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e term "metaphysics", according to the most common opinion (still supported by most 
philosophical dictionaries) would have had a librarian origin, naming the group of books that, in 
the order given to Aristotle's works around the first century BC, came "after" those that 
constitute physics. Of course, the wisest and best-informed know that this is just a hypothesis, 
and even a usually contrarian philosopher like Martin Heidegger knew it well. Yet there are good 
arguments for believing, even on the basis of historical-genetic and logical-systematic 
reconstruction, that physics, the "science of first causes", was for Aristotle the highest conceivable 
form of knowledge. e term metaphysics thus fits perfectly. It is as "metaphysics", albeit in a 
naturalistic sense - it should not be forgotten that for the Greeks, as Goethe remarked, "nature is 
the living garment of divinity" - that we can define the conceptions of the pre-Socratics, from 
whom, not coincidentally, Aristotle began the "history of philosophy".  
 
But the word "metaphysics" has a history that is too long and complex, and has undergone too 
many transformations and articulations over the centuries, for us to pretend here to say anything 
about it, even from the highest level. We therefore refer to the competent and enlightening 
studies of Giovanni Reale and Enrico Berti. 
It has been said that, since Nietzsche, a rational refoundation of metaphysics is impossible. We 
agree, because true metaphysics can in fact only derive from myth and symbol, and therefore only 
from intuitive, imaginary and spiritual forms of conception, not rational ones. In this sense, we 
believe we can legitimately speak of a genuine "rebirth" of metaphysics exclusively within the 
confines of the Sacred. In the Catholic context, this occurred in the twentieth century with those 
movements that were inspired by the thought of S. omas Aquinas, such as neo-omism and 
the neo-Scholastics, and in the context of traditional esotericism, with those currents that took 
their course from the magisterium and work of René Guénon.   
 
In the former case, this renaissance found its emblematic embodiment in such high-caliber 
scholars as É. Gilson, J. Maritain, R. Garrigou-Lagrange, T. Tyn, F. Olgiati, C. Fabro, M. F. 
Sciacca, S. Vanni-Rovighi, A. Mosnovo, M. Gentile, R. Spiazzi, G. Reale, V. Melchiorre, V. 
Possenti, V. Mathieu (to name but a few); in the second, in niche authors who are nonetheless 
cult figures, such as A. K. Coomaraswamy, F. Schuon, T. Burckhardt and, in relation to the 
Catholic world, L. Charbonneau-Lassay, H. Stéphane, A. Mordini, S. Panunzio, N. Dallaporta 
Xydias, M. Vereno, J. Borella, F. Chenique and, more recently, A. Santacreu and B. Bérard. 
Bérard. 
 
If it's true that omism imposed itself on the ecclesiastical magisterium at least until John Paul 
II, it's equally true that today it has reached an impasse and that its voice has become so weak and 
inaudible, precisely in the Catholic context, that it has become insignificant. On the contrary, we 
believe that René Guénon's traditional esotericism has, over the years, shown greater vitality and 
still holds considerable sway, particularly among young people. And not just for its exotic charm 
or theoretical excellence, but above all for its spiritual and symbolic concordance, which, 
paradoxically, has proved to be more catholic (universal) and in line with the spirit of the Gospel 
than the theological formalism of the omist matrix ever was. Let's be clear: without the 
fundamental contribution of Guénon and his "school", Catholic ecumenism and interreligious 
dialogue would probably still be lagging far behind (we know with certainty, for example, that 



authors such as omas Merton and Raimon Panikkar secretly drew on it, and they were not 
alone). 
 
For our part, we believe that the "traditional point of view", whose designation of "perennialism" 
was not accepted until much later (even if, in the end, perennialism does not always coincide with 
traditional esotericism), capable of philosophically harmonizing and reducing to unity all of 
mankind's metaphysical and religious knowledge, finally gave of its best when those who 
understood and assumed its principles and general characteristics then remained firmly rooted in 
their religion. And this was undoubtedly the case of Bruno Bérard (1958), today the protagonist 
in France of a new intellectual renaissance in metaphysics. Four titles have been offered by this 
author on the subject: Introduction à une métaphysique des mystères chrétiens: en regard des 
traditions bouddhique, hindoue, islamique, judaïque et taoïste (2005), Jean Borella, la Révolution 
métaphysique : après Galilée, Kant, Marx, Freud, Deridda (2006); Initiation à la métaphysique, 
les trois songes (2009), Métaphysique du paradoxe (2019)[2]; of all of them, the latter is also the 
most voluminous: two volumes for a total of over six hundred pages taken on by the prestigious 
publishing house L'Harmattan. 
 
Admittedly, there's no denying that the text as a whole presents a number of complexities, and 
that its impressive array of notes would almost require separate reading. In the end, however, the 
whole is a fairly easy read, not least thanks to the author's ability to set out the various themes 
with extreme simplicity and clarity. 
e first volume is divided into two parts. e first deals largely with paradoxes, which the author 
divides by field into cosmological, anthropological, theological and sociological; in the second, 
with the "limits of knowledge and knowing", the fact that evidence is belief, for example, and the 
distinction between truth and reality. Finally, in the appendix, a "little lexicon" of the most 
famous paradoxes. 
 
e second volume deals with the "metaphysics of paradox", clarifying what is meant by reason, 
intelligence and knowledge, as well as the relationship between believing, knowing and knowing; 
it then addresses what the author calls paradoxical knowledge, which borders on suprarational 
intuition and mystical experience. 
 
Bérard demonstrates that in all fields of knowledge, without exception, we have a long series of 
paradoxical insights and conclusions; sophisms, paralogisms, idiosyncrasies, contradictions, 
petitions of principle, imperfect reasoning, demonstrate, on the one hand, the human 
impossibility of achieving certain knowledge and, on the other, the futility of self-referential 
systematic thought. e starting point for this partial and distorted vision of reality and truth in 
the philosophical sense is the famous objective-subjective epistemological couple, postulating the 
existence of two irreducible dimensions, or even two different and opposed modes of knowledge. 
Coleridge comes to mind here, according to whom people are born Platonists or Aristotelians, 
idealists or realists, without these two orientations ever finding a true point of synthesis in the 
history of philosophy and thought. Similarly, we must reject the clear-cut distinctions between 
reason and intellect, as if they were two distinct mental faculties, or the equally captious 
distinctions between the rational and the irrational. Bérard's "metaphysics of paradox" thus 
pursues the following objectives: to go beyond all dichotomous ideas and conceptions of reality; 
to recognize, through the "paradoxical method", the limits of pretentious, exorbitant, ultra-
mental rationalism and the sophistical delusion of so-called philosophers à la Kant and à la Hegel; 
to renounce clear, distinct ideas in the formal, conceptual sense; to free oneself from inconclusive 



intellectualist charm ; strive to understand that there is a conformity of intelligence to things and 
a conformability of things to intelligence, which is then, essentially, the conformity of things to 
the absolute intelligence on which they depend; admit that the truth we call "God" is not and 
cannot be a product of the human mind, but exists independently of itself. If we resolutely follow 
this step-by-step path of understanding and knowledge with intellectual honesty, we can truly 
aspire to experience God. Only then does metaphysics become ancilla theologiae, in the sense that 
through it, intelligence, in a supreme act of humility, prepares to receive truth (the omasian 
adaequatio rei et intellectus). A metaphysics, then, which, as we have already said, has its deepest 
roots in the Symbol, which, by participating ontologically in the archetypal model that gave rise 
to it, makes the contemplator a participant in its spiritual "content" (on the relationship between 
symbol, theology and metaphysics, as Bérard suggests, the books of Jean Borella are seminal). But 
beware: this participation in truth, this entry into communion with it, never takes place in a 
linear dialectical process with a point of arrival in the hic et nunc, for between God and man 
there will always be a gap, always an impassable distance (the metaphorical and symbolic "two 
arrows" spoken of in the Koran). Acknowledging God's inaccessibility, as Christian mystics have 
practiced and theorized throughout the ages, means admitting our own insufficiency and 
inadequacy (how can the finite contain the Infinite?). Consequently, we must not only recognize 
the limits of human reason in the face of the unfathomable divine abyss, but also radically 
renounce supreme knowledge, the "sacrificium intellectus" (Silvano Panunzio similarly spoke of 
"intellectual crucifixion"). Not renunciation of the ratio and even less of intelligence, but 
renunciation of their idolatry; not defamation of the intellect or of the logical order of discourse, 
but recognition of the existence of a superior faculty.  is, for Bérard, is the gnoseological and 
ontological premise of true gnosis, "knowledge", which is, more profoundly, as Saint Paul would 
say, "epignosis", or "supra-knowledge"; in other words: transcendence through sanctification. 
 
From what has been summed up so far, and which is dealt with in the many dense pages of 
Bérard's formidable book, we can thus measure the considerable distance that separates an 
authentic religious and Christian metaphysics, which has deeper roots than the being that 
animates us, from the many immanentist, atheistic and profane parodies that have been made of 
it over the course of the twentieth century. Including the pseudo-esoteric perennialism of the 
ultra-religious and ultra-metaphysical, which has had the audacity to correct and judge from 
above, i.e. from an allegedly omni-angular and totalitarian point of view, or even from a 
revelation. But whatever the relative validity of these positions, from which, as we've already said, 
Bérard himself drew and matured, it's certain that after reading his book, we can't help but 
appreciate its significance and, above all, its scope. 


