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INTRODUCTION 

Chesterton’s influence on soon-to-be Blessed Fulton J. Sheen was, by the latter’s own account, 
considerable. Indeed, Sheen called Chesterton “the greatest influence” upon his writing—and it 
shows! Sheen appreciated as much as Chesterton the power of a good paradox. Also like 
Chesterton, he was not at all afraid of strong, even extravagant, rhetoric.  

Though long appreciated, this influence is especially worth recalling now as Sheen will be 
elevated by the Church to the canon of Saints as a Blessed. It is widely recognized what a 
tremendous force was Sheen for the propagation of the faith and leading souls to conversion. 
What has not received due recognition is the extent to which Chesterton aided that effort. 
Indeed, oftentimes the words going out on the airways into millions of homes were simply those 
of Chesterton, fondly repeated by the great preacher, with or without explicit acknowledgement. 

Sheen and Chesterton did meet, at least once: in 1925, when Sheen travelled to Beaconsfield to 
Chesterton’s home to ask him to write the introduction to his first book, a revised version of his 
doctoral dissertation. We include here the entirety of that introduction, and some selections 
from the book itself where the similarity of thought and style in Sheen and Chesterton is 
apparent. 

A remarkable thing worth noting is that Sheen’s own approach to the philosophy of Saint 
Thomas Aquinas may have, in turn, influenced Chesterton when he finally came to write his 
book on that saint in the 1930s. Perhaps one of the works Chesterton perused (as told in the 
famous anecdote about the writing of that tome) was Sheen’s God and Intelligence, where 
Thomism is presented simply as the philosophy of common sense.  

Perhaps, as the saying goes, it simply is that great minds do think alike. But perhaps, while it is 
abundantly clear that Sheen was a deep reader of Chesterton  and borrowed heavily from the 
latter’s writings in his work in quite explicit ways (as shown in the final selections below), a 
discovery for future scholars will be the extent to which Sheen’s early work might have 
influence Chesterton in his late period.  

In the meantime, we can hope another influence can be discovered soon: that of Sheen’s 
intercession in heaven for Chesterton’s own sanctity to be recognized in its turn.  

Joe Grabowski 
Philadelphia Chesterton Society  
August 20, 2026 | Drexel Hill, PA 
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INTRODUCTION TO GOD AND INTELLIGENCE 

By G.K. Chesterton, in Fulton Sheen’s God and Intelligence in Modern Philosophy (1925)  

In this book, as in the modern world generally, the Catholic Church comes forward as the one 
and only real champion of Reason. There was indeed a hundred years ago a school of free-
thinkers which attacked Rome by an appeal to Reason. But most of the recent free-thinkers are, 
by their own account rather than by ours, falling from Reason even more than from Rome. One 
of the best and the most brilliant of them, Mr. Bernard Shaw, said only the other day that he 
could never entirely agree with the Catholic Church because of its extreme rationalism. In this 
perception he is at least quite rational; that is, as we poor rationalists would say, he is quite 
right. The Church is larger than the world; and she rightly resisted the narrow rationalists who 
maintained that everything in all the world could be approached in exactly the same way that is 
used for particular material things in this world. But she never said those things were not to be 
approached, or that reason was not the proper way to approach them, or that anybody had any 
right to be unreasonable in approaching anything. She defends the wisdom of the world as they 
way of dealing with the world; she defends common sense and consistent thinking and the 
perception that two and two make four. And to-day she is alone in defending them. 

I remember a romance of a rambling but rather interesting sort which came out in one of the 
strange and sensational series that used to be produced by the late W. T. Stead. It began with the 
incident of a modern skeptical heroine going into a confessional-box and telling the priest that 
she did not believe in his religion. He asked her what she did believe in and she said 
reflectively, “Well, I don’t believe in the Bible, and I don’t think I believe in the immortality of 
the soul, and I’m not sure that I believe in God,” and so on. And the unmoved cleric replied, “I 
didn’t ask you what you didn’t believe, but what you do believe.” “Well,” said the lady, “I 
believe that two and two make four.” “Very well then,” said the priest, “Live up to that.” 

That always struck me as a good story, though it was in a queer setting; but it has had a still 
more queer sequel. In those last days of the nineteenth century, the skeptical lady did make that 
quotation from the multiplication table assuming it to be a minimum which nobody could 
possibly help believing. Yet somewhere about the same time the typical prophet of that period, 
Ibsen, may have been writing the words: “Who knows that two and two do not make five in the 
fixed stars?” One would have thought that in an age of such fine and finished rationalists, 
somebody would have been rational enough to answer him with the obvious question: “If you 
are not sure there are any fixed facts, how do you come to be sure there are any fixed stars?” 
The very existence of many fixed stars is only proved by mathematics; that is, it is made by 
making a million times over the assumption that two and two make four. But curiously enough I 
have never heard of this sort of rational reply made to a doubt like that of Ibsen’s except by 
Roman Catholics. The mathematical formula may be the maximum of the lady’s belief and the 
minimum of the priest’s philosophy, but he is more ready to stand up for his philosophy than 
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she is for her religion. That sort of lady to-day is running after every raving fad of mysticism 
and credulity so long as it is opposed to reason. She is following M. Coue who says it is better 
to call things better because they are worse. She is running after Mrs. Eddy because Mrs. Eddy 
denounces a toothache which does not exist for existing. She is running after Professor Einstein 
because he is credited with saying that straight lines are crooked, that parallel lines meet, and 
that a yard may measure more one way than another. She is running after the pragmatists 
because they have a proof that all proofs are worthless. She is running after Eastern mystics 
because they are supposed to say that nothing is good because it is everything-or else that 
everything is good because it is really nothing. But the little priest is still sitting in his 
confessional box believing that two and two make four, and living up to that. 

The question to which Dr. Sheen here applies the rational as opposed to the irrational method is 
the most tremendous question in the world; perhaps the only question in the world. For that 
reason I prefer to leave its intrinsic consideration to him; and in these few words of introduction 
to deal with the method rather than the subject matter. The subject matter is the nature of God in 
so far as it can be apprehended at all by the nature of man. As Dr. Sheen points out, the 
intellectual purity of the problem itself is much confused nowadays by a sort of sentimental 
version of the divine dignity of man. As in every other modern matter, the people in question 
seize on the sentiment without the reason for it. There is nothing particular about the objective 
anthropoid in a hat that anybody could be actually forced to regard him as a sacred animal; like 
a sacred cat or a sacred crocodile. This sentiment is a sediment; it is the dregs of our dogma 
about a divine origin. They begin by bowing down to man as the image of God; and then forget 
the God and box down to the graven image. Similarly, as he also points out, the question of yet 
and no is weakened with all that wearisome discussion about less and more, which has been 
made fashionable ever since the old fuss about Evolution. It is the view that Being is Becoming; 
or that God does not exist yet, but may be said to be living in hopes. The blasphemy is not ours. 
It is enough for us that our enemies have retreated from territory of reason, on which they once 
claimed so many victories; and have fallen back upon the borderlands of myth and mysticism, 
like so many other barbarians with whom civilization is at war. 

 

# # # # # 
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SOME EXCERPTS FROM GOD AND INTELLIGENCE 

By Fulton J. Sheen (1925)  

FROM “NATURE OF FIRST PRINCIPLES” IN “EVOLUTION AND THE FIRST PRINCIPLES” 

There is a wide breach between theory and practice. Ovid has given the universal experience of 
this fact a poetical turn in his “… Aliudque cupido, mens aliud suadet; video meliora proboque, 
deteriora sequor.”1 St. Paul has expressed the same idea: “I do not the good which I will; but 
the evil which I hate, that I do” (Rom. 7:15). 

What is true in the moral order is true in the speculative order. There is often a wide breach 
between what a philosopher teaches and the principles upon which he acts in his ordinary life. 
In the face of such divergencies between theory and practice, common sense is never long in 
making a decision. One fact is often the refutation of a whole philosophy. Berkeley, the English 
Empirical Idealist, refuted his whole philosophy by dodging a runaway horse. Diogenes 
answered Zeno’s philosophical arguments about the impossibility of movement by walking. 
Henry More answered Descartes’ philosophical argument of the reciprocity of movement—that 
it is indifferent to say that we move to our destination or our destination moves towards us—by 
asking Descartes the reason of fatigue after running towards his destination. Schopenhauer 
nullified his philosophy of cosmic suicide by dying a natural death. Mr. Chesterton upsets the 
extreme determinist philosopher by asking him why he says “thank you” for the mustard. And 
M. Bergson, the inspiration of modern philosophy, after writing three volumes on the 
philosophy of becoming, finally confesses that the Aristotelian doctrine is really “the natural 
metaphysics of the human mind,’ which, however, he condemns. 

These judgments passed on philosophical theories, as well as a host of other judgments which 
we make in the course of the day, are judgments of common sense. Common sense is a term we 
have been employing throughout to characterize the philosophy of Aristotle and St. Thomas and 
their successors. The time has now come to give the term a definite meaning. The natural, 
spontaneous, primitive, infallible judgments of the human reason constitute common sense.2 
These judgments are not reflective judgments; they are immediate. They extend themselves to 
three kinds of natural certitude: first, the data of sensible experience (for example, a square has 
four sides); secondly, to intellectual principles evident of themselves (for example, the whole is 
greater than any of its parts)); thirdly, conclusions which are proximately related to these 
intellectual principles which are self-evident. From two equal quantities take away two equal 
amounts, and there still remain two equal quantities. 

 
1 From Metamorphoses VII, xix-xxi: “Desire persuades me one way, reason another. I see the better and approve it, but I 

follow the worse”—Ed. 
2 Boethius calls the proposition which each one approves on hearing it, the common conception.‘‘Communis animi conceptio 

est enuntiatio quam quisque probat auditam.” —Lib. de Hebdomadis—initium. 
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These certitudes are natural; they spring from the natural working of the human intelligence. 
They are never learned, they are never taught, they are never forgotten. In practice they are 
admitted by every one, though in the last twenty years modern philosophy has denied their 
value. “Inasmuch as they spring from the nature of man, they should be found among all men—
that is, they are common to all men. This is why it is said that they arise out of common 
appreciation, or consent, or instinct, or the common sense of humanity.”3 

For the majority of men these certitudes remain implicit and confused. They form the hidden 
foundation for the philosophy of every one. Every man is a philosopher inasmuch as he has 
these certitudes, particularly the certitude of self-evident principles. It was in virtue of these 
certitudes, which arise spontaneously, that Berkeley refuted his own philosophy, that Diogenes 
refuted Zeno, More refuted Descartes, and M. Bergson testified to the unnaturalness of his 
philosophy of becoming. There is, then, a relation between the certitudes of common sense and 
philosophy. This relation remains to be determined. 

There are three answers to the problem of the relation of common sense and philosophy. One is 
the answer of the Scottish School. Reid and Stewart, at the close of the eighteenth and the 
beginning of the nineteenth century, having seen the ravages of scepticism wrought by Hume, 
endeavoured to restore philosophy to a solid foundation. They admitted that the certitudes of 
common sense were valid; but common sense was either an instinct or an authority, which 
served as a foundation of philosophy. 

Another answer to the problem of the relation of common sense and philosophy is that of 
sentimentalism and intuitionism. Lord Balfour in his Foundations of Belief, and W. H. Mallock 
in his Is Life Worth Living?, place the foundations of philosophy in a faith dictated by the need 
of our noblest inspirations.4 James, M. Bergson, Bradley, Professor Pringle-Pattison, Dr. 
Schiller and the generality of modern philosophers agree in basing these certitudes on some 
vision of the practical or on an intuition. This second group of philosophers, who have been 
classed under the title intuitional or sentimental, differ from the Scottish School in denying any 
value to common sense as the basis for philosophy. 

Between these two extremes—the one admitting the validity of these certitudes of common 
sense, but making common sense a blind authority or instinct, and the more modern school 
which denies all value to the certitudes of common sense—stands the philosophy of Aristotle 
and St. Thomas. On the one hand, it opposes itself to the Scottish School by denying that 
philosophy is founded on the authority of common sense; and on the other hand, it opposes 
itself to modern philosophy, which denies all value to common sense. Positively, its position is 

 
3 Jacques Maritain, Eléments de Philosophie, p. 88; cf. pp. 87-94.  
4 For a criticism of these notions, see Cardinal Mercier, Critériologie générale (9th edition, 1918), p. 179 ff. [To which one 

might add, Sheen’s own later work: his “Life is Worth Living” television program, talks, and essays! Here, early in his career, we see 
the shaping of his mind and of his vocation, some of the questions which would preoccupy him later.—Ed.] 
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that philosophy is derived from common sense, regarded as the natural intelligence of first 
principles. One of the elements of common sense is the knowledge of first and immediately 
evident and naturally known principles; e.g. the whole is greater than any of its parts. “If 
therefore philosophy finds its principles already proclaimed by common sense, let it be well 
understood that it is not because they are proclaimed by common sense; it is not because they 
are based on the authority of common sense taken as the general consent or the common instinct 
of humanity; but it is because they are proclaimed by the absolute and unique authority of the 
evidence which it has for principles.”5 

Philosophy is superior to common sense in its mode of knowing; for common sense is simply 
the raw material from which the whole edifice of philosophy is built. As regards the object of 
knowledge, however, common sense is, in its technical meaning, superior to philosophy and to 
all the sciences; for the latter are based on the natural evidence of first principles. 

Modern philosophy, in breaking with common sense, may justifiably be contrasted with 
common-sense philosophy, as has been done throughout the whole of this work. In opposing 
itself to common sense it takes its stand against the immediate judgments of all mankind. Its 
doctrines make loose speculation for the class-room, but for life they are unsuited—yet this is 
their greatest boast. The naive, the mysterious, the original and not the reasonable, has become 
the standard by which they are judged. Catchwords and not ideas have gained such an 
importance that we find verified the words of Stevenson: “Not by bread alone doth man live, 
but principally by catchwords.” As a German writer has put it: “We are very resourceful in 
coining marketable and attractive formulae, but idle in creating fully developed systems and 
views of the world.”6 

Professor Ralph Barton Perry is no less disheartened at the divorce from common sense. He 
writes that “we suffer from a new kind of credulity. It was once complained that men are too 
easily inclined to believe what their fathers believed; that men lacked originality, independence. 
But there is now reason to fear that men may too easily believe what no one has ever believed 
before. Men with settled convictions may become as rare as were free-thinkers in an earlier 
time. And the consequences must be scarcely less detrimental to social welfare than the 
consequences of the earlier complacency and narrowmindedness.”7 And Professor 
Radhakrishnan adds: “At the present day philosophy has become fundamentally plebeian or 
democratic. Its one self-chosen aim is to arrange the life of the ordinary man. If he requires a 

 
5 Jacques Maritain, Eléments de Philosophie, p. 90.   
6 Ludwig Stein, Die philosophischen Strömungen der Gegenwart, p. 7.  
7 Present Philosophical Tendencies (1912), p. 20.  
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God, philosophy will supply him with one; if a ghost, it will also be supplied. This prejudice of 
the plain man is the seed of the plant of this new philosophy.”8   

It may even be added that modern philosophy in recent years has been playing so fast and loose 
with common sense, “believing what no one else ever believed before,” that the time will soon 
come when a modern philosopher who returns to common sense will be hailed as one of the 
most original thinkers of all time. It will be a repetition of the story of the man who went out in 
a boat, and on returning “discovered England.”9 

But this boasted originality which comes from playing fast and loose with common sense is 
really not original at all. Philosophical errors are reducible in principle to exaggeration or 
defect. This is a corollary of the principle that being and truth are convertible. Nothing which is, 
is essentially false. These two possible errors into which thought may fall, namely, exaggeration 
and defect, have already been exhausted. They were exhausted in great part before the advent of 
Aristotle; and in their entirety before the birth of Christ. The Greeks had their James and Dr. 
Schiller in Protagoras; they had their Bradley in Parmenides; they had their M. Bergson and M. 
Le Roy and Professor Alexander and the whole School of Becoming in Heraclitus. They had 
their Dynamists and their Atomists. In a word, they saw all philosophy from its highest reaches 
in Aristotle to its shallows in the Sceptics. All modern aberrations were foreshadowed in the 
Greeks. 

 
8 The Reign of Religion in Contemporary Philosophy, p. 31. Cf. F.C. S. Schiller, “Novelty,’’ Proceedings of the Aristotelian 

Society (1921-2), p. I.  
9 Cf. Chesterton, Orthodoxy, “Introduction in Defense of Everything Else”, inter alia. E.g: “I have often had a fancy for 

writing a romance about an English yachtsman who slightly miscalculated his course and discovered England under the impression 
that it was a new island in the South Seas” and “I have a peculiar reason for mentioning the man in a yacht, who discovered England. 
For I am that man in a yacht. I discovered England.”—Ed. 
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FROM “DIVINIZATION OF HUMAN NATURE AND THE HUMANIZATION OF GOD” IN “THE SPIRIT 
OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY” 

Two entirely different notions of religion are bound to arise according as we take our point of 
departure from God or from man. Common-sense philosophy and theology made God the term 
of the relations of creatures to Him. Our very being, the conservation of our being—all is from 
Him. In the intellectual life the knowledge of certain conclusions, engendered by certain 
principles, would disappear if we forgot the principles, because it is these principles which are 
the superior cause, not only of the becoming but also of the being of the effect.1 In a still deeper 
way do we depend upon God…. Religion, then, on the traditional notion, becomes the sum of 
man’s duties to God— either in the natural or in the supernatural order. Religion is primarily 
and essentially man’s service of God. 

Contemporary thought, on the contrary, making religion start with self, makes it the sum of 
God’s duties to man. If God is the source or the ratio of religion, then creatures are His 
servants; if self be the source of religion, then God is the servant of men. 

If God is mere appearance in the Absolute, and will eventually be lost in it; if finite selves are 
eternal, and have a being independent of God; if God is a mere “child of the Imaginal,” a 
creation of our desire, a being who learns from us how to be “ more effectively faithful to His 
own greater tasks” and whose “very character depends on our acts,” a mere primus inter pares, 
without foresight of good and evil, facing “ the blackness of the unknown and the blind joys and 
confusions of life;” if God is merely the universe with a nisus towards deity; if He is the work 
of our conscience and we “worship at the shrine our own hands have built;” if God is the sum of 
all consciousness and appears at the term of evolution and not at its beginning; if He is so weak 
that He “draws strength and increase of being from us,” and “owes His being to the pre-existing 
finites;” if we must change our idea of God with every new scientific advance and change of 
government; if His “nature is sustained by us”; if He is a mere President of a Cosmic 
Commonwealth,—then all that common-sense had regarded as holy and sacred is vain and 
foolish, and God, instead of being the Lord and Creator of the Universe, the Supreme 
Goodness, Beauty and Truth, is merely the servant of man—and religion, whose real end is to 
express the dependence of man on God, now becomes the dependence of God on man, whether 
God be real or a mere creation of our conscience. We are no longer the “mere puppets” of God, 
as Dr. McGiffert reminds us,2 but rather God-makers; hence all adoration is looked upon as 
childish and unworthy of God as well as of man. Professor James has told us that a God who 
can take “delight in toyshop furniture, tapers and tinsel costume and mumbling and mummery, 
and finding His glory enhanced thereby… seems intolerably bald and chalky and bleak.”3 We 

 
1 [S.T.] I q. 104 art. I. 
2 A. C. McGiffert, Christianity and Democracy, p. 36. 
3 Varieties of Religious Experience, p. 330. 



GKC & Fulton Sheen  September 2026 

phillygkc.org FOR PRIVATE USE ONLY                         Page 9 

are no longer the “subject of God,” but His “intimate partner.”4 “It is, I believe, felt… that we 
help to sustain the nature of God.”5 Man and God are business partners sharing one another’s 
losses and profits. This whole modern conception is concisely summed up in the following 
sentence, which represents the priority of man over God in this business, of which God is really 
the silent partner: “We and God have business with each other.”6 To just this extent, God is 
humanized and reduced to the level of a mere man who enjoys priority, not in virtue of His 
intrinsic nature, but in virtue of convention or empty titles. Modern theology, taking over the 
philosophical notion of religion as the sum of God’s duties to man, has worked it out in the 
Christian doctrines of the Incarnation and Redemption. Though such a discussion is outside the 
scope of this work, we can note it as another token of the humanization of God. The Incarnation 
is represented solely and exclusively as the evolution of God’s love for man, of which the act of 
Redemption is the triumph. There is no question of justice nor genuine justification involved. 
Man has no debt which he owes to God. The whole idea may be represented by picturing a man 
sitting calmly on the wharf of a great sea. Suddenly up from behind him there rushes a friend 
who throws himself into the water and is drowned, just to convince the man on the wharf that 
he loved him. Such is the modern notion of the Incarnation and Redemption, viz. God throwing 
Himself into the sea of suffering and hardship to convince man of His love. The whole scene 
would have much more reason if the man on. the wharf really fell into the water and his friend 
came to save him from drowning by giving His own life—and this is the traditional notion.7 

“To put the situation bluntly, religion must be separated from the other-worldly pull of the 
traditional theologies and be sanely grounded in the outlook of modern knowledge. There is no 
need for a rabid antitheism. The truth is, rather, that mankind is outgrowing theism in a gentle 
and steady way until it ceases to have any clear meaning…. A humanist’s religion can admit no 
cunning division into the things which are God's and the things which are Caesar’s.”8 It would 
be quite as correct, then, to say that the highest term of religion is “humanity,” and that 
Christianity is the “religion of humanity.”9 “The only possible service of God must consist in 
the service of men.”10  

Such is the spirit of modern philosophy—divinization of man and humanization of God. 
Stressing his own sufficiency, making himself the measure of Being and Truth, attributing to 
himself a divine knowledge and a participated Divine nature, man has pulled down God from 

 
4 Pluralistic Universe, p. 27.  
5 S. Alexander, Space, Time and Deity, vol. ii. p. 398.  
6 Varieties of Religious Experience, loc. cit.  
7 R. G. Bandas, The Master-Idea of Saint Paul’s Epistles, or the Redemption, pp. 268-85.  
8  R.M. Sellars, The Next Step in Religion (1918), pp. 213-17.  
9  Charles A. Ellwood, Ph.D., The Reconstruction in Religion (1922), p. 183.  
10 Ibid., p. 162. 



“Divinization of Human Nature and Humanization of God” 

phillygkc.org FOR PRIVATE USE ONLY                         Page 10 

the heavens and reduced Him to a mere shadow of Himself. In stressing his own insufficiency, 
John the Baptist stressed for his own mind the greatness of God. In stressing his own 
sufficiency, the modern philosopher stresses for his own mind the poverty of God. He takes an 
“irreligious humanity as a religion. It is actually much more difficult to worship a humanity that 
is not worshipping. A self-contained and self-centred humanity would chill us in the same way 
as a self-contained and self-centred human being. For the spiritual hungers of humanity are 
never merely hungers for humanity…. The child in the field, if left entirely to himself, does not 
wish to find the perfect parish ruled over by the perfect parish council. The child in the field 
wants to find fairyland; and that type of fancy must either be satisfied or thwarted, but it cannot 
be turned into something totally different…. In other words, it is impossible to turn all the eyes 
of that mutual admiration society inwards.”11 Putting the whole philosophy in a formula which 
expresses the perversion of the traditional notions, we have the following:— 

Mind is confused with Being.  

Grace is confused with Nature.  

Man is confused with God. 

Or, in one simple formula contrasted with the traditional notion, it may read:— 

We take God’s measure12—God takes our measure.13 

There is “an alteration in the seat of authority.” It is the transfer of the seat of authority from 
God to man, and a transfer of the measure from God to man. “The earth of things, long thrown 
into the shadow by the glories of the upper ether, must resume its rights.”14 

“In the beginning God made man to His own image and likeness.” 

In the twentieth century man makes God to his own image and likeness. 

“Instaurare omnia in homine”15 is the motto of contemporary thought; with Swinburne it sings 
“Glory to man in the highest”; with Mr. Wells it pleads the cause of “the higher man of to-day,” 
and predicts the day when “men will be like Gods”; it insists that “man must have a vote in the 

 
11 G.K. Chesterton, introduction to Will Men be like Gods? by Francis Dudley, pp. iv, v. 
12 Pragmatism, p. 98. “The best in every case is to ask whether our ideas and practices really answer to our need, while to 

judge them from the outside by applying some other criterion is mistaken and dangerous.”—Bradley, Essays on Truth and Reality, p. 
431. 

13 C.G., lib. 2, c. 12. 
14 Pragmatism, p. 123. 
15 “To restore all things in Man,” a contrast with Pope Pius X’s motto taken from Ephesians 1:10, “Instaurare omnia in 

Christo” (“to restore all things in Christ”)—Ed. 
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councils of the world.”16 With Mr. Fawcett it says that “each sentient is a prospective 
Demiurge.”17 “The historic mission which it fulfils is to prepare the advent of a humanity sitting 
in the visible world as in the temple of God, and showing itself as if it were God Himself. It is 
this reign which it announces as the prophets announced the kingdom of God.”18 Yet there are 
many who, not lacking either wisdom or penetration, find such a “kingdom of God” no more 
than a travesty, and who, through their love of truth, cannot listen to these prophets. The 
wisdom of the ages and the epitome of our experience is given in the simple truth understood by 
the simple and forgotten by many a philosopher, that we are not “God-makers but God-made.” 

 
16 Moore, Pragmatism and its Critics, p. 415. 
17 Divine Imagining, Pp. 222. “Our nation has been founded upon what we might call the American religion, has been 

baptized in the faith that a man needs no master to take care of him, and that ordinary men are very well able to take care of their own 
salvation by their own efforts.” —James, Critique Philosophique, t. 11, p. 139; quoted by Wahl, Les Philosophes Pluralistes. 

18 Jacques Maritain, Anti-Moderne, p. 98. It is interesting to note the attitude of the Angelic Doctor towards this process of 
divinization of man.  

“In another way,” he writes, “one may desire to be like unto God in some respect which is not natural to one ; as if one were 
to desire to create heaven and earth, which is proper to God; in which desire there would be sin. It was in this way that the devil 
desired to be like God. Not that he desired to resemble God by being subject to no one else absolutely; for so he would be desiring his 
own non-being, since no creature can exist except by holding its existence under God. But he desired resemblance to God in this 
respect—by desiring, as his last end of beatitude, something which he could attain by the virtue of his own nature, turning his appetite 
away from supernatural beatitude, which is attained by God’s grace. Or, if he desired as his last end that likeness of God which is 
bestowed by grace, he sought to have it by the power of his own nature, and not from Divine assistance according to God’s 
ordering.”—S.T. I q. 63 art. 3. See also I-2 q. 73 art. 5, and 2-2 q. 46 art. I. 
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SINCEREST FLATTERY 

Testimonies from Fulton Sheen about Chesterton and comparisons showing his heavy use of Chesterton’s own 
images and insights in his work. 

“GREATEST INFLUENCE” IN WRITING 
Fulton J. Sheen, Treasure in Clay: The Autobiography of Fulton J. Sheen (1980). 

Since my life has covered such a long span, it has undergone several influences in style. The 
greatest influence in writing was G. K. Chesterton, who never used a useless word, who saw the 
value of a paradox and avoided what was trite. At a later date came the writings of C. S. Lewis, 
who, with Chesterton and Belloc, became one of the leading apologists of Christianity in the 
contemporary world. Lewis’ style was concrete, pedestrian, full of examples, analogies, 
parables and always interesting. Malcolm Muggeridge, too, has become another inspiration to 
me. He is always sparkling, brilliant, explosive, humorous. And I must not forget poetry, 
particularly The Oxford Book of Mystical Verse—especially the poems of Studdert Kennedy 
and, above all, Francis Thompson. Through the years I have kept a file of favorite poems, many 
of which I have learned by heart. 

“DO IT AGAIN” 
Fulton J. Sheen, Life is Worth Living, quoted in From the Angel’s Blackboard: The Best of Fulton J. Sheen. 

Many think, when we speak about a person’s ultimate happiness as being union with God, that 
God is to be conceived as something extrinsic to us, as a kind of a pious “extra,” or that God is 
related to us as a reward for a good life, or as a medal is related to study. A gold medal at the 
end of the school year is not intrinsically related to study. Many students do excellent work in 
school and get no medals. God and the happiness of heaven are related to one another as 
blooming to a rose, or as a peach to a peach tree, or as an acorn to an oak, namely, as our 
intrinsic perfection without which we are incomplete, and with which we are happy. 

It may be objected that there are people who are full of life who hate repetition; therefore, 
working toward the ideal goal is boring. No! Look at those who are full of life; they love 
repetition. Put a child on your knees and bounce it up and down two or three times; the child 
will say, “Do it again.” Or tell a child a funny story. I can remember my grandmother telling me 
the story of an Indian who came to kill a farmer who was splitting logs. The farmer induced the 
Indian to put his fingers in the split log for a second, which he did and was held prisoner. I 
never found out what happened to either the farmer or the Indian, but I said to her at least a 
thousand times, “Tell me again.” The child never says, “That’s an old story; I heard Uncle Ed 
tell it last week.” The child says, “Tell me again.” You blow smoke through your nose or you 
blow it through your ears, as I once thought an uncle could do, and the child will say, “Do it 
again.”… 

* * * 
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Because God is full of life, I imagine each morning Almighty God says to the sun, “Do it 
again”; and every evening to the moon and the stars, “Do it again”; and every springtime to the 
daisies, “Do it again”; and every time a child is born into the world asking for a curtain call, that 
the heart of the God might once more ring out in the heart of the babe…. 

Life is worth living when we live each day to become closer to God. When you have said your 
prayers, offered your actions in union with God, continue to enjoy the “thrill of monotony,” and 
Do it again! 

“DO IT AGAIN” 
G.K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy (1908). 

All the towering materialism which dominates the modern mind rests ultimately upon one 
assumption; a false assumption. It is supposed that if a thing goes on repeating itself it is 
probably dead; a piece of clockwork. People feel that if the universe was personal it would vary; 
if the sun were alive it would dance. This is a fallacy even in relation to known fact. For the 
variation in human affairs is generally brought into them, not by life, but by death; by the dying 
down or breaking off of their strength or desire. A man varies his movements because of some 
slight element of failure or fatigue. He gets into an omnibus because he is tired of walking; or 
he walks because he is tired of sitting still. But if his life and joy were so gigantic that he never 
tired of going to Islington, he might go to Islington as regularly as the Thames goes to 
Sheerness. The very speed and ecstasy of his life would have the stillness of death. The sun 
rises every morning. I do not rise every morning; but the variation is due not to my activity, but 
to my inaction. Now, to put the matter in a popular phrase, it might be true that the sun rises 
regularly because he never gets tired of rising. His routine might be due, not to a lifelessness, 
but to a rush of life. The thing I mean can be seen, for instance, in children, when they find 
some game or joke that they specially enjoy. A child kicks his legs rhythmically through excess, 
not absence, of life. Because children have abounding vitality, because they are in spirit fierce 
and free, therefore they want things repeated and unchanged. They always say, “Do it again”; 
and the grown-up person does it again until he is nearly dead. For grown-up people are not 
strong enough to exult in monotony. But perhaps God is strong enough to exult in monotony. It 
is possible that God says every morning, “Do it again” to the sun; and every evening, “Do it 
again” to the moon. It may not be automatic necessity that makes all daisies alike; it may be that 
God makes every daisy separately, but has never got tired of making them. It may be that He 
has the eternal appetite of infancy; for we have sinned and grown old, and our Father is younger 
than we. The repetition in Nature may not be a mere recurrence; it may be a theatrical encore. 
Heaven may encore the bird who laid an egg. If the human being conceives and brings forth a 
human child instead of bringing forth a fish, or a bat, or a griffin, the reason may not be that we 
are fixed in an animal fate without life or purpose. It may be that our little tragedy has touched 
the gods, that they admire it from their starry galleries, and that at the end of every human 
drama man is called again and again before the curtain. Repetition may go on for millions of 
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years, by mere choice, and at any instant it may stop. Man may stand on the earth generation 
after generation, and yet each birth be his positively last appearance. 

THE “ONE THING” 
Fulton J. Sheen, Moods and Truth, quoted in From the Angel’s Blackboard: The Best of Fulton J. Sheen. 

Down in the gutter of a city street was a drop of water, dirty and stagnant. Way up in the 
heavens a gentle sunbeam saw it, leaped out of its azure sky, down to the drop, kissed it, thrilled 
it through and through with new strange life and hope, and lifted it up higher and higher and 
higher, beyond the clouds, and one day let it fall as a flake of immaculate snow on a 
mountaintop. And so our own lives—humdrum, routine, tiresome lives of a workaday world—
can be ennobled, spiritualized, and sacramentalized, provided we bring to them the inspiration 
of Some One who saw apostolic zeal in salt, provided we infuse their carbon blackness with the 
electric flame of love that will make them glow with the brilliance of a diamond, provided we 
bring to them the inspiration of the great Captain who carries five wounds in the forefront of 
battle, and thrills them with the fixed flash of the lightning made eternal as the Light. 

And when we have done this, then perhaps we will understand why He Who came to this earth 
to teach us the divine sense of humor showed us everything that was lovely and beautiful in His 
character—except one thing. He showed us His power; He showed us His wisdom; He showed 
us His melting kindness; He showed us His sorrow; He showed us His tears; He showed us His 
forgiveness; He showed us His power over nature; He showed us His knowledge of human 
hearts. 

But there was one thing that He did not show; there was one thing He saved for those who do 
not take this world too seriously; there was one thing He saved for paradise; there was one thing 
He saved for those who, like poets and saints, have a divine sense of humor; there was one thing 
He saved for heaven' that will make heaven heaven—and that was His smile! 

“LIGHTNING MADE ETERNAL AS THE LIGHT” 
G.K. Chesterton, The Everlasting Man (1925). 

A man who says he is God may be classed with a man who says he is glass. But the man who 
says he is glass is not a glazier making windows for all the world. He does not remain for after 
ages as a shining and crystalline figure, in whose light everything is as clear as crystal. 

But this madness has remained sane. The madness has remained sane when everything else 
went mad. The madhouse has been a house to which, age after age, men are continually coming 
back as to a home. That is the riddle that remains; that anything so abrupt and abnormal should 
still be found a habitable and hospitable thing. I care not if the sceptic says it is a tall story; I 
cannot see how so toppling a tower could stand so long without foundation. Still less can I see 
how it could become, as it has become, the home of man. Had it merely appeared and 
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disappeared, it might possibly have been remembered or explained as the last leap, of the rage 
of illusion, the ultimate myth of the ultimate mood, in which the mind struck the sky and broke. 
But the mind did not break. It is the one mind that remains unbroken in the break-up of the 
world. If it were an error, it seems as if the error could hardly have lasted a day. If it were a 
mere ecstasy, it would seem that such an ecstasy could not endure for an hour. It has endured 
for nearly two thousand years; and the world within it has been more lucid, more level-headed, 
more reasonable in its hopes, more healthy in its instincts, more humorous and cheerful in the 
face of fate and death, than all the world outside. For it was the soul of Christendom that came 
forth from the incredible Christ; and the soul of it was common sense. Though we dared not 
look on His face we could look on His fruits; and by His fruits we should know Him. The fruits 
are solid and the fruitfulness is much more than a metaphor; and nowhere in this sad world are 
boys happier in apple-trees, or men in more equal chorus singing as they tread the vine, than 
under the fixed flash of this instant and intolerant enlightenment; the lightning made eternal as 
the light. 

THE “ONE THING” 
G.K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy (1908). 

Joy, which was the small publicity of the pagan, is the gigantic secret of the Christian. And as I 
close this chaotic volume I open again the strange small book from which all Christianity came; 
and I am again haunted by a kind of confirmation. The tremendous figure which fills the 
Gospels towers in this respect, as in every other, above all the thinkers who ever thought 
themselves tall. His pathos was natural, almost casual. The Stoics, ancient and modern, were 
proud of concealing their tears. He never concealed His tears; He showed them plainly on His 
open face at any daily sight, such as the far sight of His native city. Yet He concealed 
something. Solemn supermen and imperial diplomatists are proud of restraining their anger. He 
never restrained His anger. He flung furniture down the front steps of the Temple, and asked 
men how they expected to escape the damnation of Hell. Yet He restrained something. I say it 
with reverence; there was in that shattering personality a thread that must be called shyness. 
There was something that He hid from all men when He went up a mountain to pray. There was 
something that He covered constantly by abrupt silence or impetuous isolation. There was some 
one thing that was too great for God to show us when He walked upon our earth; and I have 
sometimes fancied that it was His mirth. 

 

FURTHER READING: 

https://theimaginativeconservative.org/2026/06/g-k-chesterton-fulton-sheen-defenders-faith-
joseph-pearce.html

https://theimaginativeconservative.org/2026/06/g-k-chesterton-fulton-sheen-defenders-faith-joseph-pearce.html
https://theimaginativeconservative.org/2026/06/g-k-chesterton-fulton-sheen-defenders-faith-joseph-pearce.html
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