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THE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY
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PreEraTtory NoTE

E propose to make a philosophical analysis of democ-

'\ ; -\ / racy. We cannot ignore the fact that this analysis
is coincident with a world-wide war which has

come to be described as a struggle between “the democracies ”
and “the totalitarian powers.” Although the theory we are
about to expound owes nothing to that fact, neither in origin nor
in development, it cannot help having a bearing on the issues of
the day. But we beg the reader to avoid a too hasty or a too
simple application of our thesis to current events. The word “ de-
mocracy,” through its use in propaganda of all sorts, has come
to stand for almost anything that one can be politically for or
against. We hope to restore it to precise significance in the
analytical vocabulary of political thought. We ask the reader
to help us by not identifying democracy with the existing
governments of England and the United States. What sort of
governments exist in these countries, and in what way they
are good or bad, are questions of casuistry, not of political
theory. The political philosopher must achieve truth and
clarity on the level of principles before casuistical questions can
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be intelligently faced. The confusion of theory with casuistry,
so prevalent throughout the history of political thought, prevents
each from helping the other. To enlist the reader’s aid in avoid-
ing such confusion, and to caution him that the thesis is neither
intelligible nor true apart from its qualifications, we quote here,
before we begin, two sentences that occur at a later stage of
our discussion: “ The worst misunderstanding of what we are
trying to say would be to suppose our judgment of democracy
to be that it is always and everywhere the best form of govern-
ment for a people to adopt. . . . Far from supposing that
democracy is the best form of government relative to every
historic situation, we seriously doubt whether in the world to-
day there is any people whose physical, economie, cultural, and
moral attainments are yet adequate for the full practice of
democracy.”

Part I. INTRODUCTORY

3. The present work has two aims. The first is an adequate
explication of the truth that democracy is, on moral grounds,
the best form of government. The second is a reformulation of
political theory in so far as it concerns the basic problem of
the classification of states.

The two aims are interdependent. If the proposition about
democracy is true, then certain traditional doctrines about the
classification of states must be modified; the underlying princi-
ples of classification must be revised. This will involve two sorts
of rectification: some errors must be corrected, and additional
principles are needed where the traditional doctrine is analyti-
cally incomplete. Unless such modification and revision can be
accomplished, the proposition that democracy is, on moral
grounds, the best form of government, cannot be proved; in
fact, quite apart from the demonstration of this proposition,
the posstbility of its being true is not even intelligible in terms
of traditional theory. The theory of democracy thus becomes
identical with a whole political theory, and this theory will be
new in so far as it corrects and extends traditional doctrines in
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order to make the truth about democracy both intelligible and
demonstratively certain. It will not be necessary, therefore, to
keep the two aims of this work separate. On the contrary,
they tend to fuse at every stage of the analysis.

That genuinely new developments in political theory are
possible, and that in the course of history such developments
are necessitated by progress in political institutions, should
neither be surprising nor shocking. Unlike other branches of
philosophy, notably metaphysics and ethics, political thought
is conditioned by the historic contingencies of human culture.
To the extent that its principles are derived from the nature of
man, politics, like ethics, attains to truths which are absolute
and universal precisely in the sense that they are not relative
and restricted to particular historic situations. But though the
truths themselves be absolute, the discovery of them may be
relative to and conditioned by the cultural environment which
determines a political philosopher’s field of vision. A political
thinker cannot help being affected by the particular society and
time in which he lives, and by the vicarious experience furnished
him by recorded political history. The limits of this experience,
both actual and vicarious, will determine his formulation of
principles to account for existing institutions, and also his pro-
phetic projection of the principles to cover future possibilities.
Five hundred or one thousand years of political history can
scarcely suffice for the previsioning of the whole course of
events to follow. Furthermore, the development of political
institutions and the invention of new political arrangements are
so dependent on the physical and economic circumstances of
social life that failure to forsee what has been called tech-
nological progress necessarily results in failure to foresee the
political changes which such progress makes possible. These
defects of vision cannot be avoided by thinkers whose experi-
ence is limited by their own political environment and by the
point in time from which they survey the unfolding pattern of
political history, and guess at the secrets of its hidden dy-
namism. No effort of imagination can remedy such blindness,
nor will the greatest aptitude for theorizing succeed in pene-
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trating what lies beyond the imaginable. Man’s intelligence is
not angelic. Although every truth of political theory could be
known at once to a pure intelligence, it takes time for men to
discover these truths in the slow development of political
philosophy—the discovery being occasioned by unpredicted,
and unpredictable, novelties in the sphere of political action, by
the invention of new institutions, the formation of new
arrangements.’

We who are engaged today in political theorizing are, of
course, subject to the same essential limitations as were our
ancestors. A thousand years hence, the political thought of
the twentieth century will betray defects and inadequacies
peculiar to its partial experience and its limited vision. We
should be guilty of the worst sort.of hubris, were we to pro-

1 Of all the branches of philosophy, politics is, perhaps, the most circumscribed
by the historic limitations of thinkers living at a given place and time. This is
obviously due to the fact that the process of learning, through which men discover
fundamental truths in any field, is by induction from experience, and to the fact
that, in the case of politics, the relevant experience available at a given time is
far from adequate. (Adequate political experience may not be available until the
end of time and the discovery of political truths may, therefore, be forever a con-
tinuing process.) In contrast, the experience which is relevant to ethical formu-
lations may be relatively adequate at an early period in human history, and so
we should not expect radical new discoveries in this field, however much may be
achieved by way of analytical precision, as later thinkers refine and rework the
ethical theory of their predecessors. As conditioned by historic contingencies in the
order of experience, the philosophy of nature somewhat resembles political theory.
New discoveries in the philosophy of nature may be occasioned by advances in
the empirical sciences, advances which enlarge our experience of natural phenomena,
just as new formulations in political theory may be prompted by the changing
face of man’s political life. In neither case is the philosophical truth, once dis-
covered, relative to time and place: a philosophical truth discovered by the Greeks
is true today; and a truth which modern philosophers may be beginning to discover
today was true in the ancient world even though the experimental conditions were
then not yet ripe for its discovery. So when we speak of a Christian philesophy,
distinguished by,its possession of metaphysical truths not known to the ancients,
we do not mean that these truths belong only to a specifically Christian culture,
but rather that their discovery was occasioned by the spiritual conditions under
which philosophical work was done in a Christian culture. To regard Christian
philosophy as an historical phenomenon is not to dismiss it as peculiarly mediaeval
because the Middle Ages were the historical period in which that phenomenon
happened to oceur.
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ceed as if, because we can see more than our mediaeval and
ancient teachers did, we could see all. ‘But it is not pride or
vanity for us to claim that we can see more; in the twenty-four
hundred years since Aristotle worked, even in the seven hundred
since St. Thomas Aquinas, there have been profound changes
in human culture, especially in those physical factors which
influence the character of communities by enlarging the means
of communication, and which, altering the modes of production
and distribution, transform the economic conditions of human
association. These changes in the physical and economic con-
ditions of human association have required, even sponsored,
certain political innovations. Not only do we have more political
history to guide us, than had Aristotle and St. Thomas; not
only does our political experience include the trial of methods
and forms unknown to them; but, in consequence of these
advantages, we can see potentialities for future development of
which they could not dream. The remarkable changes in the
word ““democracy ” itself—Dboth its analytical connotations
and its sentimental aura—signify the difference between our
point of view, and that of our forebears, a transformation which,
by the way, has gained conscious recognition only in the last
hundred years, or even less. The word which the ancients used
to name the most tolerable of the bad forms of government,
or which in its best signification was used by the Middle Ages
to name merely one of the factors in good government (.e.,
popular participation, in a mixed regime), has become the
name for a political ideal—the best form of government, or
even the only good form of government, considered absolutely.
Far from thinking that democracy, as it has come to be con-
ceived in the last hundred years, is already fully realized in
existing political institutions, those who regard it as the best
form of government, absolutely speaking, insist that it is an
ideal which has only begun to be realized in the most tenuous
way, and which it may take many more centuries of struggle
and tribulation to bring to more substantial accomplishment.
Nor would they recommend its immediate adoption by all
existing communities, for they know that the best form of
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government, absolutely speaking, may not be the best relative
to people living under inferior physical, economie, and cultural
conditions.

The fact that democracy has come to be regarded by some
peoples, and by a few political thinkers, as the best form of
government and as an ideal toward which political activity
should aim, does not make the proposition true. It is not even
the predominant opinion of mankind, for it is clearly the case
that more peoples have turned away from democracy than
seek it; and, if we weigh the judgment of experts, there are
many more eminent thinkers, throughout the history of political
thought, who have rejected democracy in principle or miscon-
ceived it, than the few, mostly of recent date, who have con-
ceived it in such a way that they reject all other forms as
inferior by comparison. The facts about the distribution of
opinions favorable or unfavorable to democracy, among peoples
generally or among competent theorists, are not relevant to the
truth of the proposition; but they are relevant to the considera-
tion of the proposition as formulating a problem to be solved.
The question, “ Is democracy, on moral grounds, the best form
of government?” would not even have been raised in any
period previous to our own. That the question can be raised
and is being discussed today, that there is a great deal of senti-
ment in favor of an affirmative answer, that there has been some
effort to formulate the grounds for such an affirmation—these
things evidence the possibility, at least, of a fundamental ad-
vance in political theory. If the affirmative answer is true,
and if that proposition can be conclusively demonstrated, then
political theory will itself be fundamentally altered, for the
truth about democracy cannot be simply added as a new con-
clusion; it is the sort of conclusion which can be added only at
the cost of correction and revision in basic principles. And this
new development of political theory, assimilating to itself, of
course, all that is true in ancient and mediaeval formulations,
will be a distinctively modern achievement, precisely in the
sense that its novel discoveries will have been occasioned by
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novelties in political institutions and arrangements which have
just won conscious recognition in recent times.’

2. The present work grows out of the prior inquiries of its
authors. Each pursuing a somewhat different line in the con-
sideration of basic political questions has found in the writings
of the other the challenge of apparent contradiction; but pro-
longed discussion of the points apparently in issue has in every
case resulted in better understanding and ultimately in com-
plete agreement, because what at first appeared to be contra-
diction became, through clarification, complementary angles
of analysis. Their collaboration in the present work is thus the
expression of an intellectual community gradually achieved
through sustained efforts to communicate. Since it signifies a
resolution of their differences, a brief marking of those divergent
lines of approach might help the reader to share with them the
common ground they have at last attained.

One of the authors has been primarily concerned with the
natural foundations of the political order—its ultimate roots
in the social and rational nature of man.®* From a consideration
of the origins of the state, and of the moral principles under-
lying all political institutions, he has recently attempted to
distinguish the ethical from the political aspects of government,

2If Greek and mediaeval political philosophy be read formalissime, it will be
found to contain, in germ at least, all the principles of the theory of democracy.
These principles are, of course, often obscured by the materializations they are
given—in application to local institutions and concrete historic situations. As
Jacques Maritain points out: “Rien de plus tragique que ces glissements de
Pintelligence, quand elle passe insensiblement d’un principe trés éléve formellement
vrai & une application ou materialization menteuse; on trouve beaucoup de ce
glissements chez les Grecs, c’est pourquoi les scolastiques disaient qu’il importe
toujours d’entendre Aristote formalissime.” (Questions de Conscience, Paris, 1938:
p. 99.) It is just as necessary for us to interpret the great mediaeval writers
formalissime, as it was for them to abstract the true principles of an Aristotle
from the falsifying embodiment of Greek imagery.

8 Cf. Walter Farrell: “ The Natural Foundations of the Political Philosophy of
St. Thomas,” in the Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association,
VIII, 75-85; “ The Roots of Obligation,” TaE THOMIST, I, 1, 14-30; *“ The Philosophy
of Sovereignty,” in the Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Asso-
ciation, XIV, 103-11.



404 M. J. ADLER AND WALTER FARRELL

and to define what is common to all good governments in
terms of compliance with an essential minimum of ethical
requirements. He has been willing to regard democracy, or
what he called “ representative government,” as one of the good
political forms—good in purely moral terms—but he appeared
to reject the notion that one form of government could be
better than another on moral grounds; hence the comparison of
diverse governments, all equally good in terms of ethical princi-
ples, can be made only with regard to the efficiency of a given
political form in a particular historic situation.*

The other of the collaborators has also been concerned with
the distinction between ethics and politics, but primarily with
emphasis upon the greater relativity of political philosophy to
the historic limitations of its writers. He maintained that demo-
cratic institutions, and certain modes of representative govern-
ment, are distinctively modern achievements, and that political
thought must be revised to take account of these novelties in
the historic order.’ But whereas originally he supposed that

4 Vd. “ The Fate of Representative Government,” in Tue Taomist, II, 2, 175-207,
in which Father Farrell says that he uses the term °representative government’
rather than ‘ democracy ’ to signify “ a ruling power that includes popular sovereignty,
the sanctity of the individual, and the common good. Its signification might be
put more briefly by insisting that it includes popular sovereignty, an explicit or im-
plicit social contract, and dependence on and a harmony with natural law. This form
of government is of peculiar interest not by way of contrast between good and bad
governments, nor as a study of one governmental device, nor yet by way of com-
parison with totalitarian forms of government, but rather by way of analysis of
one form of good government ” (pp. 179-80). And then, after he has outlined the
ethical principles which define good government, Father Farrell adds: “ The ethical
principles of representative government are no whit different from the ethical
principles of any other form of good government. These principles stem imme-
diately from human nature itself and consequently are of an absolute universality.
. . . The differentiation of governments cannot be ethical but only political. The
ethical form gives the common note of all governments, i.e., the human note; the
political form gives the differentiation of different types of government, that is, the
political note ” (p. 192).

5 Mortimer J. Adler: “ Parties and the Common Good,” The Review of Politics,
I, 1, 51-83. Unlike ethics, “political philosophy cannot be both ancient and
adequate in principle. More than casuistry and interpretation is needed to make
the political wisdom of Aristotle and St. Thomas applicable today; and the more
that is needed is more or different wisdom, wisdom about the justice of political
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such revision could take the form of extending the principles
to cover deviations in detail,® he has more recently decided that
the inadequacy of ancient principles is more fundamental: that
the traditional classification of good and bad forms of govern-
ment fails to take account of criteria in terms of which there
is a moral gradation among good forms, and that when the
principles of political justice are adequately set forth, it can be
shown that democracy is not simply one among several good
forms of government, but that it is, on moral grounds, the
best form.”

The reader will observe at once the most crucial of the
apparent disagreements between the present collaborators. One
appeared to deny that any moral distinction in gradation of
goodness could be made among forms of government: every
form of government was either morally good or morally bad by
conformity with or violation of the same set of ethical princi-
ples. The other affirmed that such moral gradation of the good
forms could be made, and in developing this point he appeared
to deny that there was any univocal eriterion by which all good
forms could be distinguished from all bad forms. The apparent
contradiction was resolved when each realized that he was right
in his affirmation, but wrong in his denial: for the affirmation

arrangements which they could not have foreseen because political potentialities
reside not in human nature simply, but in the historically changing matrix of
social life ” (p. 62).

¢“ To say that political philosophy is not adequate in principle for all times and
conditions is not to.say that there are no political principles which have enduring
practical truth. . . . To admit this is not to say that the ancient formulation of
the principles of political justice and the ancient analysis of the generic kinds of
government are not true today. These principles and forms are anterior in their
generality to the specific constitutions and more determinate regulations. But the
latter belong no less to politics as practical science, and are the focal point of its
temporal limitations ” (¢bid., p. 63, fn. 13).

"Vd. “The Demonstration of Democracy,” in the Proceedings of the American
Catholic Philosophical Association, XV, 122-165, in which Dr. Adler undertook to
answer the question, “In terms of what moral principles is democracy the best
government? ¥ by showing three separable and cumulatively combinable elements
of political justice: the combination of all three elements constitutes democratic
government and indicates its intrinsic, moral superiority over inferior forms which
possess only one or at most two of the elements of political justice.
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that there is a univocal moral criterion for distinguishing all
good from all bad forms of government does not necessitate
the denial of subordinate criteria in terms of which one good
form may be morally superior to another; and the affirmation of
a moral gradation among good governments does not require
the denial of the prior, and independent, moral distinction
between all good and all bad forms. Freed from their adventi-
tious errors, the two affirmative truths could be combined in a
political theory which embraced both a single generic distinction
between all good and all bad forms of government (with respect
to univocal moral qualities commonly and equally shared) and
a set of specific distinctions among good forms which graded
them as morally unequal in a hierarchy of political perfections.
In terms of such a theory, it would be possible to see the sense
in which democracy shared with all other good forms of govern-
ment certain generic moral qualities, and at the same time to
praise democracy as superior to all the other good forms by
reason of its possessing specific moral qualities in excess of
these others, just as there is both a generic moral distinction
between virtue and vice, and also a subordinate moral specifica-
tion of the virtues which orders them as lower and higher.

We were able to reach this fundamental agreement partly
because, antecedently in our separate work, we had both appre-
ciated the need for distinguishing between two ways in which
governments can be normatively classified and ordered. One of
us had expressed this distinction in terms of a contrast between
ethical and political principles as relevant to the consideration
and criticism of types of government; ® the other had formulated
it in terms of a contrast between moral and prudential criteria.’
Despite the diversity of language, the point involved was the
same. A brief explanation of this point is necessary for the
understanding of what is to follow.

The central problem in political theory is the classification
of states or forms of government. There are, of course, ante-

8Vd. Farrell, “ The Fate of Representative Government,” loc. cit.
?Vd. Adler, “ The Demonstration of Democracy,” loc. cit.
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cedent questions about the nature of the state, the source and
locus of political authority, the composition of sovereignty, and
the conventional aspects of human society; but throughout the
history of political thought, the philosophers have been con-
cerned with one problem above all others, namely, what are the
criteria of good and bad in the political order. The problem is
not always understood in the same way. Sometimes the search
for normative standards is only for the sake of distinguishing
between good and bad states; sometimes it is for the sake of
making further distinctions among good states as graded in
excellence, or among forms of government as better and worse.
In any case, however, it is proper to the nature of political
philosophy as practical that its main concern should be with
norms. As being is the pervasive object of all speculative
thought, so good dominates every practical inquiry, whether
such inquiry be more or less remote from the exigencies of
action, i.e., whether it is speculatively-practical (the level of
political theory), practically-practical (the level of political
policy) or purely practical (the level of political action, of
decision and command). The central problem of political
theory is, therefore, not any sort of classification, but a classi-
fication which involves some kind of normative ordering. It will
not only define and distinguish different forms of government,
but it will judge them as good and bad, as better and worse.
By thus discriminating the desirable from the undesirable, and
the more from the less desirable, political theory plays its part
in the direction of political action, even though from afar.
Now, in the sphere of the good and bad, we are called upon
to judge both means and ends. The primary distinction is
between good and bad ends, and anything, whether a single act
or a form of government, is to be judged as good or bad accord-
ing to the character of its end. But among diverse means to
the same good end, one can be better than another because it is
a more efficient means for achieving that end. And anything
which is not the complete and final good may be good both
as an intermediate end, and as a means to a more ultimate, or
to the last, end. Hence, in the normative classification of forms
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of government, the following possibilities confront the political
philosopher: (1) governments may be viewed entirely as means
and as so viewed they may be (a) good or bad according to the
ultimate end they serve, and (b) the several good forms may be
ranked as better and worse according to the efficiency with
which they serve the same good end, or the degree to which
they realize the aspects of goodness intrinsic to that end; or
(2) forms of government may also be viewed as intermediate
ends (i.e., objectives of political action) and, as so viewed,
forms, all of which are good by reason of the end they serve,
may also be ranked as better and worse according to their
intrinsic grade of goodness as political objectives. It will be
seen at once that if there is a generic moral distinction between
all good and all bad forms of government, that must be made
either in terms of the ends they serve or, with regard to forms
of government as intermediate ends, as themselves objectives of
political action. In the latter case, the generic equality of all
good forms must be due to their common moral properties as
ends. In either case, the classification is moral because it is
by reference to the goodness of ends. The only question arises
with respect to the subordinate ordering of the good forms of
government inter se. Forms of government, equal in their
generic goodness, may be further graded in excellence either
extrinsically as more and less efficient means to one and the
same good end, or intrinsically as intermediate ends, not only
diverse in species but also unequal in perfection, and hence
hierarchically ordered.** Now what we have respectively called
“ ethical principles ” and “ moral criteria ” are those standards
of judgment which classify and grade forms of government by
referring them to ultimate ends or by regarding them as inter-

1° As will subsequently be shown, there is no incompatibility between two order-
ings of the specifically distinct forms of government: as diverse intermediate ends,
hierarchically ordered in grade of goodness, and as means to a more ultimate end,
ordered extrinsically as more and less complete realizations of that ultimate end.
Neither mode of ordering precludes the other, nor does one make the other un-
necessary, for that which is truly an intermediate end, a bonum honestum and not
a mere bonum utile, must always be viewed in both ways—both in its goodness as
an end, and In its gobdness as a reans.
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mediate ends; and what we have respectively called “ political
principles ” and ““ prudential criteria ” are those standards of
judgment which classify and grade good forms of government
by regarding them as more and less efficient means to the
same end."

Our agreement, therefore, about the complementary char-
acter of a single generic distinction between all good and all bad
forms of government and a set of specific distinctions among
good governments which orders them as unequal in worth, must
not be interpreted to mean that only the former is made on
moral grounds, whereas the latter are entirely in terms of pru-
dential criteria. To place that interpretation upon our agree-
ment is to destroy its peculiar merit as a resolution of our
original opposition, and moreover it nullifies the contribution
which we think our analysis can make. The central defect of
traditional political theory is precisely that it supposes that
no ordering of diverse good forms of government (all generically

** The language is not difficult to justify. In the traditional distinction between
the moral virtues and prudence, we say that the moral virtues appoint the end,
whereas prudence rightly determines the means thereto. In saying this, we are
considering true and perfect prudence, not false or imperfect prudence, for true and
perfect prudence consists in rightly determining the means, not for any end, but
only for the right end, the end of an appetite rectified by the moral virtues. Hence,
to divide prudence against the moral virtues—or prudential against moral criteria
of normative judgment—is not to imply that prudence is immoral, or that pru-
dential criteria are standards of mere expediency. That would be true only if
“ prudence ” and “ prudential ” were used to signify false or imperfect prudence;
it cannot be true if these words signify true and perfect prudence, for then the
prudential judgment about the efficiency of the means presupposes rightly appointed
ends; and the whole distinction between moral and prudential reduces to a dis-
tinction between judgments about ends and judgments about the relative worth of
diverse means to the same good end. Such judgments of efficiency, or expediency,
with regard to means are not immoral; on the contrary, they are precisely the
work of prudence within the sphere of moral activity, a work which makes prudence
an indispensable supplement to, and inseparably involved in, the moral virtues.
There is no difficulty in seeing that the same thing is intended by “ ethical
principles ” as by “ moral criteria.” That the phrase  political principles ” signifies
the same thing as * prudential criteria” is revealed by the fact that it was used
to discuss thoses subordinate differences among all good forms of government in
terms of which they are more or less adapted, under certain types of contingent
circumstances, to realizing with greater or less efficiency the one end which all good
governments serve.
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equal in their goodness) can grade the species as of greater or
less worth except on prudential grounds (in terms of more or
less efficiency). Whether monarchy be called the best of the
good forms, or the mixed regime, or even democracy, such
judgments must, according to traditional teaching, express only
a prudential estimate of their worth as means. The failure to
see that judgments can be made which express a moral estimate
of their worth as ends (and which order the several good forms
in a hierarchy of moral species) is precisely the failure in ancient
and mediaeval political thought that we aim to correct. Our
point of departure from traditional doctrine is signalized by the
fact that we are willing to accept the question, “ In terms of
what moral criteria is democracy the best form of govern-
ment? ” as a significant question; for according to traditional
opinion the question itself should be rejected, since one good
form of government is not thought to be better than another, or
best of all, on moral grounds*?

12Tt is important to emphasize the acceptance of the question itself as prior in
significance to the answer which is implied. The question really is double: it asks,
first, whether there are moral criteria in terms of which the several good forms of
government can be graded in excellence; and it asks, second, whether in terms of
such criteria democracy is best. Now the first question can be answered affirmatively,
though the second be answered negatively; whereas the second cannot be answered
at all if the first is answered negatively. Hence, a major contribution to political
theory is contained in an affirmative answer to the first question; in contrast, an
affirmative answer to the second question is minor. When they are taken together,
of course, there is reason for identifying what is new here in political theory with
the theory of democracy.

One further point of clarification must be added. To say that there are several
species of good government, constituting a moral hierarchy of political ends, does
not exclude the possibility that, within each of these species, there be accidental
variants which are subject to prudential ordering as more or less efficient realizations
of the same good end. We shall use the word “ species ” strictly to designate forms
of governments essentially distinct, on moral grounds, as ends; and we shall use
the word “ variety ” when we wish to name the subordinate accidental variations
in type within each species, with respect to whose comparative worth only a
prudential ordering is possible. We shall also use the phrase “ form of government *
only to name a true species, an essentially distinct kind of government, necessarily
inferior or superior to other forms in moral excellence; in contrast, whenever we
wish to refer to the varieties of a given species, accidentally distinct from one
another, we shall speak of “ modes of government.” Since modes of government will



THE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY 411

Our resolution of the basic disagreement between us (which
understanding revealed to be only an apparent contradiction),
has also enabled us to view traditional doctrine (the political
theory of Aristotle and St. Thomas) in the same light, and in
that light to appraise the departure we are prepared to defend.
Here, too, at first we differed: for one of us tended to over-
estimate the perfection of the great teachers, while the other
tended to exaggerate their deficiencies. Again the truth, as we
finally have come to see it, lies in the middle ground where both
the soundness of traditional doctrine is duly respected, and its
inadequacies are frankly conceded. With respect to the generic
distinction between all good and all bad forms of government,
the traditional doctrine is clearly sound, and this fundamental
verity includes, of course, all the antecedent truths concerning
the natural foundations of the whole political order, the source
and character of authority, the locus of sovereignty, the ordina-
tion of the state to man’s ultimate benefit. With respect to the
specific distinctions among good forms of government, and the
moral hierarchy of such forms, the traditional doctrine is just as
clearly inadequate. But whereas the soundness of traditional
doctrine (on the generic level) must be understood in terms
of all the aforementioned truths, prior to the classification of
political forms, the inadequacy of traditional doctrine (on the
specific level) cannot be explained simply as a lack of analysis.
This inadequacy, when traced to its sources, is seen to arise, in
part, from certain confusions between what are truly specific
forms of government and what are only accidental modes,*
in part from certain mistakes, such as the Aristotelian error
concerning natural slavery, or the Thomistic identification of
all good government with constitutional government, and in
part from the failure to see that forms of government as inter-
mediate ends must be evaluated as ends, having the intrinsic

be comparable only if they are varieties of the same species, they must be equal
in moral excellence, and differ infer se only in efficiency or the degree to which
they realize the grade of goodness intrinsic to the form of government of which
they are accidentally determinate types.

¥ Vd. fn. 12 supra.
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excellence proper to any bonum honestum, and cannot merely
be regarded as means, having the extrinsic worth proper to any
bonum utile. In the light of this view of traditional doctrine,
we appraise the theory of democracy as a political theory which
retains all the fundamental truths of the great tradition, and
which, after removing confusions and correcting errors, is able
to remedy the tradition’s inadequacy within the framework of
its own essential principles, by completing the classification of
the forms of government in terms of specific distinctions gener-
ating a moral hierarchy.**

But our appraisal of the theory of democracy is not uni-
versally shared by all who, like ourselvés, claim to be disciples of
Aristotle and St. Thomas in the field of political thought. There
are many who think that traditional principles present insuper-
able obstacles to the theoretical developments we propose; who
think, whatever their view of democracy, that the only possible
moral classification of states is the one which divides all good
forms from all bad forms, generically; and who insist that any
attempt to order the specifically distinet good forms in a moral
hierarchy must necessarily violate principles to which we, like
they, adhere. We are acquainted with the objections they have
offered, and the difficulties they have raised. Our task, there-

14 f the errors in traditional theory be regarded as accidents due to the historic
limitations of its great exponents (thus, Aristotle’s views on slavery may be due
to his immersion in the accidents of Greek culture, and St. Thomas’s identification
of all good government with constitutional government may be due to the mediaeval
view of a ruler’s responsibility to the people because of his responsibility to God,
the latter being sanctioned by the supremacy of the spiritual over the temporal
power), then there is a sense in which the whole truth of the theory of democracy
is implicitly contained in traditional doctrines. When those doetrines are sufficiently
abstracted from the embodiments of historically local imagery and example, when
their principles are understood in the most formal light (vd. fn. 2 supra), it will be
found that Aristotle not only distinguished properly between royal (non-consti-
tutional) and constitutional forms of government, but made this the most basic
moral distinction among good governmental forms; and it will also be found that
the equality of all men as political animals because equal in their specific ration-
ality is certainly affirmed by St. Augustine, and less plainly by St. Thomas because
of his devotion to Aristotle. These two principles need only be developed in all
their implications to arrive at the theory of democracy—the moral gradation of
three good forms of government, of which the best is democratic.
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fore, is to defend the theory—to answer these objections and
to remove these difficulties. So far as a simple understanding of
the theory is concerned, that is already available.”® But this
understanding is too simple, as the aforementioned difficulties
and objections have made plain. What is needed, therefore, is
an exhaustive analysis, carrying every point to its ultimate
metaphysical or psychological roots (for the basic principles of
any political theory must ultimately rest on metaphysical truths
about being and goodness, and on psychological truths about
the nature of man). The thesis that democracy is, on moral
grounds, the best form of government cannot be completely
demonstrated—in fact, it cannot even be shown to be demon-
strable, since it depends upon the possibility of a moral hier-
archy of political forms—without an elaborate development of
the concept of the common good, without re-examining the
nature of the state as an end and as a means, without distin-
guishing and ordering the modes of human happiness, without
making more precise what is involved in the notion of constitu-
tionality, without defining the status of citizenship in relation
to subjection and slavery. With this in mind, we shall under-
take to expound the theory of democracy in a series of articles
(the subsequent parts of this work), each of which will deal
with a fundamental aspect of the theory that needs more pene-
trating analysis or further clarification; and by so doing we hope
to accomplish two purposes at once: giving, on the one hand, a
more adequate exposition of the theory itself, not only certi-
fying the demonstration of democracy which is its conclusion,
but, more than that, revealing that conclusion’s deepest roots;
and, on the other hand, answering all the objections, removing
all the difficulties, which have so far been raised.

In order to prepare for what is to follow, it is necessary, in this
introductory part, to present a compact summary of the theory
itself—Dby stating its major theses without supporting argument

15 ¥t can be constructed by any reader who will combine the analysis made in
“The Fate of Representative Government” with that made in “ The Demonstra-
tion of Democracy,” according to the resolution of the apparent disagreement
between these two analyses which we have herein suggested.

2
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or adequate analysis. This will enable us to mark the major
deviations from traditional doctrine (both by way of addition
and of correction); and also to formulate the objections and
difficulties in terms of which we shall organize the remaining
divisions of our work. We shall thus be able to give the reader,
in general outline, a picture of the work as a whole.

3. The summary can be effected by a statement of four
theses, each with a minimum of elaboration:

Thests One: There is a generic moral criterion by which all
good forms of government can be distinguished from all bad
forms.

a. In terms of this criterion all the good forms are generically
equal in their moral goodness, and all the bad forms are
generically equal in their moral depravity.

b. This single criterion is the ultimate end to which all political
activity should be ordained, according to the nature of man
and the nature of the state.

c. That ultimate end is the happiness of men, which is some-
times spoken of as “ the life of virtue.”

d. Human happiness as the finis causa of government is not
identical with the common good as the finis effectus of
government. Three terms must be distinguished here:

(1) Happiness, which is a good common to every human
person because of his specific humanity;

(2) The political common good (the good which is identical
with the well-being of a community of men as politically
organized, i. e., the state)

(a) As an ideal terminus of perfection—the finis causa
of political activity aiming at the progressive de-
velopment of political institutions,

(b) As some actual grade of accomplished perfection—
the finis effectus of political activity, as well as
the finis causa of political activity aiming at the
preservation of already existing political insti-
tutions.

In order to aim at human happiness as its ultimate end, the

political activity which constitutes every good form of gov-

ernment must be directed to the ideal terminus of progress
in the political order itself.
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Thesis Two: There are three specific moral criteria by which
three good forms of government can be distinguished and
ordered as grades of political perfection.

a. In terms of these criteria, the several forms of government,
equal in their generic goodness, are unequal in the degree of
specific perfection attained.

b. Because the eriteria are moral and intrinsic to the forms of
government they determine, one good form of government
can be regarded as morally better than another, not merely
as prudentially better in terms of criteria of efficiency.

c. The several criteria are separable and cumulative, for other-
wise they could not specify the several forms of government
as hierarchically graded in degrees of specific perfection.

(1) Thus, if the three criteria be represented by the letters
A, B, and C, the three forms of government will be
constituted in the following manner.

I: by the possession of A, and the privation of B and C.
IT: by the possession of A and B, and the privation of C.
IIT: by the possession of A and B and C.

(2) As so ordered hierarchically, the best form of govern-
ment will not only possess an element of perfection
lacked by its inferiors, but will include the elements of
perfection they possess; similarly, the better form of
government will possess the element of perfection pos-
sessed by its inferior, as well as exceed that inferior by
possessing an element of perfection which it lacks.

(8) The perfections constitutive of inferior forms are pos-
sessed emanenter by the superior form when they are
possessed in conjunction with that additional perfection
by which the superior form exceeds its inferiors. Thus,
the A factor is only analogically common to I and 1T,
because it is possessed simply in the case of I, and
eminenter in the case of I, elevated in the latter case by
conjunction with the B factor; similarly, the A and B
factors are only analogically common to I, IT, and IIT.

d. The three criteria are factors constitutive of the political
common good regarded primarily as the finis effectus of
government, and secondarily as the finis causa of political
activity aiming at the preservation of already existing politi-
cal institutions.
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One good form of government is thus distinguished
from another according to the grade of political common
good which is its effective accomplishment.

Although there is only one political common good as
the ideal terminus of progress in the political order,
there are three distinct political common goods as
diverse grades of accomplished perfection; and these
three grades are analogical as species of common good.
Since each specific grade of accomplished political per-
fection is not only the finis effectus of political activity,
but also the finis causa of political activity directed to
the preservation of existing institutions, the several
forms of good government can be regarded as ends.

(a) As an end, a good form of government is a good
to be maintained or preserved by the members of
the community, both rulers and ruled.

(b) The specification and gradation of three good forms
of government is, therefore, by reference to these
forms of government as unequally good ends in the
sphere of political activity on the part of rulers
and ruled.

(¢) This specification of forms of governments, regarded
as ends, is not inconsistent with the generic distine-
tion between all good forms and all bad, because
the accomplished common good is never an ulti-
mate, but only an intermediate end; beyond it there
is human happiness as the ultimate end which is
approached in proportion as the ideal common good
of the political order is progressively realized.

(d) Because it is an intermediate end, and hence also a
means, each form of good government is not only a
certain grade of political goodness already accomp-
lished, but both a stage in the progressive realiza-
tion of the i1deal common good, and accordingly a
less or more efficient means toward the ultimate end,
the happiness of every person who is a member of
the human community.

e. The three factors (in terms of which the specific forms of

good government are differentially constituted) are three
separable and cumulative elements of political justice.

(1) The political community is an organized multitude of

men living together in the unity of peace.
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(2) The state, or political community, is not the only
organized multitude of men living together in the unity
of peace.

(2)

(b)

Communities can be distinguished according to
their causes, final and efficient, and thus we dis-
tinguish between the Church, as a supernatural
community, and all other societies as natural.

Among natural communities, there are two further
principles of distinction: first, according as the end
of association is the human good simpliciter, or a
human good secundum quid, and thus, the family,
the village, and the state, are distinguished from
all economic or technical corporations; second, ac-
cording as the association for the sake of the human
good simpliciter is more or less self-sufficient and
more or less adequate to the realization of the end,
and thus the state is distinguished from family and
village as perfect from imperfect communities.

(8) Justice is the efficient principle of order in any com-
munity of men, and as such justice is a source of that
unity of peace without which no community exists.

(a)

(b)

©

The peaceful organization of any multitude of men
requires government, and the distinction of rulers
and ruled.

The types of government are distinguished accord-
ing to the natures of the persons associated and the
conditions of their association: thus, domestic and
tribal, or village, governments are distinguished from
political government, i. e, the type of government
appropriate to states, or political communities, in
which the multitude includes men of unrelated
families.

Political justice is the principle of order in political
communities, and as such is constitutive of govern-
ment as the organization of its members according
to relations of ruler and ruled.

(d) As a principle of order, political justice is both final

and efficient, since the end by and for which a form
of government exists is always a just order.

(4) Government is good in proportion as it is just, and one
form of political government is better than another in
proportion as it is more just. Since there are separable
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and cumulative elements of political justice, one govern-
ment is better than another by virtue of possessing an
element of justice not possessed by its inferior.

f. The three elements of political justice can be distinguished
in the following manner.

1

2

The first is discovered by answering the question, How
is de facto political power exercised by those who possess
it, regardless of how they have come to possess it?
The first principle of justice is that political power be
exercised for the sake of preserving the existing good of
the community. This principle applies to any member
of the community who acts politically, but primarily,
of course, to those who exercise ruling power, and only
secondarily, of course, to those who exercise whatever
power they possess as men who are being ruled. By this
criterion, injustice consists, on the part of the rulers, in
the exercise of power for their own sake; and similarly,
on the part of the ruled, injustice consists in disobedience
to just rule, in order to satisfy private interests at the
expense of the common good.

The second is discovered by answering the question,
How 1is political power constituted de jure, that is,
how do men come to possess political power over other
men, by 7ight, rather than by force or guile or accident?
This question must be understood in terms of the basic
truth that no man naturally possesses political power
over other men, as, in the case of the family, parents
naturally possess domestic power over their children.
Hence, in order to possess political power by right, the
men who rule must derive that power legitimately from
whatever is its natural source. Its natural source is the
community itself, which according to ils very nature
has authority over its individual members. The mode
of derivation is by means of a constitution, written or
unwritten, which defines the offices of rule, determines
the scope of the powers and duties belonging to such
offices, and, above all, sets up the political status of
citizenship, defining the powers and duties of the ruled.
The second principle of justice, is therefore, the con-
stitutionality of government, and this principle applies
equally to the status of ruler and of ruled, for it defines
the authority of men who exercise governing powers in
terms of the offices they occupy, and it defines the
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authority of men who are governed in terms of the
fundamental status of citizenship.

(a) This second principle of justice turns on the distine-
tion between authority and force in government.
It involves the notion of “ popular sovereignty ” in
the strict sense that the natural locus of political
authority is in the political community itself, and
not in any of its members. Individual men become
vested with such authority only through becoming
representatives of the community as a whole in
relation to its members, and this can be effected
only by means of a constitution which creates and
defines governmental offices, so that men rule others
only as office-holders, rather than simply as men
superior by force or guile or other accidents, such as
virtue. Thus, constitutional government is govern-
ment by law rather than by men, for under con-
stitutional government, men govern only through
holding offices appointed by constitutional law,
whether that be written or customary.

(b) This second principle of justice is separable from
the first. Political power can be either de facto or
de jure. As merely de facto (not legitimately con-
stituted) , the power according to the first criterion,
can be exercised either justly or unjustly by those
who possess it. And legitimately constituted power
(power conjoined with authority by virtue of the
offices in which such power is constitutionally
vested—the offices representing the natural sover-
eignty of the community itself) can be exercised
either justly or unjustly, according to the first
criterion. Hence, a just exercise of power can be
separated from a just constitution of power: on
the one hand, power, whether de facto or de jure,
can be justly or unjustly exercised; on the other
hand, in addition to power’s being justly exercised,
it can be justly constituted. So we see that the two
factors are separable and cumulative, and hence
that the form of government in which both factors
are present is more just than the form of govern-
ment in which only the first factor is present.

(8) The third is discovered by answering the question, What
men shall be admitted to the fundamental status of
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citizenship, as that status is defined under constitutional
government? The significance of the question can be
increased by asking whether any of the familiar badges
of political privilege (wealth, nobility of birth, race,
color, sex, or even acquired virtue) are just conditions
of enfranchisement or of disfranchisement? The nega-
tive answer follows from the very nature of distributive
justice, as awarding equal shares to equals. Since all
men are by nature political animals, and since this is the
source of their equality as members of the political
community, the third principle of justice is that all men
(except those who must be committed to asylums as
charges upon the care of the community) should be
enfranchised as citizens.

{a) This principle of justice does not apply in the same
way to the distribution of offices, as it does to
the status of citizenship. In the latter case, distri-
butive justice consists in giving equal shares to
equals; whereas in the former case, it consists in
treating unequals unequally, for according as men
are unequal in merit and virtue, they should be
assigned to different functions and positions in the
community. The equality of all men as citizens, due
to their specific humanity, is not inconsistent with
functional inequalities due to their individual dif-
ferences. On the contrary, this principle of distri-
butive justice, applied to the selection of men for
various offices, requires that such selection be deter-
mined by the fitness of the man to the office,
whether that fitness be a matter of nature or virtue.
In order for this mode of selection to become opera-
tive, it is necessary that there be no unjust obstacles
in the way of those who are fitted by nature or
virtue; or, in other words, the conditions of office-
holding must not involve any false criteria of poli-
tical privilege (such as wealth, the accidents of
birth, sex, race, etc.). Only when any man, who
is a citizen, is also entitled to hold office, will it be
true that the best-fitted, by nature or virtue, can be
selected from the citizenry. Only thus can a natural
aristocracy take the place of the false and artificial
aristocracies in which governmental office is re-
stricted to certain privileged classes. Hence, this
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third criterion—which is the principle of distributive
justice—must be formulated by two clauses: (1)
all men shall have the status of citizenship; and
(2) all citizens shall be entitled to hold office. There
are, of course, further determinations of this princi-
ple (with respect to just exclusions from citizenship
and with respect to just requirements for the hold-
ing of certain offices), but we need not discuss these
here; nor need we here discuss the various ways in
which, under a constitutional government with uni-
versal suffrage, men shall be selected to fill political
offices. The latter problem is a question of efficiency,
rather than of justice.

This third principle of justice is separable from the
first two. If the government is non-constitutional,
there is, of course, no question about distributive
justice, with respect either to the status of citizen-
ship, or to conditions of office-holding, for strictly
under non-constitutional government there are
neither citizens nor offices. But constitutional gov-
ernments may be of two sorts according to the
justice or injustice of the constitution itself. An
unjust constitution is one in which some men are
unjustly excluded from citizenship or unjustly
barred from office. A just constitution is one which
applies the principle of distributive justice perfectly,
with respect both to office-holding and suffrage (i.e.,
the status of a citizenship, subsequently to be de-
fined). (It should be added that all unjust constitu-
tions are not equally unjust, for the perfection of
distributive justice may be more or less approxi-
mated according as more men are admitted to
citizenship or according as one or another unjust
criterion of political privilege is abolished. This
explains the greater justice in what are traditionally
called the mixed regimes, even though these mixed
regimes, as traditionally conceived, are far from
being perfectly just.) Thus, we see that a govern-
ment maybe just because political power is justly
exercised; 1t may in addition be more just because
that power is justly possessed by legitimate consti-
tution; or it may, furthermore, be most just because
that constitution is itself perfectly just in the sense
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that political power and authority are justly
distributed.

g. In the light of these elements of justice, the three good forms
of government can be distinguished, ordered, and named.

®

)

3
(4)

Using the symbols A, B, and C, for the three elements
of political justice as enumerated, and using the Roman
numbers I, II, and III to designate the three forms of
government hierarchically ordered in grade of goodness,
we have:

I. A (B,C). The parentheses here signify privation.

II: AB (O)

III: ABC

We can name these three good forms by appropriating

certain traditional words, and giving them a rigidly

precise, as well as new, significance. Thus:
I: Royal government (which is non-constitutional
government; as we shall see, this can also be called
“ benevolent despotism.”)

II: Republican government (which is constitutional
government with restricted suffrage, and privileged
classes, ete.)

III: Democratic government (which is constitutional
government with universal suffrage, and no privi-
leged classes.)

All good government is either royal or constitutional,
and if constitutional either republican or democratic.
Democracy can be precisely defined as constitutional
government, in which legitimate power is exercised for
the community’s well-being, in which all men can ac-
tively participate as citizens, and any nian is entitled to
hold office, and in which the political -activity of all
(both officers and citizens) is directed to the ultimate
political ideal and human happiness. The last clause
of this definition goes beyond what is peculiar to the
definition of democracy as a specific form of government,
in that it mentions the generic criterion common to all
good forms of government.

Thesis Three: In addition to the three specific forms of good
government, there are accidental modes of each.

a. These subordinate accidental distinctions are made in terms
of various administrative devices, the ways in which men



THE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY 423

come to power or are selected to hold office, the way in
which political power is unified in the hands of one man or
divided among many, whether the many be the deputies of

the

one, or office holders, ete.

. The traditional names for “ kinds ” of government (such as,
monarchy, aristocracy, polity, tyranny, oligarchy, and de-
mocracy) do not name specific forms of government, but
accidental modes of government, falling under one or another
of these specific forms.

0

@

Thus, for example, monarchy does not name a form of
government, for monarchy may be either constitutional
or non-constitutional. Monarchy merely names a mode
of administration, one way in which political power can
be organized, either by force or constitutionally. If the
government is Royal, monarchy is that mode of ad-
ministration in which all the power is concentrated in
the hands of one man, to be distributed to others only
as his personal deputies; if the government is Republican
or Democratic, monarchy simply means that there is one
man at the head of the government, and that other
offices are held by men, according to constitutional
conditions, and not simply as personal deputies of the
presiding man. Royal and Republican government need
not be monarchical, as the various Roman triumvirates
plainly show. And the monarchical mode has many
constitutional varieties, as we see in such cases as the
hereditary king and selected prime minister, or the
elected president and the selected premier, responsible
in both cases to an elected parliament; or the elected
president and the appointed cabinet, ete.

Such names as “oligarchy” and “ democracy” are
sometimes used to name modalities of good government,
in which case they usually signify modes of constitu-
tional government, different according to the extension
of suffrage and privilege to the rich or to the poor. In
neither case, however, is the government Democratic,
for in ancient “ democracies” i.e., government by the
poor, “the poor” were freemen of small property, not
slaves, or artisans, etc. When “ oligarchy ” and “ democ-
racy ” are so used, as by Aristotle, then “ polity ” names
a mixed form of government, combining the other two;
it is, therefore, a relatively more just mode of Republican
constitution than the two simple modes, because there



424

®

4)

®)

M. J. ADLER AND WALTER FARRELL

is more extensive suffrage, and wider distribution of
political privileges.

In Roman and mediaeval, as opposed to Aristotelian,
usage, such names as “ monarchy,” “ aristocracy,” and
“polity ” signify modes of constitutional government,
Republican not Democratic in form, the modes being
distinguished either according to the distribution of
political power to the royal one, the patrician few, or
the plebeian many; or according to the partial good
which appears to be stressed by the particular mode
(unity, virtue, freedom and equality). In this context,
a mixed regime is one which combines these several
modal aspects under a Republican form of government
which, while constitutional, is far from being justly
constituted, so far as suffrage and political privilege are
concerned.

In modern times, the phrase “representative govern-
ment ” is sometimes used to signify the Democratic
form, but that wrongly identifies the Democratic form
with one of its modes, in which there is legislation by a
parliament of elected representatives of the citizens.
Democratic government usually assumes the representa-
tive mode under modern conditions in which political
communities are extremely large in population, etc., but
representative, legislative parliaments are not involved
in the essence of the Democratic form.

Some of the traditional names signify modes of bad
government, but one name, “tyranny” has become
identified with bad government in general, because it
has been used to signify the violation of the generic
trait of all good government. In any case, as we shall
show, “tyranny,” “oligarchy ” and “ democracy” do
not name bad forms of government, but either what is
common to all bad governments, or certain modes of
one or another bad form.

c. We shall use the words “ Royal,” “ Republican ” and * Demo-

cratic ”—with capitalized initial letters—to name the three
good forms of government. All other names, with small
letters (“democracy ” included) will signify modalities of
good or bad forms.

The question, Whether one mode of government is better
than another? can be answered in two ways:
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(1) ‘Either prudentially, as when, in certain circumstances,
one mode of a given form of government is judged to
be more efficient than another in realizing the goodness
intrinsic to that form;

(2) Or morally, as when one mode of Republican govern-
ment (i. e., the mixed regime) is judged to be more just
than other modes (i.e., the pure modes) because it
involves a greater approximation to the principle of
distributive justice under constitutional government.

Thesis Four: The single criterion by which all good forms of
government are generically distinguished from all bad forms is
causally related to the several (separable and cumulative)
criteria by which the genus of good government is further
specified, and its three species are hierarchically ordered.

a. Unless a form of government is generically good, it cannot
possess any of the specific properties of good government.
All political corruption begins with the violation of the
generic principle, and although one or another of the specific
properties may appear to survive for a time, what survives
is only a travesty or counterfeit of the good principle. Thus,
the corrupt Roman emperors, for a time, continued to
conform outwardly to constitutional requirements.

b. Each specific form of good government is necessarily only a
stage in the progressive development of political institutions,
because, by reason of its generic goodness, its ultimate aim
is not simply to preserve itself, but to transcend itself, or
to fulfill itself by passing from a partial to a complete realiza-
tion of its intrinsic goodness. Thus, Royal government
cannot be good unless it aims to supersede itself by Republi-
can government; and Republican government, in turn, can-
not be good unless it aims to supersede itself by Democratic
government; and this must aim to realize itself to the fullness
of its potentialities.

¢. The specific differentiation of three good forms of govern-
ment, ordered in a moral hierarchy, is indispensable to the
significance of the generic principle that good government
involves political activity which aims at the ideal common
good as the terminus of political progress, and through
aiming at this ideal common good seeks to create the political
conditions adequate for the realization of happiness or the
life of virtue.
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d. All the bad forms of government can be classified as cor-
ruptions in a twofold manner: first, with respect to the
generic criterion of political goodness, the violation of which
is the primary cause of all corruptions in the political order;
and second, with respect to the various specific factors, which
can be corrupted separately and cumulatively, in a retro-
gressive series which goes from bad to worse.

e. The dynamism of political change—revolutions which are
either progressive or retrogressive in character—must be
explained in terms of the specific elements of good govern-
ment: for these are either in privation, and hence in poten-
tiality, in inferior forms; or when they have been actually
attained, they are susceptible to corruption. The worst form
of government is, therefore, not the direct opposite of the
best, but the one which is furthest removed from the best:
it is not the corruption of Royal government, but the cor-
ruption of Democracy which, by a series of retrogressive
steps, reverses the work of progress and ultimately reaches
the negation of every principle of political justice. The cor-
ruption of Royal government, in contrast, is the negation of
only a single principle of political justice. Thus, the transi-
tion from a benevolent despotism to a despotic tyranny is
much less of a political change, in the way of corruption,
than the transition from a Democracy—even when only
partially realized—to the tyranny of totalitarianism.

4. The conclusion (that Democracy is, on moral grounds,
the best form of government) can now be seen as an integral
part of a whole political theory. Unless the four theses, which
we have just outlined, can be defended, we doubt that the con-
clusion in question is tenable. Our conviction that the conclu-
sion is tenable, reflects our judgment that the theory which has
just been summarized is true—that all difficulties can be re-
solved, and all objections answered. Before we proceed to
enumerate these difficulties and objections, it might be well
briefly to mention those points in traditional doctrine which,
in the light of this theory, must be judged either as ambiguous
or incorrect.’® We shall do this by stating positions and proposi-

18Tt is unnecessary to repeat here the points on which this theory agrees with
traditional doctrine, or the way in which this theory supplements the inadequacy
of traditional analysis. That has already been sufficiently indicated in Section
2 supra.
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tions without referring them to their historical sources, in order
to concentrate attention on doctrine itself and to avoid all argu-
ments about the interpretation of texts, or appeals to authority.
The theory which has just been outlined can be true only if
the following propositions are false: (1) that some men are by
nature slaves and are, therefore, not unjustly treated if they are
used entirely as a means for the good of other men; (2) that
the only distinction among good forms of government is in
terms of whether the rule is by the one, or the few, or the many,
and that, as so distinguished, one good form is better than
another only in terms of efficiency; (8) that the only distinction
among good forms of government is in terms of the aspect of
the common good (unity, virtue, liberty) which each tends to
realize, and that, as so distinguished, the best form of govern-
ment is the mixed regime which tends to realize all three
aspects; (4) that there is only one common good in the
temporal order, and that this common good is at once both the
good of a political community and the good of its members;
(5) that the only moral distinction among forms of government
must be in terms of an end beyond themselves which they serve,
and cannot be in terms of their own intrinsic goodness as inter-
mediate ends, which is equivalent to saying that there cannot
be any specific moral distinction among good forms of govern-
ment, but only a generic distinction between good and bad;
(6) that the only good which is higher than the political com-
mon good is a good not of the temporal order, for it is the
divine good, participation in which constitutes the eternal hap-
piness of the blessed; and this is equivalent to saying that the
well-being of the state is the highest good in the temporal
order, a good which men also enjoy only by participation.
Underlying or related to these false propositions are certain
statements which are fundamentally ambiguous. The theory
we have just outlined can be made intelligible only if these
ambiguities are clarified: (1) that the common good is the end
of the state; (2) that the common good consists in the life of
virtue; (8) that unity, virtue, and liberty, are aspects of the
common good, and in such wise that one of these aspects can



428 M. J. ADLER AND WALTER FARRELL

be realized in the total absence of the other two (as by the
so-called pure forms of government) or can be realized in com-
bination (as by the so-called mixed regime); (4) that the
common good is a means to happiness; (5) that happiness is
the ultimate perfection of human nature. All of these state-
ments either say too much or too little. Their ambiguity resides
in the failure to distinguish the multiple meanings of such
fundamental words as ““ state,” *“ government,” “ common good,”
“happiness,” “life of virtue ”’; even more deeply, perhaps, in
failure to use such words as “ end > and “ means ” with sufficient
discrimination. In addition to these cited ambiguities is the
long, and therefore unmentionable, list of ambiguous statements
which discuss “kinds of government ” and talk of better and
worse, without distinguishing between forms of government and
modalities of these forms, without explicitly considering whether
the judgment of better or worse is prudential or moral, and
without even facing the possibility that, in addition to the
generic distinction between all good and all bad forms of
government, there are specific moral distinctions among good
forms. Most statements using the traditional six names for
“kinds of government ” are ambiguous for one or another of
these reasons. In fact, these names—monarchy, aristocracy,
polity, tyranny, oligarchy, and democracy—have been so vari-
ously used by different writers, and have accumulated such
conflicting overtones of meaning from their employment in
diverse historical contexts, that it is almost impossible to purify
them of ambiguity and confusion in order to use them as techni-
cal terms in precise, analytical discourse.

Now, to give a reasoned exposition of the theory of democ-
racy—one which will provide an adequate demonstration of
its ultimate conclusion—it is necessary to do three things: first,
to show the compatibility and independence of the generic and
specific criteria, which is to show the possibility of distin-
guishing between all good and all bad forms of government,
prior to making specific distinctions among the good forms;
second, to show that the three specific criteria are separable and
cumulative, so that a hierarchy of the good forms is seen to be
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possible; and third, to show that each of these specific criteria
is morally intrinsic to the goodness of government, by validating
each, in the light of human nature and the nature of the state,
as Indispensable to the fulfillment of the ideal common good.
This third step can also be described as a process of showing
that each of the three criteria is truly a principle of political
justice and that only by the summation of all three can the
perfection which is possible in the political order be fully
realized.

But in order to accomplish these three steps, it is also neces-
sary to give an acceptable account of the order of goods, both
temporal and eternal, and especially of the order of goods which
are temporal ends, whether ultimate or intermediate, for unless
the various types of temporal common good can be discrimi-
nated and related, unless the political common good can be
distinguished from the common good which is happiness, unless
the analogical modes of the political common good can be
separated, it will be impossible to do what is required. The
test of truth in any practical theory is the validity of its account
of means and ends. The truth of the theory of democracy must
be made evident in these terms. Yet it is precisely in these
terms that two fundamental objections have been raised to
the theory. The first has been formulated in the thesis that
there is only one political common good, and hence only one
end in the political order, from which it follows that a moral
specification of three good forms of government, hierarchically
ordered, is impossible.” The second is generated by that analy-
sis of temporal goods, which makes the political common good,
or the well-being of the state, supreme in the temporal order,
and which frees man from total subservience to the state only
by reason of his ordination to a higher, non-temporal good,
the Divine good.*®

17 V4. Professor Charles O’Neil, in a review of the Fifteenth Proceedings of the
American Catholic Philosophical Association, The New Scholasticism, January, 1941,
XV, 1, 75-80; and the reply by Mort:zmer Adler, “The Demonstrability of
Democracy,” in The New Scholasticism, March, 1941, XV, 2, 162-68.

28 V4. Father John F. McCormick, “ The Individual and the State,” in the Pro-
ceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association, XV, 10-21.
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In addition to these two objections, which concern the diver-
sity of goods and their ordering as means and ends, there are
two other objections, which raise difficulties concerning the
distinction between Royal and Republican government, on the
one hand, and the distinction between Republican and Demo-
cratic government, on the other., Whereas the first two objec-
tions go to the metaphysical roots of the theory of democracy
by requiring a reconsideration of such fundamental notions as
the common good and happiness, the two objections, now to be
mentioned, raise questions which are more narrowly political.
One of these questions the proposition that non-constitutional
government can be good or just in any true sense. Unless this
challenge is met, the distinction between Royal and Republican
government, as both good forms, though inferior and superior,
cannot be sustained. The other of these questions the proposi-
tion that universal suffrage is required by distributive justice,
and demands to know why the status of citizenship must be
given every man. Unless these questions are answered, the
distinction between Republican and Democratic government
cannot be sustained. Failure on both these points would result
in the conclusion that there is only one good form of govern-
ment, so far as moral criteria are concerned; hence, though
democracy may be one mode of such good government, it is not
a specific form superior to other forms in moral excellence. To
succeed on both these points would entail giving an adequate
account of the meaning of constitutionality and a precise defi-
nition of the status of citizenship (in contrast to slavery and
subjection) . Although they do not lead us into the deep
metaphysical inquiries entailed by the first two objections,
these difficulties do, like the first two, call for a re-examination
of the nature of man and of the state as the source of every
political truth.

It should be apparent at once that the four objections or
difficulties touch the very matters which would be central to a
reasoned exposition of the theory of Democracy and to the
demonstration of its chief conclusion. For that reason we have
deemed it both possible and advantageous to develop such an
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exposition by treating successively of the matters which these
objections call to our attention. In each of the four subsequent
parts of this work, we shall answer one of the four objections,
in the order named, and at the same time undertake a positive
and constructive analysis of the point under consideration.
When these four parts are completed, we shall be prepared to
give, in a final part, a summary statement of the proof that
Democracy is, on moral grounds, the best form of government.
In addition, we shall deal, in that concluding part, with the
general problem of political dynamism, with the exemplifica-
tions of our theory in actual political history, considering both
the slow stages of political progress and the manifold occur-
rences of retrogression or corruption. Finally, we shall ask
whether Democracy is anywhere yet realized, or to what degree
it is realized in existing governments; and we shall try to state
the conditions for the future attainment of Democracy’s
perfection.

We can now present the reader with a brief outline of the
whole work:

Part I:. Introductory (the present essay)

Part II: The End of Political Activity: The Common Good

Part III: The End of the State: Happiness

Part IV: The Elements of Political Justice: Constitutionality

Part V: The Elements of Political Justice: Citizenship and
Suffrage

Part VI: Conclusion: The Demonstration of Democracy, with
reflections on the motions of political history and
the future of Democracy.

5. Completely to discharge the task of this introductory
part, we must briefly consider several points which are prelimi-
nary to all the subsequent analyses. The first of these concerns
the Aristotelian distinction between a normative judgment
made absolutely and one made relatively. Awareness of this
distinction is indispensable to a sound understanding of any dis-
cussion of the best state. The remaining points deal with
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certain perplexities of verbal usage which must be clarified—
especially the meanings of such words as “ideal,” *“ govern-
ment,” and “ state.” We proceed at once to these matters in
the order named.

(1) The absolute and the relative. Aristotle separates two
questions: (a) what is the best government absolutely? and
(b) what government is best relative to the contingent cir-
cumstances of a people at a given time and place? *®* The use
of the word “ best ” in both these questions implies that there
can be several forms of government which, while good either
absolutely or relatively, are less good by comparison with one
which is best, either absolutely or relatively. The distinction
itself implies that a given form of government can be the best
absolutely, and yet less than best relative to a particular set of
historic conditions; or that, conversely, a form of government
which is best for a given people living under certain physical
and cultural circumstances may not be the best form absolutely.

This distinction must not be confused with the distinction
between a moral and a prudential ordering of governmental
forms. Such confusion is likely to. result from the fact that
prudential judgments about political alternatives are usually

1® Vd. Politics, IV, 1. “ Government is the subject of a single science which has
to consider, what government is best and of what sort it must be, to be most in
accordance with our aspirations, if there were no external impediment, and also
what kind of government is adapted to particular communities. For the best is often
unattainable, and therefore the true legislator and statesman ought to be acquainted,
not only with (1) that which is best in the abstract, but also with (2) that which
is best relatively to the circumstances. . . . He ought, moreover, to know (4) the
form of government which is best suited to communities in general. We should
consider, not only what form of government is best, but also what is possible and
what is easily attainable by all ” (12880 21-37). The second and fourth questions
are aspects of the same problem—what form of government is best relative to
contingent circumstances, either (2) considered in this case, or (4) considered
generally, i.e., for the most part? Cf. John Stuart Mill: “To inquire into
the best form of government in the abstract (as it is called) is not a chimerical,
but a highly practical employment of scientific intellect; and to introduce into any
country the best institutions which, in the existing state of that country, are capable
of, in any tolerable degree, fulfilling the conditions, is one of the most rational
objects to which practical effort can address itself.” Essay on Representative
Government, Ch. 1.
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made with reference to the circumstances of a concrete situation
in which means are to be used. Hence it may be thought that
the normative judgment made relatively is prudential rather
than moral. But it should be remembered that the prudential
judgment can be made absolutely, by considering what political
means are universally most expedient in view of man’s nature
and the generality of all contingent circumstances. And, fur-
thermore, those who oppose the notion of a moral ordering of
good forms of government would be tacitly admitting such an
ordering, if they identified the relative with the prudential
judgment; for then it might readily be supposed that the
absolute judgment was a moral one. The distinction between
the absolute and the relative is, however, independent of the
distinction between the moral and the prudential. If one is able
to discriminate a best, or a superior from an inferior good, that
discrimination, whether it be made on moral or prudential
grounds, can be made either absolutely or relatively. In both
cases, the absolute judgment is based on a consideration of the
aniversally constant factors in human nature; but when the
absolute judgment is about political means as more or less
expedient (i.e., a prudential judgment concerning alternative
modes of a given form of government), it considers the gener-
ality of contingent circumstances, rather than a particular set
of historic conditions (which would have to be considered if
that prudential judgment were being made relatively rather
than absolutely) ; whereas when an absolute judgment is made
about political ends as more or less perfect (i.e., a moral judg-
ment concerning diverse forms of government), it determines
the best by reference to the perfection which it is possible for
the circumstances to attain, rather than by reference to the
actual conditions prevailing In a particular historic situation
(which would have to be considered if that moral judgment
were being made relatively rather than absolutely) .

This last point is of great importance, because it establishes
a correlation between the relative and absolute modes of moral
judgment about political forms. That form of government
which is, on moral grounds, the best absolutely must also be
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the best relative to that set of circumstances which are perfect
conditions of social life. In so far as such conditions do not
exist, the absolutely best and the relatively best will be diver-
gent; relative to less perfect conditions, a form of government
which is inferior absolutely will be best relatively because most
suitable to these concrete conditions. And to the extent that
there is, historically, improvement in the physical, economie,
and cultural conditions of human society, there is in political
history a progressive motion, though hardly in a straight line,
toward the limiting case in which the political form that is
best relative to existing conditions is also the best absolutely.
This distinction between the absolute and the relative modes of
judgment enables us to deal with the dynamies of political
change in terms of the potentialities to be fulfilled and the ideal
limits of that fulfillment.”

In the light of this distinction, our conclusion about Democ-
racy as the best form of government must be understood as an
absolute, not a relative, judgment. If there is a moral hierarchy
of good forms of government, it should be set up in absolute
terms, as a series of gradations through which political history
can actually advance, as better forms of government can be
instituted in relation to improved conditions. If Democracy is
the best form of government absolutely, its absolute supremacy
should not be thought inconsistent with the obvious historic
facts that, in many known situations where inferior conditions
prevail, inferior forms of government are best relatively. The
worst misunderstanding of what we are trying to say would be
to suppose our judgment of Democracy to be that it is always
and everywhere the best form of government for a people to
adopt. Nothing could be further from the truth. Although we
think it is the form of government at which all political action
should progressively aim, we realize that the ideal—and Democ-

2% So far as we know only two writers throughout the history of political theory
have fully appreciated the significance of this distinction—Aristotle, in the Politics,
and John Stuart Mill in the Essay on Representative Government. And only Mill
had a sufficiently developed sense of political history, and of the conditions of

political progress, to use the distinction in explaining the dynamiecs of political
change. Vd. op. eit.,, Ch. II-1IV.
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racy is a practicable, not a utopian, ideal—cannot always be
put immediately into practice; in fact, it should be approached
through stages of improvement that are at every point adapted
to the existing conditions, conditions which limit the degree to
which the ideal can be realized. Far from supposing that
Democracy is the best form of government relative to every
sort of historic situation, we seriously doubt whether in the
world today there is any people whose physical, economic,
cultural and moral attainments are yet adequate for the full
practice of Democracy, though perhaps such conditions are
just now beginning to appear. The first inception of the Demo-
cratic form occurred during the last hundred years; it could
scarcely have happened at any earlier time in human history;
and the full realization of the perfection in political life, which
is possible under Democracy, will certainly take centuries, if
not millenia, of patient and persistent work for improved
conditions.*

2 John Stuart Mill—not Rousseau, not Locke and Montesquieu, nor even Thomas
Jefferson—is the first philosopher of Democracy. His Essay on Representative
Government (1861) contains the first conception of Democracy in terms of prin-
ciples of constitutionality and suffrage, and is the first argument for the conclusion
that Democracy is morally the best political form. Unlike his modern predecessors,
Hobbes, Spinoza, Locke, Rousseau, Montesquieu, all of whom were so predominantly
concerned with questions about the origin of the state, the nature and locus of
sovereignty, the relations of authority and force, that they passed over the problem
about the forms of government with hasty superficiality, John Stuart Mill, in true
Aristotelian fashion, devotes his major attention to this central problem. Thus,
his first four chapters are entitled: “To what extent forms of government are a
matter of choice ”; “ The criterion of a good form of government”; “That the
ideally best form of government is representative government ”’; and “ Under what
social conditions representative government is inapplicable.”

John Stuart Mill is not only Democracy’s first philosopher, but he is also its great
prophet. He did not suppose that this ideal polity could be fully realized without
drastic changes in sdciety, morally and culturally, as well as economically; and he
foresaw, with amazing prescience, the course future developments would have to
take, even the need for overcoming national barriers and for the formation of
federations. Always sensitive to the importance of the Aristotelian distinction be-
tween the best absolutely and the best relatively, Mill is at once a realist, recog-
nizing the justice of inferior forms of government relative to inferior conditions,
and an idealist, defining the goal of political progress. He is an optimist without
being utopian, though, perhaps, by comparison with Jacques Maritain, he under-
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(2) The meaning of “ideal.” The best form of government
absolutely is the ultimate ideal toward which all progress in
political affairs must tend. Forms of government which are
good, though less than best absolutely, are also ideal in the
sense that they may be best relative to particular circumstances.
In both these uses, the word “ ideal ” signifies a good which can
serve as the goal of political activity. In neither case is the
ideal utopian; it is never the Platonic absolute good—the city in
the skies—but the Aristotelian practicable good, whether the
best that is eventually attainable or the best that is here and
now possible. The significance of the foregoing points will, of
course, be different according as the discrimination of grades of
goodness is moral or prudential, but they will apply in both
cases because we can consider ideal means as well as ideal ends.

There is one further meaning to the word “ ideal ” which is of
the utmost importance for the clarity of theoretical discussions
about political problems. Every form of government, whether
good or bad, whether graded as a means or as an end, is an
ideal precisely because it is a form, and hence a communicable
universal, rather than a singular existential instance. Thus, let
us suppose that “ fascism ” and “ democracy ” name the only
two forms of government, one bad, the other good; let us sup-
pose, furthermore, that the German Reich and the United
States are existential instances of these two forms, respectively.
But they are not the only existential embodiments of these
political forms. The form is ideal in the sense that it is capable
of an indefinite number of embodiments by actually existing
governments, no one of which will perfectly exemplify the
defined type. In this sense, the word “ ideal ” is opposed to the
real or existential; it is the universal as opposed to the par-
ticular; a formal essence, which can be conceived and defined,
as opposed to the materialization of it by particular instances

estimates the time which will be required for the attainment of the goal. It is
worth comparing Mill and Maritain, both of whom can be regarded as prophets of
the Democratic ideal, in order to see the radical difference between the optimism
of a naturalist and the hope of a Christian. Vd. Scholasticism and Politics, New
York, 1940: esp. Ch. III, VIII, and IX.
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which can and do exist. In this sense, the ideal connotes no
moral value, and this sense must, therefore, be sharply dis-
tinguished from that other set of senses in which the ideal is the
good, whether practicable or utopian, whether the best abso-
lutely or only relatively.*

Unless the moral sense of “ideal ” (in which it is opposed to
the bad or undesirable) is carefully distinguished from, shall we
say, the metaphysical sense (in which it is opposed to the par-
ticular or existential), political discussion cannot take account
of the fact that bad forms are not perfectly realized in existence,
any more than good forms are.*® Actually existing governments
are never perfectly good or bad, for no singular materialization
can ever be a perfect realization of a formal (and in this sense,
ideal) type. This rule holds whether there is only one good and
one bad form, or many of each, graded morally or graded pru-
dentially. Failure to keep this point in mind leads to a con-
fusion of theoretical and casuistical problems. In political
theory, our task is not to judge the goodness or badness of any
historic or existing political organization. We are simply trying
to define the forms, the ideal types of good and bad, and we may
further try to convert our classification into one or another sort
or ordering or gradation. Only if we are able to accomplish
this task with scientific precision on the theoretic level, can we

?2In order to distinguish ethical theory from casuistry, we must recognize that
the virtues and vices we define and classify are formal types, not the approximations
thereto which consist of existing habits in existing individuals. In ethical theory,
we define courage and cowardice in order to be able to make the casuistical judg-
ments that this man is courageous or that man is cowardly. The courage which
we define is a communicable form, capable of being commonly possessed in varying
degrees by many individual men. Hence courage and cowardice as defined are,
metaphysically speaking, ideal, in contrast to the real, the existing, habits of par-
ticular men. But, morally speaking, courage is ideal, in the sense of desirable,
whereas cowardice is not ideal, but opposed to it. Political theory must be similarly
distinguished from political casuistry. In political theory, we undertake to define
and classify political forms, and whether good or bad these forms are, meta-
physically speaking, ideal in contrast to their approximate embodiments in actually
existing communities. Only the good forms are ideal in the moral sense.

*% We must remember that, on the theoretical level of discussion, what is morally
ideal is always also metaphysically ideal, whereas the converse is not true: what
is metaphysically ideal may be either a good or a bad form.
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hope to make intelligent casuistical judgments, in which we
apply the theoretical principles to particular cases, whether for
the sake of identifying the approximate type of a particular
existing government, or for the sake of criticizing such historic
embodiments, or for the sake of devising particular and im-
mediate means whereby to achieve a fuller realization of a
certain ideal type.

This distinction between the ideal and the real (political
forms and political existences) has a further bearing on our
discussion. The forms of government are integral and discrete.
Each is definable in terms of criteria which separate it by an
indivisible difference from inferior or superior forms; and in this
respect, the moral hierarchy of good forms of government
resembles the natural hierarchy of substantial species.”* Nega-
tively, this means that one form of government cannot be
regarded as a degree of ancther form, differing from that
other only by more or less of the same essential criteria. But
the particular historic embodiments of each of these forms may
differ from one another by degree, for each actually existing
instance of a given form of government may more or less fully
realize the essential perfection of that form. These differences
in degree may be due to the employment of more or less efficient
means (i.e., the form of government must be existentially
embodied through one or another mode of administration and
organization, and one mode may be more successful than
another relative to these patricular conditions), but whatever
the causes, it remains true that if one surveys a large number of
historic and existing instances of the several forms of govern-
ment, and tries to order them according to standards of better
and worse, they will present a picture of continuous variation
from one extreme to another. The best embodiment of a lower
form will appear to be contiguous with the least perfect embodi-
ment of a higher form. The fact that the accidental types (the
various actual embodiments of distinct forms) appear to vary

3¢ For the details of this resemblance, vd. “ The Demonstration of Democracy,”
loc. cit., note 87a. Cf. M. J. Adler, “ Solution of the Problem of Species,” in TuE
Trovast, T 2, 279-879.
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continuously and by degree is not inconsistent with the fact
that the forms themselves are hierarchically ordered, so long as
we remember that the continuity is only apparent, for it
remains the case that the best and the worst embodiments of
a given form are instances of that form and, therefore, are
separated by an integral difference from all the embodiments
of a superior or inferior form.

This last point brings us finally to the recognition of two
distinct motions in political dynamics—gradual as opposed to
revolutionary change. A political revolution occurs in the his-
toric order when a people changes from one form of government
to another. In contrast, a people may for centuries achieve
only gradual improvement, as opposed to revolutionary trans-
formation, by alterations in the accidental modes by which the
same political form is embodied.” Political progress toward the
ideal may, therefore, be accomplished in two ways, and will, in
fact, always proceed through gradual stages before the condi-
tions have matured for a revolutionary change.*

In the light of this clarification of “ ideal,” we must interpret
our conception of Democracy as, morally, the best form of
government to mean, first, that Democracy is supreme in the
hierarchy of political forms; and second, that, as a form, it is
metaphysically an ideal which can be more or less perfectly
embodied. By the first count, Democracy is the ideal goal of
all the revolutionary motions in political history. By the second
count, the more and more complete achievement of the essential

25 Political revolutions, or transformations, are analogous to substantial changes
in the natural order; gradual improvements in the modes of embodiments are
analogous to accidental changes.

2 What is here being said about progressive motions applies equally to the
retrogressive motions of decay and corruption. They, too, may be either gradual
or revolutionary; and gradual decline in the accidental modes of embodiment usually
precedes and occasions the radical transformation by which a people passes from
a higher to a lower form of government. What we have here called “ revolutionary
change ” consists in the motions of generation or corruption—transitions from one
form of government to another, from worse to better, or from better to worse;
what we have called ““gradual change” consists in those motions of alteration,
by which are effected advances or recessions in the degree to which a given form
is actually realized.
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perfection of Democracy is the goal of all the gradual motions
through which a people must pass, once Democracy is partially
and incompletely established. In one sense, therefore, the
Democratic form is the objective of all political activity working
for progress; but, in another sense, the fullest realization of
what is possible under that form is the ultimate objective of
such activity.

(8) The meanings of *“ government” and “ state.” Some-
times the two words are employed interchangeably, as when
men speak indifferently about *forms of government” or
“kinds of states.” Sometimes “ government ” is used to signify
the institutions and offices of rulership, as well as to refer to
the personnel occupying these offices and exercising their
authority or power. In this latter usage, there can be changes
in mode of “ government ” without changes in the form of
“ government > or in the kind of “state.”** Our solution of
these ambiguities turns, first, upon our distinction of the forms
of government from the various accidental modes of each of
these forms; and second, upon our insight that the forms of
government are strictly correlative with the kinds of states.
There will be, in short, as many essentially distinet kinds of
states as there are different forms of government; and of any
given kind of state, there will be many accidental variants,
correlative with the modalities of the form of government which
defines that kind of state. But, although there is a correlation
between forms of government and essentially distinet kinds of
states, the words “ state” and * government ” cannot be used
interchangeably. Let us explain.

The four words “ culture,” * society,

<<

state,” and “ govern-

27 Careless usage of these two words has grievous consequences. Unfortunately
it is not merely popular discourse which fails to distinguish whether the two words
are being used synonymously or with a difference of meaning. The greatest political
writers are guilty of the same carelessness, which pervades the whole discussion of
political classifications. Thus, when Aristotle distinguishes between royal and
constitutional regimes, on the one hand, and between monarchy, aristocracy, and
polity, on the other, he does not use the words “ government ” and “state” in a
way that discriminates between the two distinet classifications.
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ment > express different considerations of the phenomena of
human association—not only different in the aspect appre-
hended, but also in the way the aspects are ordered to one
another. Thus, a culture is constituted by the moral, intellec-
tual, and spiritual attainments of men living together in society;
a culture cannot be identified with the cultivation of isolated
individuals; it represents rather that cultivation of human
powers which a society tries to sustain. Individual men are
cultivated or, it might be even more appropriate to say, civilized
by the society in which they live. Its type or degree of civiliza-
tion—measured by its cultural characteristics and level—is one
of the properties of a civil society. But not all societies are civil;
some are domestic communities; some are associations which
aim at the good of men in some special respect, rather than
simply, such as economic corporations or recreational clubs. In
the classification of associations, as natural or artificial accord-
ing as they aim at the good of man simply or in a certain
respect, and of natural communities as imperfect or perfect
according as they accomplish the good of man (conceived
essentially) in part or whole, the state is said to be a natural,
perfect community.”® But even so, the state, though co-

28 Cf. p. 417, supra. We must observe a twofold significance in the word “ natural
as applied to societies. On the one hand, the natural is opposed to the supernatural;
thus, the State is the perfect, natural community, and the Church is the perfect,
supernatural community. Here the opposition turns on the type of efficient cause
operating to form the community: States are humanly formed, whereas the Church
is divinely instituted. On the other hand, the natural is opposed to the artificial,
in the sense already indicated; thus, the State is a natural community, and an
economic corporation is an artificial one. We realize that the word “ artificial ” has
unfortunate connotations in this connection, but there does not seem to be any
other to signify the kind of associations which have as their end, not the good of
man simpliciter, but his good secundum quid. This second opposition turns on the
final, rather than the efficient, cause of association. The distinction between the
State and an economic corporation is like the distinction between the secondary, or
intellectual virtues, especially the arts, and the primary, or moral, virtues. Nor
can this distinction be made by saying that the State is a perfect community,
whereas an economic corporation is imperfect, in the sense already indicated; for
the family is an imperfect community which is also natural. It is true, of course,
that what we have called “ artificial associations,” i.e., associations for artistic

rather than moral or political ends, are always also imperfect, because none of
these provides the complete conditions of a good human life.
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terminous with a society which is natural and perfect in the
sense defined, is not always identified with it in the totality of
its aspects. The state is sometimes regarded as a civil society
in its political aspects, but the political aspect, though basic
to the civilizing influences of a society, is merely part of the
culture or civilization which a civil society sustains and whereby
it cultivates its members. Hence, the state is one of many kinds
of association (the civil as opposed to the domestic, productive,
recreational, etc.), and the political aspect is one of the many
cultural dimensions of a civil society. This suggests a broader
and narrower use of the word “ state.”

Now civil government can be considered in two ways: either
as the organization of men according to the various civil rela-
tionships of ruling and being ruled; or as the organization of
men who have civil authority and wield power over others in
the same society. In the first case, government is identical
with the state in its political aspect, for in its political aspect,
a state or civil society consists of the multitude of men as
politically organized and through such organization related as
rulers and ruled. In the second case, the government is obvi-
ously only a part of the state, for it is not coextensive in its
membership with the membership of the society which is
organized under some form of civil government.

We shall never use the word “ government” to designate
the rulers, whether they be constitutional or absolute, whether
they be one or many. We shall use the word to signify more
than is intended by the word “ governors.” We conceive govern-
ment as the whole political organization of a multitude, and
therefore as including the governed as well as their governors.
Thus conceived, the political aspect of a civil society is identical
with its government. But since the nature of a civil society is
not exhausted by its political aspect, the word “state” (here
synonymous with the phrase “ civil society ) can be used to
signify something more than a government. Two states which
are the same in political aspect (so far as form of government
is concerned) may differ in their type of economic organization,
in their cultural attainments, in their spiritual character.
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According to our rules of usage, it makes no difference
whether we say that Democracy is the best form of govern-
ment or that Democracy is the best kind of state. The problem
of the moral classification of forms of government (both generic
and specific) is the problem of the moral classification of kinds
of states. And even with regard to the subordinate modes of
governmental machinery (the arrangement of ruling offices and
their manner of administration) , it makes no difference whether
we view these as accidental modes of the several forms of
government, or as accidental types of the several, essentially
distinet, kinds of states, so long as our view includes the condi-
tion and status of the ruled as well as the operations and posi-
tions of their rulers. It is only when we come to discuss the
means and ends of political activity that we must be careful to
observe a difference in the use of these two words. The well-
being of the state is more than its political goodness, the good-
ness of its form and mode of government, precisely because the
state is more than the multitude as politically organized, even
though their political organization is the minimum condition of
their being regarded as a civil society. This point becomes
extremely important in our subsequent discussion of the politi-
cal common good in relation to the human common good, and
especially with regard to the state both as a means and as an
end. A form of government (or, what is the same, a kind of
state, considered in its political aspect) may be the end or
objective of political activity, and the good which is thus aimed
at must be conceived as a common good; but the form of
government may also be viewed as a means to the well-being
of the state when that is considered in its larger sense as con-
noting more than the political organization of the multitude.
Hence, the common good which is the state, in this larger
sense, is not identical with the common good in its narrower
political signification—and neither is identical with that ulti-
mate common good, which is the good of individual men, and
distinct from the well-being of the community of which they are
members. These distinctions are indispensable if we are to give
any clear meaning to such statements as *“ the common good is
the end of the state.”
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We need not go further here with these verbal clarifications.
It will be more profitable to go further when, at later stages of
the analysis, the argument itself requires us to increase the
precision of our vocabulary. We are somewhat embarrassed by
the posture of semanticism which anyone who makes such a
fuss about vocabulary and ambiguity appears to assume. But,
unlike the logical positivist, we do not indulge in semantic
criticism for the sake of discarding political philosophy as
verbiage and nonsense, but rather in order to discover theo-
retical truths which have been obscured by centuries of
equivocation. If there is any merit at all to precision in the
use of words, in sharply distinguishing univocal from analogical
and equivocal uses—and we Insist that Aristotelians and
Thomists need not bow to contemporary exponents of logistic
method for discovering or approving such techniques—then
certainly political discourse can profit by semantic therapy of
the most drastic sort. In fact, it would be difficult to find any
other department of philosophy, theoretical or practical, which
is so befuddled by shoddy speech. Unless linguistic renovations
can be effectively established, it is impossible to defend against
positivists the right of political philosophy to regard itself as a
normative science; it is impossible to treat much of the contro-
versy between opposing political theorists as if genuine com-
munication existed, as if their quarrels were about thoughts,
not words.?® Unfortunately, criticism is always easier than

2° Ag already pointed out, the greatest confusions and ambiguities arise from the
multiple usage of such words as “ monarchy,” “ aristocracy,” “ polity,” “ oligarchy,”
and “ democracy.” Their signification is sometimes purely numerical (the one, the
few, and the many); sometimes it derives from the character of those to whom
political privileges are awarded (the poor, the rich, the virtuous); sometimes from
the value, or aspect of the common good, which is predominantly emphasized
(unity, virtue, freedom); sometimes these principles are used independently of one
another, sometimes they are combined in various ways, and it is seldom possible
to tell which principles or combination of principles are being invoked when a
writer uses these words of classification. To complete the picture of multiple
equivocations, there are the various so-called mixed regimes, which are as am-
biguous as the so-called pure types, because the principle of the mixture may be
any one or more of those already mentioned; thus, Aristotle’s discussion of mixed

regimes is different from Cicero’s, and his from St. Thomas’; nor it is even clear
that modern commentators on St. Thomas’ theory of mixed regimes are using

9 &«
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reform; and in matters of language especially, it is easier to
point out ambiguities than to institute a vocabulary which shall
be at once purified and also generally intelligible. But anyone
who is unwilling to take such pains—whether he be writer or
reader—might as well give up trying to clarify and solve the
central problem in political theory. Such semantic measures
can be taken without falling into the errors of positivism, and
without robbing philosophical speech of its proper flexibility,
its modes of metaphor, its richness of analogy. One should be
able to achieve a precision proportionate to the needs of a
given subject-matter, without exposing it to the dangers of
rigor mortis at the hands of logistical fanaticism.*

his words in his sense. The muddle is still further increased by the use of qualifying
adjectives, such as “absolute” or “constitutional ” and “limited ” in the case of
“monarchy,” “direct” and “representative” in the case of “ democracy,” for it
is never clear whether the qualification causes an essential or only an accidental
change in the form being classified, and if essential, whether the normative difference
is in the sphere of ends or means—is moral or prudential. In fact, the only fairly
uniform feature in this scheme of classification—the vocabulary of which has been
so ambiguously used by writers during the last 2500 years—is the division between
all good and all bad forms of government, and even here the principle of the
generic distinction has not been separated from one of the criteria of political
justice which enters into the definition of the specific forms. The traditional
phrase—"“rule for the common good "—is itself compact of ambiguities.

It would take pages to document the charges here made against political writers,
ancient, mediaeval and modern—applying equally to the most eminent analysts as
well as to followers and copyists. But anyone who has read the great works of
political theory must have observed some, if not all, of the ambiguities we have
mentioned; anyone can discover them if he will place in juxtaposition the classi-
fication of political forms made by different writers, or even the accounts given by
the same writer in different parts of his own work. If we are right that the
normative classification of political forms is the central problem in political theory,
then political philosophy is hollow at the center. The confusions and ambiguities
merely confirm the suspicion—independently generated by a study of traditional
doctrine—that this problem has never been solved.

** We have in mind the cautionary remark of M. Maritain. In his Foreword to
Problems for Thomists: The Problem of Species, he wrote: “ Although carefully
avoiding the errors of logistic, Mortimer Adler desires to give the philosophical
vocabulary a fixity and a strict clarity of outline which will be as close as possible
to that of the mathematical vocabulary. I do not think, for my part, that these
requirements should be pushed too far.” We agree with M. Maritain’s insistence on
prudence; one would be pushing the desire for precision too far if one pushed it

4
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6. Finally, it is necessary to say a word about the polemical
situation itself, and the attitude we shall assume in undertaking
this demonstration of Democracy against objections of various
sorts. We shall not be concerned at all with the position of
those who, from a positivist’s skepticism about all moral
matters, deny that demonstration is possible in the field of
political theory.®* For them, all political judgments are expres-
sions of opinion, rationalizations of prejudice, propaganda for
emotionally preferred courses of action. The highest praise they
can give Democracy is to promote it as an object of secular
“faith,” thus placing it in brutal competition with other politi-
cal religions. They not only eschew all normative principles in
politics, but also dishonor Democracy by refusing to submit its
merits to the judgment of reason. We prefer to restrict our
efforts to meeting the objections of those who acknowledge
political philosophy as a realm of practical truth and who agree
that, while it is essentially practical, in that its judgments
always aim to direct action, it nevertheless has a theoretical
level on which demonstration is possible.** Because it is prac-

beyond the needs of the matter being discussed; but one would, it seems to us, be
equally imprudent if one did not push it far enough. We cannot agree with M.
Maritain, when he says that “in philosophy as in poetry verbal equivocations
occasionally guarantee the most fertile and truest intuitions” (op. cit., p. ix).
Rather it would seem that verbal equivocations function philosophically only as
an occasion for clarifications which increase the precision of analysis.

31 There are many varieties of realpolitik, as there are many varieties of positivism
today, but they all agree in admitting a science of politics only in so far as it is
purely descriptive. If they are willing to consider practical récommendations at all,
it is only with respect to the relative efficiency of diverse means for achieving
political success. But they will not consider the problem of ends. They deny, in
short, any normative science of politics or what we should prefer to call political
philosophy—a practical wisdom about the ends of political action.

32 We reject the view of ethics and politics taken by Prof. R. P. McKeon which,
it seems to us, misinterprets the meaning of the Aristotelian dictum that in practical
sciences certitude and demonstration is impossible. The dictum holds only for the
practically-practical and the prudential levels of practical knowledge, and not for
the speculatively-practical level where there is a genuine wisdom—a knowledge of
universal and certain principles, self-evident or demonstrable. Vd. McKeon,
“ Aristotle’s Conception of Moral and Political Philosophy,” in Ethics, LI, 8, 253-
290; cf. also his Introduction to The Basic Works of Aristotle (New:York: 1941),
PP. Xxvi-xxviii.
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tical science, ultimately deriving from universal principles
(comprising its theoretical level, which directs action only from
afar) those singular judgments immediately proximate to
action, the mode of demonstration is not the same as proof in
the domains of purely speculative knowledge. Theoretic and
practical logic agree, however, in one basic requirement for all
demonstration: the ultimate grounds of any proof must be self-
evident principles. But the propositions per se nota of political
reasoning must include some practical judgments of the same
formal type as the first principles of all practical reasoning—
the axiomatic prescriptions of the natural law.*® And, further-
more, even on what Maritian calls the speculatively-practical
level of moral philosophy (which includes as much of political
theory as there is wisdom about political matters), the mode
of argument must conform to the requirements of practical, as
opposed to theoretic, reasoning—requirements which are differ-
ent because of the profound difference between the nature of
practical and theoretic truth.**

Nor shall we concern ourselves with those whose arguments
consist entirely of appeals, covert or open, to the authority of
Aristotle and St. Thomas as bearing witness to the manifest
errors of the theory we are proposing and will defend. If the
theory is specious, for whatever cause, then it must give way

* 38 Not all of the indemonstrable premises of political reasoning are practical (i.e.,
practical in mode of conceptualization, type of judgment, and criteria of truth),
for some, those constituting the minor premises of the practical syllogism, must be
theoretic judgments. In the practical syllogism at the prudential level the minor
premises consist of perceptual knowledge of matters of fact (observation about the
singular circumstances of an action to be done); at the speculatively-practical level,
where we deal only iwith universals, the theoretical content of the minor premises
is furnished by the speculative sciences (metaphysics, the philosophy of nature, the
philosophy of man). The conclusions of political theory must, therefore, rest on
self-evident practical principles and on speculative truths, either self-evident or
demonstrated.

3 Only if all these points about the nature of practical knowledge are understood,
will our effort to demonstrate the thesis about Democracy escape the charge that it
embodies one of the most unhappy of modern blunders—the geometrizing of ethics
and politics—the mistake which combines a right desire for demonstrative knowledge
about things good and bad, with the misapplication of a method whose inappro-
priate rigor brought about the most dismal frustrations.
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before, not the weight of contrary authority, but the authority
of reasons which presume to correct its errors. Now, those who
cite contrary dicta from ancient and mediaeval texts, or point
to the absence of supporting pronouncements, either know such
reasons or they do not. If so, they will find their reasons among
the critical objections already enumerated, or should this list
be incomplete, they will be able to supply us with further
points of criticism with which we are unacquainted. If not,
then, so far as strictly logical relevance is concerned, their
comments have no weight.

What lacks logical bearing may have, however, another kind
of relevance. It may have bearing on the history of political
theory, for if the present theory is true, then there is inadequacy
and error in the great historic doctrines, and it becomes impor-
tant, as a work of historical research, to locate and explain
these failures. The relation between the history of political
thought and the history of political institutions is certainly
worth investigating in connection with the problem of Democ-
racy; no less worthy would be a careful commentary on the
leading texts in political theory in relation to that problem.
But our main interest is in the theory of Democracy itself—to
test whether it is sound or unsound. Since we do not believe
that significant discoveries can be made in any field of thought
apart from an abiding tradition of well-established truths, we
shall not ignore historical and textual considerations. In render-
ing objections intelligible, as well as in answering them ade-
quately, a due regard for the authority of Aristotle and St.
Thomas, a docile study of their works, must prevail. But we
wish, nevertheless, to repeat that we are undertaking a philo-
sophical, not a scholarly, work. The argument’s the thing. It
should be examined in its own terms first; thereafter, and only
then, should the discussion be amplified to include historical
considerations. Even then, however, they have but a tangential
bearing on the truth or falsity of a theoretic position. Here, as
always, it is unfortunate if the reader confuse the intention of
philosophy with that of scholarship. A detailed commentary on
the political writings of Aristotle and St. Thomas, in the light
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of the theoretic points raised in this discussion, should be under-
taken as a distinct work.

We hope that we do not seem to overestimate the importance
of the theoretic issues involved in an attempt to demonstrate
the perfection of Democracy. Though no one alive today is
likely to approach with indifference the questions of truth and
falsity about the relation of Democracy to other forms of
government, many seem to think that these problems are solved
more efficiently by demolition than by demonstration. And
others are content to accept—or to reject—the conclusion
without sufficient attention to all that is presupposed. But no
conclusion, however fraught with practical consequences, is as
important theoretically as the grounds which support it.
Though the conclusion itself hovers, in the days of our years,
like a brooding omnipresence over battlefield and council cham-
ber, the issues concerning its foundation are of larger, and more
timeless, significance.

Wavrer Farrerr, O.P. MorrtivER J. ADLER

Dominican House of Studies, University of Chicago,
Washington, D. C. Chicago, Illinois



MEDITATION AND THE SEARCH FOR GOD

(o Ul

IKE a neglected attic full of half-forgotten treasures, our
I minds are stored with many familiar, but scarcely
realized truths. They lie scattered about, a burden on
our conscience, whispering reproaches at unexpected moments.
They have not been laid aside because we are loathe to admit
their uselessness and throw them out, but because we are too
preoccupied with the novelties of the moment to pay them any
attention. We plan to take a day off sometime and put the
storeroom in order. Some things we shall discard; others we
shall bring downstairs again and put to active use. Yet for one
reason or another we never have a day free, and so the clut-
tered contents of our minds remain to haunt us. Now and
again unexpected circumstances force us to hunt out something
we need at the moment; the difficulty of finding it sharpens our
resolve—also for the moment.

One such truth, too often overlooked in the rush of activity,
is the pervading importance of God in human life. The fact of
God’s existence is the background of western civilization and
the heart of the Christian religion. The obligation of men to
search for God and the assurance of the possibility of finding
Him are the two most impressive realities of human living.
Two of the most critical questions a man can ask are, Who made
me? Why was I made? The two most significant answers are,
God made me—to know and love Him, to serve Him here and
to be happy with Him hereafter. These are the only answers
that make sense; with them in mind all others sound hollow.
Wealth or poverty, fame or obscurity, power or weakness,
health or sickness, pleasure or pain, all these become accidental
manifestations of the fundamental reality of a human life
turned God-wards; they are meaningful only as helps or
hindrances in the search for God.

450
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If these be the true answers (and we must assume that they
are in this paper) we must then admit that the attie or store-
room is no place for them; they are not heirlooms to be dis-
played only when we expect a visit from our maiden aunt.
Without them our house is only a front, less real than a movie-
set. A polite acceptation of these truths or a reluctant ad-
mission of them to our living-rooms is not sufficient; indeed, it
is an insult, for such truths as these cannot be merely tolerated;
they are imperious, demanding, leaving us little time to pay
attention to others. If then we have hidden them in our attic,
or grudgingly given them a corner of our living-room, we have
as yet not recognized their import.

I

A man searching for God—what does it mean? Does it
make any more sense than the picture of a man looking for the
needle in the hay-stack, or that of a child grasping for the
mercury from a broken thermometer? God is pure spirit,
infinitely transcendent, supernaturally perfect. Can the
bungling efforts of a creature ever get on the track of God,
much less actually find Him? Where should he look? How can
he tell that he is on the right track? How will he know that he
has found God? What does it mean to find God? This is the
key question; when we know the answer to it, we shall know
how to look for God.

It is true that God is a perfect being infinitely superior to
any of His creatures. He is the only one Who is completely
self-sufficient, perfectly happy in the possession of His own
goodness; in fact, He can never be unhappy, for He can never
lose possession of Himself. If He willed, He could keep that
goodness tc Himself, or He can give a share of it to others
besides Himself; He can even give Himself, His undivided good-
ness to others. This He has promised to men, that He will give
them, not His gifts alone, however great, but Himself. On the
assurance of God then we believe that we can come into the
possession of God. If we can possess Him we can find Him.
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God’s perfect possession of Himself is the reason for His un-
fathomable happiness. Now if God had no intellect and will, if
He were not a spiritual being He could not possess Himself. In
other words, the only way He can enjoy even His own infinite
goodmness is by knowing and loving Himself. In fact, that is the
only way any spiritual being can be possessed, by knowledge
and love. If others can also possess God, they must be creatures
of intellect and will, men or angels, for to possess God is to
know and love Him, which is also to find Him. The search for
God must then be of the same order as the finding and possess-
ing, a matter of knowing and loving God.

In one sense, we find God only in heaven beyond the gates of
death. There, when our intellects are immediately united to
the divine essence and our wills are inflammed by love, we
come into our heritage, the complete and perfect possession of
God. Then our quest is finally halted and we rest at the end of
the road. The dust and the stains and the bruises of the journey
are washed away, the intellect is charged with the bright light
of glory, and we look on the face of God. No one need be at our
elbow to whisper the truth that we now have found God; we see
Him, and that is enough. In another sense (and this is the
sense we are interested in here) we find God and possess Him
almost as soon as we start to search for Him. If to search for
God is to seek knowledge and love of Him, then each step on
the way is a new discovery of God, a new insight into the
treasures of His being, a new bond uniting us to Him in love.
It is the nature of this search and this finding that we wish to
examine here. According to Christian tradition the activity of
man in search for God is called meditation or contemplation.*

When we have considered the fundamental nature of medita-
tion, we shall discuss the following points in connection with it:
the relation of the speculative and practical in meditation; the
object and method of meditation; the bearing of meditation on

*In this paper we are not directly interested in infused contemplation, which
depends on the special help of God. We are speaking only of acquired contempla-
tion, which, as we shall see, is a normal development of the habit of meditation.
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the prayer of petition, and on devotion. From these points we
shall be able to conclude to the importance, the necessity, even,
of meditation for a vital Catholic life.

II

A woman, keeping her eyes on two young people she has
often seen together to discover whether anything serious is
developing, is curious, not meditative. A research student,
spending hours in his laboratory, watching his test-tubes, is
searching for truth, but not meditating. An art lover, standing
before a Titian or a Murillo, gazing at its thrilling beauty, satis-
fied with the mere looking, not desiring to possess the picture
itself, 1s not meditating. The young man who, realizing at last
that he is in love with the girl, spends all his waking hours
thinking about her and all his free hours in her company,
eagerly adding details to the portrait of her that he carries in
his mind, is meditating, for his desire for knowledge springs
from love and in turn feeds the love that prompted it.

Meditation is thinking about an object, not out of curiosity,
not for the sake of the truth to be obtained, not even for the
delight that comes from knowing, but for the love of the
object itself; not merely for the truth and beauty of the object,
but for its goodness.? If we could reproduce within our imagina-
tion Murillo’s “ Immaculate Conception,” with all its details of
line and coloring, we should not bother to look at the painting
itself. But who would be satisfied with only an image of the
one he loved? The intellect and imagination are satisfied with
knowing, the will and the passions demand possession.

Love in the will is enkindled only by the goodness of an exis-
ting object. There is, however, no way for the will to become
aware of existing goodness except through the intellect. In that
sense, the process of love starts from the mental presentation of

2 This does not mean that meditation excludes any of these mental states, except,
of course, mere curiosity. The object of meditation is such as to arouse wonder,
give delight by its beauty, enthrall by its truth; but above all, it draws us by its
goodness.
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an existing good; nevertheless, the impulse of the will is not
toward the object as known by the mind, but as existing in
reality. At the same time the will sets the intellect the task of
discovering as much as possible about the object loved. The
lover is, as it were, trying to bring the beloved within himself,
to rebuild within his mind a mosaic of the beloved’s goodness
that will serve as a guide to love when the beloved is present,
and as a memento when she is absent. In men this process is
not an affair of intellect and will alone; these higher faculties
are aided by the activity of the imagination and the emotions.
In the pursuit of goodness all the energies of a man are em-
ployed, all his powers of sense and spirit are concentrated on
the quarry; so the likeness of the object in the intellect is
heightened by a wealth of imaginative details; the energy of
the will is increased by the force of emotion.

Thus far we have been describing the activity of a man in
search of created good; can the same activity be directed toward
the uncreated Good? If the only relation existing between God
and us were that of Creator and creature, of uncreated First
Cause and created effect, our answer would be a simple affirma-
tive. Human nature is capable of knowing and loving God as
the infinitely perfect Being who has given us existence. Such
knowledge and love, however, would be incapable of bringing
us into intimate contact with God, who would appear to us as
a rather pale abstraction; we should never know Him as He
really is, we should never directly possess Him, never have an
intimate share in His life. Our relation to God would be similar
to that which exists between us and the head of our nation; we
should know a few of the external features of His life, love Him
because of His beneficence towards us, respect Him as the great
ruler of the world; we should never call Him friend.

The fact is that God has not held us at a distance: indeed, He
has invited us to become His friends. He has promised that the
same goodness that makes Him perfectly happy will be ours to
possess eternally—His divine essence. The natural powers of
intellect and will are helpless here; they are incapable of even
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starting the quest for intimacy with God. Is the divine invita-
tion, then, an empty gesture? God has given man supernatural
powers with which to pursue the greatest good that exists. Into
the intellect God infuses the habit of faith, into the will, the
habit of charity; with these two man can now start on the
search for God. In the heat of the pursuit the human will is
braced by a supernatural hope in ultimate success; hope is
necessary to sustain the heart of man throughout the search,
but the quest itself belongs to faith and charity. In faith and
charity, then, we shall find the secret of the search for God.
Each of these virtues has a special characteristic that unites the
the soul to God. Faith begins the union, for without it charity
would be totally blind; yet faith is too imperfect for the
demands of love, which eventually outstrips faith and in this
life is the real bond of union between the soul and God.

Faith is a supernatural virtue, infused into our intellects by
God, which inclines us to give our assent to truths that we
cannot understand. This is a rather bare, technical definition,
but its precise terms hide a wealth of meaning. To display some
of that wealth let us say that faith is the virtue that makes us
hang upon the words of God, and treasure with loving reverence
every syllable He utters; it is the virtue that gives us entrance
unto the secrets of the heart of God Himself, that lets us see,
not with our own eyes and according to our own narrow judg-
ments, but with the eyes of God; it is, finally, the virtue that
colors our whole outlook on life, our judgments, our ideals, our
emotions and our sentiments.

The unifying character of faith lies in its supernatural power
of penetrating through the formulas of revelation to the reality
behind them.* When someone tells me that it is raining, I
assent, not to a group of words, but to the reality of a rainy
day. So too when God tells me that the historical figure we
know as Christ is a God-Man, I assent through faith, not to the
formula, but to the fact itself. The same statement made to

3 Actus autem credentis non terminatur ad enuntiabile, sed ad rem (Summe
Theol., II-11, q. 1, ad 2, c. et ad 2um).
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an unbeliever is actually meaningless; he can no more penetrate
the reality expressed therein than a dog can formally under-
stand the meaning of words addressed to him. With faith the
statements of revelation become the means whereby our intel-
lects are united to the supernatural reality of the divine life of
God. This union, though vital, is very imperfect, for the media
of union, the formulae of faith, hide the full reality of God; they
are a veil that reveals many of the contours, but hides the
complete profile of God. The purification of faith, involving the
removal of many of its imperfections, is a sign of progress in the
search for God. Until faith passes and the beatific vision takes
its place, the union between the intellect and the divine reality
will ever be imperfect. Nevertheless, here below, faith is the
essential means of union with God.*

The. imperfections of faith are a constant source of irritation
to charity, which feels keenly its limitations, for love is free of
any intrinsic imperfection such as we find in faith; that is why
love will remain when faith passes away. Love’s impulse is to
the object loved as it exists in reality. The limitation of the
human mind causes God to hide the splendor of His reality
beneath the veils of faith; the infinite goodness of God, however,
does not escape the striving of love. Love will not permit the
reality of its object to remain shrouded from it; love goes out to
embrace the object in all its perfection and completeness. This
is why St. Thomas teaches that on earth the will is more perfect,
capable of a more intimate union with God than the intellect,
that in this life it is better to love God than to know Him.*

* Fides est habitus mentis quo inchoatur vita aeterna in nobis, faciens intellectum
assentire non apparentibus (Summa Theol., II-II, q. 4, a. 1).

® Operatio intellectus completur secundum quod intellectum est in intelligente; et
ideo nobilitas operationis intellectualis attenditur secundum mensuram intellectus.
Operatio autem voluntatis et cujuslibet virtutis appetitivae perficitur in inclinatione
appetentis ad rem sicut ad terminum; et ideo dignitas operationis appetitivae atten-
ditur secundum rem quae est objectum operationis. Ea autem quae sunt infra
animam, nobiliori modo sunt in anima quam in seipsis, quia unumquodque est in
aliquo per modum ejus in quo est. . . . Quae vero sunt supra animam, nobiliori
modo sunt in seipsis quam sint in anima. Et ideo eorum quae sunt infra nos, nobilior
est cognitio quam dilectio; . . . Sed eorum quae sunt supra nos, et praecipue Dei,
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The human intellect, enlightened by faith, the will, in-
flamed with charity, are, then, the principles of our search for
God. As revealed to us, the goodness of God attracts the will,
whose impulse is the spring of all our activity. As we have said,
it starts the intellect searching for a more perfect knowing of
God. At first the activity of the intellect is multiple, jumping
from one consideration to another. With practice, it becomes
more uniform, gathering together the data of revelation in a
reasonable manner and focusing them on the more important
aspects of the divine life.

When this reasoning about the data of revelation is carried
on with scientific accuracy and for the purpose of explaining,
drawing out, or defending the revealed truths, it is called
theology; the product is theological science. When this reason-
ing, either scientifically precise or in accordance with the
natural capacities of each believer, is carried out with the pur-
pose of inflamming the will to love of God, it is traditionally
called meditation.

In a sense every act of faith and charity has a meditative
character and brings us closer to God. More strictly, we employ
the word to signify a concentrated effort enduring for a certain
period of time. Moreover, any religious exercise, such as assist-
ing at Mass, reciting the divine office, saying the Rosary, can
be a period of meditative activity. A set period of time devoted
to meditation is necessary only in a world that gives little
thought to God. Such an exercise would be unintelligible to a
St. Francis or a St. Dominic whose whole life was spent in
meditative activity; it would have little meaning to even an
ordinary Catholic of the Middle Ages. It is only when other
forms of human activity tend to absorb our attention that we
must put aside a definite period each day and “ meditate.”
This however should never prevent us from realizing that the
activity proper to other forms of religious exercises is also
meditative.

dilectio cognitioni praefertur. Et ideo charitas est excellentior fide (Summa Theol.,
II-I1, q. 23, a. 6, ad 1um).
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Readers of certain modern works on meditation may be
wondering whether the present writer is not talking about some-
thing entirely different from what they think meditation to be.
They have been told that meditation is a very practical exercise
for acquiring virtue. In it we consider the virtues of Christ, His
Blessed Mother, or the saints, see wherein we are lacking, and
always end with a firm resolution to practice some virtue
during the ensuing period. Yet from the description of medita-
tion given above it would seem that it is more speculative, or
contemplative, paying little attention to practical results, satis-
fied with an increase of the knowledge and love of Ged. Are
these two distinct forms of mental prayer, confusedly desig-
nated by the same name, or is there only one essential form of
meditation that fulfills more than one function? The latter is,
I believe, the more traditional view of meditation. Certainly
the older spiritual writers, including St. Theresa and St. John
of the Cross, emphasize the speculative character of meditation,
seeing in it the preparatory steps for contemplation.

The solution to this apparent difficulty is suggested by St.
Thomas. It is his opinion that the infused virtue of faith is
both speculative and practical; essentially and primarily specu-
lative, practical by extension. “ Faith,” he says, “ primarily and
principally consists in speculation, for it clings to the first truth.
Yet, since the first truth is also the ultimate end for which we
act, faith is extended to action.”® The revelations of faith are
not merely for our information, but also for our reformation.
Somewhat similar is the operation of charity; first and foremost
it is concerned with the infinite goodness of God, the object
presented to it by faith; by extension it embraces the goodness
of God wherever it finds it in creatures, but especially in
rational creatures.

The activity of faith and charity which we have called
meditation, is principally concerneéd with God. However, the

*Ibid, q. 9, a. 8.
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progress of faith and love demands certain conditions that
involve other activities of man. As St. Thomas points out,
meditation, and especially contemplation, are impeded by the
passions of man within and the tumult of affairs without.”
These impediments are removed by the moral virtues; hence
faith and charity must utilize the knowledge and love of God
they already possess, and the urge they experience for a more
intimate union with Him, to motivate the acquisition of the
moral virtues, and to direct the action of prudence in picking
the best means for this purpose. From another side charity,
whether or not the soul is absorbed in contemplation will want
to expend itself in doing good to others, especially through the
corporal and spiritual works of mercy. Here again faith will
plunge into the domain of practical activity, for, as St. Paul
says, it is “ faith that worketh through charity.”

It is clear then that meditation, though essentially specu-
lative, must also have a practical turn. Especially in the
beginning when the acquisition of the moral virtues is necessary
for further progress, meditation will be very practical. Later
on, when the speculative element will predominate, meditation
will, from time to time, look towards the practical needs of
fraternal charity. If, however, its fundamental nature is mis-
understood, if the emphasis does not rest primarily on the
search for God, even the practical effect of meditation will be
weakened. Activity may easily become meaningless if the
soul does not retire frequently and rededicate itself to the pur-
suit of God. Union with God is the source of all the soul’s
efficiency; if that is weakened, the activity may continue, but
it becomes more and more naturalistic. There are souls who
find food for faith and love in the objects of their activity, but
they are the souls who in long hours of silence have developed
the habit of meditation. They are still meditating even in the
midst of an active life; their thoughts are always climbing the
mountain of prayer, never really looking away from the God
they love.

7 Ibid., q. 180, a. 2. 8 Galatians, v, 6.
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When a man starts out to acquire the habit of meditative
prayer, there are two questions that he is likely to ask himself:
What shall I meditate about? and, How shall I meditate? Since
meditation is a human activity, it must have an object, and
there must be a method of arriving at the goal of that activity.
From what we have already said about the nature of medita-
tion we can easily find the answer to these questions. The
principal object of meditation is, quite properly, the divine
Being as revealed to us by faith. Nothing is more suited to
arouse our love than deep meditation on the attributes of God
and on the mner life of the Trinity. In such meditation lies the
foretaste of heaven; it 1s not only a search for God, but a kind
of possession too. It brings to us the vivid realization, the
experience even, of the truth that the Triune God dwells within
us as in a temple.

1t is, however, difficult at first to concentrate the mind on
these lofty truths and to experience their reality. Where shall
we find an object around which our imagination can play, which
will bring home to us more strikingly the loveableness of God,
and arouse our affections more easily? Jesus Christ is such an
object, one that lends support to our faith and our hope and
our love. In Him dwells the fulness of divinity; He is a witness
and example of the infinite love and mercy of God. No matter
how far we advance on the road to perfection, we shall never
exhaust the riches of divine truth contained in the mysteries
of the life, death, and resurrection of Our Savior. At first, we
shall be intrigued by His gracious human qualities; however,
we must always remember that He is not merely an historical
figure whom we admire and strive to imitate; He is the Vine
of which we are the branches, He is the Head of whom we are
the members. Meditation on Christ must make us realize more
perfectly our union with Christ through grace. Union with
Him is essential if we wish to arrive at union with God in the
mysteries of His inner life.

There are other objects capable of leading us to a greater
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knowledge and love of God. The saints, and most of all the
Virgin Mother of God, are rich in divine benefits, living
examples of what God does for those that love Him. Finally,
all created reality, the universe above and around us, the birds
of the air and the flowers of the field, can be springboards for
our consideration of God’s glory. Our Lord has pointed the
way for this type of meditation in the beautiful parables He
taught the Jews. Those who wish to find objects for meditation
should read and reread the pages of Sacred Scripture, especially
the Gospels. Any other work of Meditation or spiritual reading
is merely a commentary on the book given us by the Holy
Ghost. One who meditates on its pages can be assured of the
special inspiration of the heavenly Master.

*
* *

Much has been written about various methods of medita-
tion. We do not wish to make comparisons, or even to suggest
one method in preference to others. It is sufficiently clear that
there must be a method; mere rumination, or day-dreaming, is
not meditation. We have seen that meditation is a form of
human activity with an end in view.

Whatever method we adopt should, however, have certain
definite characteristics. It should be simple, yet sufficiently
complex to include all the elements required for a good medita-
tion. It should conform to the psychology of human beings,
yet allow for individual differences. Above all, it should be as
adjustable as a curtain stretcher to allow for normal progress.
In fact, anyone who understands what meditation is, should
have no difficulty in meditating methodically. Having chosen
a subject on which to meditate, he will, if possible, present it
to himself imaginatively. Moreover, his reason will seek to
penetrate the meaning of the event, character, or mystery be-
fore his mind; if, at the moment, his intention is practical, he
will seek to derive from the meditation motives for virtuous
action. In some persons, imagination will predominate; others

5
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will find greater ease in reasoning. Many will find it necessary
to use a meditation book to arouse images and thoughts.

Even when urging imagination and reason to operate, we
must always remember that their operations are merely step-
ping-stones to a more perfect mode of understanding, a more
simplified mode of knowledge that results naturally from the
habit of meditating. All the energy of the previous imaginative
and rational activity is finally focussed on a few fundamental
truths. It may take a long period of effort to bring our minds
to a fuller realization of what really takes place at the consecra-
tion of the Mass; at last, however, all our efforts bear fruit in
the simple thought of the consecration that holds our minds
enthralled. A man who has been married twenty-five years
need not ply his imagination or reason to find motives for loving
his wife. All he has to do is to look at her or think of her,
and that simple action, bearing in itself the fruit of years of
looking and thinking, makes his heart burn with love again.
The same process should result from continued efforts to medi-
tate on the mysteries of faith. On the intellectual side, then,
simplification is a sign of progress.

Returning again to the beginning of the process and recalling
that the activity of imagination and reason has as its purpose
the arousing of the emotions and the will, we can trace a like
simplification of the activity of these faculties. In the course of
this paper we have spoken mostly about love. It is not the only
affective activity possible in meditation, though it should be
the source and end of all other activity. Sorrow, joy, thanks-
giving, adoration, fear, hope, humility, all these and countless
others may be aroused during the course of our mental prayer.
In practice, whenever an image or a thought arouses an affec-
tive reaction in us, we should allow the affection to hold sway,
not passing on to another image or consideration until the
affection dies down. That is why 'we meditate—to arouse the
affections. Beginners, unless they are very sensitive, find diffi-
culty in stimulating these responses; when they do succeed, the
affection passes quickly. Here too, then, we find multiplicity
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and diversity. However, as the meaning of the divine truths
penetrates more deeply into the mind, the affections are more
easily aroused and sustained. They tend to dominate the whole
period of meditation, which then consists in a simple view of
the object that kindles a powerful and steady affective response.
Thus a glance at a crucifix plunges the soul into a bitter sorrow
for its own sins and the sins of others. Attendance at Mass on
Easter or Christmas is a single burst of joy and happiness that
floods the soul and makes an hour seem like a few minutes.
This state of soul is properly called, not meditation, but ac-
quired contemplation, which is the ultimate perfection of the
meditative habit and the immediate preparation for infused
contemplation.’

\'

The end of our meditation is union with God through
knowledge and love, the possession and enjoyment of God as an
intimate Friend. Yet, no matter how familiar we become with
God, He always remains the divine Being, the source of all our
perfections, the only One Who can lead us back to Him through
His grace.

Since then there is ever the question of our relation with God,
of a creature with the Creator, two other acts must always
accompany meditation. Since God is so far beyond us, we need
His assistance for every step of the road, and there is only one
way to assure this assistance—to ask for it. Prayer of petition
must frequently be on our lips; we must continually open up to
God the desire of our hearts. We may desire, and hence ask
for, whatever is legitimate; but the principal object of our
petitions should always be an increase of the knowledge and
love of God, which will be finally fulfilled in the beatific vision
of eternal life.

® We are speaking here not of an emotional experience aroused by external cir-
cumstances, but of an affective experience aroused by a deeper penetration of the
divine mysteries. It is during such-periods as these that the Holy Ghost begins to
communicate infused contemplation to the soul. Cf. St. John of the Cross, Ascent
of Mount Carmel, Book, II, c. XIV.
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St. Thomas expresses clearly the relation between the prayer
of petition and meditation: “There are two ways for man to
arrive at the knowledge of truth; first, by what he receives from
another; and for what man receives from God prayer is re-
quired, according to the text of Wisdom: ** ‘I called upon God
and the spirit of wisdom came upon me. ...’ Secondly,
personal study must be used; and for this meditation is
necessary.”'* As frequently happens, there is a mutual in-
fluence between prayer and meditation; the more perfectly we
know and love God, the more perfect our petitions will be; in
order to increase our knowledge and love of God, we must
petition the Father for illumination and inspiration.

In the introduction we recalled that our purpose here in life
is to serve God as well as to know and to love Him. The rela-
tion of friendship between God and the soul does not eliminate
the relationships of Creator and creature, Master and servant.
We owe to God the complete subjection of all our activities.
This subjection belongs to the virtue of religion, whose principal
act 1s devotion. “ Devotion,” says St. Thomas, “ comes from
the idea of dedication. . . . Therefore devotion is simply the
promptitude of will in those things that concern the worship of
God.” **

The interior cause of devotion is according to St. Thomas,
meditation or contemplation. Devotion is an act of the will
dedicating man to the service of God and as such it pre-
supposes an act of the intellect presenting the idea of service as
a good. Hence meditation causes devotion because it convinces
man of the necessity and fitness of such service. Moreover,
meditation causes love, which is a powerful motive of service.

There is another important point that can be made here.
For a Catholic, the sacraments are the ordinary channels of
grace. Each sacrament of itself gives grace to the soul that is
rightly disposed; for to receive any grace at all a minimum

20 vii, 7.
1t Qumma Theol., TI-IL, q. 180, a. 3, ad 4um.
12 Ibid., q. 82, a. 1, c.
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disposition is demanded—sorrow for sin in the case of the
sacraments of the dead, freedom from conscious mortal sin in
the case of the sacraments of the living. However, the amount
of grace depends to a great extent on the devotion of the one
receiving the sacrament. While the sacrament alone is the
active cause of grace, devotion is a necessary disposition for
the sacrament to work effectively; the soil is not the cause of
the flower’s growth, yet in unfavorable soil no flower can bloom.
Accordingly, meditation as the source of devotion also enters
into the whole sacramental life of man.

VI

Spiritual writers and theologians will not go so far as to say
that the practice of meditation is necessary for eternal salva-
tion; nevertheless, all admit its necessity for any progress in
religious life. From what we have said, this is clear enough.
We need not, indeed should not, worship an “ Unknown God.”
The materials for knowing and loving God are abundantly at
our hand, waiting to be assimilated. The route from New York
to San Francisco is not difficult to follow; one must, however,
study the road map and follow its directions, if one is to avoid
wandering. Likewise the way to God is easy, if we make the
effort to study it and follow its directions. The anemic condi-
tion of much of our religious life is due principally to a lack of
meditation. The spiritual life is not an unconscious or spon-
taneous process; it demands activity, especially the activity of
faith and charity, which, as we have shown, is meditation.

If we were to read through the stacks of books being written
today about the causes of the present world crisis, if we were
to analyse all the factors that led to the rise of Communnaziism
and the fall of the democracies, if we were to plunge into the
stream of historical circumstances and dissect the actions of
history’s characters, we should be forced to echo the cry wrung
from the lips of Jeremias at the sight of his beloved father-land
in ruins: “ With desolation is the land made desolate, because
there is none that considereth in the heart.” **

13 Jeremias, xii, 11.
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The vice of the modern world is activism. Even in the
natural sphere, in economies, politics, education, sociology,
there is a lack of thought, a lack of penetration below the sur-
faces. There is a terrible blindness falling on the leaders of the
world; they do not know where they are going, for the con-
templative, or speculative, element in life is scoffed at or, at
least, ignored. Activism can also infect the religious life of men,
even of Catholics. Without the inspiration of a deep knowledge
and love of God, religious activities can easily fall to the level
of a quasi-naturalism; conventionality dims the freshness of
love. The relations between the soul and God become per-
functory, the ceremonies of religious worship become insipid,
even meaningless.

The situation is, of course, not irremediable. As long asthere
is faith and hope and charity in the mind and heart of man, the
road back to God is easy. It requires merely that love hearken
to the call of the Lover and start out on the search for God. As
long as charity is in the soul of man, he has the means of seeking
for and possessing God. All the vitality of eternal life is present
within him, though only in seed. “ For this is eternal life, that
they may know Thee, the one true God, and Jesus Christ, whom
Thou hast sent.”**

James M. Eeaxn, O.P.

Dominican House of Studies,
Washington, D. C.

M John, xvii, 8.



THE POSITION OF MATHEMATICS IN THE
HIERARCHY OF SPECULATIVE SCIENCE

(o

1. InTRODUCTION

I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Thomistic interest in the problem of the classification of
mathematics is not prompted by any desire to minimize the
legitimate progress of modern mathematics. Increasing indica-
tions of such an interest are, in great measure, due to a belated
recognition of the true character of that progress. Faced with
overwhelming evidences of major advances in mathematics
and the mathematical sciences since the time of St. Thomas,
Thomists have been literally forced to a re-examination of the
hitherto unchallenged foundations of classical mathematics. It
is this renewed study which has served to eliminate many of
the apparent conflicts between traditional and modern concepts
of the science and to focus attention on the central issue—the
position of mathematics among the speculative sciences.

From the Thomistic viewpoint of a hierarchy of speculative
sciences, all the progress made within the field of pure mathe-
matics is real progress, consonant with the principles of St.
Thomas. It is in the extension of mathematics to other fields
that difficulties arise. The genuine utility of mathematics in
interpreting the data of natural science has led to abuses. Not
content with a regulative.role of its own in the physico-
mathematical sciences, mathematics has refused to concede a
similar role to metaphysics in the philosophy of nature. It has
come to deny any higher order of knowledge than its own, to
consider itself seli-sufficient, independent of all other sciences
and capable of interpreting them fully by its superior principles.
The conflict here is unequivocal. The traditional conception
of a hierarchy of science, while permitting a limited regulative
role to mathematics in interpreting data of the lower sciences,
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demands a certain dependence of mathematics upon meta-
physics, the supreme regulator of all science. Any attempt to
determine the precise limits of these regulated and regulative
functions of mathematics must clearly indicate the mutual rela-
tions between mathematics and the other speculative sciences;
it must fix the position of mathematics in an adequate division
of speculative science.

The difficulties inherent in such an endeavor are manifest.
Yet, most Thomists agree that the solution to the problem is
radically contained in St. Thomas’ commentary, In Librum
Boetii de Trinitate. An analysis of the pertinent sections in
this commentary, supplemented by parallel passages from other
works of St. Thomas, has been made the basis for a division of
speculative sciences which is proposed as applicable to modern
developments in mathematics and compatible with Thomistic
principles. The whole project has been animated by the spirit
suggested by Maritain:

Particularly in relation to the foundations of mathematics much
more preliminary work is still required, in my opinion, before
Thomist philosophy can propound a systematic interpretation in
which all the critical problems offered by modern developments in
the mathematical sciences find a solution.*

Admittedly deficient in many respects, the present work is
offered as a preliminary step toward the ultimate goal of
systematic interpretation set by Maritain.

II. TEXTUAL KEY TO THE PROBLEM

The key texts of St. Thomas on the division of speculative
science are found in the fifth and sixth questions of his opus-
culum, In Librum Boetit de Trinitate. Each question consists
of four articles, distributed as follows:

Question V: The Division of Speculative Science.

Art. I: Whether speculative science is conveniently divided into
natural, mathematical, and divine science.

1 J. Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge (New York: 1938), p. xiii.
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Art. JI: Whether natural philosophy is of those things which
are in motion and matter.

Art, I1T: Whether mathematical consideration is without
motion and matter.

Art. IV: Whether divine science is of those things which are
without matter and motion.

Question VI: The Modes which he attributes to Speculative Science.

Art. I: Whether it is necessary to proceed in natural science
rationabiliter, in mathematics disciplinabiliter, and in divine
science intelligibiliter ?

Art. II: Whether imagination is absolutely relinquished in divine

science,

Art. ITII: Whether our intellect can consider the divine form
itself.

Art. IV: Whether this can be by way of some speculative
science.

This order of procedure has its origin in the text of Boetius.
In his prologue to the fifth question, St. Thomas makes it clear
that the division of science under consideration is that which
Boetius has placed in his text and that the modes are those
which the latter attributes to speculative science. The point
is not without significance. St. Thomas, commenting on the
text of Boetius, reveals his own doctrine on the division of

* Science, in the philosophical sense of the term, is certain and evident knowledge
acquired through demonstration. In relation to the teacher, this knowledge is
called doctrine; in relation to the student, it is called discipline. Metaphysics,
mathematics, and natural science may therefore be rightfully termed disciplines.
But St. Thomas maintains that mathematics is most properly said to proceed
disciplinabiliter since mathematical principles and conclusions are most readily
grasped by the student and mathematical demonstrations generate the greatest
certitude in the student’s mind. For the rigid demonstrations of mathematics
proceed solely from the standpoint of formal causality.

Similarly, evidence is presented in support of the view that the reasoning process
is particularly characteristic of the demonstrations of natural science and that
understanding is the characteristic feature of metaphysical demonstrations. For in
natural science we reason from extrinsic causes, from one thing to another, but in
metaphysics we understand the very principles of being itself and, understanding
them, we are able not only to gain new knowledge but to deepen our understanding
of conclusions attained in the other sciences.














































































































































































