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Introduction

May Pegasus delivers four different essays, all of them focused on how we can create a better
civilization and communal life in a time of conflict and difficulty.

First, Steve Young writes about the pursuit of happiness.

As most know, this is a core item of the U.S. Declaration of Independence and core to our
nation’s celebration of our 250t year.

As Steve writes, “The pursuit is a spiritual undertaking, not at all materialistic. Marx got it all
wrong in his life-long effort to subvert capitalism. Money was not the evil he thought it was.
Money just is. What it means to us, why we set ourselves on course to get it, comes from
inside us. Paul understood this correctly when he wrote that “the love of money is the root of
all evil.”

Steve works through many counter-theories to the pursuit of happiness, including the work of
utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham, who tried to define the pursuit of happiness in
mathematical ways, which ultimately leads to materialism. But as Steve notes, “Focusing on
the material, not the spiritual, will not bring us happiness.”

Steve further argues, “Keeping the balance is work; it is a vocation. It is an art form, an
aesthetic with its own high, but attainable standards of beauty, truth and goodness. Being
prudent is work; it is a vocation, a calling; an art form putting the personality before others
with symmetry and proportion, a social aesthetic.”

Secondly, Michael Hartoonian, in his essay “Toward a Theory of Constitutional Citizenship,”
builds on Steve’s points, underscoring the role of a citizen in building the framework for the
pursuit of happiness.

“The concept of citizen (as opposed to subject), defined throughout modern history, is built on
precise attributes. To begin with, there is the sharing of democratic values and their inherent
or ontological tensions, which are discussed later in this essay. Secondly, there is the
responsibility of thoughtful participation, not necessarily for partisan gain, but for self-interest
understood as creating a flourishing common wealth, meaning one citizen is better off and
simply better if all citizens are better and better off.”

He also critiques education in the current environment, noting how its failings undercuts the
pursuit of happiness envisioned by the founders. Test scores are historically low and a deep
concern that all of us most focus on.

“This must be made clear again — the American experiment is, at its soul, an enduring debate.
This debate is about how the American people will secure the fundamental rights guaranteed
by the Bill of Rights, such as freedom of religion, freedom of speech, protection rom martial



law, immunity from illegal search and seizure and fairness in our legal system, so elegantly
stated in the Declaration of Independence as “life, liberty and the pursuit of (public)
happiness.”

Thirdly, Silvano Maria Tomasi, a Catholic cardinal, in his “A Disoriented Society in Search of
Spiritual Pluralism: Fraternity and the Social Doctrine of the Church as a Horizon for
Coexistence,” builds on Michael’s argument that the pursuit of happiness is not simply given,
but must be earned.

“We are more connected, yet often more divided. More informed, yet not necessarily more
aware. More free, yet frequently more alone. This is the paradox of our time.”

Cardinal Tomasi argues that Christianity plays a central role in the pursuit of happiness and a
just society, but also acknowledges that the gifts of Christianity are not exclusive.

“If, with Toynbee, I affirm that Christianity lies at the origin of European civilization, I do not
intend to introduce any exclusive confessional criterion in the interpretation of our history. I
simply wish to refer to a common European heritage: a unified moral vision that exalts the
dignity and responsibility of the human person, enriched by the ferment of evangelical
fraternity, by a respect for law inherited from antiquity, by a cultivated sense of beauty refined
through the centuries and by a will for truth and justice sharpened through a millenary
experience.”

Lastly, we have an excerpt from Ki-Chan Kim, professor emeritus at the Catholic University of
Korea, from a talk he gave to the general assembly of the pontifical foundation Centesimus
Annus Pro Pontifice international conference in late May at the Vatican.

“Technology must serve human dignity. It must not replace it.”

He tells the incredible tale of Korea and how its people built a hugely successful economy in
the wake of the Korean War. It is imbued with the pursuit of happiness.

“But Korea educated its people. Korea helped people dream. Korea enabled people to
innovate. Through their blood, tears and sweat, Korea was transformed.”

As he notes, so many stories can be told from the vision of a simple bakery with a faith in the
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The Pursuit of Happiness

Stephen B. Young

This coming July 4, 250 years ago, British citizens resident in colonies in North America and
owing allegiance to the King and Parliament of Great Britain declared that they were entitled
to terminate their loyalty to said Crown and Parliament and to establish their own sovereign
government under the laws of Heaven and subject to God’s superintendence of human affairs.

Their entitlement, they asserted, was to rights of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.
The right to live alive is quite straightforward. The right to liberty is much more contextual:
where do your liberties take precedent over my liberties? Liberty is not license. It is
conjoined with restraint, just as nemesis follows hubris. Law is necessary to set limits to
liberty and we can easily argue over what the law should permit and what it should prohibit.

But the right to pursue happiness is even less self-evident than the right to liberty.

Is it a right to “happiness” itself, whatever that might be under Heaven? Or is it, first and
foremost, rather a right to “pursue” some outcomes over others?

Thus, to more fully understand this right, we need to ask 1) how should happiness be pursued
and 2) what outcomes should be off the table and not pursuable, as they would be injurious to
self or others, useless or fictional and illusory in their promises?

Further, does “my” truth about whatever happiness could be ever restrict your right to seek
“your” truth about happiness?



Is the pursuit of happiness just a comfortable metaphor behind which hides Zarathustra’s will
to power, for his having a right to range far and wide seeking to possess and enjoy whatever
obsession comes to his mind?

Nietzsche’s Zarathustra believed that: “And you yourselves should create what you have
hitherto called the world: the world should be formed in your image by your reason, your will
and your love! And truly it will be to your happiness you enlightened men! ... my willing
always comes to me as my liberator and my joy. Willing liberates ... my will’s delight in
begetting and becoming; ... my ardent, creative will ... drives the hammer to the stone.”

There is an important insight in Nietzsche’s formulation of happiness — it is the pursuit, not
the possession, that makes all the difference to our finding happiness.

The pursuit is a spiritual undertaking, not at all materialistic. Marx got it all wrong in his life-
long effort to subvert capitalism. Money was not the evil he thought it was. Money just is.
What it means to us, why we set ourselves on course to get it, comes from inside us. Paul
understood this correctly when he wrote that “the love of money is the root of all evil.”

Utilitarianism — seeking the greatest good for the greatest number — is another philosophy
which marginalizes the spirit. Utilitarians, thus, also get it wrong by prioritizing the material.
Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832), the English philosopher who founded modern utilitarianism,
developed the “hedonic calculus” — a mathematical way to measure the morality of an action
by weighing the intensity, duration and certainty of the pleasure it produces against the pain it
causes.

Focusing on the material, not the spiritual, will not bring us happiness.

The very early Greek philosopher Heraclitus looked to
our ethics, not our money, as the source of how we
might best live. His pithy saying was ethos anthropos
daimon — “a constellation of values is for human
persons their decision-making genie.”

Ethos is our personal ethics — our meaning and
purpose; what we will and will not do. Ethos is of the
spirit, not the body. Daimon is the ancient Greek word
for inner-spirit or soul-force. Centuries later, Adam
Smith, in The Theory of Moral Sentiments, would
conceptualize a daimon as an objective consciousness
always present within our breast, an observer of our
thoughts, intentions and actions, which can speak to
us with approval or disapproval from the standpoint of
others and society at large.




When our ethics are rightful, we find ourselves energized by a charism — a gift we give
ourselves when we are subconsciously enlightened by the transcendental.

Ralph Waldo Emerson wrote about gaining possession of such a charism and thereby being
elevated by its daimon in his essay, “The Over-Soul”: “When the soul, whose organ [we] are
would [we] let it appear through [our] action would make our knees bend. When it breathes
through [our] intellect, it is genius; when it breaths though [our] will, it is virtue; when it
flows through [our] affection, it is love. ... [we need] to let the soul have its way through us; in
other words, to engage us in duty.”

Karl Barth’s central theme in his theological anthropology is what he calls “encounter,”
characterized by four main elements: seeing eye to eye, exchanging speech and hearing,
giving and receiving assistance and doing all these things in a spirit of gladness. Attaching a
good daimon to our personhood shifts our nature towards a constant practice of encountering
with those we meet and live with.

To put the case another way,
the daimon we should seek to
lead us in the pursuit of
happiness must bestow virtue
upon us.

Aristotle argued that the
virtuous person acts with a view
towards finding truth,
practicing goodness and resting
in beauty. Such a person will
experience eudaimonia or
happiness because such a
person will have matured
within their personhood a
happiness daimon who will
champion human flourishing
and deep fulfillment, rather
than experiencing temporary,
fleeting pleasures, with
uncertainty married to
destabilizing instability.

Confucius also put virtue (te) at the center of his teachings: “The lordly person thinks of
virtue. The trivial person thinks of comfort.” “The mind of the lordly person converses with
righteousness; the mind of the trivial person converses with profitable advantage.” “Virtue is
not left alone; it attracts good neighbors.”



The Buddha taught us how mental focus and the chasing away of afflicting emotions can become
our daimon in that we can then follow the noble eightfold way of:

1. Wisdom (Panna):

Right View (or understanding): Seeing the world as it truly is, rather than how it appears.
This means understanding the Four Noble Truths, the concept of impermanence and the
law of cause and effect (karma).

Right Intention (or resolve): Cultivating a mindset of non-violence (compassion),
renunciation and non-ill will. It is about committing to the path and letting go of grasping
and aversion.

2. Ethical Conduct (Sila):

Right Speech: Communicating truthfully and constructively. This involves refraining
from lying, gossiping, harsh language and divisive talk.

Right Action: Behaving in a peaceful and harmless way. This requires following the five
basic Buddhist precepts: refraining from killing, stealing, sexual misconduct and the
abuse of intoxicants.

Right Livelihood: Earning a living in an ethical manner. A practitioner’s job should not
harm others, directly or indirectly (e.g., avoiding work involving weapons, intoxicants or
animal slaughter).

3. Mental Discipline (Samadhi):

Right Effort: Channeling energy toward wholesome states and letting go of unwholesome
ones. This requires cultivating positive qualities and maintaining mental balance.

Right Mindfulness: Maintaining a clear, calm and detached awareness of the present
moment. This involves observing one’s own body, feelings and state of mind without
judgment.

Right Concentration: Developing the ability to focus the mind deeply. This is typically
practiced through meditation and helping to create a stable, peaceful awareness that is the
foundation for deep insight.

In his Summa Theologica, Saint Thomas Aquinas listed and precisely defined many virtues and
instructed us in the formation of habits. Habitation, he taught, empowered the virtues in our
character. As we progressed in the formation of character, our habits would channel into our
behaviors the rigorous expectations of our daimon.

Adam Smith wrote of virtue in his Theory of Moral Sentiments that “virtue is excellence,
something uncommonly great and beautiful, which rises far above what is vulgar and ordinary.
To become “uncommonly great and beautiful” would be to have made room in our self for an
uncommonly great daimon, which encourages us to avoid the vulgar and the ordinary.



Smith puts into words his understanding of how one’s daimon interposes its perceptions,
values and recommendations on the psyche of the host personality. Smith’s names for our
personalized daimons is “the impartial spectator within the breast” or “the man within the
breast.”

Smith’s understanding of our most effective relationship with our daimon is: thoughts,
feelings and behaviors must be left altogether to the decision of the man within the breast,
the supposed impartial spectator, the great judge and arbiter of our conduct. If we place
ourselves completely in his situation, if we really view ourselves with his eyes and as he
views us and listen with diligent and reverential attention to what he suggests to us, his

voice will never deceive us. ...

The real or even the imaginary presence of the impartial spectator, the authority of the man
within the breast, is always at hand to overawe them into the proper tone and temper of
moderation. ...

He soon identifies himself with the ideal man within the breast; he soon becomes himself the
impartial spectator of his own situation. ...

He has never dared to suffer the man within the
breast to be absent one moment from his attention.
With the eyes of this great inmate, he has always
been accustomed to regard whatever relates to
himself. This habit has become perfectly familiar
to him. He has been in the constant practice and
indeed, under the constant necessity of modelling
or of endeavouring to model, not only his outward
conduct and behaviour, but, as much as he can,
even his inward sentiments and feelings,
according to those of this awful and respectable
judge. He does not merely affect the sentiments of
the impartial spectator. He really adopts them.
He almost identifies himself with, he almost
becomes himself that impartial spectator and
scarce even feels, but as that great arbiter of his
conduct directs him to feel. ...

The modern American student of personal psychology, Erik Erikson, described our coming to
own our particular daimon — for better or for worse — through different stages of developing
an ego identity. He proposed that we develop ourselves, obtaining specific attributes of
personality, each in one of these eight stages of maturation. Our individualized daimon, in
any given year, is our response to our experiences in the stages to date.



1. Trust vs. Mistrust (birth—18 months): Infants learn whether the world is safe and reliable
based on caregiver responsiveness. Success builds hope and lays the foundation for a vibrant
and helpful daimon to emerge.

2. Autonomy vs. Shame and Doubt (18 months—3 years): Toddlers develop independence
through choices and physical control. Success builds will and self-confidence, energizing the
emerging daimon.

3. Initiative vs. Guilt (3—5 years): Children begin asserting control through play and social
interaction. Success builds purpose; failure leads to guilt about desires. Failure at this stage
can turn the emerging daimon into a force for dysfunction and unhappiness.

4. Industry vs. Inferiority (5—12 years): School-age children develop competence through
learning and doing. Success builds confidence; failure leads to feelings of inadequacy. The
daimon responds accordingly — seeking continued success or setting us up for more failure.

5. Identity vs. Role Confusion (12—18 years): Adolescents explore who they are — values,
beliefs, future roles. Success builds a coherent identity; failure leads to confusion about one’s
place in life. With an identity formed, our daimon has been created.

6. Intimacy vs. Isolation (18—40 years): Young adults seek deep, committed relationships.
Success leads to love and connection; failure leads to loneliness.

7. Generativity vs. Stagnation (40—65 years): Adults focus on contributing to society —
through work, parenting or community. Success brings a sense of purpose; failure leads to
self-absorption.

8. Ego Integrity vs. Despair (65+): Older adults reflect on their lives. Those who feel fulfilled
achieve wisdom and acceptance; those with regrets may experience despair.

For psychologist Harry Stack Sullivan, our self-system is our daimon. Sullivan argued that
the self is not an innate, fixed entity, but an interpersonal construct. It emerges entirely out
of our relationships with others, particularly early caregivers. He defined the self-system as a
configuration of personality that develops to manage anxiety arising from interpersonal
situations. The self is essentially a security operation. Its primary job is to minimize anxiety,
not to reflect reality or facilitate authentic living. To avoid anxiety, the child learns which
behaviors and self-presentations are approved or disapproved. This approval/disapproval
dynamic shapes three “personifications” of the self:

* Good-me — the parts of the self associated with approval, tenderness and reward.
* Bad-me - the parts associated with disapproval and mild to moderate anxiety.

* Not-me — experiences so anxiety-laden they are dissociated entirely from awareness;
felt as uncanny dread or horror.



For Sullivan, each such self-system acts as a daimon.

This means the self-system becomes self-reinforcing and self-limiting. It protects us from
anxiety, but also keeps us stuck — preventing growth, new experience and accurate perception
of ourselves and others. Because for Sullivan, therapy is a corrective interpersonal
experience, astute psychotherapy can help us evolve a helpful daimon.

* Therapy as a corrective interpersonal experience. The therapist (the “participant-
observer”) enters the patient’s interpersonal field and can provide experiences that
loosen the self-system’s rigid defenses.

* The self resists change. Because the self-system exists to reduce anxiety, anything that
threatens to alter the self is experienced as dangerous — even when the change would
be beneficial.

Civilizations and the Pursuit of Happiness

To create a good daimon inside you, living in civilization is necessary. Civilization creates
hospitable conditions for individuals to grow a good daimon inside themselves in the mind,
heart, psyche and pre-frontal cortex.

Civilization has a collective daimon in its culture and suffused in its institutions. That
daimon tends to the systemic reproduction of human and social capitals for the community.
These daimons are sometimes called “national character.” Alexis De Tocqueville described
the daimon shaping early 19th century Americans in Democracy in America. Ruth Benedict
described the Japanese daimons in Chrysanthemum and the Sword. The uncivilized are led
astray and so burdened by living with bad daimons.

Just as we can ask ourselves about the abilities, proclivities, moral and intellectual disposition
of our daimon, so can we, as observers, ask the same questions of the daimons guiding and
inspiring different civilizations, for better or for worse.

Civilization implies the creation of constructive social capitals. Social capital is a form of
order among individuals. Trust between two people is the gold standard of valuable, life-
enhancing social capital. In Chinese terms, social capital creates a dao — a way, a flow of
synchronicity and symbiosis which makes history and organizes the world.

For Confucius, our particular offices give us our dao — “The lord, lords. The minister,
ministers; The father, fathers and the son, sons. Etc.”

Happiness, therefore, arises from creativity, from work or, as Martin Luther put it, from
“vocation” — a calling to do, to act, to accomplish, to leave a mark on the world. Again, we see
a causal connection between pursuit first and then happiness later.
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But no one can create or be called to a vocation without engaging with spirit, with the right
kind of daimon energizing the personality. As Marx did correctly note, alienation from the
spirit through subjugating entanglement to the cash nexus of materialism deadens the
personality, maybe even suffocates a person’s righteous daimon.

Again, we see a connection between pursuit and happiness.

If the pursuit of happiness comes from finding a vocation, from doing work, we will need to
develop skills, become an artist, ask our daimon to refine and intensify our sense of

aesthetics.

Our pursuit, therefore, starts with making ourselves — a vocation of self-improvement. Then,
we ourselves can make the world.

11

With the right daimon, with a charism
beating inside us, we can know
ourselves — the Greek insight into
becoming happy. It is not them who
give us happiness. It is us who make it
happen. We can live the well-examined
life; for we are the seekers of the truth
about who we are and who we are not.

During the Holocaust, Viktor Frankl, an
Austrian psychiatrist, was imprisoned
in several Nazi concentration camps,
including Auschwitz. He survived and
his core insight, drawn directly from his
experiences, was that everything but
one can be taken from a person and
that one power is the freedom to choose
one’s response to any situation and to
find one’s own way — the power, the
freedom, to listen to one’s daimon.

He wrote, “Everything can be taken
from a man but one thing: the last of
the human freedoms — to choose one’s
attitude in any given set of
circumstances, to choose one’s own

2

way.



The Gnostic Alternative

There is an anti-civilizational alternative, that of Gnosticism. The gnostic looks not to self in
the search for happiness, but to others. The gnostic seeks “gnosis” or knowledge from
superior minds who have received some revelation from beyond material reality. That
knowledge illuminates our understanding of this worldly realm in a way that exposes who or
what is denying us happiness. Gnostics start with evil and move on to seek its destruction.
They are driven by fear and are desperate to find safe spaces in which to cower in affirming
company with other believers. They adopt a cause through which to purify, to extirpate, to
cleanse away the existential filth that keeps them unhappy. They become zealots and
dangerous.

My most telling experience with such gnostics was in Cambodia with the Khmer Rouge. Their
leaders, Sino-Khmers educated by the French, believed that all troubles in Cambodia came
from people corrupted by ownership of property or education. Survivors of that Holocaust
living in refugee camps in Thailand told me that when they were about to kill their victims,
the Khmer Rouge cadres would lecture, “If you live, we gain nothing. If you die, we lose
nothing. So, why not kill you today?”

The zealot has an unhappy self and doesn’t know how to pursue happiness.
If happiness cannot come from zealotry, then where can it be found?

As Aristotle, the Quran, Confucius and the Buddha each in their own way pointed out, the
mean — the balance — is the dao to be followed in the pursuit of happiness.

Aristotle wrote of the golden mean between extremes. Confucius said perfect is the virtue
which can follow the mean. The Buddha taught about placing yourself between too much on
one side and too little on the other.

Quran instructs: “And the heaven He raised and imposed the balance that you not transgress
within the balance. Indeed, we sent our messengers with clear signs and sent down with
them the book and the balance that people may uphold justice. ...”

When one is centered, in balance, keeping the mean between extremes, one is in pursuit of
that equilibrium, ever alert, ever alive, ever stable, ever confident, never unhappy.

The mean can be found in duties, in holding an office, in service of others. The mean
orientation in those relational engagements is between self and other. When we assume
responsibilities — a lord who lords .... — we make a bridge between ourselves and others. We
are not too much for ourselves or too much for them. We balance our self vis-a-vis the
situation of the other.

12



Adam Smith’s virtue of prudence can be
associated with finding and keeping the
mean: “This superior prudence, when
carried to the highest degree of perfection,
necessarily supposes the art, the talent and
the habit or disposition of acting with the
most perfect propriety in every possible
circumstance and situation. It necessarily
supposes the utmost perfection of all the
intellectual and of all the moral virtues. It
is the best head joined to the best heart.”

Keeping the balance is work; it is a
vocation. Itis an art form, an aesthetic
with its own high, but attainable standards
of beauty, truth and goodness. Being
prudent is work; it is a vocation, a calling;
an art form putting the personality before
others with symmetry and proportion, a
social aesthetic.

When we lose the mean:

Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,
The blood-dimmed tide is loosed and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;
The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.
— William Butler Yeats, The Second Coming

The work of keeping the mean calls for skill in being open to the surrounding ecosystem,
being aware, participating, curious, receiving and giving. A black hole is not a mean. Itisa
death trap sucking in life and squishing it into senseless energy having no purpose.

Secondly, keeping the mean side steps the second law of thermodynamics — the rise of
entropy and so waste of energy in closed systems. Entropy prevents work from happening.
No work happening, no happiness.

Thirdly, keeping the mean is made easier by asking questions of others, by learning, by

persuasion — of them by us and of us by them — asking for a burden of proof on their part and
meeting such a burden on ours.
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Ah, love, let us be true
To one another! for the world, which seems
To lie before us like a land of dreams,
So various, so beautiful, so new,

Hath really neither joy, nor love, nor light,
Nor certitude, nor peace, nor help for pain;
And we are here as on a darkling plain
Swept with confused alarms of struggle and flight,
Where ignorant armies clash by night.

— Matthew Arnold, Dover Beach

Stephen B. Young is Global Executive Director of the Caux Round Table for Moral
Capitalism.
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Toward a Theory of Constitutional Citizenship

Michael Hartoonian

“Democracies only remain

Healthy when they are rooted

In moral values.

Lacking this foundation, democracy

Risks becoming either a

Majoritarian tyranny or a mask for the
Dominance of economic and technological elites.”
-Pope Leo XIV

Introduction

Former U.S. President Harry Truman once said, “The highest office in the land is not the
presidency, but the office of citizen.”

Moral Foundations and Constitutional Restraint

Truman’s words are true, if and only if, a democratic republic is grounded in the character,
general will and moral reality of participating citizens.

Pope Leo’s observation carries the weight of history, echoing warnings from thinkers such as
Aristotle and James Madison. Aristotle doubted that people left entirely to themselves would
govern the polis with sufficient stability. Madison, in Federalist No. 51, argued that virtue
alone could not sustain a free society. He suggested that moral character must exist in
productive tension with constitutional procedures, checks and balances.

For example, while virtue and mutual trust was a necessary condition for the founding of the
American republic, the authors of the U.S. Constitution saw sufficiency only in provisions
that provided for a division of powers among branches of the federal government and
between the federal government and the states. As Madison famously said, “We will put one
man’s ambition in the way of another man’s ambition.” The most proper meaning of divided
powers is given life in the Constitution’s Preamble — “We the People” — the fourth branch of
government. That is, if the people are not enlightened enough to assume their proper
authority over the other three branches of the federal or state government, the whole republic
will falter or worse.

15



The concept of citizen (as opposed to subject), defined throughout modern history, is built on
precise attributes. To begin with, there is the sharing of democratic values and their inherent
or ontological tensions, which are discussed later in this essay. Secondly, there is the
responsibility of thoughtful participation, not necessarily for partisan gain, but for self-
interest understood as creating a flourishing common wealth, meaning one citizen is better
off and simply better if all citizens are better and better off. Within a democratic and
capitalist society, there can be no closed system which makes stagnation the rule. Everyone
has the opportunity for betterment. In (moral) capitalism, there is no closed “pie” where if
one has more, someone else must get less. Thirdly, the understanding of mutual rights,
claims and sanctions are all operational and part of the civic bargain agreed to as the
condition for holding the office of citizen.

Chief competencies of “citizen” include a desire to demonstrate curiosity, critical thinking,
humility, commitment to truth and trust and civil behavior. Citizens are accountable for their
actions and expect leaders to fulfill their civic virtue responsibilities. Citizens can hold two or
more contradictory ideas at the same time and debate the merits and faults of each. Subjects
cannot and remain fixed on one ideology, evidence notwithstanding. Most of all, a citizen
carries a dynamic mental theory of citizenship that serves as an ongoing internal civic
argument, as well as a framework for civic discourse with other citizens, through which all
come to better understand, discuss and evaluate civic behavior, as well as themselves.

In this year of the 250th anniversary of the U.S. Declaration of Independence, there is an
urgency for an operational, constitutional theory of citizenship. There is deep disrespect for
law and even less for ethics modeled by “leaders” all over the world. This is particularly the
case in America, where fear has replaced love, ugliness has replaced beauty and lies become
ubiquitous. What we have is the precursor to a requiem for a republic.

Citizenship as Identity

The following graphic presents a conceptual framework for discussing and coming to
understand that citizenship is not an add-on attribute to life, but the center piece of the
citizen’s identity.

The beginning and end of the emerging theory is the citizen. Citizens are driven by both
private flourishing and public wealth or the common good. “Out of many, respect for the
one.” “Out of one, respect for the many.” This is a reciprocal concept, meaning that quality,
excellence and wealth of the one is influenced by the many. And the many are influenced by

the one.

Of particular notice in the framework is the need and responsibility to create human,
institutional and social capital and the capacity to learn and to intelligently debate the four
democratic value sets of the polis, understanding all the while that the values are in tension
with one another and the republic is simply and profoundly an ongoing argument. A republic
never is, so much as it is to be.

Once the honest civic and civil debate ends, so does the republic. This theory must remain an
open system, set in place to neutralize the ravages of the second law of thermodynamics, to
which all natural and human systems are vulnerable.
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Toward a Theory of Constitutional Citizenship
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We begin our theory development with the identity of the citizen, grounded in the
understanding that self-flourishing and the care of the common good describe the essence of
civic character. The citizen works to improve the moral, aesthetic, physical, mental and
economic well-being of him or herself. The citizen also works hard to improve the well-being
of the community, understanding that the individual is healthy and safe only if the
community has quality in both its material and moral infrastructures.

These citizen attributes are nurtured by trust, civic virtue and personal responsibility, as well
as by a strong sense of environmental aesthetics. These values are grounded in a liberal arts
education defined through civic discourse and a loving and critical cultural narrative. Itis
within this context that we develop human capital, the seedbed for institutional and social
capital.

This condition, of course, depends upon the wealth or excellence producing capacity of
private and public institutions, as well as their use of checks and balances in support of civic
virtue. In this way, citizens create a learning society where they continue to create human,
institutional and social capital.

Education and Citizenship

This is where a theory of citizenship is at its weakest point — education. Literacy is
fundamental. A grounding in the liberal arts is absolutely necessary. Education here is not
simply to become better off, but to become better. In light of recent trend data, however,
things do not look good for the U.S. and I would guess other societies claiming democratic
DNA are in the same boat.

In the May 13, 2026, edition of the New York Times, Sean Reardon and Francesca Paris
wrote:

American education is in crisis. Almost everywhere in the country, students’ academic
performance is worse than their peers’ was a decade ago, according to district-level test
score data that came out this morning.

The numbers are startling. Reading scores were down last year in 83 percent of school
districts for which we have data. Math scores were down in 70 percent.

The drops happened in rich districts as well as poor ones — in urban, suburban and rural
ones. They crossed racial divides. And the biggest losses of all were among the lowest-
achieving kids. In one in three school districts in the U.S., my colleagues report, students are
reading a full grade level lower than they were in 2015.

Education experts told the Times that there’s no single reason for this learning recession.
But federal school accountability has relaxed since the No Child Left Behind Act was
replaced in 2015. There was also the rise of iPhones, social media and school-issued
laptops. And of course, the pandemic didn’t help. Student absenteeism spiked and remains
high in its wake.
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Change in reading scores, 2015 to 2025

83 percent of <— LOST | GAINED — ...and just 17
districts lost percent
ground in improved.
reading ...
2 grades 1 grade No 1 grade 2 gr'ades
lost lost change gained gained
Change in math scores, 2015 to 2025
70 percent of <— LOST | GAINED — ... and just 30
districts lost percent improved
ground in math ...
2 grades 1 grade No 1 grade 2 grades
lost lost change gained gained

(Includes traditional public school districts with data for 2015 and 2025 (source: Sean Reardon, Stanford
Educational Opportunity Project. Francesca Paris, the New York Times).

Most of all, there is wide disrespect for education among the far-right media and political
sets who see education’s legitimate purpose as simply political indoctrination and religious
training. Most of these radical education critics have not been in school classrooms, relying
on social media for their evidence and mindset.

Making the Theory Operational

The theory becomes operational as citizens put elements of the theory into practice. One of
the most important practices is to balance the four sets of democratic values. As you follow
the chart above, moving upwards from the bottom, you notice two important challenges for
the citizen. One is to keep the system critically open to new ideas and to trade and
commerce. The second is to master the ability to debate and balance the four sets of
democratic values: ethics vs. law, common wealth vs. private wealth, unity vs. diversity and
equality vs. freedom.
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The Citizen’s Great Debate

The framers of the U.S. government put the principles of the Revolution (1776) into practical
form when the Constitution (meta-law) was ratified (1788). They knew it was a work in
progress. Our evolving interpretations of the Constitution illustrate how every generation
must find its own sense of how to balance our democratic principles without destroying the
DNA of democracy. “A republic, if you can keep it.”

The American experiment did not spring fully formed from the minds of our founders. The
means of self-government were formulated state by state. Collectively, these diverse,
independent states expressed a common understanding in the Declaration of Independence
and the Articles of Confederation. When it became clear to some that the people needed a
stronger central government, the founders returned to Philadelphia and in 1787, crafted the
U.S. Constitution. Their work was controversial and hotly debated. As soon as the
Constitution was adopted, the founders began modifying it with amendments we now know
as the Bill of Rights. The founders, who had lived under three separate forms of government
in their lifetimes — a British monarchy, the Articles of Confederation and the U.S.
Constitution — could not be sure of the success of their formulation. Yet, that government has
been so successful that it is tempting to view the United States as if the American creed is a
finished product and a settled issue — an exclamation point or at least a period. Too often, we
present the American story in precisely that way to our children, giving them the mistaken
impression that the work of forming our American republic is complete and that they need
only maintain what they have inherited. Citizens must understand the American experiment
as a fascinating, perpetual question mark. It is a story that instills pride based on the belief
not that America is superior to all other countries, but that it is unique, youthful, admirable
and open to unfulfilled human possibilities. At least this was the case until about 2015. Now,
eleven years later, the question mark is almost gone and most people believe they are right
about what a republic should look like. This ignorance will destroy any republic. And with
our ambivalence about education and our hubris, we are in deep trouble.
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This must be made clear again — the American experiment is, at its soul, an enduring debate.
This debate is about how the American people will secure the fundamental rights guaranteed
by the Bill of Rights, such as freedom of religion, freedom of speech, protection from martial
law, immunity from illegal search and seizure and fairness in our legal system, so elegantly
stated in the Declaration of Independence as “life, liberty and the pursuit of (public)
happiness.” We can better understand the nature of that great debate by examining four sets
of “value tensions”: law vs. ethics, private wealth vs. common wealth, freedom vs. equality
and unity vs. diversity. While each of these pairs of values represent an inherent conflict,
each also has a vital synergy. For example, we understand that laws are never good unless
they are guided by a higher conscience or ethic, but the debate about how to balance the two
values is often difficult. That was clear during the debates over slavery laws and Jim Crow
laws. Private wealth is never fully realized, nor secure, unless individuals invest in
communities or the common wealth. But how much common wealth or infrastructure do we
need and how much of our private wealth should we devote to obtain it? Americans celebrate
their individual freedom, but simultaneously understand that every person focused only on
their individual freedom creates anarchy. Freedom must be tempered with some level of
equality and personal responsibility. The quest for cultural unity is inconsistent with
democracy if it does not recognize the rich diversity of individuals. The ability to hold,
concurrently, two seemingly contradictory ideals and see both as valuable and essential is the
essence of the democratic mind. As the poet Henry David Thoreau put it, “Truth is always
paradoxical.” Understanding, reconciling and balancing these conflicting ideals is a skill that
must be learned. The difficult decisions we make are not between good and evil. Rather, our
challenge is to determine the relationship between worthy, but conflicting ideals. The
deterioration of the democratic mind begins when debate stops or the debate is dishonest and
self-serving.

The high-minded ideals of the Declaration are perhaps our finest statement of American
principles. From our founding, Americans have awkwardly pursued their fulfillment. Now,
for the first time in American history, these ideals are no longer even excepted by many
people.

Can we begin the democratic debate again? Can we save a republic?
The Great Debate: Law vs. Ethics

Americans describe the United States as a nation of laws. We believe in the rule of law. We
believe in the duty of citizens to be law-abiding. At the same time, nearly every important
movement in our republic’s history involved breaking some law. George Washington led a
rebellion against his sovereign government. He was a traitor. Abraham Lincoln swore a
presidential oath to protect and defend the Constitution, but he suspended habeas corpus and
violated a Supreme Court ruling because he believed that breaking the law was necessary in
order to maintain the union of American states. Rosa Parks broke the law on a Montgomery,
Alabama bus to advocate for civil rights. The tension between law and ethics can lead to a
better legal system and a better society. The Declaration of Independence highlights the
tension between law and ethics and between statute law and higher law: “When in the course
of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the political bands which
have onnected them with another and to assume among the powers of the earth, the separate
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and equal station to which the laws of nature and of nature’s God entitle them, a decent
respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes which impel
them to the separation. We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal. . . That whenever any form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the
right of the people to alter or to abolish it and to institute new government.”

The Declaration called on Americans to rise above the corrupt laws of Great Britain and to
honor the moral authority residing in “the powers of the earth” and “nature’s God.” No one
on the committee assigned to draft the Declaration (Thomas Jefferson, John Adams,
Benjamin Franklin, Roger Sherman and Robert Livingston) missed the paradoxes of their
world. At the time the Declaration was written, the law permitted ownership of slaves and
women and anyone who did not own property could not vote. The ideal that “all men are
created equal” became a promise to future generations: that, eventually, our laws would live
up to our ethics. Then and later, Americans debated the meaning of the Declaration’s words.
Abraham Lincoln recognized in a letter to Joshua Speed on August 24, 1856, that, “As a
nation, we began by declaring that “all men are created equal.” We now practically read it “all
men are created equal, except negroes.” When the Know-Nothings [an anti-immigration
political party] get control, it will read “all men are created equal, except negroes and
foreigners and Catholics.”

The ethical ideals of the
Declaration were in tension with
the laws of the nation. As Lincoln
engaged the enduring debate, he
invoked a higher ethical principle,
one that superseded the law of the
land and helped lead the nation to
abolish slavery. A century later,
another great American
statesman, Martin Luther King
Jr., reminded Americans that
laws had been used to suppress
the civil rights of certain citizens
since the Civil War. America, he
explained, “has defaulted on this
promissory note.” Speaking from
the steps of the Lincoln Memorial
on August 28, 1963, King
appealed to higher ethical principles. “We refuse to believe that there are insufficient funds in
the great vaults of opportunity of this nation,” King declared, “so we have come to . . . demand
the riches of freedom and the security of justice.” A great deal of mischief can be perpetrated
in the name of the law. At the same time, stubbornly maintaining a “higher principle” can
undermine order and stall the progress of the nation. Temperance advocates worked for a
century to improve our communities by ending the sale of alcoholic beverages.

Unfortunately, when the Volstead Act and the Eighteenth Amendment ushered in
Prohibition, a period of unprecedented lawlessness reigned in the United States. So, there is
much to be gained by balancing the continuing tension between statutory law
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and ethics and the vigorous debate strengthens the fabric of our democracy. In our current
decade of the 21st century, the need to balance law with ethics has never been higher and this
is true across the world.

The Great Debate: Private Wealth vs. Common Wealth

Our forefathers and mothers acquired many of their principles and values on wealth from
early Greek and Roman philosophers, reinforced by Enlightenment philosophers. The notion
of “civic virtue” — that individuals should serve their community, devoting themselves to
improving the society and community in which they live — shaped distinctive American ideas
of private wealth and common wealth that transcend simple material resources.

Americans recognize that we live in common society with each other and that by necessity,
must create a common infrastructure. That infrastructure includes physical things like roads
and bridges, but also economic systems, government, institutions and even notions like
morality and patriotism. Individual citizens build that infrastructure through innovation,
work, deeds, support and the ideals they embrace. As individuals, we are rightly proud of
those accomplishments and receive satisfaction for our accomplishments. Service — in the
building of the common wealth — provides contentment. Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius,
in his Meditations, argued that one should serve his city not because it is the right thing to do
or even the good thing to do, but because it is the joyous thing to do.

Americans’ quest for private material
wealth has been a driving force behind
the nation’s vast economic development.
Extensive private investment in business
and technology has made America a land
of innovators and enriched the common
community. But private wealth
embodies more than material wealth. It
embodies personal integrity and
character. Americans measure
themselves not just by our material
possessions, but also by the richness of
relationships with family and friends, by
individual knowledge and education, by
our honesty, our spiritual well-being and by a host of other intangibles. These, too, are a
measure of our individual worth. But just as the community is nothing without individuals,
the wealth of the individual is nothing without the context of community. There is a synergy
between common wealth and private wealth.

Developing and maintaining common wealth enhances private wealth. It is good for
business. Investment in the public infrastructure helps business and industry to operate
more efficiently, productively and profitably. Schools and universities, streets and highways,
electric and gas utilities, even parks, hospitals, libraries and museums, all benefit private
firms and their employees. At the same time, when private wealth increases, there is more to
invest in common wealth.
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Though we understand that private wealth and common wealth are best built together, we
also recognize a healthy tension between the two values. Should government raise or cut
taxes? How much should government spend on education? How much on healthcare? How
much are citizens willing to publicly invest in maintaining water systems, electric grids,
bridges, railroads and other parts of the public infrastructure? Questions like these are part
of the great debate over what goods and services should be left to decisions in private markets
and what should be provided collectively through government. The creation of the U.S.
Patent Office in 1793 helped spur innovation in America by guaranteeing that inventors
would be able to profit from their ingenuity. Americans’ relentless creativity has produced
enormous private wealth, but it has contributed to the nation’s common wealth, as well. It’s a
tricky balance.

The Great Debate: Freedom vs. Equality

Perhaps the pivotal tension throughout U.S. history has been between freedom and equality.
The Declaration of Rights adopted by Virginia in June 1776, asserted that all men were
granted individual freedom by the laws of nature: “The enjoyment of life and liberty, with the
means of acquiring and possessing property and pursuing and obtaining happiness and
safety.” At the same time, “No man or set of men are entitled to exclusive or separate
emoluments or privileges.” Democracy is a continuous struggle to balance these ideals. Like
a pendulum, we have swung between the two, with one or the other more popular at any
particular point of history. When conventional wisdom favors freedom, the power and
resources of a society tend to flow into the hands of the few. Those in power justify this in the
name of merit, efficiency and economic growth. The mantra of individual freedom helped
create the great entrepreneurs of the Gilded Age, such as Rockefeller, Carnegie and Pullman.
Left unattended, this imbalance of wealth and power undermines democracy. The Gilded Age
entrepreneurs were challenged by progressive reformers like Teddy Roosevelt, labor unions
and social activists. Conversely, when the pendulum swings toward redistributing wealth,
even in the name of compassion and social and economic justice, personal freedoms suffer, as
evidenced by the fact that in the midst of the Gilded Age excesses and the rise of the labor
union movement, the Socialist Party, led by Eugene Debs, was not able to take hold and
challenge American capitalism with the kind of revolution that had destroyed the Russian tsar
and created the Soviet Union.

Our founding generation struggled with these ideals. They created a system in which ability,
not birthright, mattered. Historian Gordon S. Wood, in his American Revolution: A History,
suggested that equality is the most powerful idea in all of American history. But Wood noted
that “republican equality did not mean the elimination of all distinctions.” Republics would
still have an aristocracy, but it would be, in Thomas Jefferson’s words, a “natural aristocracy.”
Our aristocracy or leaders would be people of talent such as writers, painters, scientists and
creative statesmen: an aristocracy based on ethics and merit. Not all of the founders were as
sanguine about equality as Jefferson. George Washington once referred to the common
people as “the gazing multitude.” John Adams spoke of the “common herd of mankind.” We
have traveled a long, uneven, tortuous road over the past two and a half centuries. As a
nation, we continue to mesh the powerful concepts of freedom and equality. As president,
Theodore Roosevelt worked to rein in the unbridled freedom of corporations that he believed
harmed the cause of equality. “We are not hostile to them,” he declared in his 1902 State of
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the Union address. “We are merely determined that they shall be so handled as to subserve
the public good. We draw the line against misconduct, not against wealth.”

The Great Debate: Unity vs. Diversity

E pluribus unum, the Latin motto of our nation, means “Out of many, one.” That is the
American ideal. It is a nation that celebrates diversity, while simultaneously cherishing the
unity of the people. Reconciling these ideals has been difficult. The poet Emma Lazarus
called out in the name of America, “Give me your tired, your poor, Your huddled masses
yearning to breathe free.” But we have not always welcomed immigrants and we fall short of
our melting pot ideal. Americans continue to struggle with our differences. Can we — or
should we — blend the stories of Native Americans, German Americans, Italian Americans,
African Americans, Mexican Americans, Asian Americans and the like, into our common
national identity? Our diversity is not just of race, ethnicity and gender, but of values, beliefs
and thoughts. Is it possible to have a coherent and stable culture that allows freedom of
religious, social and political expression? Americans respond with a resounding “Yes!” At the
same time, we understand that it is not easily accomplished. Democracy treasures
individuality, but citizens must also identify when to embrace the unity represented by the
republic and use their individual talents to enhance the greater good. In the tension between
diversity and unity, citizens attempt to balance the grand narrative of the republic and the
richness of individual and family stories. Thomas Nast’s 1869 cartoon portrayed an idealized
vision of American unity, with diverse citizens gathered together to share Thanksgiving
dinner. But in fact, Americans after the Civil War were more concerned with Jim Crow laws
and the Chinese Exclusion Act. Americans were suspicious of too much diversity in their
communities.

We must continue to explore how these value tensions — law vs. ethics, private wealth vs.
common wealth, freedom vs. equality and unity vs. diversity — recurred throughout history
and continue to recur in our world today. Contrary to the perception of many people,
democracy involves much more than the freedom to do your own thing, acquiring what you
want or even showing up to vote on election day. It involves rigorous intellectual effort. It
requires that each citizen vigorously engage in the great debate guided by facts, evidence,
reason and civility. That is the very fabric, the very meaning, of republic. The value tensions
examined here will help provide a framework to better understand the meaning of citizen and
help build your operational theory for citizenship.

Conclusion

The “theory of citizenship” chart above presents and represents the fundamental
understandings of the attribute of being a citizen.

“A republic, if you can keep it.”

Michael Hartoonian is Associate Editor of Pegasus.
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A Disoriented Society in Search of Spiritual Pluralism:
Fraternity and the Social Doctrine of the Church as a
Horizon for Coexistence

Silvano Maria Tomasi

We are living in a deeply disoriented society, a society that has reached extraordinary levels of
technological, scientific and communicative development, yet struggles to rediscover a shared
sense of direction and meaning. Never before have we had such powerful tools to connect,
inform and transform our world — and yet, never before has the sense of fragmentation
appeared so pervasive. We are more connected, yet often more divided. More informed, yet
not necessarily more aware. More free, yet frequently more alone.

This is the paradox of our time.

The speed of change exceeds our capacity to interpret it. The abundance of information does
not automatically generate wisdom. And the multiplication of voices does not always lead to
genuine dialogue. In this context, a widespread sense of disorientation is emerging — one that
is not only political or economic, but deeply cultural and existential.

This disorientation manifests itself in many ways: in the fragmentation of political systems,
where consensus becomes increasingly difficult to achieve, in the polarization of public
discourse, where disagreement easily turns into confrontation and in the weakening of social
bonds, where trust — perhaps the most essential fabric of any society — is progressively
eroded. Above all, it reveals itself in a crisis of the “we”: a growing difficulty to recognize
ourselves as part of a broader human community, sharing a common destiny.

In this context, pluralism is no longer an option. It is a structural condition of our societies.
We are irreversibly plural: in cultures, religions, identities and worldviews. This diversity is
not temporary. It is the defining feature of our time. And yet, the mere coexistence of
differences does not guarantee coexistence.

Pluralism, in itself, is not sufficient. Without a shared horizon, it can become fragmentation.
Without a guiding vision, it can generate conflict. Without a sense of responsibility, it can
weaken the very possibility of living together. The central question, therefore, is not whether
pluralism is positive or negative. The real question is: what kind of pluralism can sustain
peace, cohesion and a shared future?

How can diversity become a source of enrichment rather than division?

How can differences coexist without dissolving the unity necessary for social life?

To address this challenge, we must recover a dimension that is often overlooked in
contemporary debates: the spiritual dimension.
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In a world largely governed by economic efficiency, technological progress and functional
rationality, the spiritual dimension risks being marginalized, if not entirely excluded. And
yet, it is precisely this dimension that can provide what no system, no algorithm, no
institutional framework alone can guarantee: a shared ethical foundation.

Spiritual values offer a deeper understanding of the human person. They remind us that
beyond roles, identities and interests, there is an intrinsic dignity that belongs to every
individual. They bring back essential categories that are increasingly absent from public
discourse: care, responsibility, solidarity, compassion — and above all, fraternity.

Fraternity is not simply a moral sentiment. It is a social principle. It is a way of organizing
relationships within society.

It is within this horizon that the social doctrine of the Church offers a particularly relevant
contribution. It does not present itself as an ideology, nor as a closed system of thought.
Rather, it proposes a set of principles — open, dynamic and capable of engaging with different
cultural and political contexts.

Its foundational pillars are well known: the dignity of the human person, the common good,
solidarity and subsidiarity. Together, these principles form a coherent framework — a
grammar of coexistence — that allows us to navigate the tension between individual freedom
and collective responsibility.

They affirm that the individual must be protected, but never isolated. That the community
must be strengthened, but never oppressive. That freedom must be real, but never detached
from responsibility.

Among these principles, the concept of the common good plays a central role. The common
good is not the simple sum of individual interests. It is not the result of negotiation alone. It
is the set of social conditions that allow each person to fully realize their potential.

It requires shared commitment.

It demands responsibility.

It calls for a vision that transcends immediate interests.

In this sense, the common good becomes the key to governing pluralism. It provides the
horizon within which diversity can exist without becoming destructive.

In this broader framework, the encyclical Fratelli tutti represents one of the most significant
reflections of our time.

It places fraternity at the center of social and political life — not as an abstract ideal, but as a
concrete and operational principle.
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Fraternity calls us to move beyond a culture of indifference, exclusion and competition and
toward a culture of encounter. It invites us to see the other not as a threat, not as a
competitor, but as a brother, as a sister.

This shift is not merely ethical — it is structural. It transforms how we conceive society. It
redefines how we understand freedom. It reshapes how we approach pluralism.

One of the most critical tensions of our time lies precisely in the relationship between
individual freedom and community life. Modern societies have rightly emphasized individual
rights and autonomy. This has been a fundamental achievement. However, when freedom is
interpreted as absolute independence — detached from any form of relationship — it risks
turning into isolation. A society of individuals who are entirely self-referential becomes
fragile. It loses cohesion. It weakens solidarity. It undermines its own foundations.

At the same time, a community that imposes uniformity destroys diversity and suppresses
freedom, generating new forms of tension and conflict.

The social doctrine of the Church offers a different path. It proposes a relational
understanding of freedom.

Freedom is not isolation. It is relationship. The individual is not against the community, but
within the community. The human person flourishes not in separation, but in connection —
with others, with society and ultimately with a broader sense of shared purpose.

This vision is not merely theoretical. It has been embodied in history by leaders who
understood the deep connection between spiritual values, individual freedom and collective
responsibility.

Alcide De Gasperi, one of the architects of Italy’s democratic reconstruction after the Second
World War, approached politics as a form of service grounded in ethical and spiritual

conviction.

Similarly, Robert Schuman, among the founding fathers of the European Union, envisioned
European integration as a moral and spiritual project before being an economic one.

Both figures demonstrate a fundamental truth: pluralism can only be sustained when it is
rooted in a relational vision of the human person.

Where radical individualism prevails, pluralism fragments into competing identities. Where
freedom is lived as relationship, pluralism becomes a space of encounter and cooperation.

Today, this balance is more necessary than ever.
Because the risk we face is twofold. On the one hand, a society of isolated individuals, where

freedom becomes loneliness. On the other, communities that impose uniformity, where unity
becomes coercion.
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The challenge is to build a model in which freedom and pluralism do not oppose each other,
but reinforce one another.

But this requires a guiding principle. The common good must once again become the central
reference point. Not as a theoretical concept, but as a practical criterion for decision-making
and governance. And here, a fundamental responsibility emerges: pluralism must never
undermine the primary objective of any society — the possibility of living together.

In Fratelli tutti, fraternity is proposed precisely as the answer to this challenge. Not as
rhetoric, but as a concrete path. It invites us to recognize that the presence of the other is not
a limitation of our freedom, but a condition for its fulfillment. It challenges us to transform
difference into dialogue, diversity into cooperation and plurality into unity.

In a disoriented society, this vision can become a decisive point of reference. It is not about
reducing pluralism, but guiding it. Not about limiting freedom, but giving it deeper meaning.
Not about eliminating differences, but transforming them into alliance.

The examples of De Gasperi and Schuman remind us that this is not an abstract aspiration. It
is a historical possibility — one that has already been realized and that can be renewed.

Ultimately, the challenge before us is not simply to coexist. It is to choose to live together. To
build a society in which diversity is not feared, but embraced. In which freedom is not
isolated, but shared. In which pluralism is not fragmentation, but a source of unity. And this
choice — today more than ever — is a profoundly spiritual one.

At this point, it is essential to recall the deeper roots of the European experience, as
articulated by Alcide De Gasperi in his reflections on the moral foundations of Europe:

If, with Toynbee, I affirm that Christianity lies at the origin of European civilization, I do
not intend to introduce any exclusive confessional criterion in the interpretation of our
history. I simply wish to refer to a common European heritage: a unified moral vision that
exalts the dignity and responsibility of the human person, enriched by the ferment of
evangelical fraternity, by a respect for law inherited from antiquity, by a cultivated sense of
beauty refined through the centuries and by a will for truth and justice sharpened through a
millenary experience.

It is true that these spiritual forces would remain inert — confined to archives and museums
— if they ceased to take shape in the living reality of a free democracy which, drawing upon
reason and experience, is committed to the pursuit of social justice. It is equally true that
democratic mechanisms and cultural and spiritual organization would run empty if
political structures did not open their doors to the representatives of general interests and,
first and foremost, to those of labor.

Therefore, none of the prevailing tendencies within the different spheres of our civilization

can claim, on its own, to become the sole dominant idea shaping the architecture and
vitality of a new Europe. Rather, these differing tendencies must, together, contribute to
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forming such an idea and to sustaining its free and progressive development. It is precisely
through this effort that political communities may seek a synthesis — political, social,
economic and moral — on the basis of which sovereign states may decide to build a common
home.

These words remind us that pluralism, to endure, must be guided, that freedom, to be
authentic, must be relational and that unity, to be just, must always remain inclusive.

Only in this way can we move from a disoriented society to a society capable of shared
meaning, shared responsibility and ultimately, a shared destiny.

Silvano Maria Tomasi is a Catholic cardinal.
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A Fragmented World in Search of Spirituality: Freedom
and Pluralism from Within the Social Doctrine of the
Church

Ki-Chan Kim

It is a great honor to join this precious gathering of the Fondazione Centesimus Annus Pro
Pontifice here in the Vatican.

As a professor of management, I have long studied humane entrepreneurship or human-
centered entrepreneurship. Since the 2016 International Council for Small Business United
Nations Conference, I have emphasized on many international stages the coming age of
human-centered capitalism. The questions I have always asked are simple: Is capitalism
saving people? Or are people being used for capitalism?

The new encyclical of Pope Leo XIV, Magnifica Humanitas — “Dignified Humanity” — gives
us a very important message.

In the age of artificial intelligence, the human person must never be reduced to a mere tool.
Technology does not exist to replace human beings. Rather, technology must exist to serve
the dignity of the human person. Technology must serve human dignity. It must not replace
it.

This is the heart of what I call the human-centered entrepreneurship revolution. It is a
revolution that makes technology, business and innovation serve the human person.

This message stands upon the great tradition of Catholic social doctrine. In 1891, Pope Leo
XIII published Rerum Novarum, “Of New Things.” In the age of the Industrial Revolution,
this encyclical addressed the newly emerging questions of workers, capital, labor and human
dignity. Pope Leo XIII sought to defend the dignity of workers at a time when industrial
capitalism was rapidly transforming society.

One hundred years later, in 1991, Pope John Paul II published Centesimus Annus, “The
Hundredth Year.” This encyclical reflected again on the relationship among capitalism,
freedom, enterprise and human dignity. It continued the mission of Catholic social doctrine
by asking how economic systems can serve the human person and the common good.

On May 25, 2026, in the age of Al, Pope Leo XIV’s Magnifica Humanitas continued this great

tradition. It reminds us that human beings must not be reduced to data, functions, machines
or tools.
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From Rerum Novarum to Centesimus Annus and now to Magnifica Humanitas, Catholic
social doctrine has consistently defended the dignity of the human person.

In the age of the Industrial Revolution, the central question was the dignity of workers. In the
age of capitalism, the central question was the relationship between the market and human
dignity. In the age of artificial intelligence, the central question is this: Will technology
replace human beings or will it serve human beings?

At this historic moment, here in the Vatican, I propose the human-centered entrepreneurship
revolution. It is a revolution in which technology, business and innovation serve the human
person.

I come from Korea. When you hear the word “Korea,” what first comes to your mind? Today,
many people may think of semiconductors, K-pop, K-drama, K-food or BTS. But Korea was
once one of the poorest countries in the world. After the Korean War, Korea had almost
nothing. Almost no natural resources. Almost no money. Almost no technology. Korea had
almost nothing but people. But Korea educated its people. Korea helped people dream. Korea
enabled people to innovate. Through their blood, tears, and sweat, Korea was transformed.
Blood, tears and sweat. This is another meaning of BTS. We call this the miracle on the Han
River.

Behind this miracle, there were people. Behind this miracle, there was human-centered K-
entrepreneurship. The miracle on the Han River was not created by money or natural
resources. It was created by people. And when people are transformed, the world can create
miracles. This Korean spirit continues today.

Just yesterday, Samsung Electronics announced that it would create a fund of five trillion
Korean won — about 3.3 billion U.S. dollars — over the next five years to support shared
growth, partner companies, marginalized groups and future talent. This is not merely
corporate social responsibility. It is an expression of human-centered K-entrepreneurship for
society and community.

A company is one of the greatest inventions in human history, but companies are not born by
themselves. They are born through the vision, courage and responsibility of great
entrepreneurs.

The purpose of a company is not simply to make money. A company exists to solve the
problems of the world. And the way we solve problems is what we call innovation.

Great companies do not keep success only for themselves. They share that success with the
world.

In human-centered K-entrepreneurship, people are not costs. People are the source of
innovation. People are the source of growth. People are the source of hope.
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This spirit has deep moral roots in Korea. In the sixteenth century, the Korean thinker
Nammyung Cho Shik taught gyeong and ui. Gyeong means reverence. It is deep respect for
the human person. It is the root of empathy. Ui means righteousness. It is moral courage and
responsible action. It becomes the foundation of enablement and empowerment. Together,
gyeong and ui became a source of human-centered K-entrepreneurship.

They developed into the 3E principle of K-enterprise, providing a moral foundation for
people, society and community. And this human-centered K-entrepreneurship continues
today.

Today’s self-centered capitalism must be transformed into human-centered capitalism with
spirituality. Spirituality means sharing together. Spirituality is the power that brings people to
life.

I explain human-centered K-entrepreneurship through UIT and 3E. First, U means
understand people. This is empathy. Empathy means deeply understanding people before
trying to serve them. Secondly, I means invest in people’s growth. This is enablement.
Enablement means investing in people so that they can grow. Thirdly, T means trust people
with real authority.

This is empowerment. Empowerment means trusting people with real authority so that they
can realize their dreams. The more we understand, the more we invest and the more we trust,
the more spirituality we create. This UIT and 3E are the core of human-centered K-
entrepreneurship.

As a professor of management, I have consulted many struggling companies. Through this
experience, I learned one thing: When UIT and 3E are applied, even dying organizations can
come back to life. That is why I believe that if only 100 human-centered companies were
created around the world, capitalism itself could change.

Today, I would like to introduce one such company. It is not a large corporation. It is not a
global technology company. It is not a famous platform company. It is a local small and
medium-sized bakery in Korea. Its name is Sungsimdang. Sungsimdang means “the bakery of
the sacred heart.” Sungsimdang is a Korean bakery that received congratulations from Pope
Leo XIV. It is also a company that grows more as it shares more.

Through this case, I would like to share three UIT messages: First, understand people.
Secondly, invest in people. Thirdly, trust people. When this happens, a UIT company can
become a spiritual company that brings people to life.

First, Sungsimdang practiced “understand people.” Sungsimdang began in 1956 near Daejeon
Station. After the Korean War, Korea was still deeply wounded. There were injured soldiers,
war orphans, beggars and homeless people. In 1956, the founder of Sungsimdang, Im Gil-
soon, opened a bakery in order to give bread to people who had nothing. His model was
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simple: Sell 200 loaves of bread and give away 100 loaves for free. This was not charity after
success. It was sharing from the very beginning.

Im Gil-soon was a devout Catholic. After surviving the tragedy of war, he made a vow before
God: “If I survive, I will live the rest of my life for others.” He opened the bakery in honor of
the sacred heart of Jesus and sought to practice the words of Romans 12:17: “Do what is good
in the eyes of everyone.” For seventy years, this spirit has continued.

In 2026, Pope Leo XIV sent a letter of congratulations for Sungsimdang’s seventieth
anniversary. The Holy Father praised Sungsimdang for practicing an “economy for all.” This
is why Sungsimdang is not simply a bakery. Sungsimdang is a living example of Catholic
social doctrine in business practice. It is not Catholic social doctrine only in books. It is
Catholic social doctrine alive in flour, fire, labor, bread and love.

The deepest foundation of this company is understanding people. Sungsimdang understood
the hungry. It understood the poor. It understood the local community. This is empathy.
Before we serve people, we must first understand people.

Secondly, Sungsimdang practiced “Invest in people.” Sungsimdang is not only a good
company. It is also a high-performing company. In 2025, Sungsimdang once again achieved
remarkable business performance. Over the past five years, Sungsimdang recorded an
average annual growth rate of about 43 percent. Sungsimdang shares its profits with
employees and society. It sells two and gives one away. And yet, even after sharing with
employees and society, Sungsimdang recorded an operating profit margin of about 25
percent. Considering that the average operating profit margin of most small and medium-
sized enterprises is below 5 percent, 25 percent is an astonishing figure.

This shows one of the most important paradoxes in management: The more you share, the
more you grow. Sharing did not stop growth. Sharing created growth. Sharing became not a
cost, but a driver of innovation. Sharing led to innovation. Innovation led to growth. Growth
led to greater sharing.

This is the virtuous cycle. The founder wanted to give away more bread. To do that, he had to
sell more bread. To sell more bread, he had to make better products. To make better
products, he had to innovate. That is why Sungsimdang developed strong R&D capabilities.

Each store offers around 200 different products. Every season, new products are introduced.

Customers return because they experience something new. Innovation made sharing
sustainable.

Many companies think sharing is a cost. Many companies think social responsibility begins
only after profit is made. But Sungsimdang shows a different model. Sharing became the
reason for innovation. Innovation created growth. Growth made greater sharing possible.
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This shows that human-centered K-entrepreneurship can be proven not only as a value, but
also as performance.

The lesson is clear: If you want to grow a company, grow people. If you want to make sharing
sustainable, invest in people. If you want to create innovation, enable people. A company
grows when people grow.

Thirdly, Sungsimdang practiced “Trust people.” Trusting people is empowerment.
Empowerment means understanding people, investing in them and then entrusting them
with real authority. When this happens, a company becomes a spiritual company that brings
people to life. Empowerment gives people strength. Empowerment gives people life.

Ultimately, this is spirituality. Spirituality is the power that raises up exhausted people.

Spirituality is the power that brings isolated people back into community. Spirituality is the
power that restores people, from means to ends.

The deepest secret of Sungsimdang’s success is the rule of love. Sungsimdang has a magical
employee-evaluation question that helps people practice love. Many companies ask: How
much did you sell? How much did you achieve? How much did you bring to the company?

How much did you win? But Sungsimdang asks a different question: How did you practice
love? How did you help others succeed? What did you do for the success of your colleagues?

These questions change everything. They change competition into cooperation. They change
employees from competitors into companions. They change labor into vocation. They change
the company from a machine into a community. I call this the communion rule.

Dear friends, this is where the power of human-centered entrepreneurship comes from. This
is the magic of Sungsimdang’s success.

A baker is not merely a worker who makes bread. A baker is a thinking person. A baker is a
creator of ideas. They begin to think and create like Michelangelo or Leonardo da Vinci. This
is the restoration of humanity. This is where the Neo-Renaissance Revolution begins.

Human beings are not merely laboring beings. Human beings are thinking beings. Here, I am
reminded of Peter Drucker. Drucker said that the purpose of an organization is to enable
ordinary people to do extraordinary things. Thanks to Sungsimdang’s UIT, ordinary people
are producing extraordinary results. The employees of Sungsimdang are not simply costs.
They are sources of creativity.

A company is not merely a machine that produces profit. A company can become a place
where people are reborn. This is human-centered capitalism alive in the smell of bread.
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Dear friends, this small Korean bakery asks us a very big question: Can a company grow while
sharing? Can a company become stronger while saving people? Can capitalism become more
human? The answer is clear. Yes.

A company does not become strong when people defeat one another. A company becomes
strong when people help one another succeed.

A society does not become strong when the powerful dominate the weak. A society becomes
strong when the powerful lift up the weak.

The challenge of the world, especially the challenge of Asia, is often the gap between the rich
and the poor and the gap between those with power and those without power. These gaps
create polarization.

Asia is a continent where many religions live together. There is Christianity. There is Islam.
There is Buddhism. There is Hinduism. There is the Confucian tradition. The challenge of
Asia is not to allow these differences to create conflict. The challenge of Asia is to build a
spiritual society where people can live together with smiles. For this reason, Asia needs
religious pluralism and good governance.

Let me ask you a simple science question: What happens if you divide an ant into three parts?
The answer is: head, chest, and abdomen. This is the intellectual approach. But what happens
if you divide a living ant? The ant dies. The way to keep the ant alive is to let it live as one.
This is the spiritual approach.

People, too, can be divided into men and women, rich and poor, first and second, East and
West. When we divide people, people fight. A spiritual society is a society where different
people can live together with smiles. The intellectual approach divides. But the spiritual
approach gives life and embraces diversity. Let us not divide people.

Spirituality is the energy that brings people to life. The capital that enables people to live well
together is social capital. Good governance based on spirituality asks: Does this economy lift
up the vulnerable? Without spirituality, power becomes domination. With spirituality, power
becomes responsibility. This is the spiritual foundation of governance in religiously plural
Asia.

The case of Sungsimdang gives us a great lesson: The more we share, the more we grow and
the more we can smile together.

Now, I would like to summarize our future task in three points.

First, we must prepare for the Fifth Industrial Revolution. The Fourth Industrial Revolution
is a great technological revolution. But technology alone cannot give life to human beings.
Smarter machines alone cannot restore community. The Fifth Industrial Revolution is a
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revolution of sharing. And it is a revolution of spirituality. The greatest products of the Fifth
Industrial Revolution are love and spirituality.

Secondly, we must prepare for the Neo-Renaissance Revolution in the age of Al. Al does not
replace people. Al makes us think more deeply about what makes human beings truly human.
In the age of AI, human beings are no longer mere workers. Labor can be performed by
robots such as Atlas or Optimus. Instead, human beings must become thinking people. The
more intelligent machines become, the more spiritual human beings must become. The more
powerful technology becomes, the more human-centered leadership must become. For this
reason, leaders need human-centered leadership that practices UIT.

Thirdly, we need innovation that goes beyond comfort and vested interests. Innovation
means overcoming present comfort in order to give hope and life to others. This is painful
and challenging, but it becomes the hope of the future. In management, we call the challenge
and pain for the future innovation. In medicine, we call the pain for the future labor pain.
Because of labor pain, new life is born. Because of innovation, a new future is born.

If there is an organization around you that is struggling, try applying human-centered K-
entrepreneurship through UIT. A miracle can happen. U: understand people. I: invest in
people. T: trust people. This is the magic of human-centered K-entrepreneurship.

Finally, I have a dream.

Dear friends, may the Neo-Renaissance Revolution, led by spirituality, begin here today in the
Vatican. If every country can create just one company like Sungsimdang, we can change the
future of capitalism. Dream big. Start small. Move fast.

Thank you.

Ki-Chan Kim is Professor Emeritus of business administration at the Catholic University of
Korea and Chairman of the International Council for Small Business.
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