JESUS AS SCAPEGOAT?
VIOLENCE AND THE SACRED IN THE THEOLOGY
OF RAYMUND SCHWAGER

[ U]

preting Jesus’s crucifixion is widespread among con-

temporary theologians. While adamantly opposed to
saying that ““ the death of Jesus merely convinces us of a forgiv-
ing and salvific will of God which is absolutely independent of
this death,” Karl Rahner maintains that interpretation of the
crucifixion in such categories as expiatory sacrifice is but a sec-
ondary and derivative way of expressing the basic Christian
conviction that “ we are saved because this man who is one of
us has been saved by God, and God has thereby made his sal-
vific will present in the world historically, really and irrevoca-
bly.”* Against the background of a different theology of death,
Edward Schillebeeckx has stressed that understanding Jesus’s
death as an atoning, redemptive act is merely one of several
New Testament ways of interpreting the crucifixion and argued
that, while Christians are bound to whatever is entailed in
Jesus, they are not committed to the use of such terms as
propitiation, substitution, satisfaction and sacrifice in the ar-
ticulation of their faith.”? Hans Kiing likewise holds that “ the
universal significance of the death on the cross ‘ for us,” ¢ for the
many,” ‘for all,” can . . . be expressed in different ways” and
insists that “ the permanent, definitive and irrevocable signifi-
cance and effect of Jesus’ death . . . must . . . be freed from the

DISCONTENT WwITH THE received vocabulary for inter-

! Foundations of Christian Faith (New York: Seabury, 1978), pp. 282, 284,
Cf. also “ The One Christ and the Universality of Salvation,” Theological Investi-
gations 16 (New York: Seabury, 1979), pp. 199-224.

2 Jesus: An Experiment in Christology (New York: Seabury, 1979), pp. 274-294,
818; Christ: The Experience of Jesus as Lord (New York: Seabury, 1980), pp.
631-634; Interim Report on the Books “Jesus™ and “ Christ” (London, SCM,
1980), p. 16.
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174 JOHN P. GALVIN

restrictions of the older terminology.”® While some prominent
theologians have recently re-emphasized the need to express the
meaning of Jesus’s death as death for us,* no single constructive
theory of redemption dominates contemporary theology, and
efforts to articulate the salvific character of the crucifixion con-
tinue to form a major topic in current christological literature.

One of the many recent soteriological proposals is of partic-
ular interest. Drawing heavily on the anthropology of René
Girard, Raymund Schwager, a Swiss Jesuit theologian, has be-
gun to develop a distinctive new approach to the ancient prob-
lem of interpreting Jesus’s death. While his project has evoked
considerable response in Europe, it has attracted little notice
in the United States. Against the background of an outline of
Girard’s work (I), this essay will present the basic elements
of Schwager’s soteriology (II), survey the critical reception of
his theory (III), and conclude with a few evaluative remarks
on its contribution to contemporary theology (IV).

I

“ For without a cement of blood (it must be human, it must
be innocent) no secular wall will safely stand.”*®

Formerly professor of French at the State University of New
York in Buffalo and at Johns Hopkins, now again resident in
his native France, René Girard began his studies with analyses
of the novels of Cervantes, Stendhal, Flaubert, Proust and
Dostoevsky,® but subsequently expanded his range of inquiry

8 On Being a Christian (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1976), p. 426.

¢Cf. Hans Urs von Balthasar, “Crucifixus etiam pro nohis,” Internationale
Katholische Zeitschrift « Communio™ 9 (1980) 26-35, and Martin Hengel, The
Atonement: The Origins of the Doctrine in the New 1ecstament (Philadelphia
Fortress, 1981).

5W. H. Auden, “ Horae Canonicae,” Collected Poems (ed. Edward Mendelson;
London: Faber and Faber, 1976), p. 484. The passage is cited by Girard at the
close of an interview reprinted in “To Double Business Bound:” Essays on
Literature, Mimesis and Anthropology (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University,
1978), p. 229.

® Deceit, Desire, and the Novel: Self and Other in Literary Structure (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University, 1965) .
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to encompass additional literary works, such as Greek tragedies,
and ethnological material.” In the course of these wide-ranging
investigations of classical and modern literature, the history of
religion and cultural anthropology, he has proposed a highly
original and rather comprehensive anthropological theory,
which in turn has been adopted by Raymund Schwager as the
hermeneutical framework for a contemporary soteriology.

The heart of Girard’s theory is the conviction that analysis
of the disparate material he has examined yields a unified un-
derlying conception of human desire as essentially triangular:
in itself undetermined as to object, human desire acquires speci-
fication through mimesis, the election and imitation of a model
to whom is transferred the selection of objects for pursuit.® In
the resulting triangle, the model occupies a mediating role be-
tween the desiring subject and the desired object. Since the
objects of desire are limited and particular, “if one individual
imitates another when the latter appropriates some object, the
result cannot fail to be rivalry or conflict,”® for “ the mediator
can no longer act his role of model without also acting or ap-
pearing to act the role of obstacle.” ** Since the mediator “ pre-
vents us from satisfying a desire which he himself has inspired
in us,” ** mimetic desire issues ineluctably in a mutually condi-
tioned mixture of veneration and hatred, as the subject’s desire
to imitate its model is of itself partially transformed into a de-
sire to supplant it.

A basic anthropological datum, mimetic rivalry quickly
erupts in sudden outbreaks of violence and “rapidly tends
toward interminable revenge,”** thus threatening the very
foundations of human life and society. Contending that this
tendency is not adequately controlled by instinctive inhibitions,

TCf. “To Double Business Bound” and especially Violence and the Sacred
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University, 1977). _

8 Cf. especially Deceit, Desire, and the Novel, pp. 1-52.

®“ To Double Business Bound,” p. Vil

19 Deceit, Desire, and the Novel, p. 7.

1 Ibid., p. 10.

12 % To Double Business Bound,” p. vii.
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and rejecting as a myth of the Enlightenment the idea of a
“social contract,” Girard expands his field of inquiry beyond
literary texts to include ethnological material, and suggests as
a result of these investigations that the very process which pro-
duces aggression also provides a mechanism for its partial con-
trol.* A fortuitous violent triumph attracts imitation and
entices others to participate in the attack on the arbitrarily
chosen common target. The joint destruction of the victim pro-
duces a certain solidarity among the aggressors and in this way
achieves a restoration of order, temporary though this may be.
In the course of this process, the victim itself assumes a numin-
ous character. The projection of all hostility onto it causes it
to appear as a monstrous reality, a foreign intruder which dis-
rupts the unity and stability of a society. Yet, since its destruc-
tion restores the threatened order and establishes peace, the
victim also appears as a mysterious savior. It thus combines
the contrary attributes often considered characteristic of the
sacred, as it is both tremendum and fascinosum.* Girard terms
this process the “ scapegoat mechanism,” and judges it to be
the primal event which makes human society possible.*®

Since the salutary effects of the scapegoat mechanism can be
perpetuated only if the process is repeated at periodic intervals,
the primal event gives rise to institutionalized ritual sacrifices.
Despite the variety of concrete forms which such practices have
assumed in the course of history, Girard argues that religious
rites are at bottom one, unified in their origin from the universal
problem of mimetic violence and in their effect of enabling and
stabilizing human society: “ All religious rituals spring from the
surrogate victim, and all the great institutions of mankind, both
secular and religious, spring from ritual”.** Knowledge of the
origin and function of the scapegoat mechanism, however, nec-

18 Cf. especially Violence and the Sacred, pp. 1-67, 89-118, 309-318.

3¢ Cf. e.g. Rudolf Otto, The Idea of the Holy (New York: Oxford University,
1958). German original: Breslau, 1917.

5 In his argumentation, Girard moves from an interpretation of sacrificial rites
to the positing of a real event, dimly reflected in them, as their historical origin.

8 Violence and the Sacred, p. 306.
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essarily remains hidden, for its efficacy depends on its benefi-
ciaries’ ignorance of its true nature,

The stabilization of order achieved by the scapegoat mechan-
ism is always fragile. To prescind from other factors, the sheer
repetition of the sacrificial act inevitably occasions changes in
the classification of the victim, and any modification of this
sort, however minute, “ risks undermining the whole sacrificial
structure.” *" If the gap between the surrogate victim and the
community grows too wide, the victim will no longer attract the
violent impulses to itself; if the continuity between victim and
community becomes too great, violence will overflow from the
ritual event into the rest of life. In either case, the rite will fail
to achieve its intended goal and a “ sacrificial crisis ” will ensue.
In such situations, “ the whole cultural foundation of the society
is put in jeopardy,” for “ anything that adversely affects the
institution of sacrifice will ultimately pose a threat to the very
basis of the community, to the principles on which its social
harmony and equilibrium depend.” *

Convinced of the cumulative force of his examples ** and of
the superiority of his theory to alternative explanations of com-
parable phenomena, such as that of Freud, Girard has in
recent works sought to weigh the Judeo-Christian tradition
more explicitly in the light of his hypothesis, and argued that
the gospels represent the final revelation and thus destruction
of the mechanism of violence.” While this expansion of his
thought is of considerable interest in itself, the chief concern of
this essay lies neither in Girard’s application of his theory to
the biblical tradition nor in critique of his work,” but in ex-

17 Ibid., p. 39.

8 Ibid., p. 49.

® Ibid., p. 306.

20 Cf. Les choses cachées depuis la fondation du monde (Paris: Grasset, 1978),
the discussion published in Esprit 41 (1973) 527-563, and “ To Double Business
Bound,” pp. 226-228.

2 Tn addition to the works by and about Girard noted in George Tissot,
“ Bibliographie: René Girard,” SR 10 (1981) 109-112, cf. George Leveque,
“ Jésus, la violence et le sacrifice,” in G. Bessiere et al., Dossier Jésus: recherches
nouvelles (Lyon: Chalet, 1977), pp. 111-114; S. Pinckaers, “La violence, le



178 JOHN P. GALVIN

amination of Raymund Schwager’s more detailed effort to uti-
lize Girard’s anthropology in a constructive soteriology.

I

Raymund Schwager, doctor in theology from the University
of Fribourg, former member of the editorial staff of the Swiss
Jesuit journal Orientierung (with which he retains a limited
connection) , has since 1977 been professor of dogmatics at the
University of Innsbruck. While only his more recent work
makes extensive use of Girard’s anthropology, Schwager’s in-
terest in Girard is an integral part of a more comprehensive
effort to construct a renewed soteriology, the ground for which
had already been prepared in his earlier writings.

As early as his dissertation, which sought to uncover the
ecclesiology of Ignatius of Loyola by interpreting the Spiritual
Exercises against the background of Ignatius’s life, Schwager
sounded two themes which have become recurrent in his the-
ology: the need to distinguish divine revelation (Ignatius’s
genuine mystical experience) from human impulse (Ignatius’s
psychological inclinations), and the argument that the most
reliable sign of the former is its opposition to natural tenden-
cies.”? In his second book, a popular but substantial treatise on
Christian discipleship, these concerns are generalized in stress
on faith’s conferral of freedom from domination by subcon-
scious psychological mechanisms, as reflected in the reversal,
rather than extension, of natural expectations.*® Without pro-
viding a full interpretation of Jesus’s life, this work anticipates

sacré et le christianisme,” Nova ef Vetera 54 (1979) 292-305; Hans Urs von
Balthasar, Theodramatik 3: Die Handlung (Einsiedeln: Johannes, 1980), pp.
276-288; Robert Le Gall, “La conception négative de P'imitation et du sacrifice
chez René Girard,” Nova et Vetera 56 (1981) 40-50; and the helpful review of
Violence and the Sacred by Vincent Farenga (Comparative Literature 32 [1980]
178-177) .

22 Das dramatische Kirchenverstindnis bei Ignatius von Loyola (Einsiedeln:
Benziger, 1970).

9% Jesus-Nachfolge (Freiburg: Herder, 1978), pp. 47-64, 82, 108, 121-126, 130, 134,
139, 141, 144, 160, 163, 165, 170, 174. For a contrasting emphasis, cf. Karl
Rahner’s theology of grace (summarized in Foundations, pp. 116-188).
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later developments in Schwager’s theology by insisting on the
decisive character and revelatory import of the crucifixion.?

A similar thrust is present in Schwager’s third volume, a re-

flective study of the world-transforming power of faith.”* Em-

phasizing the absence of violence in Jesus’s conduct and preach-
ing of the kingdom,*® Schwager sees revelation as identifiable
in its exposure of unconscious mechanisms of personal and col-
lective self-deception and hostility.”” Toward the end of this
book, he attributes to Girard a decisive role in clarifying the
mechanism of objectifications through which man seeks control
of the Absolute,” and undertakes an initial effort to apply the
fruits of Girard’s research to the interpretation of Jesus’s life,*
thus preparing the way for the more intensive pursuit of the
same project in his later work.

Schwager’s monograph on the “scapegoat theory ” restricts
its investigations to the Old and New Testaments,* but since
its publication several articles have evaluated some major
soteriological conceptions from post-biblical tradition. It will be
best to preserve this order in the exposition of his thought.

0ld Testament

Schwager’s study of the Old Testament seeks neither to pro-
vide an historical-critical exegesis of individual passages nor a

24 Jesus-Nachfolge, pp. 127, 132, 138-139, 162, 170, 176-178.

28 Glaube, der die Welt verwandelt (Mainz: Griinewald, 1976) ; hereafter Glaube.
The title seems to be a deliberate variation on Rahner’s Glaube, der die Erde liebt
(Freiburg: Herder, 1966) .

28 Glaube, pp. 48, 58, 69, 149, 152.

*7 Ibid., pp. 72-73, 96-98, 103-105.

28 Schwager cites a text of Paul Ricoeur which identifies “illusion as a
necessary structure of thought about the unconditioned ” as “the radical origin
of every ‘false consciousness’” (Freud and Philosophy: An Essay on Interpre-
tation [New Haven: Yale University, 1970], p. 529), and argues that Girard has
further specified the content of this process (Glaube, p. 137).

28 Ibid., pp. 187-142, 154.

30 Brauchen wir einen Siindenbock?: Gewalt und Erlosung in den biblischen
Schriften (Munich: Kosel, 1978); hereafter Sindenbock. A more popular essay,
“ Eine neue Interpretation der Geschichte im Licht des Christentums: Zum Werk
René Girards,” Stimmen der Zeit 197 (1979) 784-788, should alse be noted.
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comprehensive investigation of all major themes. His more
modest intention is to analyze Old Testament material with
Girard’s theory functioning as an hermeneutical framework,
with the twin aim of determining if the old Testament offers
support—not proof—for Girard’s concept and of seeing if, con-
versely, Girard’s hypothesis is able to illuminate significant but
often neglected dimensions of the biblical text. His primary
concern in this undertaking—somewhat in the spirit of Brevard
Childs’s canonical criticism *—is with the Old Testament as an
integral whole, seen as a literary deposit of the history of Israel’s
faith.*

As an initial step, Schwager finds that elements central to
Girard’s theory occupy a prominent position in the books of the
Old Testament. Human violence, discussed in more than 600
texts and condemned in such passages as Gen 6:11 and Ezek 22
as the epitome of sin, is found to be the Old Testament’s most
central and most pervasive topic. While the themes of mimesis
—Jsrael’s pursuit of military, political and economic success
through imitation of foreign peoples in their governmental or-
ganization and their worship of idols—and of jealous rivalry—
as in the stories of the conflicts of Cain and Abel, Joseph and
his brothers, and Saul and David—occur frequently, Schwager’s
interest is captured particularly by one aspect of the Old Testa-
ment’s reflection on violence: the persecution of the righteous.
Widespread in the psalms (e.g. Pss 2; 22; 31; 118:10-13) and
influential in the prophets (e.g. Mic 4:11-12; Zech 12:2-8) , the
theme of the conspiracy of the violent, united in blind madness
and groundless hate under the cloak of deception, is also promi-
nent in the sapiential literature (e.g. Wis 17:2-20). In both its
individual and its collective dimensions (fate of the individual
righteous sufferer; plight of Israel), it represents a pervasive
problem for Old Testament thought.®

81 Cf. Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1979), especially pp. 89-106, 659-671. But note also the critical remarks of R. N.
Whybray, “ Reflections on Canonical Criticism,” Theology 84 (1981), 29-85.

32 Siindenbock, pp. 54-57.

33 Ibid., pp. 58-63, 81-91, 100-117.
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Yet the theme of violence is not restricted in the Old Testa-
ment to its analysis of human activity. Yahweh himself is often
envisioned as the divine warrior, and over 1000 texts make
reference to the idea of divine vengeance. In this connection,
Schwager distinguishes four types of material, though with the
remark that the distinction between the second and third types
is more verbal than substantive: a) relatively rare passages,
such as Exod 4:24-26 and 25am 6: 6-8, which portray the wrath
of God as an irrational and undiscriminating fury; b) a larger
group of texts which speak of God’s vengeance as a reaction to
man’s evil deeds (e.g. Lev 26:14-39); c¢) a similar group of
passages in which man is not only the provocation of divine
wrath but also the instrument of divine punishment (e.g. Isa
19:2; Ezek 21:31) ; included in this category are the more than
100 texts in which Israel is commanded to kill others (e.g. Deut
20:16-17; 1Sam 15:2-3) ; and d) a less numerous (still over 70
references) but widespread set of texts in which misdeeds are
seen as producing their own evil consequences (e.g. Ps 7:14-16;
Prov 26:27). The diversity of this material leaves a certain
ambiguity about the nature of Yahweh’s response to evil deeds:
Is it a positive act of punishment, or a simple turning away
from man, leaving him to his own devices?

For Schwager, the variations in these conceptions of God
derive in part from the projection of violent human activity
onto the divine. The gradual revelation of God, which exposes
the falsity of this procedure, finds its genuine locus in the hope-
less situation of the innocent victim of universal oppression.
Though certain ambiguities remain—Is the destiny of the na-
tions surrounding Israel destruction or conversion?—God is
revealed as the one who works through his word based in love,
delivers man from subservience to human imitation and rivalry
(cf. the story of David and Jonathan), and gathers together a
new and different community based not on violence but on the
overcoming of human hostility.*®

8 Ibid., pp. 64-81.
58 Ibid., pp. 76-77, 117-133.
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Intrinsic to this development is the Old Testament eritique
of sacrifice. While some texts view sacrifice in a favorable light
and trace violence to the failure to sacrifice properly, others
reflect a deeper grasp of what violence is and a corresponding
realization of the futility of sacrificial rites. The prophets’ mas-
sive criticism of Israel’s sacrificial practices, as well as those of
foreign nations, is pertinent here. Yet, while the themes of vio-
lence and sacrifice are connected in the famous scapegoat pas-
sage (Lev 16) from which Girard draws his imagery, ambigui-
ties remain, and the Old Testament’s exposure of sacrifice as
human projection is not complete.*

To conclude his study of the Old Testament from the per-
spective of Girard’s reflections, Schwager turns his attention to
what he considers the most significant texts of the Old Testa-
ment, the servant songs of Second Isaiah (Isa 42:1-9; 49:1-6;
50:4-9; 52:13-53:12). The new and decisive element here is
the reaction of the servant depicted as the victim of the violent.
Divinely instructed, the servant is free from human mimesis
and therefore without prayer for vengeance. His destiny as
light of the nations is achieved through his conduct under perse-
cution, as his suffering leads to better insight on the part of his
foes. For Schwager, Second Isaiah contains the Old Testa-
ment’s clearest revelation of God. Since, however, the servant
songs remain isolated and can hardly be said to represent a
major influence within the Old Testament itself, the central
issue of violence and the sacred remains incompletely resolved.®

With this interpretation of the Old Testament, the back-
ground is prepared for a re-reading of the gospel.

New Testament

While the death of Jesus is the focal point of Schwager’s in-
terpretation of the New Testament, his analysis of the cruci-
fixion is embedded in a sketch of the central features of Jesus’s
public activity. Two complementary but distinct themes are
considered.

The first perspective is primarily negative: Jesus’s ministry

®8 Ibid., pp. 91-100. ¥ Ibid., pp. 134-142.
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represents a decisive revelation of a hidden will to kill and lie.
Jesus’s prediction of the destruction of the temple and the apo-
_calyptic texts of the gospels presuppose and expose violence as
the cause of the impending disasters, and the critique of the
scribes and Pharisees for their falsehood and violence (e.g. Matt
23:29-35) uncovers the basic evil force which underlies individ-
ual misdeeds. It is this unmasking of evil which provokes open
hostility to Jesus and makes his appearance an occasion of sharp
division. As both Johannine (John 8:40-44; 16:2; 1John 8:11-
12) and Pauline (Rom 3:10-18) material indicates, the dis-
closed depths of evil have a universal scope, as the deeds of
both Jew and Greek derive from the father of lies, a murderer
from the beginning. The human inclination to violence, hereto-
fore more or less successfully concealed, is thus brought into the
open as the source of human blindness and of the rejection of
Jesus.*®
But a more positive dimension is also present and even pre-
dominant. Since the exposure of hidden human passions de-
prives the scapegoat mechanism of its efficacy, a new and
different way of promoting human unity is needed. The prin-
ciple of non-resistance to evil (cf. Matt 5: 39-41; Luke 6:27-29;
Rom 12:17-21; 1Thess 5:15; 1Pet 3:9) , represented most funda-
mentally in esus’s own conduct in the face of persecution,
breaks the universal pattern of mimetic violence in the only
possible way. In addition, the promise of participation in divine
life and the presentation of the infinite God as object of human
striving and standard of human conduct has the important
effect of precluding rivalry, the inevitable result of competitive
pursuit of a finite good. In the same context, the distinetion
between imitation and discipleship acquires systematic signifi-
cance, for discipleship, unlike mimesis, is not productive of
conflict. Jesus’s public life may thus be seen as an intense effort
to gather a new community—an attempt based, in contrast to
the scapegoat mechanism, on the peace of the kingdom of God
(cf. e.g. Matt 23:87; Luke 13:34) .*°

38 Ibid., pp. 152-172; Glaube, pp. 140, 142.
#® Siindenbock, pp. 172-188.
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But the immediate effect of Jesus’s public life differed mark-
edly from his intentions. Instead of achieving a new gathering
of Israel, his conduct brought about a re-dispersion of the peo-
ple and even provoked a union of his diverse foes, well exempli-
fied in Luke’s comments about the new friendship of Herod and
Pilate (Luke 28:12). Yet the New Testament (e.g. Acts 4:25-
26) goes beyond the empirically evident opposition to Jesus to
posit a universal rejection, based on and illustrative of universal
complicity in human sin. Here Schwager detects a limitation in
the theory of Girard, for whom the choice of a scapegoat is the
irrational and arbitrary result of blind passion. In the New
Testament, hostility to Jesus is not fortuitous; the basic element
provocative of opposition is specifically christological: Jesus’s
self-consciousness. The universality of opposition to Jesus is the
result of a deep-seated hostility to God, always disruptive of
authentic human relationships but heretofore successfully con-
cealed. The targeting of Jesus as scapegoat is thus not arbitrary
but “ necessary ”’: God allows his son to be made the scapegoat
for human sin.*

At this point, Schwager is able to advance his theory of re-
demption. The universality of opposition to Jesus is the neces-
sary precondition which makes possible his death for all. In his
passion, human sin itself (2Cor 5:21; Gal 3:13), not merely
punishment for sin, is universally laid upon and borne by the
holy and innocent one; in this process, which is more than
merely juridical, the darkest depths of human evil come to the
fore. But Jesus’s response of non-vengeance (cf. Luke 23:84),
of acceptance of suffering and death, breaks the cycle of
mimetic violence and the sin of his persecutors does not re-
dound upon its perpetrators. The crucifixion thus has redemp-
tive effects which could not be achieved in any other way, as it
delivers man from the hatred and evil from which he is unable
to free himself. It leads to the new gathering of the people of
God through the pouring out of the Holy Spirit into human
hearts, as a spirit of love which exposes and conquers the oppos-

4 1bid., pp. 187-205; Glaube, pp. 50-58, 140,
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ing will to death and provides a new, qualitatively different
principle of human unity.*

Schwager finds the most direct biblical support for his sot-
eriology in the interpretation of Jesus as the stone rejected by
the builders but chosen by God as the cornerstone of the entire
structure. This imagery, taken from the psalms (Ps 118:22-
23), is applied to Jesus at key places in the synoptic gospels
(Mark 12:10-11 par), Acts (4:11) and 1Peter (2:7). Since it
presents a collective act of blind violence as the definitive in-
strument of revelation, it can function as a summation of the
chief elements of Schwager’s adaptation of Girard’s theory to
the demands of the New Testament material.*

Before concluding his treatment of New Testament themes,
Schwager considers two possible sources of objection to his
theory. He finds no contradiction between his thought and the
Pauline theme of the wrath of God, or the apocalyptic material
of the synoptic gospels and Revelation, as he interprets such
texts to refer to divine deliverance of men to the consequences
of their own impulses.*® Of even more importance is the ques-
tion of the compatibility of Schwager’s thought with the inter-
pretation of Jesus’s death as sacrifice in the Pauline Corpus and
in Hebrews. Schwager stresses the contrast Hebrews develops
between Jesus’s death and Old Testament rites, and argues that
in exposing the deficiencies of corrupt, violent conceptions of
God, the crucifixion reveals the weakness of ritual sacrifice and
its inability to accomplish its aim of breaking conflict. Christ’s
deed can still be grasped as sacrifice, but only if the concept of
sacrifice is thoroughly re-defined to mean self-offering; in this
case, care must always be taken to preclude any implication or
inference of masochism.*

¢! Siindenbock, pp. 209-218, 225-231.

2 Ibid., pp. 144-152.

% Ibid., pp. 219-224; Glaube, pp. 152-153. The chief support for this explanation
lies in Rom 1:24-28,

¢ Siindenbock, pp. 205-209; Gloube, pp. 152, 173 n99. Por a similar position,
cf. the remarks of Xarl Rahner, Foundations, pp. 282-283.
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Later Tradition

While the presentation of soteriology in Siindenbock is restrict-
ed almost completely to biblical material, its author has sought
in subsequent essays to begin consideration of major figures and
ideas in the history of Christian thought on redemption. Studies
of Irenaeus of Lyon, Anselm of Canterbury and the theme of
the victory of Christ over the devil have already appeared and
further work is planned, as Schwager attempts to support the
thesis that his theory is not merely the latest in a long line of
soteriological conceptions, but an approach of permanent value
which does justice to the central intentions of other views.

Schwager’s analysis of the soteriology of Irenaeus occurs
against the background of the issues raised by Marcion, whose
perception of diversity within the Bible and concentration on
the Pauline theme of justification led to a denial of the unity of
the two testaments and to the positing of an opposition between
the Creator-God of the Old Testament and the Redeemer-God
of the New. In valid opposition to this, Irenaeus insisted upon
an understanding of God as the umiversally comprehensive
reality, and defended the unity of the two testaments as mani-
festations of a complex economy of salvation in which the di-
vine pedagogue takes into account humanity’s youth and con-
sequent need for gradual development. For Irenaeus, the justice
and mercy of God are compatible rather than contradictory, as
mercy is exhibited already in the Old Testament and justice
continues to be manifest in the New. Dominant in Irenaeus’s
understanding of redemption is the idea of education, though
the crucifixion is recognized as more than a mere example for
subsequent imitation.

While agreeing fundamentally with Irenaeus’s position on the
principle of totality and on the unity of the scriptures, Schwager
finds several points of his theology vulnerable to criticism. The
analysis of divine justice and mercy fails to address certain ele-
ments of Marcion’s critique, such as the absence of justice in
some Old Testament portrayals of Yahweh (cf. e.g. Ezek 21:1-
5) . The soteriology lacks a clear and explicit development of a
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theology of the cross, and is therefore deficient in addressing the
problem of justification. Finally, as modern exegetical research
has re-emphasized, the principle of the unity of the two testa-
ments requires more careful elaboration than Irenaeus provides,
if the appearance of eclecticism is to be removed from the man-
ner in which the New Testament and subsequent Christian
theology draw on the Old; while interpretations of individual
passages can legitimately be supported by reference to a total
view, the total view itself, as one of many possibilities, is in need
of explicit and methodical defense.

In Schwager’s judgment, his adaptation of Girard’s theory
offers a perspective from which these problems may be success-
fully addressed. Here the Old Testament texts are seen as an
amalgam, in varying proportions, of sacral projections and di-
vine revelation—which accounts for the variety of their con-
ceptions of God. At the same time, a principle for discernment
among these conceptions is also provided; the texts which reflect
God’s support for the righteous sufferer and suffering servant—
precisely the chief texts to which the New Testament alludes—
are the ones which reflect criticism of violence and genuine
revelation of God. This critical basis makes possible a modern
renewal of Irenaeus’s typological exegesis, as it is able to safe-
guard the unity of the two testaments while affording a coherent
explanation for the diversity of biblical conceptions of God. By
expanding the notion of recapitulation to include the idea of the
recapitulation of all human sin in the fate of Jesus (cf. 1Pet
2:24), it becomes possible to construct an explicit theologia
cructs, for Jesus’s death is placed at the center of revelation. A
more comprehensive mediation of divine justice and mercy is
also adumbrated.®

Though to a lesser extent, Schwager has also compared his
soteriology to the thought of Anselm of Canterbury, whose
theory of satisfaction has exercised a decisive influence on West-
ern theology. In Siindenbock, Schwager is relatively reserved

¢ “Der Gott des Alten Testaments und der Gott des Gekreuzigten: Eine
Untersuchung zur Erlosungslehre bei Markion und Irensius,” ZKT 102 (1980)
289-313.
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about Anselm’s contribution. In addition to criticizing popular
versions of the theory of satisfaction as incompatible with cen-
tral New Testament assertions about the mercy of God, Sch-
wager also rejects a principle upon which Anselm’s argument
rests, as he insists that instead of envisioning human dignity as
requiring that man himself restore the order disturbed by his
sin, one should develop a different conception of human dignity,
which would see such dignity preserved precisely when man is
enabled to pardon others as he himself has been pardoned—in
pure love.** In a more recent essay, Schwager seems more sym-
pathetic to the basic outline of Anselm’s thought, as he refers
favorably to Anselm’s position on the inability of man, apart
from Christ, to perform what he must do to restore the order
violated by sin. Yet one major criticism is still advanced. De-
spite insistence that restitution must be made by the offending
party, Anselm fails to explain how Christ’s free act of satisfac-
tion can become in the full sense a free, personal act of others.
The absence of this dimension, which Schwager would place
under the rubric “ Holy Spirit,” gives Anselm’s theory a ten-
dency toward reification of freedom into a doctrine of merits
won by Christ—a deformation which Schwager finds wide-
spread in Western tradition and for which he holds Anselm
partially responsible. In these respects, Schwager judges his
own proposal more faithful to the entire biblical record.*”
Schwager’s latest essay is devoted to exposition and critique
of ¢ general theme from patristic literature rather than the work
of a particular author: the victory of Christ over the devil. He
considers three aspects of the motif (the descent into hell, the
deception of the devil, and the idea of divine payment of a just
ransom) , and finds that while each exercised a certain influence
on theological writing and popular piety, specific conceptions
varied widely. Schwager judges the latter two aspects theologi-
cally untenable, as he insists on excluding any attribution of
deceit to God and joins Gregory Nazianzen and Anselm in re-
jecting any conception of the devil’s rights over man. Nonethe-

46 Siindenbock, pp. 210-211.
7 “ Geschichtsphilosophie und Erlésungslehre,” ZKT 102 (1980) 15-17.
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less, he wonders if a kernel of truth cannot be extracted from an
idea so prevalent in Christian tradition, despite some aberrant
elements and much extravagent imagery.

Since the Scriptures say relatively little directly about the
defeat of Satan, specifically by the cross, despite the frequency
of references to the devil’s activity, Schwager tentatively sug-
gests the possibility of extending the theme of Satan’s nature
as deceiver to include deception about his own autonomous ex-
istence. The New Testament, especially the gospel of John,
depicts Jesus as unjustly condemned for what in reality ruled
the hearts of his persecutors: a collective “ satanical ” effort,
hidden deep within the hearts of men, to usurp the place of God.
While a display of power in response would have been useless,
this fundamental evil could be and was overcome through the
cross; only such a decisive external confrontation could expose
the full perversity of the blasphemous forces opposed to Jesus
and thus defeat them. In this sense, to speak Christ’s victory
over the devil on the cross is justified.

Schwager argues that this approach makes sense of much of
the patristic teaching, as it accounts for the conception of a
descensus and envisions self-deception of the satanic will. Only
the theme of a just ransom paid to Satan yields no acceptable
meaning; and even here the way is open for further considera-
tion of the mystery of the Incarnation from the perspective of
divine justice. In view of the inclination of the later church to
be more alert to individual evils than to collective self-decep-
tions, and especially in consideration of the increased potential
for harm which “ demonic ” self-deception possesses in modern
technological society, explicit recognition of the Christian ex-
posure of its perversity acquires heightened significance.*®

Further Perspectives

The soteriological conception thus far presented by Raymund
Schwager is clearly envisioned by its author as an element of
an even more comprehensive theological program. Sindenbock

““PDer Sieg Christi iiber Teufel: Zur Geschichte der Erlésungslehre,” ZKT
103 (1981) 156-177.
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itself suggests by way of conclusion that its soteriological con-
siderations require and pave the way for complementation
through a theology of the Trinity and an ecclesiology; a the-
ology of the word as the decisive agent in the overcoming of
violence is also envisioned.*

While these projects remain for the future, Schwager has al-
ready attempted to relate his work to contemporary reconsider-
ation of the problematic of the Enlightenment. Following to a
certain extent the analyses of Odo Marquard,* but distancing
himself from Marquard’s conclusion, he suggests that the En-
lightenment’s dethronement of God as the subject of history has
intensified the problem of human responsibility and guilt and
led inexorably to a massive effort to exculpate oneself through
projection of guilt onto others. While the social contract theory
of the origin of human societies implies a mythical idealization
of the past, the Enlightenment’s critique of sacral conceptions—
itself heavily indebted to the historical influence of Christianity
—has served to bring into sharper focus the deficiencies of the
scapegoat mechanism, which can no longer function with full
efficacy when its covert presuppositions are disclosed. The
urgency of the contemporary situation, in which the continued
quest for scapegoats can easily have catastrophic consequences,
underlines ever more emphatically the need for Christianity, in
which the search for a scapegoat is abandoned in favor of con-
fession of guilt and profession of faith in the mercy of God. And
even if the influence of Christian faith should not prove suffi-
cient to avert global disaster, there would still remain as a last,
permanently indestructible hope the Christian vision of eschato-
logical salvation—" as if through fire ” (1Cor 3:15) .**

IIT

While the theme of scapegoat has hardly been a major point
of reference in recent soteriological discussion,’® the writings of

*® Siindenbock, pp. 233-289.

80 Schwierigkeiten mit der Geschichisphilosophie (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1973).

51 ¢ Geschichtsphilosophie,” pp. 14-23.

52 Cf. the critical observations of Dorothee Sélle, for whom the concept of
scapegoat, unlike many other elements of the Old Testament, fails to rise above a
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Schwager have received considerable attention, especially from
other German-language theologians. Some of the response has
-been quite positive. Rudolf Pesch, professor of New Testament
at Freiburg im Breisgau, has termed Schwager’s work extra-
ordinarily fruitful and applied certain aspects of it to his own
exegetical treatment of Jesus’s death.”® Herwig Biichele, direc-
tor of the Catholic Social Academy of Austria and, like
Schwager, professor at Innsbruck (social ethics), numbers
Siindenbock among the most interesting recent theological liter-
ature, as he echoes the judgment that adaptation of Girard’s
theory provides a useful framework for interpreting the scrip-
tures; as might be expected, Biichele stresses the practical-poli-
tical implications of Schwager’s conception.** F. J. Stendebach,
while expressing reservations about some details of the work,
considers the book “ one of the most important theological pub-
lications of recent years.” **

Other commentators are more circumspect in their judgment.
Another colleague of Schwager’s at Innsbruck, the fundamental
theologian Walter Kern, who had reviewed two of Schwager’s
earlier works in glowing terms, makes only a rather neutral
passing reference to Siindenbock in the course of a brief discus-
sion of Girard.”® Othmar Keel, Old Testament professor at Fri-
bourg, is quite critical of Schwager’s use of Old Testament
material. Keel finds that individual texts and passages are
forced into the predetermined framework of Girard’s theory, in
a manner reminiscent of past dogmatic searches for dicta pro-
bantia; at most these passages illustrate certain elements of
Schwager’s conception. In addition, the approach fails to ac-
count for other parts of the Old Testament, such as some com-

physical understanding of sin and a magical conception of its removal (Christ the
Representative: An Essay in Theology after the “ Death of God” [Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1967}, pp. 64-65). :

%% Das Abendmahl und Jesu Todesverstindnis (Freiburg: Herder, 1978), pp.
106, 124-125.

54 ¢ Gewalt und Erlésung: Systematische Bemerkungen zum Buch von R.
Schwager, ¢ Brauchen wir einen Siindenbock? ’,” ZKT 102 (1980) 206-216.

55 Cf. Stendebach’s review of Siindenbock in BK 35 (1980) 76.

58 Cf. ZKT 99 (1977) 94-98, and Disput um Jesus und um Kirche (Innsbruck:
Tyrolia, 1986), p. 42, n.123.
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ponents of the Old Testament conception of God and certain
types of Old Testament sacrifice, so that the theory is at best
incomplete. Nonetheless, Keel does consider the work to be of
value, and suggests that Schwager’s interpretation of the New
Testament may be more satisfactory than his judgment of the
Old, because of the unambiguous centrality of the one figure of
Jesus in the New Testament texts.®

The most extensive and also the most eritical evaluation of
Schwager’s work comes from the pen of Hans Urs von Bal-
thasar, with whose theology Schwager considers his own
thought to have affinities.”* While conceding that Schwager’s
effort to show that God himself is the one constantly rejected
by man presupposes the existence of a “ natural ” human rela-
tionship to God and therefore (unlike Girard) avoids the
charge that religion is derived completely from human guilt,
von Balthasar finds grounds to oppose major elements of Sch-
wager’s soteriology. His most serious objection is the argument
that Schwager’s account of Jesus’s representation of man as a
result of human transferral of sin to a scapegoat modifies the
realism of the New Testament’s conception of Jesus’s bearing of
human sin and guilt as an event between him and God the
Father, rather than as a result of his acceptance of sins laid
upon him by men; von Balthasar, whose initial suspicions seem
to have been awakened by Schwager’s preference for terminol-
ogy of psychological derivation, draws attention to 2Cor 5:21
(“For our sake he [God] made him to be sin who knew no
sin ”), and wonders how humanity would have been able to
accomplish a real transferral of such magnitude. Further reser-
vations concern the attenuation of the biblical concept of the
wrath of God, the reduction of the entire structure of sin to
the scapegoat situation, and the fear that conceptions of this
sort exhibit a tendency toward a penal theory of Christ’s repre-
sentation.*

57« Wie bose ist Gewalt,” Orientierung 42 (1978), 43-46. In his review of
Siindenbock, Johannes B. Bauer (TRev 74 [1978] 883-384) expresses his agreement
with Keel’s assessment.

58 “Der Gott des Alten Testaments,” p. 289; *“ Der Sieg Jesu,” p. 176.

¥ Theodramatik 3, pp. 288-291; “ Crucifixus etiam pro nobis,” p. 30; “Die
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Yet, for von Balthasar, the approaches of Girard and Sch-
wager retain a certain value. Von Balthasar divides modern
approaches to soteriology into two categories: a model which
places Jesus’s solidarity with the human race in the foreground
and orients itself chiefly on his humanity and his active life, and
a model which concentrates on the theme of substitution, with
stress on the divine depths of Jesus’s person and primary focus
on the cross. Seeking to draw these often divergent approaches
into a synthesis, and classifying both Girard and Schwager
among the more significant representatives of the second type,
he sees their work, however deficient, as leading helpfully to
the threshold of the central aspects of the drama of redemp-
tion.®

IV

While a final evaluation of Schwager’s soteriology is hardly
possible at this stage of its development, some preliminary re-
flections on its content may well be appropriate.

Certain aspects of Schwager’s work can only be greeted with
warm praise. His analysis of the Bible succeeds in accenting
some dimensions of the scriptures (the theme of violence, espe-
cially in the Old Testament; Johannine soteriology and chris-
tology) which are often neglected by contemporary theologians.
The effort to address the problem of evil as a central concern
of theology is also quite welcome. For a more directly christo-
logical perspective, the scapegoat theory has the advantages of
identifying a unifying soteriological factor through its focus on
Jesus’s death, as it provides clear reasons for viewing the cruci-
fixion in conjunction with and as the culmination of his public
life, and of detecting the positive value of that death, rather
than assessing it in terms of failure or defeat. Finally, the
theory has the evident strength of envisioning a basic unity of
dogmatics and ethics,®” and of embracing in an organic whole

neue Theorie von Jesus als dem °Siindenbock,” ” Internationale katholische Zeit-
schrift “ Communio” 9 (1980) 184-185.

%® Theodramatik 8, pp. 245-291.

®*For an example c¢f. Raymund Schwager, “Inkonsequente Normfindung fiir
Gewalt und Ehescheidung,” Orientierung 44 (1980) 144-147, though details of
the argument might be questioned,
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both the social-political and the individual aspects of Jesus’s
preaching and fate and of the Christian life of faith.

Problems do, however, remain. Schwager has recognized that
his theory should be evaluated by testing its ability to account
satisfactorily for all pertinent material. Seen from this perspec-
tive, his repeated claims to have provided a definitive and com-
prehensive explanation of the question of salvation—as distin-
guished from the more modest goal of offering new illumination
of certain aspects of the problem—is clearly an exaggeration, as
the selectivity of his biblical references shows. (It is instructive
to note that similar changes of selectivity and of exaggerated
claims to comprehensive explanation have also been raised by
critics of Girard’s work.*?) The nearly exclusive concentration
on the problem of violence and the orientation of the definition
of the sacred on the thought of Rudolf Otto may also be ques-
tioned. Finally, the complex theme of sacrifice requires more
thorough examination than Schwager has thus far provided,
particularly with regard to the application of sacrificial vocabu-
lary in the interpretation of Jesus’s crucifixion.

Nonetheless, despite such weaknesses, Schwager’s thought
provides an imaginative and substantial contribution to the
current discussion of the theology of the eross.®®

JouN P. GaLviN

8¢. John'’s Seminary
Boston, Massachusetts

82 Cf. Hayden White, “ Ethnological ‘Lie’ and Mythical ‘ Truth,’” Diacritics
8:1 (Spring 1978) 2-9, and the reviews of Violence and the Sacred by Ninian
Smart (RSR 6 [1980] 173-177) and in the Times Literary Supplement (5 October
1978), p. 1192.

8% Since completion of this article, Schwager has published “ Fluch und Sterblich-
keit—Opfer und Unsterblichkeit: Zur Erlosungslehre des Athanasius® (ZKT 103
{19811 877-899) and “ Der wunderbare Tausch: Zur ‘physischen’ Erlésungslehre
Gregors von Nyssa” (ZKT 104 [1982] 1-24). Essays on Augustine, Maximus
Confessor and Jesus’s judgment discourses are forthcoming. The proceedings of a
convention dedicated to Old Testament aspects of the theory, held at Zozen in the
fall of 1981, will appear with a response by Schwager in the Quaestiones Disputatae
series. For information regarding these publications I am indebted to Dr. Jézef
Niewiadomski, Innsbruck,



AQUINAS’S REGIMEN BENE COMMIXTUM
AND THE MEDIEVAL CRITIQUE
OF CLASSICAL REPUBLICANISM *

[ ]

OUSSEAU FOR ONCE enters the mainstream of west-

ern republicanism in proclaiming the Roman Republic

“ the model for all {ree peoples.”* The notion that the
classical Roman mixed regime constituted the most outstanding
historical example of the well-ordered polity pervaded republi-
can thought from Polybius to the 18th century.? Indeed, al-

* Earlier versions of this paper were presented before the American Catholic
Historical Association, April, 1980, and the Missouri Conference on History, April,
1980. The authors thank Professors Theta Moehs and Everett Wheeler, for their
cogent suggestions and comments.

*J. J. Rousseau, “Dedication” to The Second Discourse, in C. M. Sherover,
translator, The Social Contract plus The Dedication from The Second Discourse
and On Political Economy (New York: American Library, 1974), p. 243. Rous-
seau’s exalted praise of Rome in this context is striking since a goal of the
“Dedication ” is to flatter the citizens of Geneva. Yet, although he praises
the republic of Geneva in the “ Dedication,” such praise does not approach the
superlatives used in his assessment of Rome.

?For a general overview of the scholarship on the theory of the mixed regime,
see: Kurt Von Fritz, The Theory of the Mixed Constitution in Antiquity (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1954); Zera Fink, The Classical Republicans
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1945); Malcolm Sharp, “ The Classical
American Doctrine of the Separation of Powers,” University of Chicago Law
Review, II (April, 1985), 385-436; Gilbert Chinard, “ Polybius and the American
Constitution,” Journal of the History of Ideas, I (January, 1940) 88-58; Yung Chi
Hoe, The Origins of Parliamentary Sovereignty (Shanghai: The Commercial Press,
1933); Otto Gierke, Political Theories of the Middle Ages (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1900); Roy Lokken, “The Concept of Democracy in Colonial
Political Thought,” William and Mary Quarterly, 16 (October, 1959), 568-580; J. R.
Pole, “Historians and the Problem of Early American Democracy,” American
Historical Review, 67 (April, 1962), 626-646; J. W. Allen, A History of Political
Thought in the Sixteenth Century (New York: Dial Press, 1928); George Sabine,
A History of Political Theory (New York: Holt, 1950), William Dunning, 4
History of Political Theories Ancient and Medieval (New York: Macmillan,
19380); Stanley Pargellis, “The Theory of Balanced Government,” in Conyers
Read, ed., The Constitution Reconsidered (New York: Columbia TUniversity
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though they deliberately sought to improve upon the Roman
model, Italian Renaissance and Anglo-American political
theorists still fused a veneration for the Roman regime to mod-
ern republican consciousness.’ In short, Rome stands as the
eternal city for republicans as well as Christians,

Given the stature of its proponents, as well as the central

Press, 1938), pp. 388-46; Edward Corwin, Court Over Constitution (Princeton;
Princeton University Press, 1988); W. B, Gwyn, The Meaning of the Separation of
Powers (New Orleans: Tulane University Press, 1965); Corinne Weston, English
Constitutional Theory and the House of Lords, 1556-1832 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1965); M. J. C. Vile, Constitutionalism and the Separation of
Powers (Oxford: Clarendon University Press, 1967); Stanley N. Katz, “ The
Origins of American Constitutional Thought,” in Perspectives in American History,
1967, Vol. III (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968), pp. 474-490; Paul
Eidelberg, The Philosophy of the American Constitution (New York: The Free
Press, 1968) and Discourse on Statesmanship (Chicago: University of Illinois
Press, 1974); Gordon Wood, The Creation of the American Republic, 1776-
1787 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1969); F. W. Walbank,
Polybius (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972); Paul Conkin, Self-
Evident Truths (Bloomington: University of Indiana Press, 1974); Henry Steele
Commager, The Empire of Reason (New York: Anchor Books, 1977); J. G. A.
Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975);
C. C. Huffman, ° Coriolanus’ in Context (Lewisburg: Bucknell University Press,
1972); Michael Mendle, “ Mixed Government, The Estates, and the Bishops,”
unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Washington University, 1977; Martin Diamond,
* The Separation of Powers and the Mixed Regime,” Publius, VII (Summer, 1978),
35-43.

® The severing of the classical Roman tradition from modern republican political
thought was not accomplished until the mid-nineteenth century. Although the
English and American tradition of viewing their regimes strictly through Roman
lenses was brought to its end by the separate efforts of Bagehot and Lincoln
during the 1860’s, the Roman Republican theories received their most telling blow
from Marx., Operating under a novel historical perspective, Marx sought through
one bold and masterful stroke to sever modern political consciousness from its
classical roots. Envisioning the Roman Republican tradition as “a nightmare
on the brain of the living,” Marx viewed these time-honored teachings as
bourgeois society’s attempts to escape from the reality of the class struggle and
infuse a mock heroism into its debased political existence. On Bagehot’s severing
the English constitution from the theory of the mixed regime, see Weston,
English. Constitutional Theory, pp. 217-257, and on Lincoln’s attempt at a new
founding of the American Republic, see Harry Jaffa, Crisis of the House Divided
(New York: Doubleday, 1958), pp. 308-346. On Marx, see Karl Marx. “ The
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte,” in Institute of Marxism and Leninism,
ed., Karl Marxc and Frederick Engels: Selected Works, I (Moscow, 1969), pp.
398-399.
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position it occupies in Western political thought, one might
expect that the Roman republican tradition offers little that
is new to scholarship.* Consequently, one might assume that
scholarship on that tradition is now confined either to unearth-
ing hitherto obscure theorists or to offering a novel perspective
on a major thinker. The following examination of St. Thomas
Aquinas’s regimen bene commiztum thus confronts a paradox.
For in the same measure that he is regarded as a major theorist
of government, he is considered a lesser theorist of the mixed re-
gime.” This paper will argue, however, that the Thomistic view
of the properly mixed regime is both a contribution to the
Medieval development of republican theory and a significant
criticism of his classical predecessors. Because the classical tra-
dition directly shaped the contours of modern republican
thought, it is as a critic that Thomas offers an enduring contri-
bution to republican theory.

Since Thomas’s regimen bene commixtum is presented as a
critique of classical republicanism, it presupposes familiarity
with that tradition.® A brief discussion of methodology, as well
as an historical synopsis of the leading pre-Thomistic republi-
can philosophers, is thus a necessary prelude to an analysis of
Thomas’s own ideas on the mixed regime. Only after this ma-
terial has been presented will the paper advance to a theoretical
appraisal of the proper republican order contained in the Sum-
ma Theologiae.

Few concepts in the lexicon of Western politics evade precise

* This especially would appear to be true given scholarly reaction to the
pathbreaking studies of Robert Cumming, Human Nature and History, 1
(Chicago; University of Chicago Press, 1969), Gordon Wood, Creation of the
American Republic, and J. G. A. Pocock, The Machiavellian Movement.

5 The only students of the mixed regime in Western political philosophy who
include Thomas among the major theorists of the construct are Paul Conkin,
Self-Evident Truths, p. 118 and Dante Germino, Modern Western Political Thought
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 1972), p. 48.

*For brief treatments of the parameters of classical republicanism, see especially,
Fink, The Classical Republicans; Wood, The Creation of the American Republic;
and Mark Gavre, “ The Demise of Classical Republicanism During the American
Revolution,” unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, UCLA, 1978.
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definition as readily as republicanism.” In large part, this is due
to the use of certain structural categories such as constitution,
government, state, and society, which are incorporated into the
modern definitions of republicanism. Such categories, however,
presuppose a perspective alien to classical politics in general
and to classical republicanism in particular.® For this reason
(to say nothing of the focal point of the regimen bene commizx-
tum) the term “ regime ” is most appropriate as the categorical
genus under which the various species of republicanism should
be examined.

Regime is the best translation of the Greek, politeia. Accord-
ing to most classical sources, politeia encompasses diverse com-
ponents such as the relation of a citizen to a polis, the life of a
citizen, the condition of a community, and constitution.” Un-
like the concepts of government and constitution, regime thus
consists of far more than the institutional arrangements of a
society. Although regime assumes a given governmental struc-
ture as the necessary condition for a community, it also ad-
dresses the sufficient conditions for the sake of which the
community exists. Regime determines the norms and values
which are but reflected in governmental structure and which,
in turn, are transmitted to the citizens. In its broadest sense,
regime impresses upon society what Whitehead called the “ de-
fining characteristic ” by acting upon the citizen as “ form does
to matter.” ** The regime, in effect, gives order to a community

" For an interesting discussion of the various theories of republicanism proposed
by scholars since 1945, see Robert Shalhope, “ Toward a Republican Synthesis:
Emergence of Understanding of Republicanism in American Historiography,”
William and Mary Quarterly, xxix (October, 1979), 40-74.

8 See especially Harry V. Jaffa, “ Aristotle ” in Leo Strauss and Joseph Cropsey,
eds., History of Political Philosophy (Chicago: Rand McNally Press, 1972), pp.
66-67.

® These are among the definitions found in Lidell and Scott’s Greek dictionary.
See also Herodotus, The Persian Wars, IX, 34; Xenophon, Memorabilia, III IX;
15; Aristotle, Politics, 1292a, 1289a, 1279b. Politeia is in essence the life of a
polis. For an examination of the idea of the polis, sce Harry V. Jaffa, “ Natural
Right,” in David Sills, ed., International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences
(New York: 1968), p. 87.

¢ Alfred North Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas (New York: 1983), pp. 204-208.
The discussion of regime presented in this paper draws heavily on the work of
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and thus establishes the character of that community. In this
sense, regime transcends the contemporary distinction between
state and society, a distinction grounded in the view that so-
ciety determines the character of the state.* Encompassing
what is now referred to as state and society, regime is the very
“soul of the community.” ** As such, it provides for the com-
munity what the soul provides for the individual: it orders the
community’s political and social structure and determines the
ends which these means shall serve.

Regime also pre-dates or perhaps transcends the fact-value
dichotomy. For its descriptive connotation as the “sou] of the
community” necessarily lends it a normative meaning. A regime
must take into account the whole which it orders. In short,
regime compels one to consider both the ends as well as means
of communal life.”* And, Hobbes and modern social science not-

Harry V. Jaffa, “ Natural Right,” in David Sills, ed., International Encyclopedia
of The Social Sciences, and “ Aristotle” in History of Political Philosophy,
Pp. 439-40.

1 This view pervades modern political science. It is implicit in the “state of
nature” arguments of Hobbes and Locke. Indeed, the “state of nature”
argument requires a pre-political social condition. This is, in contemporary
scholarship for example, the thesis of John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1971), see especially pp. 11 ff. In political science this
view is perhaps best reflected in Robert Dahl, Modern Political Analysis (Engle-
wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1963), pp. 4-14.

1% Aristotle, Politics, 1280b. Bloom, The Republic of Plato, refers to the regime
as “ the soul of the city,” p. 440. The same idea, albeit without the classical (or
theological) reference to soul, emerges in David Easton’s Systems Analysis of
Political Life (New York: 1965) pp. 191-194. Lincoln’s image of the relationship
between. the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution as the “apple of
gold in a frame of silver ” reflects this notion of regime. Lincoln continues by
stating that the frame was made for the apple and dictated by the nature of
the apple, Abraham Lincoln His Speeches and Writing, edited by Roy Basler
(New York: 1962), p. 5138. For an application of this notion of regime to
Thomistic political thought see, Dante Bigongiari, “ Introduction,” in The Political
Ideas of St. Thomas Aquinas (New York: Hafner Press, 1953), pp. xxiv, n.4.
For Thomas’s own definition of regime, see his Commentary on the Politics of
Anistotle, II1, 1, 2 and 6.

1% Bloom, op. cit. pp. 439-440. This view of regime is reflected in Aristotle’s
typology of regimes, a typology which addresses both the means and ends of
polities, Politics, 1278 b, fi.
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withstanding, ends cannot be factual in the sense in which fact
is now understood.**

A regime, then, is a regime largely because of the presence of
a ruling or ordering principle which looks to the good of the
whole. Regimes (and thus communities) differ from each other
because of the variety of ordering principles or the different
opinions regarding the human and political goods. Reflecting
both the normative and descriptive notion of regime, the Athen-
ian Stranger in Plato’s Laws remarks that, ¢ certain polities we
of course deny to be regimes . . . where laws are enacted in the
interest of a part [of the community], we call them factious
polities rather than regimes.” ** But the Laws focusses on an-
other polity in which the regime appears to be either very well
concealed or non-existent. The Stranger’s interlocutors contend
that the polities of which they are citizens, Sparta and Crete,
do not fit the normal categories of regimes.** The Athenian
Stranger agrees and asserts that those polities partake of a
number of regimes. Given the variety of ruling principles pres-
ent in Sparta and Crete, at first glance these polities do not
appear to have regimes. But, unlike the factional polities which
he had mentioned earlier, the Athenian Stranger considers
Sparta and Crete to be well ordered. Although no single regime

** The modern attempt to transform ends into factual data either trivializes ends
or substitutes necessary for sufficient conditions. Hobbes best exemplifies this in
his assertion that the goal of public life is mere preservation. Subsequent efforts
to modify Hobbes’s harsh views only succeed in substituting comfortable preserva-
tion for mere preservation. For a more extended discussion of this development see
Hans Jonas, The Phenomenon of Life: Toward @ Philosophical Biology (New
York: Harper and Row, 1966), pp. 64-92, 282-284; Leo Strauss, What is Political
Philosophy? And Other Studies (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press of Glencoe,
1959); Eric Voegelin, The New Science of Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1952), pp. 1-26.

** Plato, Laws, 715b. The term, rendered here as “ factious polity *, used by the
Stranger is stasioteias which means faction or partisan or conspirator. It connotes
a part of the whole opposed to the whole much as does Publius’s use of faction in
Federalist 10. The idea here should be compared with the Republic, 577d-e, where
democracy is not considered a single regime, but many. In this dialogue, Socrates
asserts that democracy “contains all species of regimes” See also Aristotle,
Politics, 1266a.

1% Plato, Laws, 712 E.
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predominates, these polities do indeed have an ordering prin-
ciple. That principle consists in the specific mixture of various
principles. The mixed regime first emerges in Western political
thought as a good polity in which no single ordering principle
prevails.

Generalizing from the ideas developed by Plato and Aristotle,
as well as those propounded by Roman theorists of the mixed
regime, four distinct types of mixed regimes emerge from classi-
cal antiquity. The first, or high mixture, seeks to balance the
virtues associated with the various elements of society against
the corresponding vices, with the aim of promoting the virtues.
Such a regime aims higher than political justice and seeks as
well the perfection of the individual citizen. The second, or low
mixture, strives to balance the various interests represented by
the inevitable reduction of a society into the rich and the poor
This mixture attempts to cancel out the rule of the poor in their
own interest——what Aristotle calls democracy—and the rule of
the rich in their own interest—oligarchy. Such a mixture aims
at the good of the polity by seeking to assure that no single
class interest predominates. At its best, this regime cancels out
or balances vices rather than directly promoting virtue.** Thus,
although its impact upon individual citizens is neither as far-
reaching nor as grandiose as that intended by the high mixture,
this regime also seeks to influence individuals as well as govern-
ments. The third mixture attempts neither to promote virtue
nor to cancel out vices. Instead, this mixture is based upon the
idea that a good regime must mix and thus balance the func-
tions of government. Consequently, the governmental functions
tend to be separated and represent either different elements of
society or different regime forms. Such a regime works directly
upon government and has only an indirect influence upon in-
dividual citizens. Implicit in this regime is the notion that
governmental structure rather than individuals must be affected
directly by the regime. Finally, the fourth mixture is a blend

1" Exemplifying this is Aristotle’s praise of polity which cancels out the
excesses (vices) of democracy and oligarchy.
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of the other three. Seeking at times to have a direct impact
upon the citizen, it emulates the first two mixtures; seeking at
other times to influence only governmental institutions, it
emulates the third mixture.

Added to each of these four genera of mixed regimes are
numerous species of mixtures. For the types are silent with
respect to which element shall rule in each mixture or how the
institutions shall be ordered, to say nothing of which element
in society shall be represented and, if represented, where repre-
sented. To get a clearer view of those specific mixtures which
Thomas could have known and which, as a consequence, may
have influenced him, we shall now turn toward the predominant
mixtures advanced in classical antiquity.

Although Plato’s Laws contains the first extended theoretical
discussion of the mixed regime, the notion that a good polity
must balance, and hence mix, various elements is first articu-
lated in the Republic.*® Two features of a mixed regime emerge
in the Republic. First, although Socrates creates a philosophic
monarchy in the dialogue, the aim of that monarchy is to as-
sure the proper mixture of the elements of the polity. Those
elements are seen as similar to the three elements of the soul.
Consequently, the aim of the Republic’s monarchy, but cer-
tainly not the means by which it achieves that aim, is a prop-
erly balanced mixture in the polity. What makes this mixture
one which can have its being only in speech is the requirement
that each element of the polity be virtuous.** Its impossibility
aside, the regime of the Republic indicates what elements in so-
ciety must be taken into account and how those elements must
be mixed. Second, the Republic connects justice and modera-
tion. Specifically, justice is described as that virtue which bal-
ances the elements within the polity as moderation balances the
elements within the soul. Moderation and justice are cardinal
virtues because each addresses the whole with a view to order-

*¢ Cumming, Human Nature and History, I, pp. 130 fi.
**On the regime of the Republic as one which has its being in speech, see
Leo Strauss, “ Plato,” in The City and Man (Chicago: Rand McNally: 1964).
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ing or properly mixing those elements which constitute the
whole.

The founding of a possible city, one which has its being not
only in speeches, is the project of Plato’s Laws.”® Here the
Athenian Stranger proposes a different regime from that created
by Socrates in the Republic.* According to the Athenian
Stranger, the mixed regime is a possible solution to the dilemma
of promoting virtue and harmony in a citizenry grounded in a
world of natural cataclysms and human frailties. Rejecting
the possibility that either of the two “ mother regimes”—
monarchy or democracy—could achieve the task, the Stranger
contended that only a proper mixture of both could assure a
stable and just polity.® As a proper consequence, the attempt
to establish all the virtues was abandoned in favor of creating
a regime which promoted only one: temperance or moderation.
The problem with each of the “ mother regimes ” was that they
tended to dissolve into the worst possible regimes. Using the
Persian monarchy as his example, the Athenian Stranger shows
that lack of moderation caused first Cambyses and then Xerxes

2% The distinction between best possible and simply best corresponds to Socrates’s
distinction between words and deeds. The polity constructed by Socrates in the
Republic is called the city “that has its place in speeches.” Aristotle also
considers the mixed regime the best government in fact. Plato, Republic, 592b;
Aristotle, Politics, 1295a. It should be pointed out that in examining classical and
Thomistic theories of the mixed regime, reference to the political institutions of
historical antiquity will be made, We are, however, not concerned with an
historical examination of what these institutions in fact were, but as they were
envisioned by theorists to be—oftentimes two quite distinct entities. The regimes
to be examined, thus, are considered of a genre akin to Socrates’s city in speech.
According to F. W. Walbank, “the first reference to a mixture of political
abstraction ” by Plato appears in the Menexenus. There is little doubt that
Socrates, in this early Platonic dialogue, indirectly praises the Athenian regime
when it was composed of an aristocracy tempered by democracy. However, in the
Menexenus, it is clear that for Plato such a regime by dint of placing all virtual
power in the hands of a limited elite proves “in very truth an aristecracy ” and
not a mixed regime. Walbank, Polybius, p. 135; Plato, Menexenus, 238c-8.

21 While the Stranger’s proposed regime in the Laws is different from that
of Socrates’s it is not altogether different. In certain decisive respects, the aims
of the two regimes are similar. See Leo Strauss, “ Plato,” in Strauss and Cropsey,
eds., History of Political Philosophy, p. 61.

%% Plato, Laws, 693d.
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to become tyrants. Turning to Athens, he indicates that the
excessive freedom of the Athenians transformed Athens into an
anarchy. The cure for Athens as well as Persia is moderation.
The Laws echoes the Republic in stressing the need for proper
education as the means whereby moderation is impressed upon
the citizens. In addition, as well as in contradistinction to the
Republic, the Laws supports a specific mixture of regimes to
facilitate moderation. Specifically, a mixture of the two
“ mother regimes” is proposed as a remedy for the potential
excesses of each. Although the mixture first appears to blend
monarchical and democratic regimes, in fact, as Aristotle noted,
the mixture combines oligarchy and democracy.” Nonetheless,
this city in deed seeks to promote only one of the virtues and
uses both a mixture of ordering principles and institutions to
accomplish its goal. The Laws thus offers a practical alternative
to the regime of The Republic. The philosopher king, whose
wisdom is constantly required, is replaced by the prudent
founder (the Athenian Stranger), whose task is not the process
of governing, but the establishment of a properly mixed and
balanced regime. In short, the mixed regime was considered
more practical than Socrates’s “city in speech ” because the
former demands only prudence—and that only at the founding
—whereas the latter demands the unlikely coincidence of poli-
tical power and philosophy.

The mixed regime was also Aristotle’s solution to the political
dilemma of creating a stable polity and a virtuous citizenry.**
The Aristotelian solution, however, differed slightly from the
Platonic. Operating with more categorical paradigms and with
an even more practical bent, Aristotle contended that the prop-
erly mixed regime was the best solution for * average ” commu-
nities: for nearly all human communities. He sought to mix
the virtues of democracy (rule by the free born who are poor)
and oligarchy (rule by the wealthy) while avoiding the vices
endemic to each. “ A properly mixed polity should look as if it

23 Aristotle, Politics, 1265b-1266a, especially 1266a 18-19.
2¢ Ibid., 1203bff., especially 1295a.
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contained both democratic and oligarchic elements—and as if it
contained neither.” ** Democracy’s virtue consisted in the fact
that it represented the greatest number of citizens; its vice was
immoderation. Oligarchy’s virtue was frugality; its vice was
that it represented the whole with only a small part. Out of
their mixture, Aristotle sought that “mean” which would
create stability as well as a moderate citizenry.

Both Plato and Aristotle, their differences aside, agreed that
the ethos or character of the regime was reflected in the char-
acter or soul of the citizenry. Hence their mixed regimes did
not have the negative task of controlling vice, but the positive
task of promoting virtue. Consequently, each was more con-
cerned with the ethos produced by the mixture than with insti-
tutional arrangements.

The Romanized Greek historian Polybius transferred the no-
tion of the mixed regime from classical Greece to Rome.”* In
his Histories Polybius offered a new structural model for the
properly mixed regime, and also a novel approach to the subject,
one that would have an enduring influence upon all subsequent
advocates of the construct, including Thomas.?” Rejecting the

2% Ibid., 1294b.

2% The bulk of Polybius’s teachings on the mixed regime are to be found in his
Histories, VI. For a general assessment of the Polybian theory, see Kurt Von
Fritz, Theory of the Mixved Constitution in Antiquity; F. W, Walbank, * Polybius,”
in T. A. Dorey, ed., Latin Historians (New York: Basic Books, 1968), pp. 43-55;
R. D. Cumming, Human Naiture and History, I (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1969), pp. 135-174.

27 According to Robert Cumming, Polybius offered his novel approach to
politics as a grandiose attempt to reconcile the ambiguities of the vision of the
ideal regime contained in Plato’s Republic and the Timaeus. In those dialogues,
Socrates advanced two secemingly disparate views on the nature of the ideal
political construct: in the Republic the ideal was intended to exist exclusively
in the theoretical realm of speech, while in the Timaeus Socrates yearned to
transfer the ideal from its ideational and moral context to an actual historical
existence so as better to judge its excellence. As such, the two accounts of the
best political order expose a tension in the Platonic mind regarding the
value of historical existence in the determination of the ideal regime. According
to Cumming, Polybius’s Histories was a manifesto for the superiority of historical
analysis over abstract philosophy as the means of determning what is best in
political life, See Cumming, Human Nature and History, I, p. 136, 141-143; Plato,
Republic, 472E; Timaeus, 19b-c; Polybius, Histories, VI, 47.7-10.



206 JOHN R. KAYSER AND RONALD J. LETTIERI

Platonic and Aristotelian abstract mixtures as inferior regimes
because they had not passed the acid test of historical existence,
Polybius based his vision of the ideal mixed regime on the con-
stitution of the Roman Republic. Rome merited the Polybian
accolade primarily because of its institutional structure which,
as the perfect blend of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy,
alone of all regimes could control the vice endemic to all polities
as evidenced by the natural cycle of political degeneration and
revolution.

By grounding his vision of political perfection and stability
in the control of institutional vices rather than the promotion
of civic virtues, Polybius championed the notion of the separa-
tion and balance of powers as the key principle in his ideal mix-
ture. As a result, not only was each portion of the Republic’s
governing bodies associated with a particular regime form, but
each part also wielded a portion of the actual political power
in the regime. Only through such an elaborate and rigid system
of institutional checks and balances as evidenced in the Roman
Republic could a regime forestall its inevitable degeneration
into a perverted polity. For Polybius, then, the ideal mixed
regime was required to enjoy a concrete historical existence,
perfectly blend the three beneficial regime forms so that no ele-
ment dominated, and control institutional vice through a sepa-
ration and balance of powers among three equally potent insti-
tutions.?®

The theory of the mixed regime contained in the writings of
post-Polybian Roman historians in many ways reflected an at-

28 See especially his Histories, VI. On the Polybian theory of the Roman mixed
regime, see Von Fritz, Theory of the Mixed Constitution in Antiquity, pp. 8ff;
Leon Homo, Roman Political Institutions (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1930), pp.
118-118; T. A. Sinclair, A History of Greek Political Thought (New York: Meridian
Books, 1968), pp. 269-274; F. E. Adcock, Roman Political Ideas and Practice (Ann
Arbor; Univ. of Michigan Pr., 1959), pp. 44-47; Gilbert Chinard, * Polybius and
the American Constitution,” Journal of the History of Ideas, 1 (January, 1940),
88-59; William Dunning, A History of Political Theories Ancient and Medieval
(New York: Macmillan, 1930), pp. 113-118, Mason Hammond, City-State and
World-State in Greek and Roman Political Theory Until Augustus (Cambridge:
Harvard U. Pr., 1951), pp. 70-80.
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tempt to reconcile the conflicting mixtures advanced by the
classical Greeks and Polybius.”® Like Polybius, Cicero, Di-
onysius of Halicarnassus, and Plutarch sought, and discovered,
their ideal mixture from the annals of history rather than ab-
stract philosophical inquiry.** For Cicero and Dionysius, the
properly mixed regime was recognized in the constitution of the
Roman Republie, while Plutarch envisioned his ideal in the
Spartan mixture inspired by Lycurgus.®* Similarly, all three
recognized the institutional system of checks and balances as
a major cause for the Republic’s perfection. Unlike Polybius,
however, these later historians apparently recognized that the
Republic’s political affairs in reality were dominated by a tight-
ly knit faction that ruled through the Senate. As a result, each
championed a mixture of monarchy, aristocracy, and demo-
cracy, but replaced Polybius’s perfect blend with a regime
where one element, the aristocratic, proved the dominant ruling
force.®

All three historians sought further to improve upon the Poly-
bian mixture by injecting Platonic and Aristotelian categories
into the former’s scheme. Thus, for Cicero, a properly balanced
mixture was not one restricted to political institutions or regime
forms, but one which sought to balance the economic interests
of the few and the many in order to promote justice and liberty
in the regime.® According to Dionysius, the Roman Republic
owed its excellence as a mixed regime not to its natural histori-
cal development, as Polybius and Cicero had claimed, but to
the philosophical wisdom of a single lawgiver, Romulus.®* Only

2 On this distinction, see Note 27 above.

3¢ Cicero, Republic, II, 52; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities, II,
8, 12, 13, and 14; Plutarch, “ Lycurgus,” in Lives, V, 6-8.

3t Cicero, Republic, II, 66; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities, II,
7, 11; Plutarch, * Lycurgus,” in Lives, V, 6-8.

% Cicero, Laws, I1, 80; III, 24-25, 28, 38; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman
Antiquities, II, 14; VI, 66; Plutarch, “Lycurgus,” in Lives. V, 6-8.

3% Cicero, Republic, 1, 69; I1, 57-58, 69. For an additional treatment of Socratic
ingredients contained in Cicero’s vision of the Roman Republic, see Ronald
Lettieri, “ Janus Legacy: Roman Theorists of the Mixed Regime,” Paper presented
at the Missouri Conference on History, April, 1980.

* Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquitics, 11, 7, 11, and 14.
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when this institutional structure established at Rome’s found-
ing was tampered with during the Tribuneship of Gaius Grac-
chus did the mixture collapse and thrust Rome into civil war.
Plutarch similarly sought to pay homage to the Platonic law-
giver, and by implication to philosophical wisdom, within an
historical context in his version of the ideal mixed regime.*
For Plutarch, Lycurgus proved Sparta’s lawgiver when, in his
wisdom, he erected an aristocratic element as a “ ballast ” be-
tween the extremities of democracy and monarchy, thus per-
fecting the Spartan mixture.®

The classical legacy of the theory of the mixed regime that
Thomas confronted thus was complex and oftentimes at odds
with itself.*” Individual distinctions notwithstanding, political
theorists from Plato to Plutarch unfailingly had contended that
only through some form of governmental balance or equilibrium
could a regime be safeguarded from a naturally inspired de-
generation into political perversion and tyranny. As such, the
notion of the mixed regime emerged from classical antiquity as
the only practical (historical) alternative to the abstract (So-
cratic) brand of political absolutism and became venerated as
the core of Roman republican philosophy. It is with such a

% According to Plutarch, the source of Lycurgus’s wisdom in establishing a
mixed regime for Sparta was not his political experience but his study of
Greek poetry. Given the Aristotelian chide that poetry by nature was more
philosophical than history, Plutarch, in viewing the poetry of Homer and Thales
as the source of Lycurgus’s wisdom, had issued a stern rebuke to the Roman
view of political life. Indeed, so potent was this new source of political sagacity
that Lycurgus sent the poet Thales to Sparta to promote harmony and
obedience in its ecitizens through the “ measured rhythms” and “ ordered tran-
quility ” of his lyric verses. Plutarch, Lives, IV, 1-4 and V, 6-8; and Aristotle,
Poetics, 1451,

6 Plutarch, “ Lycurgus,” in Lives, V, 6-8.

3 This is not to say that Thomas was familiar with all the primary works
cited above. Instead, it merely contends that his theory of the mixed regime was
obviously an alternative to the theories that preceded his and, as such, contrasts
sharply with the earlier proposed paradigms. For a brief general discussion of
the availability of classical writings during the Middle Ages, see Medieval
Political Philosophy: A Sourcebook (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1963), pp.
16-18.
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tradition in mind that we now turn to an analysis of the Thom-
istic teachings concerning the regimen bene commiztum.®
Thomas approached the subject of the mixed regime through
the familiar classical Greek path of seeking an alternative to a
regime based solely upon monarchical principles. Despite ac-
knowledging absolute monarchy as the single best theoretical
regime because of its unmatched excellence in promoting unity
and its reflection of the divine rule of the universe, he followed
Plato and Aristotle by dismissing it from consideration as the
best actual regime.** For Thomas, the unconditional rule of a
single man, despite its excellence in the abstract, posed the
greatest danger to the promotion of the common good because
it alone of just regimes most easily degenerated into tyranny.*

% Qur emphasis upon the relationship between Thomas’s teachings on the
mixed regime is in contrast to the approach advanced by D’Entreves for the study
of the subject. According to I)’Entreves, “The real meaning and importance of
St. Thomas’ teaching on this point [the mixed regime] can clearly only be
assessed by referring to the actual constitutional practices of his times.” Although
we believe such an approach to the subject is not only deserving of merit, but
also, of much closer attention, we obviously reject the monolithic pretensions of
D’Entreves’s methodology. Instead, we take our general analytical bearings from
Lerner and Mahdi, who have argued: “ The medieval political philosophers them-
selves did not claim to have developed their teaching solely on the basis of direct
reflection upon medieval political life without any regard for earlier conventions
and traditions. The analyses of the political life of their own communities, the
very terms employed, were largely borrowed from classical political philoso-
phy....If they added to, or modified, or radically changed the framework of
the classical political tradition, it was nonetheless to that tradition that they
first turned....There is no medieval political philosopher who did not directly
or indirectly make use of the classical tradition in approaching the study of
political things.” D’Entreves, *Introduction,” in Aquinas: Select Political
Writings, pp. xxix; Lerner and Mahdi, * Introduction,” in Medieval Political Philos-
ophy, pp. 15-16.

32 On monarchy as the best theoretical regime, see De Regimine Principum,
I, 2, 5, 6, and 17; Summa Theologiae, 1, cili, 8; Summa Contra Gentiles, IV, 76.
For a discussion of the Thomistic notion of monarchy, see especially, Dino
Bigongiari, “ Introduction,” in Political Ideas of 8t. Thomas Aquinas, pp. xxvi-xxix;
Thomas Gilby, The Political Thought of Thomas Aquinas, pp. 287-289, 294; John
Morrall, Political Thought in Medieval Times, pp. 77-78; Alexander D’Entreves,
“ Introduction,” in Aquinas: Selected Political Writings, pp. xxvii-xxix; Robert J.
Mulvaney, “ Political Wisdom: An Interpretation of Summa Theologize, II-II, 50,”
in Medieval Studies, XXXV (1973), pp. 298-299.

4 On monarchy as the potentially worst regime, see De Regimine Principum,
I, 2, 8, and 6; Summa Theologica, I-II, 105, a.l. For a brief discussion of the
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Thus, as with the Socratic teachings on the philosopher-king,
Thomas’s advocacy of rule by a virtuous monarch appears re-
stricted to the confines of political theory and not historical
reality.®

In its stead, Thomas advocated a mixed regime as the best
of all possible regimes. Despite the great weight he attached to
it, Aquinas only referred to a regimen bene commiztum twice in
the Summa Theologiae.** In his approach to the subject,
Thomas completely inverted the Aristotelian methodology con-
tained in the Politics. Perhaps owing to his ability (unlike
Aristotle’s failure) to discover his ideal mixture in the annals
of history, Aquinas first presented his abstract criteria for a
properly mixed regime and only then entered into the discussion
of the historical actualization of that ideal. As a result, Thom-
as’s commentary on the regimen bene commiztum was under-
taken through a deductive mode of inquiry whereby his specific
conclusions were molded principally by the criteria set forth in
a general first principle.

Thomas further broke from Aristotle’s teachings in his treat-
ment of those elements that comprised the ideal mixture in his
stated first principle. Although initially advaneing a mixture of
four elements (monarchy, aristocracy, oligarchy, and demo-

tyrannical proclivities inherent in monarchy, see Ernest Fortin, “St. Thomas
Aquinas,” in Strauss and Cropsey, eds., History of Political Philosophy, p. 231;
Copleston, History of Philosophy, Vol. II, pp. 140-141; Carlyle and Carlyle, History
of Medieval Political Theory in the West, pp. 98-95.

4 On the value of idealistic political reflection, see Kent Moors, “ Plato’s
‘ Republic’ On The Study of Politics,” Polis, II (Spring, 1979), pp. 19-24.

2 Summa Theologiae, I-11, p.95, a4; q.105, a.1. On the mixed regime as Thomas’s
choice of the best regime form, see Richard Crofts, “ The Common Good in the
Political Theory of Thomas Aquinas,” The Thomist, XXXVII (January, 1973),
162; Carlyle and Carlyle, History of Medieval Political Theory in the West, pp.
94-95; Morral, Political Thought in Medieval Times, p. 78; Gilby, Political Thought
of Thomas Aquinas, pp. 289-295; Alexander D’Entreves, Medieval Contribution to
Political Thought, pp. 89-40; Fortin, “ St. Thomas Aquinas,” in Strauss and Cropsey,
eds., History of Political Philosophy, p. 232; Dino Bigongiari, “ Introduction,” in
Political Ideas of St. Thomas Aquinas, pp. xxix-xxxi. Although he was in agreement
with Aristotle on the radical distinction between the rule of a city and the rule
of the household, Aquinas issued an intriguing parallel construction between the
mixed regime and the family in the Commentary on the Ethics of Aristotle, VIILI1.
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cracy) in the Summa Theologiae, Aquinas abandoned this ob-
vious attempt at including Aristotle’s oligarchic ingredient in
the mixture in his later discussion on the subject.”® Instead,
these later passages reveal that Thomas settled upon the Ro-
man mixed trinity of just regimes: monarchy, aristocracy, and
democracy.** Thus, the criteria selected by Thomas for his ideal
mixture appear derived from a Roman mixture of regime types
that only incidentally observed the Aristotelian dictum that any
erstwhile mixture required three ingredients, rather than the
Platonic two.

Yet Thomas did not completely adopt the abstract scheme
of the Romans in advancing his composite criteria. An examina-
tion of the defined characteristics of the Thomistic ingredients
actually reveals that he did not graft accompanying govern-
mental institutions to the three regime types as thoroughly as
the Romans did. For Thomas, only monarchy and aristocracy
were awarded their separate political institutions in the re-
gime.*” Apparently due to a greater fear he had of the classical-
ly viewed anarchic proclivities in democracy, Aquinas allowed
an extremely limited role to the democratic ethos in the actual
governing of the regime. He injected the democratic element in
the construct only through the guise of wide-based popular
elections and the right of all citizens to seek office.*® Yet,
Thomas completely fettered the democratic ethos by actually
restricting officeholders to only the virtuous and wise who were
selected from men of the highest rank (nobility).*” Thus,
although greatly influenced by the Roman theorists on the issue
of abstract criteria to be mixed, Thomas’s overriding fear of
anarchy led him to reject that tradition’s allowance for the
democratic institution of Tribune to wield actual political power
in the regime. Instead he favored a politically impotent demo-

** Compare the elements proposed in Summa Theologiae I-II, q.95, a4, with
those in I-II, p. 105, al.

* Summa Theologiae, I-1I, q.105, a.l.

45 Ibid.

48 Ibid.

7 Ibid.
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cratic ethos fettered on all sides by restrictive qualifications for
officeholding. This initial critique of classical Roman repub-
licanism, as a mixture that was weighed too heavily toward the
sway of democratic impulses, thus stemmed from Aquinas’s
refusal to allow the democratic ingredient an equal share of
political power in the regime as had the Roman Republic.

Yet Thomas delivered his most telling and radical critique
of the Roman republican tradition in his treatment of the ac-
tualized ideal mixture. Apparently influenced by the Roman
school of thought on the nature of an analysis of the theory of
the mixed regime, as much as his deductive approach, Thomas
was not content merely with prescribing a mixture along the
lines of abstract principles. Instead, he grounded his vision of
the properly mixed regime in history. Although lauding the
Roman Republic as an acceptable alternative to tyranny,
Aquinas did not champion that polity as the actualized ideal
mixture. In fact, in De Regimine Principum, he interpreted the
Republic’s founding merely as a transition from the tyrannical
despotism of the Tarquins to a simple aristocracy.*®* By so
boldly rejecting the Roman tradition of recognizing in the Re-
public a mixed regime par excellence, Thomas, with one master-
ful stroke, had cleared the ground for a novel teaching on the
subject.*

8 De Regimine Principum, I, 4.

“*This is not to say that Thomas was the first Western thinker to dismiss
the Roman Republic from the ranks of republican excellence. By conspicuously
casting his teachings on the mixed regime through an historical analysis of
Sparta rather than Rome, Plutarch dramatically had broken from his Roman
predecessors on the subject. Augustine’s City of God furthermore contained
the extreme Christian view of the evils inherent in the pagan Roman Republic by
arguing that Rome was never in fact a republic because of the lack of justice
in the regime and its founding by one other than Christ. Instead, the novelty of
Thomas’s teachings lay in their ability to synthesize both Plutarch’s secular
and Augustine’s Christian condemnations of Republican Rome as the actualized
ideal republic. For Plutarch’s condemnation of Rome and praise of Sparta,
see Plutarch, Lives, IV, 7; VIII, 1: XXVI, 1: XXVII, 1-2. For Augustine’s extreme
views, see especially Augustine, City of God, II, 21; XIX, 21. For a general
discussion of Plutarch’s political thought and views of Rome, see C. P. Jones,
Plutarch and Rome (Oxford: Oxford University Pres, 1971) and Alan Wardman,
Plutarck’s Lives (Los Angeles; University of California Press, 1974). For an
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History offered its ideal of the mixed regime, according to
Thomas, not in the Roman Republie, but in the divinely or-
dained regime constructed for the Ancient Hebrews.* This par-
ticular regime satisfied Thomas’s abstract political criteria for
such a species (this remaining consistent with his deductive
arguments) by having its ruling elements composed of a mix-
ture of monarchy and aristocracy tempered by a democratic
ethos. According to the Summa Theologiae, Moses and his suc-
cessors represented the monarchical element by “ governing
their people as sole heads over all.” ** But under the dictates of
the revealed Divine Law, this monarchical element appointed
an assistant body of rulers from “ wise and honorable men,”
thus including an aristocratic element in the regime. In citing
Exodus 18.21 (“ Provide out of all the people wise men”),
Aquinas readily found the passage supporting his belief that a
democratic ethos was present in the regime through the right of
all men to seek office. In a similar manner, Thomas based his
contention that the selection of the aristocratic Elders was wide
based and popular from a passage in Deuteronomy 2.13 (*“ Let
me have from among you wise men ). Such was the manner in
which Thomas sought to replace the venerated Roman Republic
with a mixture sanctioned by deduction and bolstered by the
dictates of Scripture. »

Because Aquinas’s depiction of this divinely ordained mix-
ture contains his only detailed discussion of the ingredients
comprising his actualized ideal, it deserves close attention.
What initially appears from this vision is the complex position
it occupies in relationship to the classical teachings on the mat-
ter. Because of his reliance upon Biblical typology rather than
Roman historiography in locating the ideal of the mixed regime,
Thomas was able to offer a novel teaching within the classical
framework. Although clearly accepting the Roman tradition

excellent introduction to Augustine’s political philosophy, see Ernest Fortin, “ St.
Augustine,” in Strauss and Cropsey, eds., History of Political Philosophy, pp.
151-181.

8¢ Summa Theologice, I-11.

51 Ibid.
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whereby the ideal mixture was placed in actual history, the
Thomistic use of the past in this regard was decidedly more
reminiscent of Dionysius and Plutarch than of Polybius and
Cicero.”* That is, unlike the latter, Aquinas’s vision of the best
mixture, although grounded in history, did not abandon the
classical Greek emphasis upon the vital role of the lawgiver as
the embodiment of the timeless wisdom in the founding of such
a regime. In advancing an argument for the necessity of a
founder, however, Thomas once again fostered a fresh perspec-
tive upon the classical paradigm. Through his advocacy of the
divinely constructed mixture located in Seripture, Thomas, in
effect, had rendered the classical reliance upon philosophical
wisdom at the founding subservient to, albeit supportive of,
divine will and revelation.®

Through the relegation of the Socratic inspired lawgiver of
the mixed regime to being a political apostle for Divine Law,
Aquinas had advanced a radical reassessment of the genesis of
classical republicanism. Rejecting both the Roman argument
of natural evolution and the Greek reliance upon philosophy.
Thomas presented an interpretation of the creation of the
mixed regime derived strictly from revelation. Thus, the Chris-
tian Deity rather than the Athenian Stranger or the forces of
nature emerged as the true lawgiver for the mixed republican
regime.®* As a result, Thomas had satified the Augustinian dic-
tum that any republic, if it seeks to establish true justice, must
have Christ as its founder. Although his typological acamen in
part was merely an outgrowth of his desire to display the com-
patibility of reason and faith it should be noted that, as the
first theorist of the mixed regime who derived his defense from
Scripture, Thomas had established a radically novel historical
context for tracing the birth of republicanism in the West.

53 Ibid.

52 Although somewhat dated, Etienne Gilson’s Reason and Revelation in the
Middle Ages (New York: Scribner’s 1938) still remains a good general introduction
to the subject. See especially pp. 69-84 for Thomas’s views on the relationship
between reason and Christian faith.

¢ Augustine, City of God, II, ; xix, 21.
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Thomas’s reading of the historical genesis of the mixed re-
gime through a prism of revelation also resulted in his altering
the classical view of the projected life-span of that construct.
In large part, the classical enthusiasm for the mixed regime was
tempered by an eschatological tone.”* Most evident in the
theories of Plato and Polybius, classical writers prophesied a
limited, albeit excellent, historical existence for a mixed re-
gime.”* Based upon their belief that all political forms were
governed by a naturally induced cycle of degeneration and revo-
lution, classical theorists applauded the mixed regime for its
sole capacity of all regimes to retard the natural cycle of poli-
tical decay as well as it did. Despite the founder’s wisdom in
recognizing that the cycle could be slowed somewhat through a
proper mixture, however, such a regime was doomed to in-
evitable decay and extinction within the classical perspective.

By grafting the divine will upon the mixed regime’s lawgiver,
Thomas was able to escape the apocalyptic orientation of class-
ical republicanism. According to his account, the mixed regime
no longer was the embodiment of the wisdom of a single man or
the collected historical wisdom of a particular people. Instead,
the theory was part of the Divine Law that was immutable
and eternal. Although conspicuously silent on the implications
of this transformation, it would appear that by attaching the
mixed regime to the sphere of Divine will, Thomas had in effect
granted an extended life-span to the construct. As an ingredient
in the immutable system of Divine Law, the theory of the
mixed regime was no longer subject to the vicissitudes of the
forces of nature and time that would blatantly expose the in-
herent defects in its structure. To the contrary, the construct
would exist in a timeless dimension and in accordance with the
divine plan for the universe provided its structure followed that
prescribed by Scripture.

®5 According to John Pocock, this notion of a limited life-span for a republic
was to have a tremendous role in shaping the contours of Renaissance republican
thought. See J. G. A. Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment, pp. 50-56, 108-112,
213-215.

58 R. D. Cumming, Human Nature and History, 1, pp. 134-154; Plato, Laws,
111, 676-682; Polybius, Histories, VI, 4-9.
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In his treatment of the composite ingredients contained in
the Hebraic mixture, Thomas repeated his method of employing
the traditional categories of classical theorists to render a mean-
ing that did not correspond entirely to the accepted one.®” Fol-
lowing his abstract and deductively derived criteria for a mixed
regime, Aquinas depicted the Hebraic mixture as a proper mix-
ing of the elements of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy.*®
By doing so, he was clearly influenced by the Roman theory of
the construct more than by the classical Greek in his quest for
first principles. Indeed, his great efforts and theoretical maneu-
verings to include a democratic ethos in the mixture appear
governed more by the sway of the Roman theorists than any
personal attachment to the virtue of that ingredient.*

Yet, in his treatment of how these regime types were to be
institutionalized within the regime, Aquinas presented a com-
plex theory that was shaped equally by classical republicanism
and his own novel findings. As with his Roman predecessors,
Thomas recognized the virtue of the three regimes as com-
mensurate with their separate virtues.®® Thus, the monarchical
element supplied the unity and wisdom necessary to all regimes,
the aristocratic Elders the enlightened policies and advice of the
best men, and the democratic process of election the attachment
of the general populace to the republic so necessary to its exist-
ence. In his discussion of the actual functions each entity would
serve, however, Thomas markedly broke from the Roman
veneration of the checks and balances system. As with his ab-
stract criteria, Aquinas envisioned a highly restricted role for
the general populace in the regime and denied them the author-
ity to exercise power through a separate institution. In fact, all

57 According to Walter Ullmann, this method of interjecting new meaning into
classical paradigms and terms characterized all of Thomas’s political writings.
Ullmann, Medieval Political Thought, p. 176.

58 Summa Theologiae, I-II, q.105, a.l. )

5 On the non-democratic nature of Thomas’s thought, see Summa Theologice, I,
xcii, 1; xevi, 4, and Summa Contra Gentiles, ITI, 81. For a discussion of Thomas’s
views on democracy, sece I’Entreves, “ Introduction,” in Aquinas: Selected Political
Writings, pp. xXxvi-xxvii.

¢ Summa Theologiae, I-11, q.105, a.l.
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political power actually was wielded in the regime by Aquinas’s
virtuous monarch who presided over all political functions.*
Although granted a separate institution, the aristocratic Elders
appeared to function merely in an advisory capacity to the
monarch and clearly were subservient to his dictates.®’” As a
result, the duties assigned to the various ingredients in Thom-
as’s regimen bene commixtum were based upon a blending of
regime types rather than the accompanying Roman institu-
tional functions.

In vesting virtually all political power in the monarchical
element, Thomas further separated his teachings from the
classical tradition on the mixed regime.®®* Although the post-
Polybian theorists had also argued that one element in the
mixture must be dominant to provide stability, they unfailingly
granted this dominance to an aristocratic Senate and conscious-
ly avoided placing it in the monarchical element through their
time-honored fear of Tarquinian despotism.®* Apparently
Thomas did not share in this exalted vision of the stabilizing
virtues of aristocracy, for he clearly assigned a subservient role
to the Elders as advisors and assistants to the monarch. What-
ever his underlying reasons for emphasizing the need for the
virtues of wisdom and unity to dominate the mixture, Aquinas
was the initial theorist of the mixed regime to advocate the
dominance of the monarchical element.®® In addition, Thomas’s
replacement of a dominant aristocratic Senate with its mon-

%t Summna Theologiae, I-I1, q.105, a.l. See especially, Morrall, Political Thought
in Medieval Times, p. 78. It is primarily because of this wide-sweeping monarchical
power that many commentators have depicted Thomas’s mixed regime as a limited
monarchy in fact.

%2 Summa Theologiae, I-II, p.105, a.l. Morrall, Political Thought in Medieval
Times, p. 8.

% See especially Cicero, Republic, I, xxxiv, 52; I, xxxv, 55; Laws, III, xii,
27-28; III, xii, 28, as to why this dominance belonged in the aristocratic ingredient.

%4 See note 32 above.

% For a discussion of the role of wisdom and unity in Thomas’s political thought,
see Thomas Gilby, Political Thought of Thomas Aquinas, pp. 287, 294, and 296.
Frank Yartz, “ Virtue as an Ordo in Aquinas,” Modern Schoolman, 47 (March,
1976), 813-319; Robert Mulvaney, “ Political Wisdom,” in Medieval Studies, XXV
(1973), pp. 295-302.
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archical counterpart appears as the single and most telling
practical concern in determining his rejection of the Roman
Republic as the historically ideal mixture.*®

The Thomistic notion of the regimen bene commiztum also
satisfied other general political criteria set forth in other sections
of the Summa Theologize. By granting the monarch such
sweeping authority, the principle of unity, so deeply wedded to
monarchy by Thomas, would be fostered.*” At the same time,
however, the common good would be advanced to prevent the
decay of the monarchy into a tyranny through the guise of the
enlightened advice of the aristocracy.®® As an additional safe-
guard against the degeneration into tyranny, popular elections
would compel the ruling elements to pursue this vital repub-
lican end in their policies. Finally, the sense of personal attach-
ment to the regime by the commonality that loomed so large in
the De Regimine Principum was to be achieved through the
prescribed system of election and the enlightened policies fol-
lowed by the regime’s ruling elements.®

The one area where Thomas’s notion of the mixed regime
does not appear to coincide neatly with his general political
teachings relates to his views regarding the mutable nature of
political life. It was Thomas’s general belief that all govern-
mental forms were altered according to the particular character-
istics of climate, geography, and the history of the region in
which they were located.” Obviously, as the most flexible of all
political forms, the mixed regime in the abstract enjoyed char-

@ That is, the Republic as depicted by post-Polybian Roman theorists of the
mixed regime.

" De Regimine Principum, 1, 2; Gilby, Political Thought of Thomas Aquinas, pp.
287, 298; Fortin, “ St. Thomas Aquinas,” in Strauss and Cropsey, eds., History
of Political Philosophy, p. 231; Morrall, Political Thought in Medieval Times, p. 77.

%8 On the role of the common good in Aquinas’s thought, see Richard Crofts,
“ The Common Good and the Political Theory of Thomas Aquinas,” The Thomist,
XXXVII (January, 19738), 155-173.

® De Regimine Principum, 1, 81, 82. See also, Summa Theologicae, II-I1, 183-2.

" On this point, see especially, Gilby, Political Thought of Thomas Aquinas, p.
294,
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acteristics that freely allowed for institutional adjustments and
structural diversity as dictated by circumstance. Yet, in ad-
vancing an ideal mixture that was rigidly fixed in form by the
mandate of Divine Law, Thomas departed from this general
belief in the comparative virtues of governmental forms. In the
final outcome, then, Thomas’s rigid prescription for the ideal
mixture based upon Scripture triumphed over not only the
classical republican models, but also over the forces of nature
and history

The Thomistic theory of the mixed regime thus appeared as
a complex portrait whose contours were shaped equally by the
canvas of classical republicanism and the intricate brush
strokes of Aquinas himself. This complexity was further en-
hanced by Thomas’s method of employing classical terminology
and categories while substantially altering the traditional
meaning attached to these terms and concepts. Its indebted-
ness to antiquity notwithstanding, the theory stood as an al-
ternative to the classical model of the properly mixed regime.
As such, Thomas’s regimen bene commixtum embodied a novel
critique of the essence of classical republicanism.

Despite its radical intent, the influence of Aquinas’s contri-
bution on later adherents of the theory of the mixed regime
was minimal. Although cited by Sir John Fortescue, the father
of English constitutional theory, as his authority for defending
a limited monarchy, Thomas’s teachings were ignored by the
mainstream of mixed regime theorists that flourished in Renais-
sance Italy and the Anglo-American world of the 17th and 18th
centuries.” In part, this neglect was the result of Aquinas’s
decision to deal with the subject in only two passages of the
Summa Theologiae. The omission of Thomas from the main-
stream of Western mixed regime theorists can better be ex-
plained, however, by reference to the general fate of Medieval
scholasticism and Catholic theology before the onslaught of
Renaissance humanism, the Reformation, and the Enlighten-

"™ Sir John Fortescue, The Governance of England, I, 1-2; Corinne Weston,
English Constitutional Theory and the House of Lords, pp. 9-10.
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ment.”” Despite its minimal influence, the Thomistic theory
of the regimen bene commixtum endures as a salient critique of
a tradition that molded the form and substance of western
republicanism.

Joun R. Kayser anp Ronarp J. LETTIERI

University of New Hampshire
Durham, New Hampshire

"2 For a general treatment of the fate of Medieval scholasticism before the
onslaughts of Renaissance humanism and the Reformation, see Donald Wilcox,
In Search of God and Self (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1975), pp. 43-104, 232-285.
Concerning the Enlightenment’s attitude toward Thomas, see Alfred E. Taylor,
“St. Thomas Aquinas As A Philosopher,” in A. E. Taylor, ed., Philosophical
Studies (Freeport, New York: Books for Libraries Press, 1934), pp. 224-236, 257.



LONERGAN’S NOTION OF DIALECTIC

[ ]

NE OF THE most frequently neglected and misunder-
stood concepts in the thought of Bernard Lonergan is
his intriguing notion of dialectic. Lonergan himself

is partially responsible for this state of affairs since he has never
provided a systematic account of his many and varied uses of
this term. Hence, it is the aim of this essay to provide an
exegesis of Lonergan’s use of the term “dialectic ” throughout
his many writings. However, the significance of this study can
only be made apparent in future papers. For it is our conten-
tion that Lonergan’s use of this crucial notion constitutes the
fundamental structure underlying every aspect of the content
and method of his thought. Indeed, it is dialectic which will
provide the critic with the key to unravelling many of the com-
plexities and ambiguities inherent within Lonergan’s work as
a whole.

We will first need to examine Lonergan’s account of the
“ scissors-like ” nature of inquiry. For, according to Lonergan,
dialectic is both an upper and lower blade: a heuristic structure
and correlative method of implementation. Then we will ex-
plore the three different but related types of dialectical heuristic
structure scattered throughout Lonergan’s writings: dialectic
as sublation, dialectic as complementarity, and dialectic as con-
tradiction. Finally we will discover the three different senses in
which Lonergan uses the term “ dialectical method.”

The Scissors-Like Nature of Inquiry

In Insight, Lonergan refers to dialectic as both a “ method ”*
and a “pure form with general implications.” * By “ method,”

*Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (London:
Longmans, Green, and Co., Ltd., 1957), p. 485.
2 Ibid., p. 244.
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Lonergan in Insight is referring to a “ set of directives that serve
to guide a process towards a result.”® The relationship between
a “method ” and a “pure form ” is first established in Loner-
gan’s dissertation. Gratia Operans.* Here, Lonergan speaks of
the “ pincer ” movement of inquiry: the going from both the
genera] to the particular and from the particular to the general.
The first movement, which is what Lonergan means by a “ pure
form ”, is an a priori scheme which guides the * methodical ”
assembling of the particulars constituting the second move-
ment.

In Insight, Lonergan generally substitutes the term “ heuris-
tic structure ” for ““ pure form” and replaces the terminology
of the two “ pincer ” movements with the “scissors ” terminol-
ogy of “ upper and lower blades.” According to Lonergan, every
inquiry operates in a scissors-like manner.” There is an upper
blade, i.e., heuristie structure, and a corresponding lower blade
of concrete techniques, i.e., a method. The heuristic structure
of an inquiry provides an a priori, general outline which antici-
pates the nature of the phenomenon under scrutiny. It is the
framework of background knowledge within which the inquirer
is able to formulate the relevant questions that need answering.
Hence, there exists a heuristic structure whenever an object of
inquiry admits antecedent determinations of a general nature.
It is the task of the lower blade of techniques to fill in the spe-
cifics of this general outline, to answer the questions raised by
a heuristic structure. Lonergan’s definition of a method in
Method in Theology fits neatly the function of the lower blade.®
For it is “ a pattern of related and recurrent operations ” intent
upon the acquisition of new knowledge through the use of past
knowledge as a guide.

* Ibid., p. 396.

* Bernard Lonegran, Gratiz Operans: A Study of the Speculative Development
in the Writings of St. Thomas of Aquin, Diss. Pontifical Gregorian University,
Rome, 1940, pp. 8-12.

5 Insight, pp. 104-5, 812-13, 478, 577, 696.

¢ Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and Herder,
1972), p. 251.
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The above account, then, will help us to understand how
Lonergan regards dialectic as an a priori, generalized sketch of
the concrete world process. Indeed, dialectic possesses a meta-
physical status. For, according to Lonergan, dialectic is no
mere model like so many other heuristic structures, i.e., useful
for inquiry but in no way descriptive of reality. On the con-
trary, dialectic, for him, constitutes the most basic, dynamic
structures of reality itself. Moreover, it is precisely the task of
dialectical method to examine and survey this dialectical world
order in its entirety.

However, the general notion of dialectical process used by
this method to guide its operations is far from being a simple
one. Indeed, there appear to be three related but different no-
tions of dialectic scattered throughout Lonergan’s thought.
Each of them as a heuristic structure is applicable to the cogni-
tional process as well as extra-mental process in general. Loner-
gan’s method of exposition concerning each notion of dialectic
is similar to his treatment of metaphysics. In the latter case,
he first examines the nature of cognitional process, establishes
his metaphysics on the basis of the fundamental isomorphic
elements involved in knowing, and then regards the cognitional
process as but one exemplification of this integral heuristic
structure, Likewise, Lonergan first examines each type of dia-
lectic as a cognitional process. Then, contrary to his own ex-
plicit denial, the implicit thrust of his thought expands the
scope of each type’s significance to include extra-mental proe-
esses as well. Hence, the final generic definitions of dialectic
which are arrived at are applicable to all developing processes
whatsoever.

Dialectic as Sublation

The first type of dialectic we will examine is defined in In-
sight by Lonergan in contrast to his definition of logic. Accord-
ing to Lonergan,

logic is the effort of knowledge to attain the coherence and organiza-
tion proper to any stage of its development. Dialectic, on the other
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hand, rests on the breakdown of efforts to attain coherence and
organization at a given stage and consists in bringing to birth a new
stage in which logic again will endeavor to attain coherence and
organization.’

For Lonergan, then, the function of logic is the systematic or-
dering of all our judgments at any given time. Nevertheless,
when there exists the need to resolve the incoherence of con-
trary or contradictory judgments or the need to systematize
previously unrelated propositions, we are then forced radically
to revise our terms and postulates. Dialectic, then, is pre-
cisely the set of operations which effects this “ movement from
one logically formalized position to another.” ® For by logical
operations alone there can be no transition from a lower view-
point to a higher one.

Lonergan observes that this dialectical transition from lower
to higher viewpoints bears a striking resemblance to the Hegel-
ian notion of Aufhebung.® Both involve the processes of rejec-
tion and retention. In some sense, a higher viewpoint is said
both to retain a lower viewpoint as well as to negate it. This
paradoxical achievement of the higher viewpoint is repeatedly
referred to by Lonergan as a “ sublation.” It is in his post-
Insight writings that he provides a further analysis of this term
which nuances his earlier assertion as regards the resemblance
between his notion and that of Hegel.

According to Lonergan in Method in Theology, his notion of
sublation is used in Rahner’s sense of the term, rather than in
the Hegelian sense:

That which sublates goes beyond what is sublated, introduces some-
thing new and distinct, puts everything on a new basis, yet so far
from interfering with the sublated or destroying it, on the contrary
needs it, includes it, preserves all its proper features and properties
and carries them forward to a fuller realization within a richer con-
text.®? ’

" Insight, p. 276.

$ Ibid., p. 422.

* Ibid., p. 374,

1 Method in Theology, p. 241.
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Indeed, throughout all his works, Lonergan often uses in-
terchangeably the term “ sublate ” and its equivalent formula
“to preserve and to complement.” Furthermore, what he has
omitted in his definition from the Hegelian view of Aufhebung
is the position that “the higher reconciles a contradiction in
the lower.” ** For Hegel, the contradiction between two lower
viewpoints is real and its resolution is only possible given the
affirmation of the principle of non-identity. Lonergan, on the
contrary, always differentiates the relevant aspects of a situa-
tion to avoid falling into Hegel’s trap of having to repudiate the
principle of identity. Consequently, sublation, for Lonergan,
cannot mean the “reconciliation of a contradiction ” in Hegel’s
meaning of the phrase.

We should note that for Lonergan the formulae “ to reject
and retain” and “to preserve and complement” are really
identical. “Retention” and “ preservation ” can easily be seen
to be synonymous. But “complementation ” and “rejection ”
can only be regarded as the same if we realize that to add some-
thing to something else is to change that other thing, i.e., to
negate or reject it as it was. Now it is the conjunction of both
operations, to preserve and to complement, which makes sub-
lation such an interesting process. The movement from one
logically formalized system to another need not be just a com-
plete substitution. For when systems are related in such a way
that the higher sublates the lower, there is not only discontin-
uity but continuity as well. Indeed, according to Lonergan, to
speak of change and not just of “ annihilation and a new crea-
tion,” something must be preserved as well as complemented.**

From all the above, it is clear that this first type of dialectic
is the pure form of the process which leads to the emergence of
higher viewpoints. However, it would be wrong to conclude
that this use of dialectic is restricted solely to the realm of con-
cepts. In Lonergan’s discussion of his world view of emergent

* Bernard Lonergan, A Second Collection, eds. William Ryan and Bernard
Tyrrell (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1974), p. 80.
** Insight, pp. 946-7,
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probability, he argues that the whole world process is generated
by the tension between two opposing principles, i.e., the prin-
ciples of stability and development.’* The similarity between
the opposition of these two principles in world process and the
opposition between logic and dialectic in cognitional process is
too striking to ignore.

Indeed, it is even further reinforced by Lonergan’s transposi-
tion of his world view of emergent probability into the meta-
physical context of the genetic method. Lonergan’s analysis of
organic development here reveals the two-fold function of the
higher system as both integrator and operator. The task of
the higher system as integrator is to effect the “ simultaneous
interlocking ” of parts in a whole, while the task of the higher
system as operator is to generate the “ successive interlocking ”
of emerging wholes.** Once again, the parallel between the con-
irasting functions of the higher system and the complementary
cognitional roles of logic and dialectic is too striking to ignore.

Consequently, there is adequate reason to extend the scope
of this type of dialectic to include not only the cognitional
realm of ideas and their ongoing generation but extra-mental
realities as well. This type of dialectic, then, can best be de-
fined in the following generic manner. The dialectic of sublation
refers to the heuristic structure which anticipates the general
outline of the emergence of higher systems from lower systems.

Dialectic as Complementarity

The second type of dialectic, which we will call the dialectic
of complementarity, has probably been the most misinterpreted
notion in all of Lonergan’s thought. For it is generally confused
by most critics with the dialectic of contradiction. This second
type of dialectic, moreover, is first introduced as regards its
implications for cognitional and historical processes. Only later
does Lonergan’s thought reveal this dialectic’s relevance for
even physical and biological systems. Finally, dialectic as com-

1 Ibid., p. 128.
1 Ibid., p. 465.
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plementarity is the only one for which Lonergan provides a
succinct yet detailed definition that is generic in its scope:

Let us say that a dialectic is a concrete unfolding of linked but op-
posed principles of change. Thus there will be a dialect, if
1) there is an aggregate of events of a determinate character,
2) the events may be traced to either or both of two principles,
3) the principles are opposed yet bound together, and
4) they are modified by the changes that successively result from
them.®

Lonergan later argues that a dialectical interplay need not be
solely ““bipolar” in nature. He envisages that dialectic can
also be “ transformed from a bipolar to a tripolar conjunction
and opposition.” ** Indeed, theoretically, a process could be
composed of an indefinite number of interacting principles.

To understand precisely what Lonergan means by the “ op-
position,” “linkage,” and “ modification ” of the constitutive
principles underlying any dynamic system requires that we
first consider the paradigm case of cognitional process. In Ver-
bum, Lonergan argues that the reasoning process which en-
genders knowledge “is a dialectical interplay of sense, memory,
imagination, insight, definition, critical reflection, and judg-
ment.” ¥ In Insight, Lonergan organizes these elements of cog-
nition into the three levels of experience, understanding, and
judgment. According to Lonergan, the second level presupposes
and complements the first, while the third level presupposes and
complements the second. But he also adds that, besides this
“ cumulative ¥ character of the process, there is also the
“cyclic” character of the “ self-correcting process of learning”
to consider.®* Lower levels also presuppose and complement
higher levels in the ongoing circuit of learning.

This paradigm case of cognitional process suggests that the
“ opposing ” structural “ principles ” of change underlying any

18 Ibid., p. 217.

1 Ibid., p. 728.

" Bernard Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, ed. David Burrell
(Notre Dame: U. of Notre Dame Press, 1967), p. 58.

18 Insight, pp. 174, 836, 875.
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evolving process mutually sublate each other and, hence, “ mod-
ify ” each other. Dialectic as complementarity thus provides
the needed heuristic assumption for the examination of dynamic
systems. It anticipates a “ structural ” whole which “ is related
to each of the parts, and each of the parts is related to the other
parts and to the whole.”** Indeed, such a “self-assembling,
self-constituting ” whole is one in which

the set of internal relations is of the greatest significance. Each part
is what it is in virtue of its functional relations to other parts; there
is no part that is not determined by the exigence of other parts; and
the whole possesses a certain inevitability in its unity, so that the
removal of any part would destroy the whole, and the addition of
any further part would be ludicrous.?®

In the above passage from an article written after the publica-
tion of Insight, the term “part” is synonymous with what
Lonergan calls a dialectical “ principle ” in Insight. A dynamic
system, then, is one whose parts are dialectically related; in their
interplay each part sublates, i.e., presupposes and complements,
every other part and is sublated in turn in a circuit-like man-
ner.**

Hence, the dialectic of complementarity involves the notion
of sublation yet adds to this prior notion something new. The
dialectic between any X and Y in the latter sense refers to the
preservation and complementation of a lower system by a high-
er system. The dialectic between any X and Y in the former
sense refers to that mutual operation of preservation and com-
plementation existing between two complementary principles
of change within a single ongoing process. Indeed, in Method
in Theology, Lonergan distinguishes the genetic, complemen-
tary, and dialectical relationships existing between rival para-
digms.” If we were to generalize his remarks, we might say that
two systems are genetically related if one is a higher system

1% Bernard Lonergan, Collection, ed. Fred Crowe (Montreal: Palm Publishers,
1967), p. 222.

20 Ibid.

1 Insight, p. 461.

22 Method in Theology, p. 236.
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sublating a lower system, that two systems are complementary
if both are lower systems sublated by a higher system, and that
two systems are dialectically related if each contradicts the
other. This third alternative we will examine in the following
section.

Lonergan uses other terms to describe this second type of
dialectical interplay: “functional interdependence,” * recipro-
cal dependence,” “the tension of opposites,” “ genetic inter-
penetration,” and, perhaps the most intriguing one of all, “ sym-
biosis.” ** Indeed, a dynamic system is nothing other than a
living together of disparate elements in which each part is en-
hanced by its dialectical give and take transactions with every
other part.

However, the notion of “ integration ” is even more crucial
for understanding the dialectic of complementarity. According
to Lonergan, the progressive development of a dynamie system
results “from the harmonious working of the opposed princi-
ples.” ?* He illustrates this process in his discussion of the
operation of the law of integration in the human being. Accord-
ing to Lonergan, within man “ the initiative of development
may be organic, psychic, intellectual, or external, but the devel-
opment remains fragmentary until the principle of correspond-
ence between different levels is satisfied.” ** Hence, for Loner-
gan, each of these “levels” is one of the constitutive principles
of change within man. Each initiative at one level, moreover,
must be met by complementary adjustments in the other levels
if the integrity of the human person is to be maintained.

The formula for progress, then, is the “ harmonious co-opera-
tion ” of dialectical principles of change. Decline, on the other
hand, results from the “elimination of a genuine part” from
a dynamic whole.”® This mutilation of a whole upsets the care-
ful balance that has been achieved by any evolving system,
and, consequently, a distortion of the dialectic of complemen-

28 Ihid., pp. 126, 141; Insight, pp. 450, 555, 706.
2 Insight, p. 244.

28 Ibid., p. 471.

28 Method in Theology, p. 244.
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tarity is introduced. It is to this “ distorted dialectic ” that we
must now turn our attention. It is only in the section in Insight
concerning the dialectic of community that Lonergan discusses
the nature of the “ distorted ” dialectic. In the paragraphs to
follow, we will attempt to generalize the remarks Lonergan
makes as regards the specific distortions of human culture.

In a harmonious dialectic, it must be remembered, the oppos-
ing principles are interdependent, forming a functional unity.
Each part of the dynamic system conditions every other part
and is in turn conditioned by them. Now Lonergan goes out of
his way to refute the view which identifies a distortion with one
or other of the principles involved. For example, some would
hold that “egoism ” is the result of man’s self-centered ani-
mality. The implication which we are expected to draw is that
man would be able to surmount egoism by suppressing his
animal sensibility. On the contrary, Lonergan argues that
“ egoism is neither mere spontaneity nor pure intelligence but
an interference of spontaneity with the development of intelli-
gence.”  Hence, the distorted dialectic is not due to the mere
presence of any one principle but rather is due to the absence
of some complementary principle.

Perhaps it would be more precise to state that it is the
“ dominance ” of one principle suppressing the other correlative
principles which results in a distorted dialectic. Lonergan’s
chief example of such a process of aberration is his view of class
warfare.”® The dominant class always attempts to hinder and
control the lower classes as much as possible. Nevertheless, as
Lonergan observes, “the essential logic of the distorted dia-
lectic is a reversal . . . the distortion both weakens the domin-
ance and strengthens the opposed principle to restore an
equilibrium.” * The more oppressed the masses become, the
more likely becomes the possibility of a revolution.

However, this “equilibrium ” re-established by a successful

¥ Insight, p. 219.
28 Ibid., pp. 224-25.
* Ibid., p. 233.
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revolt is inherently unstable. Lonergan envisages a succession
of “ totalitarian ” principles each out to destroy its predecessors,
The only “ discernible intelligibility ” in such a state of affairs
is the equilibrium of pressures, i.e., the balance of powers. What
each principle contributes

less and less is some part of a coherent whole that will ask for its
completion, and more and more it is some arbitrary fragment that
can be rounded off only by giving up the attempt to complete the
other arbitrary fragments that have preceded or will follow it.3°

Hence, the dynamic of progress is replaced by one of stagnation
and decline. Instead of the balance of complementary prin-
ciples each seeking to preserve and add to the others’ achieve-
ments, you have the parry and thrust of opponents out to
abolish each other.

In conclusion, dialectic as complementarity has been viewed
as the heuristic assumption underlying the study of dynamic
systems. It is exemplified in any process whose unfolding is
the result of the interaction of opposed principles of change.
Such an interaction is constituted by the dynamics of mutual
sublation. We also noted the differences between the harmoni-
ous and distorted dialectics. The former generates progressive
development while the latter breeds stagnation and decline.

Dialectic as Contradiction

The final type of dialectic, dialectic as contradiction, is that
which most critics have regarded as Lonergan’s sole dialectic.
Indeed, Lonergan gives them ample reason for such a view. For
the predominant use of the term “ dialectic ” throughout In-
sight and Method in Theology is as regards aberrant historical
process. Moreover, Lonergan unequivocally restricts the scope
of this third dialectic to the human realm of affairs.®* However,
we will discover such a position to be inconsistent with the
overall thrust of Lonergan’s system.

% Ibid., p. 229.
* Ibid., pp. 422, 575.
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In the previous section, we noted that a harmonious dialectic
anticipates an ideal line of pure progress, while a distorted dia-
lectic anticipates aberration, stagnation, and disintegration. If
the harmonious dialectic constitutes an “intelligibly related
sequence of systems,” then the distorted dialectic constitutes a
succession of different systems whose relations are not directly
intelligible.?* For Lonergan, then, a dynamic system can only
exercise “ genuineness ” if it preserves the necessary tension be-
tween its linked but opposed principles of change. But it must
not be thought that the failure to achieve progressive authen-
ticity constitutes what is meant by the dialectic of contradic-
tion. For this third dialectic is not the conflict between “ totali-
tarian ” principles refusing to be integrated, i.e., the distorted
dialectic. On the contrary, since historical process is consti-
tuted neither by an ideal line of pure progress nor by the
inverse phenomenon of decline, then the dialectic of contradic-
tion is nothing less than the fundamental tension existing be-
tween those opposing forces of advance and collapse.

This third type of dialectic, then, represents the conflict be-
tween the dynamism of the harmonious dialectic and the
dynamism of the distorted dialectic. In the human realm, this
dialectic is the precise opposition between authenticity and
unauthenticity. It expresses the conflict and not the interde-
pendence between progressive and disintegrating systems. For
example, Lonergan’s ideal of the ““ cosmopolis ”, i.e., progressive
culture, is dialectically opposed to its less authentic rivals which
contain within themselves the seeds for their own reversal, e.g.,
Communism or Fascism. It is important to note, therefore, that
the conflict between two extremist groups such as Communism
and Nazism does not exemplify the dialectic of contradiction.
On the contrary, this distorted dialectic is the result of the re-
fusal of these two ideologies to be incorporated into a higher
synthesis which does justice to the partial truths espoused by
these ideologies. Hence, those systems of thought which only
regard certain aspects of experience, ignoring or rejecting other

32 Ibid., p. 485.
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aspects, are all “ partly right and partly wrong, right in their
affirmation, but mistaken in their exclusion.”

The dialectic of contradiction, then, involves the rivalry be-
tween a lower system and the higher system which would
sublate it. This type of opposition, furthermore, is irreducible.
Hence, of two mutually exclusive viewpoints, one must be re-
jected: “ What in one is found intelligible, in another is unin-
telligible. What for one is true, for another is false. What for
one is good, for another is evil.” **

Finally, it simply is not true that the dialectic of contradic-
tion is relevant only to the study of conceptual systems or of
human affairs and not to the study of strictly natural processes
as Lonergan contends.*® For distortion occurs at all levels of the
concrete world process, and, hence, so does the opposition be-
tween the dynamics of progressive and regressive systems.
Lonergan himself admits that the “field” within which the
entire world process develops is the “ finality ” of proportionate
being.** Indeed, according to Lonergan,

Finality is no less the sadness of failure than the joy of success. It
is to be discerned no less in false starts and in hreakdowns than in
stability and progress. It is as much the meaning of aberration and
corruption and decline as of sanity and honesty and development.??

Hence, even the most static physical systems of revolving
“schemes of recurrence” are open to the dynamics of both
development and decline. Thus Lonergan cannot consistently
uphold his world view of emergent probability and assert at the
same time that the dialectic of contradiction is but the result
of human bias alone. For the “mistakes” of the physical and
biological realms may be different from the “ errors ” of human
beings. Nevertheless, the extinction of some animal species
constitutes a “ breakdown ” of sorts as much as the collapse of
the Stock Market in 1929.

3% Qollection, pp. 229-30.

34 Method in Theology, p. 236.
38 Insight, p. 422.

% Ibid,, p. 462.

¥ Ibid,, p. 448.
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We have therefore distinguished three notions of dialectical
process in Lonergan’s thought. Moreover, each type is as rele-
vant for extramental systems as it is for cognitional processes.
The first type, i.e., sublation, refers to the genesis of a higher
system from a lower one. The second type, i.e., complemen-
tarity, refers to the harmonious unfolding of opposed but linked
principles of change in any dynamic system. The third type,
i.e., contradiction, refers to the conflict between progressive and
distorted systems within a larger, ongoing process.

Finally, it is important to note that the dialectical notion of
complementarity presupposes and complements the dialectical
notion of sublation, while the dialectical notion of contradiction
sublates the dialectical notion of complementarity. Hence, it
is only the dialectic of contradiction which can serve as the
most comprehensive heuristic structure for our examination of
the entire world order. Indeed, its anticipation of the ultimate
design of the universe of proportionate being makes it a meta-
physics. Thus, as we will see, it is very much related to Loner-
gan’s notion of a “ universal viewpoint ” whose hermeneutical
function is to anticipate the totality of possible human expres-
sions of meaning.

Dialectical Method

In the previous sections, we have outlined Lonergan’s notion
of dialectic as the heuristic structure which anticipates the gen-
eral outline of the concrete world process as a whole. Our final
task is now to examine the nature of “ dialectical method,” the
lower blade of techniques by which the inquirer can concretely
explore this dynamic universe.

Before we can accomplish this, however, we must first dis-
tinguish this use of the term “ dialectical method ” from two
other uses which Lonergan makes of this term throughout his
writings. First, we already noted Lonergan’s contrast of the
two cognitional funections of logic and dialectic. Dialectic con-
stitutes a sub-set of mental operations by which lower view-
points can be sublated by higher viewpoints. It is a set of
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techniques directing the inquirer to the achievement of a defi-
nite result. Hence, dialectic in this sense of the word merits
the title of “ method.” Lonergan’s use of the term “ dialectical
method ” in this sense, however, is a reference to a type of
cognitional process. It is not a method for the study of dialecti-
cal] processes.

In Method in Theology, Lonergan proposes a different use of
the term “ dialectical method.” Indeed, it is the only use of the
term which most critics have examined thus far. In this work,
Lonergan is confronted by the hermeneutical problem of deal-
ing with radically different interpretations of a text or historical
period. He is aware that such differences, when not merely
perspectival, are due to the biases possessed by the different
competing exegetes. Moreover, Lonergan maintains that in-
dividual, group, and general biases result from the failure to
achieve intellectual, moral, and religious conversion.” Hence,
Lonergan’s dialectical method is his technique for fostering the
conversion of the unconverted in order to achieve an objective
interpretation of a text.*® The attainment of an objective inter-
pretation is therefore an issue which challenges the very authen-
ticity of those participating in the hermeneutical enterprise.

According to Lonergan, the fourth functional specialty of
dialectic, i.e., dialectical method, presupposes and complements
the prior specialties of research, interpretation, and history. It
concerns itself with all the conflicting efforts to attain a compre-
hensive understanding of history. Hence, it is a second order
science in that it is seeking a comprehensive interpretation of
interpretations. The dialectician, then, is the historian who
makes his own enterprise the subject of inquiry. He realizes
that the conflicts between himself and his fellow historians are
the results of those very conflicts in the past which they are all
studying.

Now the dialectician hopes to bring about a critical compari-
son of opposing interpretations in order to promote conversion.
Hence, he sets up a heuristic structure, i.e., the universal view-

38 Method in Theology, p. 246.
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point, which makes the concrete oppositions intelligible as
manifestations of converted and unconverted consciousness.*
However, the dialectician can only resolve these conflicts by
reversing counterpositions and developing positions.*

Lonergan has no illusions that the mere performance of these
above operations on the part of the dialectician will result in
the achievement of authenticity and objectivity. On the con-
trary, he is fully aware that the dialectician who undertakes
this task can be someone who has not undergone intellectual,
moral, and religious conversion.** The results performed by
different dialecticians, then, are not expected to be uniform.
For the positions developed by the unconverted will of course
be, in actuality, counterpositions. On first glance, we can only
wonder whether Lonergan has merely complicated the proble-
matic situation of a pluralistic set of histories with the addition
of an opposed set of dialectics.

But Lonergan would maintain that the whole point of having
each dialectician distinguish between what he perceives to be
positions and what he regards as counterpositions is to bring
out into the open the real differences which separate historians.
Hence, dialectic results in the “ objectification ” of each dialec-
tician’s horizon. According to Lonergan, they are thereby

providing one another with the evidence for a judgment on personal
achievement of self-transcendence. They reveal the selves that did
the research, offered the interpretation, studied the history, passed
the judgment of value.®?

Lonergan even advocates a “ final objectification of horizon.”
The very process just completed in which each dialectician
develops what he regards as positions and reverses what he
feels to be counterpositions now becomes the subject of inquiry.
The dialecticians are now asked to pass judgment on the
achievements of each other, this time as dialecticians and not

3 Ibid., pp. 141, 250.
40 Itid., p. 249.
4t Ibid., p. 251.
42 Ibid., p. 253.
 Ibid., p. 250.
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as historians. Hence, this final objectification constitutes an
interpretation of an interpretation (doing dialectic) of an inter-
pretation (doing history) .

What does Lonergan hope to achieve by the hermeneutical
process of dialogue? He argues that

while it will not be automatically efficacious, it will provide the
open-minded, the serious, the sincere with the occasion to ask them-
selves some basic questions, first about others but eventually, even
about themselves. It will make conversion a topic and thereby pro-
mote it.*

Hence, the functional specialty of dialectic puts together two
human subjects whose views are dialectically contradictory.
The hope is that, through ongoing dialogue, each participant
will trigger within himself the self-correcting process of learning.
Tt is hoped that the experience of another view of authenticity
will compel the unconverted to grasp the contradiction existing
between their experience and their biased beliefs.

The functional specialty of dialectic, then, is a method for
resolving differences. Moreover, each participant in this dia-
logue, utilizes the “ universal viewpoint ” as a heuristic struc-
ture for ordering the progressive and regressive dynamics of his-
tory. The functional specialty of dialectic, however, is not the
lower blade set of techniques by which we can fill in the spe-
cifics of a generalized view of the dialectical universe. Nor is
the universal viewpoint the heuristic structure of such a “ meth-
od ’ since it is only concerned with the evolution of human
cultare and not of the world as a whole. We must ook for this
latter “ dialectical method ” in Insight. Yet, even in this work,
dialectical method so often denotes merely “ dialectical anal-
ysis,” i.e., an early version of Method in Theology’s fourth
functional specialty. What we are seeking, however, is not a
dialectical dialogue, but a cognitional methodology which can
examine dialectical processes of whatever kind.

The reason for our difficulty in locating this use of the term
“ dialectical method * is due to Lonergan’s unfortunate distinc-

“Ibid., p. 258.
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tion of the genetic and dialectical methods. For we are search-
ing for a method that can examine the concrete world process
outlined by an upper blade of generalities, i.e., the integral
heuristic structure of the dialectic of contradiction. Now, ac-
cording to Lonergan, dynamic systems can either develop in a
progressive or aberrant fashion. Any method which proposes
to study a dynamic system must therefore anticipate the possi-
bility of both harmonious and distorted dialectical processes.
If we are to take Lonergan’s descriptions of the genetic and
dialectical methods seriously, then neither of them alone is
capable of examining the concrete world process. On the con-
trary, he argues that they are complementary in their anticipa-
tions.** The genetic method is said to examine progressive
dynamic systems while the dialectical method is said to be
responsible for examining systems in decline.

However, if we look closely at Lonergan’s actual accounts
of the genetic and dialectical methods, not only will we discover
that they both include the heuristic assumptions underlying
both progressive and aberrant processes, but also that, as a
result, they are virtually identical. Let us first examine the
genetic method. According to Lonergan, the genetic method
studies developing processes. Moreover, he argues that the
“field ” within which the developing world process occurs is
the “ finality ” of proportionate being.* It cannot be true, then,
that the genetic method restricts itself merely to the examina-
tion of progressive systems. For, as we noted earlier, finality is
as much concerned with decay and decline as it is with growth
and success. Indeed, even to account for the biological realm
of the universe alone, the genetic method would have to include
within its heuristic structure the assumption of possible failures
and evolutionary dead-ends.

Since in Insight Lonergan introduces the dialectical method
only to supplement the genetic method as regards the phe-
nomenon of human bias, the only status it has is as a herme-

4% Insight, p. 485,
* Ibid., p. 462.
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neutical method for analyzing the historical accumulation of
positions and counter-positions. Hence, its heuristic assump-
tion is none other than the universal viewpoint and its task
identical to that of Lonergan’s fourth functional specialty
which we have just examined. However, dialectical analysis
reveals “ both the accumulation of insights moving to higher
viewpoints and the reversal of aberrations that were brought
about by the interference of alien desire” in the historical
process.” It could hardly do otherwise if its function is for
“ sorting things out.” ** Therefore, not only does genetic method
study both progressive and regressive systems, but dialectical
method also examines phases of both progress and decline in
their interaction throughout history. Lonergan is mistaken,
then, when he argues that his genetic method only examines
processes of progressive sublation and the dialectical method
only processes in steady decline.

The question we must now answer is why Lonergan makes
a sharp distinction between the genetic and dialectical methods.
To restrict the dialectical method only to the human realm of
affairs seems to be arbitrary, moreover, since even the non-
historical realms share the same dynamics of dialectical subla-
tion, complémentarity, and contradiction. Indeed, it would
seem to make more sense for the dialectical method to consti-
tute not only a hermeneutic for the interpretation of historical
phenomena but a methodology for the examination of all
phenomena whatsoever. Perhaps Lonergan merely wished to
preserve the symmetry of a system in which complementary
classical and statistical methods are flanked by equally comple-
mentary genetic and dialectical methods.

A more telling explanation, however, is Lonergan’s mistaken
identification of the dialectic of sublation as the heuristic as-
sumption of the genetic method. If this were the case, then of
course the genetic method would anticipate only progressive
processes. But Lonergan also declares that the field of the

Y7 Ibid., p. 422.
8 Second Collection, p. 217.



240 RONALD MCKINNEY, S.J.

genetic method is that of “finality ” which implies both har-
monious and distorted processes. However, he cannot have it
both ways. Moreover, Lonergan’s mistaken identification of
the distorted dialectic as the heuristic assumption of the dialec-
tical method would also explain his conception of this method as
concerned only with aberrant systems. But he also argues that
dialectical analysis reveals both progressive and aberrant
processes in conflict. Hence, once again, he cannot have it both
ways. Therefore, since Lonergan never consistently holds to
this arbitrary separation of the genetic and dialectical methods
throughout Insight, it is our suggestion that we regard these
two methods as one and the same.

The dialectical-genetic method, then, is nothing less than the
integration of the classical and statistical methods constituting
Lonergan’s world view of emergent probability. Indeed, as an
integral heuristic structure, the dialectical method is equivalent
to Lonergan’s notion of metaphysics. Though we have outlined
the heuristic assumptions underlying this ultimate method, we
have as yet to sketch the lower blade techniques by which one
explores in detail this dialectical universe of proportionate be-
ing.

It appears that Lonergan makes his genetic method respon-
sible for the study of dynamic systems. According to Lonergan,
this method (now possessing greater significance after our
analysis) uses both synchronic and diachronic procedures.*
The scientist must first investigate the higher system as inte-
grator, i.e., describe parts, relate parts, and construct a flexible
circle of schemes of recurrence in which the system functions.
Then he must investigate the higher system as operator, ie.,
duplicate this synchronic procedure “ with respect to successive
stages in the development of the same ” system and then com-
pare such findings concerning the different stages. This com-
parative study will reveal the direction towards which the
system is headed, whether progressive or not. Hence, the
genetic-dialectical method which explores the universe in light

* Insight, pp. 464-67.
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of its metaphysical heuristic assumptions makes use of both
logical and dialectical procedures. It is thus equivalent to
Lonergan’s description of “ method” in Method in Theology
as “the grouping together of logical and non-logical opera-
tions.” *® Indeed, a dynamic system which functions as both
integrator and operator could hardly be studied otherwise than
by a set of cognitional operations which matches the synchronic
features of the structure which it examines.

Conclusion

We have examined Lonergan’s complex use of the notion of
dialectic throughout his thought and have attempted to resolve
any inconsistencies that we have discovered. Our aim was to
find a key for understanding more clearly the complexities and
ambiguities in the content and method of Lonergan’s thought
as a whole. First, the scissors-like nature of inquiry was ex-
amined in order to discover what Lonergan meant by referring
to dialectic as both a heuristic structure and a correlative
method. Then we explored the three distinctive types of dialec-
tical heuristic assumptions: dialectic as sublation, dialectic as
complementarity, and dialectic as contradiction. Finally, we
determined the significance of dialectical method by examining
the various uses Lonergan made of this term throughout his
writings. Hopefully, the reader has already begun to see the
significance of this study for understanding Lonergan’s thought
as a whole.

Roxarp McKinney, SJ.
Weston School of Theology
Cambridge, Massachusetts

0 Method in Theology, p. 6.



THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE APOSTOLIC SEE
IN JUAN DE TORQUEMADA, O.P.

[ ]

HE DEBATE OVER the infallibility of papal defini-
tions of faith remains largely unresolved. This is so
despite the theological discussions resulting from at-

tempts to re-examine Vatican I's Pastor Aeternus in the light
of the Second Vatican Council and the decade of controversies
surrounding the publication of Paul VI's Humanae Vitae and
Hans Kiing’s Unfehlbar?. There is a continuing discussion, not
least of all in English, of not only the interpretation of the
definition of Vatican I, but also of the history of the dogma and
its present meaningfulness." The present state of the question
requires that further work be done on the historical develop-
ment of the concepts and language about this aspect of the
petrine role in the church. Furthermore, recent ecumenical
conversations demonstrate the continuing importance of this
theme within the mutual search for deeper understandings of
the nature of the Word of God, Christian faith, the teaching
office in the church, and ministry. In order to begin to fill one
of the gaps remaining in the history of papal infallibility as
well as uncover some theological insights which may be of use
in further discussion, this essay will investigate one significant
moment of the historical articulation of this doctrine.

This moment came as the dust from the western schism and
the conciliarist struggles settled throughout fifteenth century
Christendom.? The aging curial cardinal Juan de Torquemada

* An insightful survey of the literature in English may be found in John T. Ford,
C.S.C., “Infallibility: A Review of Recent Studies,” Theological Studies 40 (1979),
pp. 273-805. -

? For a characterization of the mid-fifteenth century as a period marked by the
end of the western schism and the demise of conciliarism, and thus as a period of
“ triumph ” of papal power and a parallel resurgence of papalist ideas, see Augustin
Fliche-Victor Martin, Histoire de L’Eglise depuis les origines jusqu’é mos jours
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collected the thoughts and writings of a lifetime and proceeded
to write the first specifically ecclesiological treatise in the his-
tory of Christian theology. This Summa de Ecclesia, composed
about 14538, together with the Commentaria super Decretum
(1464), represents the culmination of a career of thorough
study and heated debate.

Despite the statement of the preface of the Summa that it
is written “against the adversaries of the Church and the
primacy of the apostolic see,” this mature masterwork of the
theologian of the papal resurgence does not deserve to be writ-
ten off as solely or blindly polemic. In fact, the key point of
his theology, papal infallibility, demonstrates by its central
positioning a nuanced conception of the petrine role influenced
by the Thomistic Scholastic tradition as much as the attacks
of conciliarists and Hussites. This infallibility, though a rela-
tively new concept at the time, evokes a certain organic vision
of the role of magisterium, especially the papal, in the life of
faith of the individual Christian and the unity of the entire
Christian church. Thus this thought, crucial to the later under-
standing of the infallibility of papal decisions of faith, also dis-
closes the important Thomistic conceptions which underlie
much of the development of this doctrine and which might
contribute significantly to a renewal of a theology of the papal
magisterium within the post-conciliar church.

We shall treat Torquemada’s view on infallibility in the
Summa de Ecclesia by first looking at the argumentation of
Chapters 109-112, discussing its relation to Torquemada’s
earlier exposition of infallibility at Nurnberg and Mainz (1438-
1489), these chapters’ place within the work, and then the
argumentation itself. Secondly, we shall attempt to uncover
the internal movement of the argument to determine if there
is a central point being made, which discussion will necessitate
a brief look at the principal antecedents of Torquemada’s posi-

(Paris: Blond & Gay), Vol. XIV (1964), pp. 516-519; Vol. XV (1951), pp. 16-65;
cf. also Francis Oakley, The Western Church in the Later Middle Ages (Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell Univ. Press, 1979), pp. 55-79.





















































































































































































































































































































