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Introduction

The relationship between theology and politics, and separately between the theological and the
political, is an essentialquestionof Schmitt scholarship.The reappearancef theologyin

political theoryhasactedasa spectreof the relationsbetweenpolitics and ontology thought
exorcised by thend of the last century,which was of courseto be Otheend of history.®
SchmittOs criticisms of liberalism and its bedfellows are in this respect figured by some as an
unwelcome intrusion into a contemporary political theorising that has no need of theological
speculation, or perhaps as an example of what inevitably happens in some dark and festering

corner if rational political discourse fears or forgets to tread.

Asking how far specific conceptsor ideaswithin SchmittOsvork are Otheologicaléan be
misguidedN contemporary political theoristsare not known for their astutehandling of
scholastic theology. But theology and politics, as Schmitt says, are intimately related, even if
in a purely historical senseandit is legitimateas an aim of intellectual history totry and

discover what Schmitt meant by theseterms, and whether his






Section One: The Theological-Political Problem

WeimarOsrises B constitutional political, and theological D were, above all, crises of
legitimacy; of the correctseparation betweegpublic and private, and of the churchandthe

State.



relationship to National Socialism as Schmitt, summarised the views of many in 1931, writing
that Othe ultimate significance of law and the state, and thus also the ultimate justification of
philosophy of law and state, cannot be determined by philosophy itself, but by metaphysics or
religion.® This was a world in which theological contestationvas not only important but
actually central to political philosophical discourse and the legitimacy debate was the subject
of various secularisation theorems, of which SchmittOs is only the most well-known. The idea
that liberal conceptionsof the stateand of the humanperson wereonly reformulationsof

original theologicalideaswas not just the preserveof a few fringe theorists;asLeo Strauss

declared, the Otheologico-political problém@sthe



Osecularisation cannot be the result of a withdrawal of subsfaneey@tes, it is instead Oa
continuation of problems rather than of solutions, of questions rather than of arfsimetrgsO
sense,Olegitimacy@ not a hereditary category associatedwith tradition or lineage of
underlying metaphysics, but precisely of thidure of that metaphysics to provide answers to
questions it itself posesamely about GodOs sovereigfitye self-assertive rationalism of the
modern age is thus an answer to legitimate theological questions that could not be answered by
theology alone. Blumenberg accepts the essential thesis that Medieval theological nominalism

(which we shall explore later in this dissertation) was the thesiogically



Section Two: Political Theobgy and History

Scepticswill suggesthat this is a leap; simply becauseothers(and suspiciousconservative
types at that) were linking GodOs sovereignty with the state at this time, this does not mean that

it should necessarily follow that the question of sovereignty within the stakeagsrelated



Poltical form, and the existence of thengitutionally-ordered state is, on this understanding,
an imposition that arisesfrom the contingentprevailing circumstancesjt is not a self-
legitimising system but is instead dependent upon, at least in the modern era, the constitution-

making power of the people, who exist Oprior to and above every constitutional protedure.O
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miracubus from theological discourse it becomes impossiblentgine the legal order as
underpinnd by

11



de Maistre or Donoso CortZs hope to support the personal sovereignty of the monarch through
a politicisation of the theology of sovereignty if this was against the metaphysical movement
of the age?OWhen, for instanc#)e monopolisatiorof powerby thestateor by a particular

political authority is said to be structurally comparableto the

12



omnipotentand all-powerful sovereign,rejectsthe notion of a self-legitimising and self-
assertivehumanbeing. Humanfreedomis anathemao this despoticGod, and Blumenberg

thinks itpolitically essential to argue against this dangerous vision of sovereignty. The concept
of God that prevailed in thigme of the OMiddle Ages and Reformation,O which saw the birth

of the Ocooperation and mutual recognition between the two kingdoms and domains found in

AugustineOs teachings [of the heavenly and earthly ctes],O
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Section Three: Faith in the Decision

So if the above is SchmittOs historical project, why then continue the use of the category of the
theologicalat all. If the relationshipbetweenthe theologicaland the political in eachtime
period is only about a structural resemblance of concepts, is only analogy, then why hasnOt, on
SchmittOswn logic, the political simply subsumedhe theologicaP We cometo the second
Schmittian strategyan elucidation of the metaphorical registers which best reflectdhga®

of human nature as it exists in each historical periotsirelationship with the state.

Schmitznotesthat BlumenbergOsonceptof Oébsolutemetaphors,@hich offer the clearest

view of the steady entwining of conceptual-historical and anthropological problems, Orepresent
the never tangible, never assessable totality of reattyd@Bsolute metaphorsO exist in a non-
analytica realm and are the attemptof humanreason tocapturea reality which resists
categorisationA Telos

14



concept of the hunmebeing, is Othat maeasesa be humawhen he ceasetbe political.&
The political, says, Strauss Ois necgdsecause it is givein human nature.&

Schmitt firmly believes that all political ideas can be classified Oaccordingto their
anthropology® andthat Oallgenuinelypolitical theoriespresupposenanto be evil.3* In a

note inThe Concept of the Politicabchmitt writeghat Oman, if not checked, has an irresistible
inclination to slide from passion to evil: animality, drives, passions, are the kernels of human
nature.®& The metaphysical centre of all politics is present in this pessimistic anthragblogi
contention, which is of course analogousto the doctrine of original sin. BlumenbergOs
entwining of conceptual-historicabnd anthropologicalproblemsis here representedoy
SchmittO®metaphysics®hich at some points appearstotally synonymouswith political
theology. By PTII, Schmitt arguesthat Otheimmensely polymorphousrealm of political
theology or metaphysia®ntains nasve projections, numinous fantasies, reflective reductions
of the unknown to that which is known, analogies between being and appeafaerestasis
added). This little-commentedon passagecan be a key for us, opening up SchmittOs

metaphysical speculatioas

15



nothing but self-empowerment3® In SchmittOsargument, Otheologicatranscendence®
opposedto an immanenceof human reason,which is an epistemologicaldevelopment
eventually resulting in the rejection of decisionism. In 1970, reflecting on the current political
mood, SchmittOslisdainfor liberals, Oatheistsanarchistsand positivist scientistsds made

plain; he writes againssélf-expression, self-affirmation, and self-empowerment D one of the
many phrases prefixed byeli Ca soealled auto-compositiorCFor Schmitt, these ideologies

are opposedo his own specificconceptionof the humanperson.This Gelf-producingnew

human beingOthat results from a rejection of political theology discardsall metaphysics
entirely as well as anything resembling a Oreligious anthropd®dgn®©0Onew human beingd

is clearly a figure of horror for Schmitt, as the rejection of metaphysicds an artificiality
associated with the supposedly non-metaphysima of course highly metaphysical) project

of analytic scientific reasoninglt is impossibleto escapemetaphysichecauseOthejoy of
negatingis a creativejoy; it hasthe ability to producefrom nothingnesghat which was
negated. ) The work of Gavin Raeis extremelyimportant here;as he writes, OSchmittE
understandghat humancognition is limited; at somepoint, reasonmustgive way to faith
becausecognition is, at the fundamentallevel, a matter of belief not knowledge.3 De-
theologisation thus maps a correlative relationship between the increasingly immanentist fields
of legal theory (with KelsenOs eliding of the state and law), theology (a Protestant turn inwards
and away from externalmediation),and scientific forms of philosophy(the privileging of

human reasonyyith the decline of transcendental theology and the concept of the decision.

The final section will address the idea of tlee@plexio oppositoru@® and the form of the
Catholic Church but, for now, it should be enough to point out that this creation, which Schmitt
takesto be the apexof all political form, existsin OlimitlessambiguityGbasednot only in

formal dogma but in Otheunion of antithesesQvhich Oextenddo the ultimate socio-
psychologicalrootsof human motivesind perceptions® This is worth repeatingagain:the
complexio oppositorupa complex of opposites based ultimately in faith (though Schmitt calls

this a specific OCatholicrationalism® due to its being basedin the logic of the decision)

38 |bid, p. 120

% bid, p. 34

40 |bid, p. 129

4! |bid, p. 34

“2Rae, G., 2016, The Theology Of Carl SchmittOs Political Thed®otjtical Theology 17(6),p. 564

43 Schmitt, C., 1923 (1996Roman Catholicism and Political Forntransl.UImen, G. L., (London: Greenwood
Press)p. 7

44 |bid, p. 8

4% |bid, p. 14
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Omorally encompasses the psychological and sociological nature dfrimeotlier words, the
political form that privilegesthe decisionis the political form that truly recognisestself as
political becauseats anthropologywill be onewhich recogniseghe limits of humanreason,
allowing a spacein which the theologicalor metaphysicatanlay claim. In SchmittOswn

words: Othere is no politics without authority and no authority without an ethos of telief.O

SchmittOpoint appeargo be that the foundationof the political and the foundationof the
metaphysical are identical: a specific account of human nébaresing on the non-conceptual,
myth-filled aporias which result from the attempt to overcome the limits of human reason. For
Schmitt, then, the role of the decision in contemporary law is to undergird this natural aporia
which results from the human inability to create totadlif-sontained systems of normsny

attempt at excluding the exception is simultaneously a metaphysical position that presumes the
rationality of the human being. In other words, the rejection of transcendence is, for Schmitt,
an impossible(and dangerousyejectionof humannature.The idea of progressand of the

rational pason, and indeed the idea of normative law B these things are themselves
metaphysical speculations. This is why the question of who decides, which is also a question
of the right relationshipbetweentheologyand politics, is alwaysprimarily theological.The
Augustinianquestionof the relationshipbetween thdeavenlyandthe earthlycities b inthe

modern era the relationship between Church and state ® can only be answered Oin concreto, on
behalf of the concrete, autonomouslyacting human being® whose most fundamental
relationshipwith the sovereignis alwaysone of metaphysicahssento authoity againstan

immanent self-assertion.

46 |bid, p. 13
47 |bid, p. 17
48 Schmitt, C., 197@2008) p. 115
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have rightly pointed to this morass of ultra-conservative (and often highly Romantic) political
and literary thoughtand its connectionswith SchmittOseuvre.Wolin is wrong, though,to
suggesta mere nihilistic HeideggerianObrutefacticity®3® in Schmitt which revelsin an
aristocraticecstasyof Ostorm@nd Gteel.&# Wolin recogniseshat the Opowenf decisionis
groundedin an insight superiorto the subalterncapacitiesof humanratiocination® but he
imagines that all we are left with is a totalising nihilism. The idea that SchmittOs thought could
makeformal demands, in the sense of advocating a specific formal structure within which the

decision can be made, is something he dismisses.
But if it is true, as was argued above, that the movement of the decision from the Church to the

stateis fundamentalfor SchmittOspolitical decisionism,then we should spendsometime

looking at this period and the exact theological
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inviolable categories. This understanding of God leads to voluntarism which, very simply,

20






entire Weimar period® becauseof a political form that privilegedthe decisionand a fideist
OcCatholicrationalism.@® The Protestantthought of Weimar is exceptionallyimportantin

theologybut hasmadelittle headwayinto intellectualhistory. The remarkabledisinterestin

this theology has
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contributed to a OdemythologisationO of liberal secularity along with the role Christianity played
within it. 34 ODemythologisationO involved, in a similar manner to the Schmittian secularisation
theorem, emphasising the dependency of modern conceptions of the state on the Lordship of
Jesus Christ. The Barmen Declaration, for example, coordinated by Barth and published just
few monthsafter what Scholdercalled Othesummerof political theology,® was concerned

with how the proper answers to the question of the sovereignty of God could and should inform
the ChurchOgpositionin relationto the new regime. The exampleof Barth showshow the
voluntarist problem was mirrored in the political theology of Weimar. SchmittOs contention is
that this sudden dissolution of the relationship between church and state necessitates decision
on the proper relation between the theological and the political. This decisioniss facking

in Protestantism. As Schmitt writes, Othe separationE is an issue concerning the responsibility
of legally institutionalisedsubjects,and not an issueconcerningan objectifiabledistinction

between two domaing&The political crisis, in other words, is created by an attempt to exclude
the decisionist element from the state, which is the only legitimate authority that can decide on
this separation. By explicitly linking the sovereignty debates of voluntarist crisis with those of
Weimar, Schnit emphasises that the model for this sovereign is at all times descended from

the voluntarist God of Ockham and, correspondintig,sovereign of Hobbes.

Schmitt, however, is interested in the ambiguous legacy of this voluntarism. If the human being
is madeQinthe imageof GodGhenthe wholly sovereignGod, detachedrom humanbeings

that no longerhave a fixed teleologicalend, resultsin a sovereignindividual. The Gelf-
legitimation®f BlumenbergOs modernity is then the rationalistic answer to the question of the
voluntaristcrisis. The Oimmanent@tionalismof the modernageis an answerto legitimate
theologicalquestionghat cannotbe answeredyy theologyalonebecausesod shouldnot be
arbitrary. The radical contingencyof the voluntaristconceptionof God forcesa scepticism

about God and His relationship to the world that Odetermines [a] new anthropology and [a] new
OscienceO of politi¢é.The human being as a property-owning individual, with an unimpeded
will, comes closest to reflecting this sovereign image of God. This new contingent relationship
betweenGod and

23



the extent that ware no longeteleologicaly drawn to unity with Him, as we would bén a

natural law theology

| want to emphasise here why Schmitt is so interested in the parallels betweelutitarist

crisis and Weimar: the conception of God that arises in both, an absolutely omnipotent Being,
is the intellectual ancestorof both Oliberalisménd SchmittOslecisionism.The mistake,in
SchmittOs mind, is in secularising this conception of God to the human being rather than to the
state alone. This is most clearly shown in his treatiseon Hobbes.The Oclassi case of
decisionist thinking first appears in the seventeenth century with HobBles Writes, but it is
here,in the very beginningof the political, that the voluntarist God is secularisedas an
anthropological claim. Hobbes@najor error is in allowing Otheindividual's private reason
whether to believe or not to believe and to preserve higwdwtiumin his heartintra pectus
suum.® At the pinnacle of the sovereign power of the state, united with the theological in its
decisionism,occursthis Oruptureof the otherwiseso complete,so overpoweringunity, the
decisive point, concerning miracle and belief, that Hobbes ev8EsrGchmitt, this rupture,
which is importantly a rejection of the either/orof decision,is causedby transposingthe
voluntarist conception of God onto humanity as well as the. Sthgepresence of conscience

in the world commits the ultimate sin of detracting from the omnipotence of God by declaring
the individual to be sovereign in his or her own realm. As Ockham writes, a Osimple cognition
of the divine naturein itselfOis impossible,Owecannothavethis kind of cognitionin our
present stateeOSchmitt,writing in 1928®KRoman Catholicism and Political Formotes that
OnhistoricallyconsideredQprivatizationfasits origin in religion,GandreligionOapacityto
Oalwaysind everywhereE absorband absolutise®® turns privacy itself into an absolutejn

which the individual has a right againstboth God and the statethat is antitheticalto the
workings of juristic authority. For Schmitt, Othishitherto scarcelyrecognizedcorrelation
explains the sociological development of modern European so8fdtyauld argue that this

scarcelyrecognisedsectionof
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Section Five: Transcendence in Political Form

This moment, the voluntarist crisis, is then
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voluntarist faith in the decision. For Bonald, Schmitt, writes, Otraditionoffered the sole
possibility of gaining the content that man was capable of accepting metaphysically, because
the intellect of the individual was consideredoo weakandwretchedto be ableto recognise

the truth by itself.®° Bonald, who wrote that he walked always between Obeingand
nothingnes® confronts Schmitt as a figure of fideist heroism, rejecting the rationalism of
immanence for the Omoral disjunctionsO between Ogood and evil, God and the devilO in which
a synthesis is to be rejected, and the subject is always faced with an Oeither/or8%éeision.

we seeSchmittmaking the explicit claim that his decisionismis descendedrom the fideist
contention that knowledge through rational analysis is impossible. The either/or Oexists in the
seng of a life-and-deattstrugglethat doesnot recognisea synthesisand a Ohighethird. 0%

The voluntarist crisis necessitateslecision.In this very literal way, through both historic

descent and the OmetaphysicsO of cognitive limitation, the sovereignty of God is as unknowable

as the sovereign of the state.

It may be protested that this faith in the decision alone is a strangely immanent-sounding and
indeed potentially subjective conceptionof sovereignty.We have already seenhow the
voluntaristcrisis led to a severeand potentially solipsisticquestioningof God in a world in

which humanity was no longer teleologically destined to be united with the divine. Could it be

then, that the transcendence-immanence distinction is simply a false one? Indeed, a rejection
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a historical event,non-appropriablenon-occupiablesingularity. It is the incarnationin the

Virgin Mary.®2 In this, history has a OMarian imad&axoncrete historical specificity in the
person of Christ whose birth is necessitated from the acceptance sivlbd@ary@response

to God®request to become the Mother of G@det it be done unto me according to thy word,

is the submissionof the individual will to the sovereigndecision which bringsistory into
being. Schmitt is keento contrastthe mere personalObelidin revelation (of a typically
Protestantvariety) with the assentto institutional decisionin the Catholic Church which
descends from this acceptanGavhether someone can be called a true Christian has nothing to
do with the intensity of impatience with which he seeks to bind himself to God but rather with
the path he takes. The path is determined by the law of God, thatpgsnthemawith which

Christ admonished the tempter when he challenged Christ to make bread from%t®hes.O
Ointensity of impatienceO is an immanent attaching of oneself to God, while Othe law of God,0
issues from transcendence and has to be takdaitbnvia the structures of mediation which

present GodOs law to humanity.
For Schmitt, this distinction between immanence and transcendence is based in the priority of

political form. As Meier notes,the @cce,ancilla Domini, fiat mihi secundunverbumtuum®
[Behold the handmaiderof the
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to be called Orepresentatiory@t which in 19176 The Visiblity of the Church is, after the

Catholic doctringcalledOmediation®®The mediation of the sovereign will to the individual
human being becomes the msportant temporal aspectf the acceptance of the sovereign

will itself. This mediationis presentthrough the Catholic Church, which containsthe
archetypical political formthecomplexio oppositorum will only gesture towards this hugely
underappreciatedentral conceptin SchmittOshought having excavatedits foundations
throughout this dissertation. SchmittOs idea is that the form of the Catholic Church manages to
fulfil the OMarcionitic either/orO with a Ostrict realisation of the principle of represeritationO
which two oppositesare mystically brought togetherin a Ourpn of antitheses®® This
Olimitless ambiguityO makes possible the Owill to de@$iohére TertullianOs second most

famous(thoughmisattributed)phrase Olbelieve becausi is absurd,&° is madepolitically
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inherentin theidea of representation isumanin the deepessense®* and| hopethat this
dissertation has gone some way towards defining more precisely the relations within SchmittO
very own unorthodox trinity of the theological, the political, and the anthropological, vghich

so central to his work.

104 |bid, p. 33
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