquired through the satori), is the Mahayana Buddhism with the Zen which in some way continues it. 

The third divine dimension, or third Person of the Trinity, is grasped by a particular spiritual experience which recurs a little in all the traditions, where man places himself before the Sacred like an “I” before a “you”. It is that which in the literal sense is called the religious experience. 

Although the Sacred can be expressed in a multitude of “powers” or “gods” or “angels”, he who really deepens the experience comes to identifying the heart, the essence, the root of a “living God”. One could say that the experience of this living God is the suitably deepened religious experience. 

One is now faced with the problem of how an unbecoming One-All could also propose itself as a You, as an Other (as a “totally Other”, according to Rudolf Otto’s incisive expression). One also poses oneself with the problem of how an eternal Absolute could operate in the multiplicity of spaces and the succession of times. Of course, it will be done in one of its own different ways of being. 

Here is a possible explanation: the thing is possible through those “angels”, who in such multiplicity and succession appear to be the vehicles of the divine manifestation. This is conceivable in the image of a great uniform waterfall, which nevertheless is the generator of countless rivers and streams that are all different. 

The aspect of rationality prevails in the treatment of the second dimension. Here one tries to qualify the One-All or absolute Consciousness, to determine its “attributes”. 
What adjectives are more suitable to defining the Divinity from this point of view? I would say: all the adjectives that can indicate spiritual quality (since God is spirit par excellence). 

What should be immediately excluded are those adjectives that indicate material quality: “spacious”, “long” and “wide”, “heavy”, “slow” or “fast”, “round”, “perforated”, and so on. 

Only those adjectives connected to the pure spirituality are applicable. And the superlative ones, to use the grammatical term. And, better still, to express oneself in mathematical terms, raised to infinite power. 
One will say: “God is wise” (since wisdom, or science, is a spiritual quality). Better still: “God is very wise”. In more proper terms: “God is infinitely wise”, “omniscient” (since He is wise in infinite and total measures). 

In the same way: “God is powerful”, better still “infinitely powerful”, “almighty”. 

What can we say about the adjectives, which, in anthropomorphical terms express imperfect qualities? They should all be rejected. One cannot say that God is mutable, progressing, ignorant, ill, mediocre, limited, fearful, insecure. Nor can one say that He is powerful but in a limited manner, wise, but in a limited manner, good, but in a limited manner, and so on. 

This raising to the infinite power of the spiritual qualities helps in some way to define, as far as is possible, God in his own, absolute dimension, where He realizes Himself as One-All. But what can we say about God as He is present in the realities of this world, in men and through them in the historical and cosmic environment? 

What can we say about the famous tercet with which Dante begins the Paradise “La gloria di Colui che tutto move / per l’universo penetra, e risplende / in una parte più, e meno altrove”? (The glory of Him who moveth everything / doth penetrate the universe, and shine / in one part more and in another less). Could there be in God a “more” and a “less”, like there is in the finite beings? 

Here one speaks about the presence of God in the “universe”, in the world, in other words, in the sphere of the finite. It is a presence that is realized due to the mediation of angelic energies. Although vehicles of the Infinite, these are finite in their manifestation of themselves. Therefore one can say that the same presence of God in the world is finite, it is limited in the present economy. 

In order to express myself with an image: water that flows from an unlimited source could come to fork out in many water courses and, therefore, it could be collected in many vessels, in limited quantities. 

The limitedness of the present, contingent manifestation of God in the world does not at all exclude that at the end of time God manifests Himself fully in all His infinity. 

I have tried to describe here, although summarily, a metaphysics of God, aimed at carrying out that experience of faith which is the starting point and, together, source of meaning. 
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