DOGMA AND HERESY REVISITED:
A HEIDEGGERIAN APPROACH

[ 1)

theological problem, one must be careful to avoid forcing

theological data to conform to an ontology. It is easily
assumed that since ontology provides a general account of be-
ing (and theology deals with being) , ontology can account for
the being which is of concern to theology. This view supposes
that being is intelligible; between a coherent ontology and a
critically reflective theology there should be no contradiction.
Indeed, without such a presupposition theology could never be
in dialogue with other branches of learning.

A theology of revelation, for example, depends upon a par-
ticular account of human being and reflects some underlying
ontological scheme. Is this not what happens in Paul Tillich’s
“method of correlation ”? Tillich analyzed human being in a
way that exposes its openness to and need for revelation; reve-
lation is complementary to human being in its natural,
estranged existence.* Karl Rahner and Ray Hart have made
similar moves: anthropology undergoes a transposition to be-
come theological anthropology.? For Bernard Lonergan, phi-
losophy anticipates theology as the higher viewpoint on God,
human being, and the world.?

But there is a difficulty. By approaching theology by way of
philosophy, does the “ structure ” of revelation get interpreted
in advance through a metaphysical anthropology? To some
degree, it does; attempts to describe revelation primarily in
biblical rather than philosophical categories bear witness to this

IN APPLYING a particular philosophical perspective to a

1 Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology, 8 vols, (Chicago, 1951), 1:59-66.

2See Kail Rahner, Hearers of the Word, trans. Michael Richards (New York,
1969), and Ray Hart, Unfinished Man and the Imagination (New York, 1968).

8 Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (New York,
1957), chapter 20.
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difficulty.* One could maintain that revelation has already
transformed human being so that ontology reflects a nature
which lies under grace; religion and the question about God
belong to the existential condition of human being. For Rah-
ner, general revelation has already occurred as the historical
manifestation of God’s universal salvific will.® But it is Rah-
ner’s ontology that renders his view of revelation intelligible.
He proceeds (as many theologians do) on the supposition that
ontology discloses universal features of human being; his philo-
sophical account of human being is therefore universal.® But
the same philosophical account could be supposed by any reli-
gion, for the description itself is indifferent to determinate reli-
gious community; it describes human nature as such.

An alternative approach is to start with human existence as
concretely modified by a particular, determinate religious com-
munity.” Human nature is always located in determinate con-
texts which are provided by specific histories, languages, and
cultures. Thus, while temporality is a feature of human being
as such, the temporality of a Buddhist world view and that of
a Christian world view may be different.® It is a little mislead-
ing to talk about human nature in universal terms because
what exist are actual, historical, and culturally concrete peo-
ple; this cultural concreteness is manifested through language,
social structure, and tradition. Human nature does not exist
in a detached sort of way. One uncovers what human nature
means by searching in the direction of greater concreteness
rather than in the direction of greater abstraction.

4 See the “ Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation ” (Dei Verbum) in The
Documents of Vatican II, ed. Walter Abbott (New York. 1966), and volume 3 of
the Commentary on the Documents of Vatican II, ed. lierbert Vorgrimler (New
York, 1969), pp. 155-272. Also, Gabriel Moran, Theology of Revelation (New York,
1966) .

5 Karl Rahner, “ History of the World and Salvation-History ” and “ Christianity
and the Non-Christian Religions,” Theological Investigations, volume 5, trans.
Karl-H. Kruger (London, 1966), pp. 97-184.

6 See Karl Rahner, Spirit in the World, trans. Wm. Dych (New York, 1968).

7 See Edward Farley, Ecclesial Man (Philadelphia, 1975), pp. 57-64.

8 Farley, pp. 92-93. Also, see John B. Cobb, Jr., The Structure of Christian Ex-
istence (Philadelphia, 1967).
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Edward Farley refers to the way in which abstract features
of human being are concretely modified in determinate social
contexts as the “ principle of positivity.” If Farley’s principle
is applied to an analysis of revelation, then one should begin
reflecting from the side of concretion rather than from the
formal and abstract side of ontology or metaphysical anthro-
pology. Revelation will be understood in terms of the way in
which human existence has been redemptively modified by a
particular historical community of faith.

With these concerns in mind, it is with some reserve that I
draw upon the philosophy of Martin Heidegger to discuss the
notions of dogma and heresy. Yet his thinking is theologically
attractive, perhaps because his description of truth as the reve-
lation of Being sounds religious. A better reason is that his no-
tion of truth permits us to speak of a continuing revelation
without implying that revelation develops. Needless to say,
neither Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein nor his analysis of truth
is particularly Christian. But the notion of truth underlying a
great deal of Christian theology has not been especially Chris-
tian either. Thus from time to time it has been important to
recall the richness of the biblical notion of truth over those of
the western epistemological tradition.?

I. The Nature of the Event of Revealing

The way in which the development of dogma has been con-
ceived and explained in Roman Catholic theology has been in-
sufficient to carry the weight of a non-propositional view of
revelation.*® Scripture and revelation are not equivalent terms;
scripture consists of written statements, but revelation (in its

9 See, for example, Walter Kasper, Dogma unter dem Wort Gottes (Mainz, 1965),
and Ignace de la Potterie, La Vérité dans Saint Jean, 2 vols. (Rome, 1977).

10 The problem, as I see it, is that a theory of dogmastic development presupposes
a theology of revelation, and a theology of revelation rests upon a notion of truth.
While most contemporary theologies of revelation have been adjusted in terms of
a non-propositional understanding of truth, theories of dogmatic development tend
to rely on a notion of truth which is propositional. See, for instance, Georg Séll,
Dogma und Dogmaentwicklung (Freiburg, 1971), and Jan Walgrave, Unfolding
Revelation (Philadelphia, 1972).
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primary mode) is non-propositional because the original occur-
rence of truth is always non-propositional. Similarly, revela-
tion and dogma are not equivalent; like scripture, dogma might
be said to represent divinely communicated truth, not in
terms of the verbal statements themselves but as expressing an
encounter with the God of Jesus Christ. Revelation is the event
of God’s self-disclosure, and this event must be repeated
(though not always in the same way) if later generations are
to discover God and not just the information which Christians
have about him.

Although the Christian revelatory event does not survive as
scriptural propositions and creedal statements, that event does
occur linguistically. That is to say, the divine encounter hap-
pens in and through language, but the event of self-disclosure
cannot be contained in statements like water in a glass. The
prominence of hermeneutics in contemporary theology indi-
cates the importance of this insight.** If truth is conceived as
the coming to presence of Being, as an occurrence of meaning
rather than as a mental conformity to a state of affairs, then
both scripture and dogma can be treated as potential instances
of revelation in the Heideggerian sense* But is the Heideg-
gerian notion of revealing analogous to the way theology con-
ceives the revelation of God? One might answer with a quali-
fied yes, particularly if one is sympathetic to the apophatic
tradition within Christian theology.**

11 See, for example, Robert W. Funk, Language, Hermeneutic, and Word of God
(New York, 1966) ; Bernard Lonergan, Method i Theology (New York, 1972), pp.
153-173; and Raymond E. Brown, “ Hermeneutics ” in The Jerome Biblical Com-
mentary, ed. Raymond Brown, Joseph Fitzmyer, and Roland Murphy (Englewood
Cliffs, 1968), pp. 605-623.

12 There are other means of divine revealing besides dogma and scripture; for
example, sermon and sacrament also mediate God’s presence. Dogma and heresy
are not comparable terms because heresy includes the falsification of dogma as well
as the misuse of scripture, sermon, sacrament, and theology. On the relation be-
tween Heidegger’s notion of Being and Christian theology, see two important essays:
James Robinson, “ The German Discussion of the Later Heidegger ”, and Heinrich
Ott, “ What Is Systematic Theology? ” in James M. Robinson and John B. Cobb,
Jr., eds., The Later Heidegger and Theology (New York, 1963), pp. 8-76, 77-111.

18 See Harvey Egan, “ Christian Apophatic and Kataphatic Mysticisms,” The-
ological Studies 39 (1978), 399-426.
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1. Heidegger: The Revealing of Being

Heidegger tried to give an account of Being which moved
behind the cultural and historical determinations of western
metaphysics since the Greeks, a procedure which he referred
to as one of destroying the history of metaphysics “ historiolo-
gically ”.** This move was repeated each time he meditated on
the philosophy of thinkers like Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, and
Plato, in order to retrieve their thinking experience of Being.
He understood Being as the pervasive foundation of all think-
ing and of all history; human history could be viewed then as
the ongoing human response to the manifestations of Being. It
is human destiny to be called by Being, and history should be
understood in terms of what has given or disclosed itself to us.
Conversely, history consists of what man has or has not allowed
to become manifest. But it is Being which makes history pos-
sible because it is the concrete yet hidden presence which makes
Dasein to be what it is.*®

For Heidegger, therefore, the history of Being and the his-
tory of the human race are inseparable. His account of Being
is not like the systems of Plato and Aristotle, another phi-
losophy which theology could appropriate. It is not a meta-
physics of being which remains indifferent to historical times
and places, as applicable to Christianity as it is to Buddhism.
Basically, Heidegger’s account of Being is not an ontology.
Being is what shows itself, and truth is the unconcealed. There
will never be a time when Being will be totally revealed, for
Being is not the unknown gradually making itself intelligible.
Being is not mind (nous). Thus human history, which is also

14 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Rob-
inson (New York, 1962), p. 41ff.

15 William Richardson writes: “Let us say, then, that Being sends itself, or
e-mits (sich schickt) itself to Dasein. It sends itself to Dasein, therefore Dasein is
part of the process; Dasein is com-mitted (Schicksal) in the e-vent. Taken together,
this e-mitting of Being and com-mitting of Dasein may be described as a unified
e-vent and called ‘ mittence > (Geschick). This is the e-vent out of which the onto-
logical difference issues forth.” See “ Heidegger and God—and Professor Jonas,”
Thought 40 (1965), 35.
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the history of Being, is nothing other than the history of the
occurrences of the ontological difference between Being and
beings; it is the thinker’s task to articulate what has revealed
itself to or hidden itself from historically existent Dasein.

2. Revelation and Christian Experience

The major doctrinal claim of Christian faith is that the un-
seen God has communicated himself to his creatures in and
through Jesus Christ. The evidence for this claim has to be
evaluated in terms of the way in which human beings have
been transformed by that communication. In other words, the
meaning of revelation for Christian faith is understood in terms
of the achievement of redemptive existence. Redemption con-
tinues to occur as one is incorporated into the believing com-
munity, hears the scriptural proclamation, remembers and
celebrates the founding events of Christian faith, and grows in
self-transcending love. For the Christian, redeemed existence
appears to be a determinate possibility of human being. It does
not simply parallel the attainment of enlightenment in Budd-
hist existence, for example, since Buddhism represents a dif-
ferent modification of human possibilities.

The meaning of revelation, therefore, is primarily understood
from the experience of Christian existence; the principle of
positivity commits us to such a position. Just as Being is what
has disclosed itself to historically existent Dasein (and can be
observed from Dasein’s history), so also the divine self-com-
munication is known through what has shaped and trans-
formed the members of a religious community. What matters
are determinate occurrences rather than universal principles
or a priori structures of human being. Both in Heidegger’s
thought and in Christian theology the process of revelation is
determinate and historically positive. But the process of reve-
lation in Heidegger’s thinking always involves a coming to pass
of the ontological difference, and so we shall suggest that God’s
self-disclosure in scripture and dogma involves a coming to
pass of the theological difference. This is the basis of the claim
that revelation is a broader category than scripture, tradition,
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or dogma. The main difference between Heidegger and Chris-
tian theology on the matter of revelation does not lie so much
_in the notion of revelation itself as in the fact that Heideg-
ger’s notion of Being is not equivalent to the Christian notion

of God.

I1. The Relation between Dogma and Revelation

Tt would be helpful to distinguish revelation as process from
revelation as content. For Heidegger, revelation is simply the
process in which Being comes to presence; Being reveals itself
as non-objectifying presence. In Christian theology we speak
of God’s self-communication as revelation. The content of
revelation is thus God himself, and the process of his revealing
consists of the words and deeds (or the event) in which the
divine presence and purposes are known. Since revelation
comes to expression in words, scripture and dogma pertain to
the process of revelation rather than to its content. In Hei-
deggerian terms, Being comes to presence as Saying, that is,
linguistically. But to say that God is the content of revela-
tion can be misleading because God never becomes an object
of which we take possession: God is, in principle, not-to-be-
grasped (CaxardAyrrov) 1

Verbal statements derive from an original meaning-event.
Even the biblical narrative remains the verbal expression of an
initial revelatory experience which somehow becomes available
to the reader because the written text continues to mediate

18 Gregory of Nyssa wrote: “. .. the one who is going to associate intimately
¥

with God must go beyond all that is visible and (lifting up his own mind, as to a
mountaintop, to the invisible and incomprehensible) believe that the divine is there
where the understanding does not reach.” See The Life of Moses, trans. Abraham
J. Malherbe and Everett Ferguson (New York, 1978), p. 43. Would it be outside
of the question to see a connection between Heidegger’s claim that Being comes to
presence as Saying, and the Christian claim that God is the one who has a Word?
That Word cannot be objectified by human thinking, and so God never becomes
an object in relation to the human subject; God is “ there ”, but never as an object,
not even an unreachable object. See Heidegger, The Piety of Thinking, trans. James
G. Hart and John C. Maraldo (Bloomington, 1976), pp. 22-31. Also, see Peter
C. Hodgson, Jesus: Word and Presence (Philadelphia, 1971) pp. 110-130.
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God’s saving presence. When truth is regarded as the uncon-
cealed (Being disclosing itself in a language event), then the
reading of scripture, preaching, and sacrament will be accom-
panied by a hermeneutic of faith. That is, the chief homiletic
task on these terms will appear to be one of interpretation.
But when one views revelation as propositions to be accepted
as correct information about divine things, then the chief homi-
letic task will be to teach sound doctrine and to repeat the
traditional formulations of belief.

Revelation as process refers to the event of God’s coming to
presence historically. Because God addresses human beings,
the form of that address respects human historicality and lin-
guisticality. The particular events in which God made himself
known become part of a community’s corporate experience and
memory. Written texts record the primordial faith experience;
songs, poems, and narratives represent symbolically trans-
formed accounts of God’s saving action. They testify to the
human awareness of a God whose presence is always a gift."”

According to Heidegger, the derivative nature of human as-
sertions makes the retrieval of meaning imperative.* In terms
of his later thought, to understand the history of the revealing
and concealment of Being requires foundational thinking in
order to recover what was granted to past thinkers and which
continues to call upon us to think.** The moment of disclosure
(revelation) is not independent of the moment of interpreta-
tion (hermeneutics). Now, dogma also has a derivative char-
acter. If the meaning of a dogma is to be retrieved, an effort
at foundational thinking (conceived in theological terms) is
called for. Otherwise dogma will lose touch with the ground
in religious experience from which it arose. To put the matter
in other words: thinking is foundational as it thinks Being and

17 See Rahner, Foundations of Christian Faith, trans. William Dych (New York,
1978), pp. 44-68.

18 Being and Time, section 83, pp. 195-208.

19 Sece What is Called Thinking?, trans. J. Glenn Gray and F. Wieck (New York,
1968) and the “ Memorial Address ” in Discourse on Thinking, trans. John Ander-
son and E. Hans Freund (New York, 1966).



DOGMA AND HERESY REVISITED 517

theological reflection becomes foundational as it thinks God.
And as thinking Being is more than conceptualization about
- beings, so theological reflection is called to be more than a mat-
ter of clarifying one’s concepts about religious things.

1. Dogma as a Moment of the Theological Difference

What comes to expression in dogma, and where do new dog-
mas come from? Let me sketch two possible answers, one fair-
ly straightforward and the second somewhat complex. The
simple answer would run as follows:

Truth comes to expression in dogma, or conversely, dogmas
enunciate religious truths. Since dogma is related to scripture
and to revelation (both of which are grounded in a divine ini-
tiative) , dogmas could be called divine truths. And where do
they come from? Throughout the history of the Christian reli-
gion, we note that the great Church (through councils) or local
churches (through synods) found it necessary to affirm the
meaning or understanding of their faith. Sometimes the logic
of that faith challenged the Church to reflect deeply on what it
believed. At other times the Church had to face questions
which called for a comprehension of its belief in the light of new
circumstances; what, for instance, was the status of baptisms
performed by heretics? Dogmas then arose out of the press of
history as the Church met challenges, controversy, and new
cultural and social conditions. Since the Spirit guides the
Church, bringing it to the fullness of truth, dogmatic truths are
a sign of the Spirit’s action. Denial of one of these truths would
constitute heresy. Often enough, however, what turned out to
be heresy coexisted for a time alongside orthodoxy. But once
a threat to the proper understanding of faith was perceived,
those who continued to cling to their unorthodox belief were
called heretics. The ultimate reason for dogmatic development,
therefore, is historical, social, and cultural process. The norm
of authenticity would consist of apostolic faith as it persists in
scripture, the tradition, the teaching office, and the sensus

fidelium.
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A more theological description of dogmatic development
would start by distinguishing the concretely, historically re-
vealing God from the multiple ways in which that revealing
occurs. In none of these ways does the divine reality come so
totally to presence that the difference between created and
uncreated being vanishes. Even in the person of Jesus this
difference is not eliminated. In other words, no finite expres-
sion of the divine self-disclosure exhausts the reality of God.
In fact, the finite expression is revelatory only as long as in and
through it the divine reality becomes and remains present. The
way Being emerges out of its hiddenness pertains to the onto-
logical difference; Being is itself the clearing apart from which
beings would always remain concealed. Yet even in the con-
cealment of beings, Being reveals itself as the clearing which
makes disclosiveness possible. But the event of presencing can
be lost; beings can become concealed through forgottenness or
dissimulation.?

The theological difference recognizes that finite being ap-
pears as finite only by relation to its infinite ground. To de-
velop the analogy, it could be said that uncreated being is
somehow always present whenever finite being manifests itself
precisely in its finiteness. Finite being appears as something
other than it actually is when the theological difference is for-
gotten. The created is mistaken for the uncreated and a basic
deception occurs. Out of this dissimulation sin is made pos-
sible; finite being conceals its own finiteness and one begins to
behave accordingly. The fault or rift in human nature appears,
in a Heideggerian context, as the tendency to forget the theo-
logical difference.

Dogma is an instance of the theological difference. No single
dogma can pretend to express the whole of divine reality.

20 This is the main idea behind Heidegger’s notion of truth. See Being and
Time, section 44, pp. 257-273, and also “ On the Essence of Truth,” trans, R. F. C.
Hull and Alan Crick, in Ezistence and Being (Chicago, 1949). The German ver-
sion of this important essay, “ Vom Wesen der Wahrheit,” appears in Wegmarken
(Frankfurt, 1967). A translation of the fourth edition of the essay was prepared
by John Sallis for Martin Heidegger, Basic Writings, ed. David Farrell Krell
(New York, 1977), pp. 117-157. Also, see W. B. Macomber, The Anatomy of
Disillusion: Martin Heidegger’s Notion of Truth (Evanston, 1967).
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While dogma represents an instance of divine self-disclosure,
dogma always remains but a sign or symbol whose meaning de-
pends upon a divine revealing. Dogma signifies a particular
event of God’s coming to presence and therefore also draws at-
tention to its own intrinsic limitation. Dogma’s essentially
finite nature is signified by its historical particularity, its nec-
essary containment in propositions whose meaning stands ever
in need of retrieval, and its restrictiveness (for dogma can
never be a total self-disclosure of God). When its basic finite-
ness is forgotten, dogma dissimulates; dogma appears as some-
thing other than it is when one regards dogma as absolute and
the truth it proposes to express as immutable. If the historicity
of dogma is forgotten, what is finite lets itself become unhis-
torical: dogma as truth about God becomes a deception and
the divine reality is no longer revealed but hidden. Conse-
quently, dogma will appear as dogma (and thereby as finite)
only within the theological difference.

2. Dogma as the Temporalizing of Revelation

Dogma is disclosive of religious meaning when it stands in
the clearing which is God’s saving presence. Neither scripture,
tradition, nor creedal statement is coextensive with that pres-
ence. (There is no attempt here to explain or justify the exist-
ence of scripture or dogma, but only to indicate the relation
between dogma and revelation—a relation which also obtains
between revelation and scripture.) Now, if there is to be de-
velopment of dogma, then revelation must be continual, Let
us examine in what sense this is the case.

Historicity is a feature both of the dogmatic formulation and
of the revealing action of God. The sense in which God can
be said to have a history depends on the view one adopts of
the nature of Christian revelation and, by that very fact, of
the nature of God. Timelessness, at any rate, is not a feature
of human being. Whatever Dasein touches is thereby tem-
poralized.™

21 Being and Time, sections 67-71, pp. 383-423. The implications of temporality
for theological method are carefully worked out from a perspective of the sociology
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But temporality does not automatically connote develop-
ment. If this were so, then Being could be said to develop; in
Heidegger’s thinking, such is not the case. Within a Heideg-
gerian context one would more appropriately talk about the
temporalizing of revelation than about the development of
dogma, for through Dasein’s historicality revelation is tem-
poralized. The presencing of Being is necessarily historical **

The idea that a formula can capture a timeless essence, a uni-
versal and necessary truth, and always and everywhere faith-
fully articulate that truth, contradicts the basic historicity of
Dasein. Words change their meanings, old meanings become
senseless in later contexts, and contexts shift according to cul-
tural, social, political, and geographic conditions. Words are
not one thing and meaning another. The historicity of words
is intrinsically connected with the historicity of the what-is
which reveals itself. Therefore, the very process of coming to
presence is an historical one. Indeed, if it is Being that makes
revealing possible (for Being is pure presence) , then Being can-
not be conceived except as time.?

The phrase “ temporalizing of revelation ” (instead of “de-
velopment of dogma ) helps to illumine the theological side
of the process. The non-theological side simply describes de-
velopment as a process from the less differentiated state to a

of knowledge by Edward Farley. See his treatment of “ecclesial duration” in
Ecclesial Reflection: An Anatomy of Theological Method (Philadelphia, 1982),
PP. 217-299.

22 Richardson says: ““ Dasein is finite transcendence and its ultimate meaning
(that is, the source of its unity) is time. As transcendence, Dasein is continually
passing beyond beings to Being, that is, continually coming to Being in such a
way that Being is continually coming to Dasein. This continual coming is Dasein’s
future. But Being comes to a Dasein that already is, and this condition of al-
ready-having-been—this is Dasein’s past. Being, then, comes as future to Dasein
through Dasein as past. Finally, because Being comes to Dasein it renders beings
manifest, that is, renders them present to Dasein and Dasein to them. That is
Dasein’s present. Now the unity of future-past-present of Dasein constitutes the
unity of time so that the source of unity of Dasein is the unity of time itself ”
(art. cit., pp. 33-34).

23 Heidegger, On Ti¢me and Being trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York, 1972),
pp. 1-24.
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more differentiated one. On this showing, there has been theo-
logical development because theology, like every intellectual
~ enterprise, behaves logically. This development has been both
contingent (because development is often prompted by histori-
cal events, the appearance of certain persons, the discovery of
ancient manuscripts, the questions posed by successive cultures
and various disciplines) and directed (because dominant ques-
tions have guided certain kinds of inquiry and research, and
generated new areas of interest; related insights give way to
viewpoints; higher viewpoints emerged and theological schools
or traditions were formed). The history of dogma has been
part of the history of theology. It too bears traits that are at
once contingent (like the birth of Arius) and directed (the
context of thought established by the prevailing winds of
Augustine’s doctrine of grace). Sometimes the Church came
to confess in later centuries what was accepted implicitly in
earlier ones (the appropriateness of infant baptism, for ex-
ample), and sometimes the later Church confessed doctrines
which were outside the purview of apostolic consciousness
(Mary as the mother of God).

Yet none of this means that later faith is more “developed
than the faith of the first disciples. The theological problem in
the history of Christian faith, which the word “ development ”
does not settle, concerns God’s role in that history. Dogmatic
development cannot be reduced to the logical, historical prog-
ress of Christian ideas.?*

A formal solution to the problem posed by development has
to affirm two things. First, the revelatory events which con-
stituted Christian faith during the apostolic generation are
closed. Secondly, revelation continues in and through the en-
suing history of the Church. God continues his address through
the determinate forms of scripture and cult and in conjunction
with that lived experience which keeps a tradition alive. These
affirmations represent the consensus of Catholic theologians

24 See Karl Rahner, “ The Development of Dogma,” Theological Investigations,
volume 1, trans. Cornelius Ernst (London, 1961), especially pp. 51-53.
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who have written on dogmatic development.”® How are the
aflirmations to be brought into harmony?

While it is true that many later doctrines are not precisely
located in scripture, it does not follow that they are not re-
vealed. For they come to presence at that place where Chris-
tian religious forms (like scripture, preaching, and liturgical ac-
tion) meet life experiences which are different from those of the
disciples. It is not that the later Church put questions to scrip-
ture which scripture never raised, but that the Gospel addresses
people in situations not envisioned in the life-world of the
evangelists. Dogma arises out of a revelatory setting because
the Gospel has been proclaimed in a determinate situation and
heard there. It would not be incorrect, therefore, to speak of
the “ there ” of the Gospel as Heidegger spoke of the “ there ”
of Dasein. In both cases, the basic feature of the “ there” is
that the “ there ” is hermeneutical.

Heidegger claimed that Being calls forth thinking by giving
itself to thought. There is a facticity about the history of
thought which stems from Dasein’s thrownness, the sheer
“ givenness ” of its there, and the specific way in which Being
at any moment presents itself to thought. Dasein necessarily
temporalizes the giving and the giving encounters Dasein in the
specific historical, social, and cultural situation of its there.
While Being does not develop, it cannot be thought of apart
from time. In Dasein’s temporalizing, Being reveals itself in
beings (even the being of dogmas) ; entities disclose themselves
in the Lichtung (clearing), but Being always remains con-
cealed.

25 This point is based on a consideration of the ontological difference in Heidegger
and the soctal-phenomenological principle of determinateness in Farley’s Ecclesal
Man. The ontological difference always occurs concretely and determinately. The
same point is made by another route in David Tracy, Blessed Rage for Order
(New York, 1975). He argues that there are two sources for theology in a re-
visionist model of doing theology today, namely, Christian texts and common
human experience and language (p. 48ff.). Tracy carries the idea much further
in The Andalogical Imagination: Christian Theology and the Culture of Pluralism
(New York, 1981), pp. 99-229. Also, see Gerald O’Collins, Fundamental Theology
(New York, 1981), pp. 99-102.
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What then is to be said about the notion of development?
Development is one of the ways in which Being discloses itself
as it bestows itself on thought. The revealing events continue
without implying that one day, when all possible objects have
been inquired about, Being itself will be totally manifest. Such
a conclusion would entirely miss the point of the ontological
difference. Similarly, it would be inappropriate to think of
dogmas as adding to the Christian inventory on divine things
to the point where nothing further is to be known about God.*®
This idea would completely miss the point of the theological
difference. As we shall see shortly, the precarious feature
about dogmas (as about all beings) is that they conceal as well
as disclose; what is concealed is ontologically far more note-
worthy than what is revealed.

The revealing of Being is not to be understood in terms of
development or cumulative differentiation, but in terms of be-
stowal (what gives itself to thought) and temporalizing. This
is not to deny the phenomenon of development which is so ob-
vious in organic process and the growth of understanding. De-
velopment is one of the ways in which Being manifests itself.
But Being manifests itself this way because Dasein temporal-
izes from within the context in which it is thrown. By analogy,
the temporalizing of revelation becomes the whence of new
dogmas. But revelation as content does not develop; this would
be a misleading description of what revelation is in theological
terms. Nevertheless, divine revealing assumes a history because
we temporalize the saving, eventful action of God.

Because the factors surrounding the emergence of each
dogma, are so historically contingent, the history of dogma is
skewed along the axis of particular time-bound concerns. But
if dogma is related to revelation, and if Christian revelation

26 “ A man may know completely and ponder thoroughly every created thing and
its works, yes, and God’s works, too, but not God himself. Thought cannot compre-
hend God. And so, I prefer to abandon all I can know, choosing rather to love
him whom I cannot know. Though we cannot know him we can love him. By love
he may be touched and embraced, never by thought.” The Cloud of Unknoawing,
ed. William Johnston (New York, 1973), p. 54.
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is seen as having occurred originally in a specific historical-
cultural context, then a basic concern has already appeared
and persists in the revelation event itself. The divine concern
was insinuated into a particular history, culture, language, and
social setting.

Can one accept the original event and dispense with the sub-
sequent dogmatic history? That is a thorny question. The
meaning of the original events is not reached apart from the
intervening tradition, and thus the subsequent history is not
dispensable.’” However, the tradition itself is relativized by its
constant reference to revelation, by the manner in which the
divine reality comes to presence throughout the centuries.
Thus it is not dogma which is binding but revelation, and it is
imperative to note that revelation does not reside above history
as some timeless essence against which Christianity through
the ages judges itself. There is no Christianity apart from its
various historical incarnations. Revelation is the coming to
presence of divine reality in determinate historical settings.
When the process becomes content, we recall that the only con-
tent to be known is what has become historically and concrete-
ly manifest and not a timeless essence.?

Two paradoxes might help to summarize these remarks. It is
as correct to say that God moves slowly through history as to
say that history moves slowly through God. It is as correct to
say that human beings are the shepherds of God as to say that
God shepherds the human race.”® In revelation the divine pres-
ence becomes temporalized in a way accommodated to histor-
ical process and the dynamics of tradition. But it is the divine

27 This has been well explained and defended in Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and
Method (New York, 1975), pp. 245fL. and passim.

28 A further point could be added, as Maurice Wiles does: “ True continuity with
the age of the Fathers is not to be sought so much in the repetition of their doc-
trinal conclusions or even in their building upon them, but rather in the continua-
tion of their doctrinal aims.” See The Making of Christian Doctrine (Cambridge,
1967), p. 178.

29 See Heidegger’s essay, “ Letter on Humanism,” Martin Heidegger: Basic Writ-
ings, ed. David Farrell Krell (New York, 1977), pp. 193-242, esp. p. 221: “Man
is the shepherd of Being.”
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saving presence which makes history or tradition revelatory,
and human beings must tend that presence if the tradition is
- to remain alive.

Finally, what calls forth dogma in the first place? Develop-
ment is not the answer, for development is only a characteristic
of the way Being discloses itself. Nor is the question answered
by saying that human beings need dogma in order to clarify
their belief and give definition to their faith. In most instances,
dogmas were called forth by the presence of heterodoxy. Dog-
mas were enunciated in the face of heresy.*

I11. Heresy: The Matter of Divine Concealment

The errors of heretics and blasphemers force us to deal with unlaw-
ful matters, to scale perilous heights, to speak unutterable words,
to trespass on forbidden ground. Faith ought in silence to fulfill
the commandments, worshiping the Father, reverencing with him
the Son, abounding in the Holy Spirit, but we must strain the poor
resources of our language to express thoughts too great for words
in daring to embody in human terms truths which ought to be
hidden in the silent veneration of the heart.®

Taking Hilary of Poitiers at his word, it would not be far-
fetched to claim that the history of Christian faith has been as
much the history of heresy as the history of dogma. Athanasius
may have been of the same mind, for it was the Arians who
forced him to adopt non-scriptural language against his better
judgment.*® And Pope Callistus at least initially believed that

30 See my article, “ An Essay on the Development of Dogma in a Heideggerian
Context,” The Thomist 39 (1975), 471-495. Also, What Are They Saying About
Dogma? (New York, 1978).

31 St, Hilary of Poitiers, De T'rinitate, Book 2, as cited by Maurice Wiles, op. cit.,
Pp. 82-33.

82 De decretis nicaenae synodi, 32. Lonergan draws attention to this in The Way
to Nicea (Philadelphia, 1976), p. 14. Also, see J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian
Creeds (London, 1972, 8rd ed.), pp. 242-262. The recent work of Robert C.
Gregg and Dennis E. Groh, Early Arianism: A View of Salvation (Philadelphia,
1681), presents the Arian controversy in a different historical light. I find the
study attractive because it forces one to re-consider the appropriateness of the
heresy and dogma labels which were brought to bear upon a sensitive and influen-
tial christological problem.
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Sabellius had a better scriptural case than Hippolytus. Had
they been content to live with the trinitarian ambiguities of
the New Testament, Tertullian would have been without a
cause.*

The history of heresy has not always been the journey from
the unknown to the known, from what was uncertain and am-
biguous to what was authoritative and clear. In the Middle
Ages, for instance, the orthodox starting point was generally
clear, but social and historical factors clouded that clarity and
paved the way for a gradual dissimulation:

We have to explain how a doctrine like that of the poverty of
Christ can so change its import that while its apostle, St. Francis,
was canonized, its more extreme followers were, less than a century
later, persecuted and finally condemned: why what for Innocent
IIT was spiritual reform became for John XXII doctrinal error.
These are questions that focus upon Christian society; they can
only be answered by considering heresy as a part of it.**

Heresy in the early Church had different proportions from
heresy in the Middle Ages. A faith struggling to define its iden-
tity, to answer questions never raised before, and forced to wit-
ness to the Gospel through martyrdom, stands in a different
position from a faith established and institutionalized, and
which found itself compromised by the standards of the world
it was supposed to save.

But it was heresy that moved the Church to define and pro-
nounce, the only alternative in a world of orthodoxy which was
incapable of grasping the possibility of dissent.*® Yet it would
be hard to imagine a development of dogma apart from heresy,
for heresy indicated movement, questioning, speculation, his-
tory, and life. Dogmatic development is indebted to the Spirit
which guides the Church in all truth (John 16:13), but that
does not automatically place heresy behind the lines of the
enemy of truth. Sometimes, indeed, it does. Then again, it

38 See J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (New York, 1959), pp. 121-125.

84 Gordon Leff, Heresy in the Later Middle Ages: The Relation of Heterodoxy to
Dissent ¢. 1250-¢.1450, 2 vols. (New York, 1967), 1:4-5.

85 Lefl, op. cit., 1:47.
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was not always easy to distinguish the hero from the villain.
Bishops were not above treachery to win the orthodox cause,
and the Inquisition was an irreligious method of safeguarding
the integrity of the Gospel. If one does resort to force in order
to protect the truth, does dissimulation become inevitable? Ac-
counts of dogmatic development are essentially theologies of
revelation; we want to show now why heresy should not be
omitted from that theology.

1. Heresy as Untruth

Heidegger’s analysis of truth, based on his interpretation of
the Greek word ’eMjfea, includes the notions of unconcealment
(truth as the coming to presence of what-is) and concealment
(untruth as the hiddenness from which what-is shows itself but
from which beings are never permanently released). Beings
are wrested from their hiddenness by Dasein, in whose “ there ”
they show themselves. Un-truth is not error, although it is the
condition for its possibility, since error involves taking some-
thing to be what it is not; what it is remains hidden.

Heresy itself is not un-truth but an indication of the hid-
denness of Being; and because beings cannot be permanently
released from their concealment, dogma too can dissimulate
and conceal what it is supposed to manifest. When viewed
theologically and not just sociologically, heresy represents
theological un-truth inasmuch as one who thinks heresy testi-
fies to the fact that the mystery of God is “ naturally ” hidden
and cannot be seen without a revelation. Because of the theo-
logical difference, Being never comes completely and definitive-
ly to presence; it is disclosed as that which makes the mani-
festness of beings possible. Because of the theological differ-
ence, individual revelatory events can disclose the divine pres-
ence but in none of them does divine reality manifest itself
absolutely. Dogma is thus significant not only for what it
proposes to say abeut God but also for what it must leave un-
said. In short, dogma draws attention to what remains con-
cealed, and heresy discloses the fact that God’s concealment is
the way by which mystery is revealed and preserved.
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The “ unsaid ” feature of dogma refers to two things. First,
no generation of Christians totally grasps revealed truth: there
is no hypothetical quantity of truths awaiting human dis-
covery. Christianity exists only in its historical manifestations.
In this case, the unsaid refers to what is simply outside the
faith-consciousness of a particular age. Secondly, the unspoken
also refers to the intrinsic limitation of words, concepts, and
symbols. A dogma is an event which occurs within the focus
of faith; no dogma brings divine reality fully to presence. What
is significant, therefore, is that reality which one still does not
and cannot know. The theological term designating this aspect
of dogma is called mystery.®®

Mystery applies to other modes of divine presencing too.
For example, the unsaid element in scripture consists of the
power of the text to generate new meaning in a wide variety
of historical and cultural contexts. The language of scripture
may appear more symbolic than the language of dogma, for
dogmatic formulation intends a certain precision of meaning.
But dogmas have sometimes been known as mysteries or sym-
bols of faith. Such terminology attends to the intrinsic limita-
tions of our language and thinking, as well as to the way God
always exceeds the capacity of our words and ideas about him.

Heresy and diwvine hiddenness. Before one proceeds to por-
tray heresy as an error, one must reckon with the fact that God
never reveals himself totally. The difference between creator
and creature cannot be abrogated, and the creature lives au-
thentically when it remembers that difference. When the dif-
ference is forgotten, religious experience grows faithless and a
form of idolatry arises in terms of dogmatic fundamentalism.

Heresy usually designates what is contrary to orthodox be-
lief, but until belief is clarified a situation exists in which the
truth has not been formally and officially recognized. Where
does the truth reside during this unclarified stage? The com-
munity is experiencing something like the poet’s experience

36 Rahner, “ The Concept of Mystery in Catholic Theology,” Theological Investi-
gations, volume 4, trans. Xevin Smyth (London, 1966), pp. 36-73.
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with language as it struggles with the “unsaid” of faith.*
What is this like, and what is the connection between heresy
- and hiddenness?

There is a moment before the divine coming to presence
when religious understanding lies in need of illumination, the
moment in which the community struggles to articulate its
faith. The dogmatic proposition reflects the achievement of
thinking wherein the Church grasps its faith reflexively. But
in the moment before clarity is realized, heresy (which often
1s only recognized as such afterwards) signifies that divine sav-
ing reality has not yet come to presence. Heresy indicates the
hiddenness (though not necessarily the absence) of God. This
is not to equate heresy with hiddenness. Heresy is the sign
within a religiously ambiguous situation that the divine reality
has not yet revealed itself.

Hiddenness is not merely a passing feature of God’s nature.
God will not be less hidden once the obscurity of faith is re-
moved. Hiddenness is not quantitative; nor is it an essentially
secret dimension of divine reality, as if God for his own sake
had to preserve an impenetrable and inscrutable part of him-
self. God is indeed impenetrable, because the divine reality
cannot be figured out or manipulated, logically deduced or fixed
in propositions. Divine hiddenness is (to use Heidegger’s ex-
pression) “authentic untruth”; it is transcendent. Hidden-
ness manifests itself in the theological difference. Therefore,
even after a dogma has been affirmed through reflexive faith,
God is not less hidden than before. When a community forgets
this fact, dogma is apt to become heresy, not as untruth, but
as error.

Heresy as untruth thus draws our attention to a pervasive
dimension of divine reality. Even when heresy is rejected and
orthodox belief is officially confessed, the heretic remains as
evidence of the authentic untruth of God.

It is important to note that I am not speaking of heresy and

37 See Heidegger, Poetry, Language, Thought, trans. Albert Hofstadter (New
York, 1971), pp. 91-142,
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dogma in moral terms, implying that heretics are people of bad
faith and the orthodox have good faith. I am merely attend-
ing to the situation which heresy presupposes, namely, the
hiddenness of God.

2. Heresy as Error

If we have correctly argued the case for concealment, does
it follow that heresy is inevitable? To answer this we must
understand the situation in which the Church finds itself before
dogma, is articulated. Every new historical and cultural situa-
tion demands that revelation occur anew. From our side it
means that the saving acts of God have to be retrieved. From
God’s side, as it were, the new setting requires him to manifest
himself in a fresh act of meaning. When the community has
not yet stepped into the “ there ” of the Gospel either because
the revelatory event has not been completed or because faith-
lessness has prevented the community from hearing the divine
address, then we have the pre-condition of heresy.

Now revelation is not a private affair. Revelation happens
in the life of a people as they search the way in which God is
present in their historical existence. God discloses himself in a
socially determinate setting, and the way he addresses people
at one age will differ from the way he addresses them in an-
other. Heresy too is a moment in the life of a community, even
though it often appears first on the lips of a single person.
Heresy presages the repetition of the saving power of God and
prepares people to hear the divine address. What compels
human beings to seek out the divine presence anew? The hid-
denness of God and the human need to exist authentically, that
is, to live in the presence of God. The divine address occurs
differently in different times and places, and as long as the
mode of address has not been understood, heresy as untruth
will appear. For human beings will struggle to hear how God
is speaking to them, and in that struggle they often name him
the wrong way. But by doing so they ultimately call attention
to the community’s need to hear again the divine word, and
thereby they signal the divine concealment.
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The waywardness and inauthenticity which accompany his-
torical existence cannot be avoided; authentic existence is not
" accomplished apart from the struggle with one’s own fallen-
ness. One way in which fallenness manifests itself is through
what Heidegger calls “ calculative thought ”.*® Instead of ac-
cepting and allowing the grant of Being to thinking, one en-
gages in the manipulative and calculative thinking so charac-
teristic of technological society. The grant-character of Being
is forgotten. Casting this insight in religious terms, one could
say that revelation is a divine grant, the gracious self-com-
munication of God. The grace-character of revelatory events is
liable to be forgotten, however, as we become historically re-
moved from the immediacy of those events. Dogma is an in-
stance of the revelatory occurrence. It instantiates how God
addressed the community at a certain time and place within its
history. But dogma’s relation to revelation can be forgotten,
and it is then seen no longer within the horizon of grace but
as a propositional truth conveying information about divine
reality.

Dogma, therefore can dissimulate. Instead of appearing as a
revelatory moment within a horizon of grace, it appears propo-
sitionally and appeals to the calculative tendencies of human
beings. Truth is no longer viewed as having grasped us; truth
is regarded as something of which we have acquired possession.
In this dissimulation, dogma becomes error insofar as the one
holding the verbal formula no longer stands in the truth.

Error can arise from another corner. In attempting to cal-
culate the divine, to get a handle on divine truth, one forgets
the essentially gracious nature of the revelatory event. The
theological difference is overlooked. Heresy as untruth founded
on divine concealment becomes heresy as error. Once the con-

38 In addition to the “Letter on Humanism,” see * The Nature of Language” in
On the Way to Language, trans. Peter D. Hertz (New York, 1971). “ But because
we are caught in the prejudice nurtured through centuries that thinking is a matter
of ratiocination, that is, of calculation in the widest sense, the mere talk of a
neighborhood of thinking to poetry is suspect. Thinking is not a means to gain
knowledge. Thinking cuts furrows in the soil of Being” (p. 70).



532 WILLIAM REISER, S.J.

cealment is forgotten, a dissimulation takes place. The dis-
simulation, moreover, is not a mode of the divine being but the
result of that fallenness by which we are led to mistake what is
not true for what-is. Thus, a dogma which is confessed apart
from the horizon of grace may be inadvertently accepted as
true, but this truth has lost its foundation in authentic exist-
ence. oo
It is paradoxical that divine concealment is necessary if
there is to be a divine disclosure. But concealment is basic to
the theological difference. Apart from the difference God will
not be manifest as God. Concealment or mystery precedes the
revelatory event which occurs in the horizon of grace; mystery
prevents a premature closing of the mind to reality.

Divine reality, we might say, “ tabernacles ” itself in the face
of human waywardness, calculative thinking, and error: not
only is the divine presence concealed but the fact of conceal-
ment is forgotten. Still, the divine presence does not cease; it
persists as concealed and as forgotten. While unseen, divine
concealment remains the condition (though not the cause) of
error. Divine reality withdraws from any human attempt to
control it by tabernacling itself, and from the hiddenness of its
presence we are called back to the truth.

3. The Truth of Heresy

Our inquiry has led us to observe that concealment is the
condition for the possibility of heresy, but we should note that
concealment and dissimulation are not the same. Concealment
refers to the fact that God never comes totally to presence to
the finite spirit, but it is not in the divine nature to appear as
what it is not, that is, to dissemble. However, from an onto-
logical viewpoint dissimulation would be impossible if conceal-
ment had not occurred. From a theological viewpoint, divine
reality is never totally transparent to the creature; this condi-
tion makes error possible. In Heideggerian terms, Dasein as
falling and as inauthentic does not stand in the pure light of
Being. Beings then sometimes appear, not as they are, but in
ways in which Dasein forces them to appear. Thus, they hide
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themselves in their being; in the dissimulation Being conceals
itself. In other words, Dasein stands in the truth and in the un-
. truth of Being.

To some degree, heresy is inevitable, but the sense of heresy
ought not to be restricted to its classical forms in the early
christological and trinitarian controversies, Heresy includes all
the ways in which the divine presence as concealed appears to
human beings as disclosed. In heresy, God is understood or
grasped in ways in which he is not; the reason for this mistaken
grasp lies with the creature. The inevitability of heresy stems
from Dasein’s forgetfulness, which here means primarily a for-
getting of the divine hiddenness. Heresy can assume a variety
of forms: it may appear as Arianism or Pelagianism, or as a
widespread materialism, or as any of the other false gods by
which authentic existence is compromised. Common to every
form of heresy is a failure to hear the divine word.

But heresy cannot and should not be equated with bad faith,
and here I am referring to the one in whom heresy comes to
expression. The label ““heretic” usually connotes evil intent,
an implication which may or may not be accurate. Yet it is
one thing to misunderstand the divine address and bring it to
inadequate or even to erroneous expression; it is quite another
to close one’s ears against God’s revealing word.

Heresy and bad faith

We have been presupposing that God continues to speak to
the believing community; our business is responding with a
readiness to listen, to discern that word, and to allow the divine
presence to manifest itself. Now, when an individual is misled
by a desire to hear that address in his own way (thereby shap-
ing it according to his own pre-conditions), or when someone
refuses to submit what he thinks he has heard to the com-
munity’s discernment (since revelation is not a purely private
affair), then he has indicated in his own being, somewhere in
his own personhood, a refusal to allow the divine address on
its own terms. This unwillingness might show itself as a visible
obstinacy, or it may be buried in those recesses of mind and



534 WILLIAM REISER, 8.7.

heart where true intentions are not so easily identified. In
either case we have instances of heresy as bad faith.

According to Karl Rahner, heresy occupies a unique posi-
tion in Christianity because of the Christian religion’s “ very
radical attitude to truth.”*® Since God’s word is authoritative,
Rahner argues, it demands obedience. Heretics are those who
violate the relation of obedience to God’s word, to the revela-
tory event which is his truth. Heresy can exist only where
there has first been a community, that is, a union of hearts and
minds in the Spirit. The malice of heresy consists in its dis-
rupting the Spirit’s unifying action in fostering and promoting
community.

Rahner is more concerned with the acts of the heretic than
with the notion of heresy, however. He notes that, contrary to
what most people think, judgment is not a purely interior mat-
ter, for all judgments somehow influence the sphere of human
action. The erroneous judgment which heresy represents will
eventually affect the actions of the heretic and the disruption
of community will be enlarged. But Rahner realized that
heresy does not originate in error pure and simple; it begins in
an experience of the truth. He writes:

Furthermore, even in heresy itself there is concealed a dynamic re-
lation to the whole of Christian truth. Not, of course, in as much
as it is simply and formally an error and nothing else. But error
does not exist in this abstract purity in individual heresies as they
are actually propounded. Historically effective and powerful here-
sies are not simply assertions deriving from stupidity, obstinacy
and inadequate information. Rather are they rooted in an authen-
tic and original experience moulded by some reality and truth. It
is quite possible, and it is probably so in most cases, that that
reality and the truth it contains was not yet seen and experienced
in orthodox Christianity with the same explicitness and intensity,
depth and power (though, of course, it was not denied and was
always perceived and expressed in some way), as it was given to
and demanded of that person to see it at his moment in history.
But he then brings this genuine experience to accomplishment in

30 Rahner, On Heresy, trans. W. J. O'Hara, in Inguiries (New York, 1964), p.
403.
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the form of an error. Just as evil lives by the power of the good
and can only be willed in virtue of the will to the residual good
which persists in the evil, and without which it could not even be
“evil, but simply nothing, which cannot be the object of the will,
so it is too in the relation between the truth affirmed and experi-
enced and the error actually brought to expression. Even this
error lives by the truth. And a great plenitude of error has un-
deniably a great content and possesses a great motive power, and
these impel toward the one truth, the truth which the heretic has
perhaps already, in fact, attained in the Christian truth which he
expressly confesses by his retention of the name of Christian.4

I have tried to explore that relation between truth and error
from the side of the notion of heresy, explaining why heresy
and error are not coterminous, and steering away from a full
consideration of the subjective acts of the heretic. If the root
meaning of obedience is listening and responding, then dis-
obedience means turning a deaf ear to God’s word and failing
to respond.

With Rahner, I would also urge that heresy is rooted in an
experience of the truth. Heresy arises with the very nature of
revelation because of the bond between truth and untruth; God
never comes totally to presence in revelatory events. But if
heresy divides community, does it not become intrinsically ma-
licious? To answer this, we must bear in mind that our chief
concern has been with the underlying condition for the possi-
bility of heresy in the concealment of Being. If heresy has in
fact helped the Church to perceive and to appropriate its faith
by provoking a need for self-clarification, then heresy has
played an important role in the process of revelation. Heresy
divides community and is plainly malicious when individuals
stubbornly refuse to entertain the prospect that they have mis-
understood or misrepresented the divine word spoken to their
age. In their efforts to name the divine word, such people have
actually witnessed to divine concealment.

40 Rahner, Inquiries, pp. 434-435. Also, see his article, “ Heresies in the Church
Today? ” in Theological Investigations, volume 12, trans, David Bourke (London,
1974), pp. 117-141,
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The saving side of heresy

Heresy as untruth calls attention to the theological difference
and thus establishes the creature upon the earth; it allows God
to be God. Basically, heresy as untruth misapprehends the di-
vine address, but not as the result of someone’s deliberation.
The misapprehension occurs, and it figures into the overall
process of revelation. The process of revelation presupposes a
lack of illumination or a situation of confusion and obscurity.
This situation is analogous to the poet’s search for the right
word. He is not faulted when the word does not come or when
the wrong word is selected; blame does not enter the question.
Often the poet strikes the right word at once but occasionally
the sound of the wrong word prepares the way for recognizing
the word which fits. Heresy as untruth is compatible with an
authentic search for God, even when the search issues in an ap-
prehension and expression which the Church rejects. This
might be called “authentic heresy ”.

Heresy as error is of a different sort. Since it arises from a
closure to the divine address, such heresy pertains to the in-
authentic modes of human existence. The heresy which re-
sults might be called “ inauthentic heresy .

Whether in good faith or in bad faith, the heretic reminds
the Church that the divine presence cannot be contained by
any finite expression of its truth—mnot by a seriptural word, a
creedal formula, a dogmatic definition, or a sacramental rite.
Precisely because of the theological difference, the divine real-
ity does not allow itself to be controlled or calculated, or en-
closed by a finite utterance. If the heretic needs to be warned
against struggling too hard to name what resists being named,
then the orthodox have to be cautioned against a facile and
merely verbal enunciation of what the community has once
heard. What matters is not the articulation of the truth, nor
the definition of what constitutes authentic faith. What is im-
portant is the ability to hear an ongoing revelation, to remain
open to the word which God continually speaks to human be-
ings. The notion of heresy, as I have conceived it here, should
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make clear how limited and finite our expression of uncreated
truth has to be. In heresy, God is *“ protected ” against the as-
sault of human pretensions to have grasped him. The truth of
heresy is that heresy calls forth truth.

Conclusion

Heidegger’s notion of Being is not equivalent to the Chris-
tian notion of God. For one thing, Christians do not under-
stand God as the essentially hidden one but as the one who
desires to reveal himself. Nevertheless, the transcendence of
the Christian God is hardly without mystery. Furthermore,
the Heideggerian notion of Being is not personal (and the theo-
logical application of ““person” to God is analogous), but it
would be incorrect to interpret Heidegger as meaning that Be-
ing “ prefers ” concealment. Concealment occurs because of the
ontological difference. The Christian God is known, not as the
essentially concealed one, but as the content and the process
of revelation. The two notions seem to agree about the utter
grace of revelation and about the fact that neither Being nor
God can be reduced to the creature’s * there ” and contained.

Dogma needs to be understood in terms of a theology of di-
vine revealing which acknowledges the historical, cultural, and
linguistic limitations upon revelatory events. The development
of dogma is not an exclusively historical process, for in the
process of development the God who reveals himself comes to
presence again. Once the event of presencing is forgotten, how-
ever, dogma, recedes into a meaninglessness akin to the state of
a tool whose purpose is no longer known, a language which is
no longer spoken, or the portrait of a stranger.

The dogmatic word, like the scriptural word, depends upon
hermeneutical process for the coming to presence of meaning.
On the one hand, the basic meaning event for Christian faith
happened in Jesus Christ, with all the finality and determinate-
ness of an historical occurrence. But that event also carried
high symbolism; it established the horizon within which the
rest of history was to be understood, at least for Christians.
This is why Christian theology teaches that revelation is closed.
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On the other hand, the emergence of dogma signified the
openness of Christian faith to fresh occurrences of meaning; it
has to interpret itself anew for each generation. In a Heideg-
gerian context, the moment of truth is the coming to presence
of Being linguistically and historically. When the meaningful-
ness of the event is lost, however, dogma dissimulates in the
same way that beings (Seiendes) are liable to dissimulation.
The possibility of a recovery of meaning implies that revela-
tion still takes place. The occurrence of dissimulation serves as
a humbling reminder of our dependence upon that grace. As
Origen said:

But we affirm that human nature is not sufficient in any way to
seek for God and to find Him in His pure nature, unless it is helped
by the God who is object of the search. And He is found by those
who, after doing what they can, admit that they need Him, and
shows Himself to those to whom He judges it right to appear, so
far as it is possible for God to be known to man and for the human
soul which is still in the body to know God.#

WiLriam RErsEr, S.J.

College of the Holy Cross
Worcester, Massachusetts

41 Qrigen, Contra Celsum, trans. Henry Chadwick (Cambridge, 1965), Book 7:42,
pp. 480-431.



AQUINAS AND SOME SUBSEQUENT THINKERS
ON THE RENEWAL OF UTOPIAN SPECULATION

[ ]

~N STUDIES THAT DEAL with utopia and the utopian
mode of thought it is not uncommon to find scholars class
together under the heading of utopian such distinctly dif-
ferent kinds of literary expressions as prophetic writings in the
Judaeo-Christian tradition on the one hand, and works which
present a picture of an ideal political structure on the other.*
However, as I have attempted to demonstrate elsewhere, the
thinking that underlies prophetic literature and that which
characterizes projections of ideal societies are significantly dif-
ferent in what they have to say about the nature of man, about
his place in history, and thus also about his relation to political
thought.* The primary difference between these kinds of ex-

* A section of this paper was read at the Patristic, Mediaeval, and Renaissance
Conference held at Villanova University in Oclober 1980.

1 As traditionally used the term utopia refers to works which present a descrip-
tive picture of an ideal State or commonwealth. Today however it is applied to any
work containing elements of what is called utopian thought; that is, any social,
intellectual, political, religious, or philosophical theory that speculates about the
possibilities of man’s achieving the good life in the future. This search for synthesis
has resulted in classifying as utopian such distinctly different kinds of expression
as religious writings (Old and New Testaments, Augustine’s The City of God),
political and social tracts outlining plans for restructuring social arrangements
Marx’s Communist Manifesto and Condorcet’s Sketch for the Historical Picture
of the Progress of the Human Mind), writings that set forth a plan for the re-
designing of cities (Antonio Averline’s Treatise on Architecture and Bruni’s Lau-
datio Florentinae Urbis), and fictional works presenting a picture of an ideal com-
monwealth (More's Utopia and Bacon’s New Atlantis). Thus in the tendency to
focus on similarities—in this instance on the fact of the conceptualization of the
¢ good life *—critics have ignored basic and, it can be argued, irreconcilable differ-
ences. For regardless of what form utopias take, or however much they differ in
underlying assumptions and working principles, they have in common several basic
propositions: they deal with ideas about achieving an ideal telos in this world; they
are not founded on supernatural truths; and they are not brought about by revela-
tion or by divine intervention. Further discussion of this point may be found in
Dorothy F. Donnelly, “ The City of God and Utopia: A Revaluation,” Augustinian
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pression can be summed up this way—in prophetic writings
the belief is that man and human destiny are controlled by
omnipotent forces outside of time; in utopian writings the as-
sumption is that man himself, through his use of reason, is
capable of controlling and arranging human affairs and, there-
fore, the history and destiny of mankind. And it is this basic
contrast in point of view which explains why in the centuries
from the Greek period until the Renaissance there appeared no
utopian writing.? Medieval thought not only did not lend itself
toward engaging in speculation about achieving the ideal life
in this world, it was in many respects a mandate against uto-
pianizing. Because it encompasses so much, the term ‘ Medi-
eval thought’ is of course as ambiguous as the terms  Greek
thought ’ and ‘ Renaissance thought.” Rather than referring to
a single perspective to which every thinker, from Augustine
to the Renaissance, subscribed, it covers a wide range of sys-
tems and attitudes. Thus it would be no more accurate to se-
lect one thinker, like Augustine or Thomas Aquinas, as typify-
ing Medieval thought than it would be to say that Bacon or
Hobbes is representative of seventeenth-century thought. Yet
it is generally recognized that there existed a common frame-
work within which nearly all Medieval thinking was carried
on. And it is here, as Gordon Leff puts it, “ that the thought
of the Middle Ages must be sharply distinguished both from
the classical thought of Greece and Rome and from modern,
post-Renaissance thought. This framework was provided by

Studies, 8 (1977), 111-128; Raymond Ruyer, L’utopie et les utopies (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1950); and Dirko Suvin, “ Defining the Literary Genre of
Utopia,” Studies in the Literary Imagination, 6 (Fall 1973), 121-145,

2 Augustine’s The City of God is often spoken of as an example of utopian writ-
ing during the Middle Ages. However, utopia is a mode of thought which deals
solely with man’s temporal condition and the nature of utopia is that it promises,
through the establishment of an ‘ideal’ State, the ‘ good life’ in this world. The
fundamental proposition in Augustine’s thought is the doctrine of Divine Providence.
In his exploration of this thesis in The City of God Augustine develops a compre-
hensive philosophy of universal history the ultimate end of which is the fulfillment
of God’s promise to mankind, the attainment of an ideal supernatural state of ex-
istence. See note number one above and the following discussion in the text.
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the Christian faith; it was regulated by Church authority; and
it was largely sustained by ecclesiastics.”® There were of
course many sources of Medieval thought, but it is well known
that the dominant influence on the Medieval outlook was
Augustinianism. Augustine’s concept of the order of the uni-
verse, of the nature of man, and his view that the purpose of
this life is a preparation for a world outside of time, framed a
conception of the plan and structure of the world that most
thinkers in the Middle Ages accepted without question. And,
as we shall see, this point of view strongly discouraged, indeed
in many ways mandated against, utopian speculation.

It is in the thought of Thomas Aquinas that we find the
emergence of those kinds of ideas which give rise to utopian
writings. Greatly influenced by the Aristotelian revival of the
thirteenth century, Aquinas proposed radically new ideas about
the order of the universe, the nature of man, and the role of
the state in human affairs. For our purpose the most impor-
tant feature of Aquinas’s thought is that he was the first
Medieval thinker to reaffirm the classical idea of the integrity
of the polis and, concurrently, to reconstruct the notion of poli-
tical philosophy. Rejecting the Augustinian notion of the state
as a consequence of sin and therefore a remedial instrument
provided by God for man’s salvation,* Aquinas argues that the
state is founded upon the nature of man himself. This paper
studies the relationship between such elements of Thomistic
thinking and the essentials of utopian thought. It examines
Aquinas’s views on the order of the universe, and, more spe-
cifically, his ideas on the place the state has within this scheme
of universal order. We shall see that while Aquinas himself
does not engage in utopian speculation, he offered an interpre-
tation of the order of the universe and the nature of man which
was a primary influence on the reappearance in the sixteenth
century of the utopian mode of thought. The emphasis here is

8 Gordon Leff, Medieval Thought: St. Augustine to Ockham (Maryland: Penguin
Books, 1958), p. 11.
4 See Donnelly, pp. 117-120, et passim.
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on a consideration of the contrast in outlook between Aquinas
and Augustine in their views on the notion of order and the
nature of man. This approach will more clearly show that the
final result of much of Aquinas’s thought is that it served, in
the utopian tradition, as the bridge between Plato’s Republic
and Thomas More’s Utopia.

I

The idea that order is an essential of reality has persisted as
a dominant mode of thought throughout history. It is thus not
surprising to find a preoccupation with the notion of order in
both Augustine and Aquinas. “ The peace of all things,” ac-
cording to Augustine, “ is the tranquillity of order. Order is the
distribution which allots things equal and unequal, each to its
own place.”® And for Aquinas, “ Divine Providence imposes
order on all things, and thus the Apostle says truly (Rom. xiii.
1) that ‘ the things which are of God are well ordered.”” * In
Aquinas’s view, “ to take order away from creatures is to deny
them the best thing that they have, because, though each one
is good in itself, together they are very good because of the
order of the universe.”* The Thomistic notion of order, like
Augustine’s, is a system which serves to organize realms of be-
ing—God, angels, man, and demons—into a hierarchy of struc-
tures imposed by Divine Providence. And the order appointed
by Divine Providence includes all things. As Aquinas puts it,
“all things that exist are seen to be ordered to each other”;
and in Augustine’s words, “ nothing can exist outside order.”
Yet the systems of order developed by Aquinas and Augustine
differ significantly. Whereas Augustine’s notion of order is
characterized by contrast and dichotomy, an order issuing in
two different universal societies, on the one hand, and in a

5 Aurelius Augustine, The City of God, trans. Marcus Dods (New York: Random
House, 1950), Book XIX, Ch. 13, p. 690,

¢ Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles, in The Basic Writings of Saint
Thomas Agquinas, trans. and ed. Anton C. Pegis, 2 vols. (New York: Random
House, 1945), II, Book IIT, Ch. 81, p. 153.

7 Summa contra Gentiles, I1, Book III, Ch. 69, p. 126.
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supreme ideal other world which inherently rejects this world
on the other, for Aquinas order consists of two hierarchically
different yet complementary orders, the natural order and the
supernatural order.

This is not the place to go into a discussion of the complex
subject of the extent of the influence of Greek philosophy on
the development of Augustine’s thought and, in turn, on the
thought of the Middle Ages.®* But there is one aspect of Plato’s
philosophy that greatly influenced Augustine which we need
to have before us as the background for what is to follow. In
Greek thought, as everyone knows, there was a preoccupation
with the attempt to establish a relationship between the order
and constancy of the world of ideas and the flux and imper-
manence of the world of the senses. That part of Platonism
that had the most significance for Augustine was the explana-
tion it offered of reality: its view of an otherworldly source of
truth; its view of the dualism of existence-—the supernatural or
intelligible opposed to the phenomenal and sensible world; and
its view that man must transcend the sensible world to reach
the ideal realm. In other words, the theory that reality con-
sists of an ‘otherworldly ’ realm and a ¢ this-worldly * realm.’
Plato’s well-known views on this subject can be summarized

8In The City of God Augustine presents a lengthy discussion of contemporary
philosophical thought in which he challenges the ideas of Varro, Pythagoras, and
Porphyry, among others, but, he points out that “it is especially with the Platonists
that we must carry on our disputations on matters of theology, their opinions being
preferable to those of all other philosophers” (Book VIII, Ch. 5, p. 248). And
from Augustine’s point of view the philosopher who was most acceptable was Plato,
for it is he who “ approaches [most] nearly the Christian knowledge ” (Book VIII,
Ch. 11, p. 255).

9 For an excellent discussion of the historical development of the theme of “ other-
worldliness ” and “ this-worldliness ” see Arthur O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of
Being: A Study of the History of an Idea (New York: Harper and Row, 1936). Of
Plato’s influence on this mode of thought Lovejoy says: “Platoc . . . is the main
historic source of the indigenous strain of otherworldliness in Occidental philosophy
and religion, as distinguished from the imported Oriental varieties. It is through
him, as Dean Inge has said, ‘that the conception of an unseen eternal world, of
which the visible world is but a pale copy, gains a permanent foothold in the
West’” (p. 85).
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simply as follows. For Plato there are two realms of being, one
the phenomenal realm, and the other the realm of Ideas and
Forms. The phenomenal world is characterized by imperma-
nence—things come into being and pass out of being—and the
ideal realm is characterized by permanence and timelessness.
The ideal realm is the realm of ultimate reality, of pure un-
changing  forms’ or ‘ ideas > which are absolute and eternal and
which constitute an order of reality that transcends earthly
existence. This transcendent realm of eternal ‘universals,” or
‘ essences,” stands in contrast to the sensible world where every-
thing is but a reflection of the ideal and where all phenomena
are transitory. The sensible world is a manifestation of the
realm of the unchanging world of Ideas; it is, therefore, the
realm of the ideal which informs and constitutes reality. And,
because they are immanent, the unchanging ‘universals’ or
‘essences’ can be known through the faculty of reason by dis-
engaging it from sensible experience. Thus the transcendent
world of ultimate reality alone provides certainty; the ideal
Forms and Ideas have their own existence and their own order,
and they are the source of all other forms and ideas, and of
order in the phenomenal world. Platonic otherworldliness thus
deals with the idea of a world of eternal essences which cor-
respond to the phenomena of this world.

Augustine, as already noted, accepted totally the Platonic
idea of an ideal otherworldly realm. But Augustine modified
the notion to make it conform to his Christian beliefs. Thus
the conceptual center in Augustinian thought is the idea of a
God who brought into being the phenomenal world and all of
its creatures, a supreme being who arranged the order of the
universe and whose providence guides and directs all creatures.
This underlying proposition of creation as the act of the free
will and choice of an otherworldly personal supreme being is
sharply different from anything in Plato’s thought and, not un-
expectedly, it leads to a concept of an otherworldly realm that
is unlike Plato’s world of Ideas and Forms. In Augustine

10 While it is generally recognized that as Plato’s thought developed he became
more interested in the theological implications of his Theory of Ideas, his views
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Plato’s transcendent world of universals becomes a completely
other and absolutely transcendent realm, and a realm pro-
foundly different in kind from the sensible world. The Augus-
tinian ideal other world is perceived as the realm of a creator-
God (rather than a realm of qualities and values) who exists
in his own right, who alone is supreme (* Since God is the su-
preme existence, that is to say, supremely is, and is therefore
unchangeable, the things he made he empowered to be, but not
to be supremely like himself ” **), and with whom those who
have been so predestined shall, in an existence beyond histori-
cal time, enjoy eternal peace. Augustine’s realm of the ideal is,
then, completely dissociated from the sensible world; it is a
world that is in its characteristics totally different from the
categories of human thought and experience. Thus unlike
Plato’s ideal world which becomes intelligible through the fa-
culty of reason, the reality of Augustine’s otherworldly realm
cannot be known solely through the processes of the mind;
rather its existence is accepted, finally, on faith: “ There are
many things which reason cannot account for [but] which are
nonetheless true,” and these things “ we do not hesitate to say
we are bound to believe.” ** There is, then, no correspondence
between the supernatural realm and the phenomenal world—
on the contrary, there is a distinct dichotomy between them.

nonetheless remained sharply different from the Christian outlook. Plato, as Gordon
Leff observes, “ accorded no place to a creator; there was no explanation of the
way the forms came into being or whither they led; there was no sense of movement
or development, but simply a timeless process without raison d’étre; there was no
eschatology: the soul itself pre-existed and migrated to different bodies, but it never
met a last judgment or an eternal life” (pp. 13-14). See also Lovejoy, pp. 41-48,
and Karl Lowith, Meaning in History (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1949),
Ch. IX. In this chapter of his work Lowith discusses the fundamental difference
between the Christian and the classical view of the world, focusing particularly on
Augustine’s treatment of the concept of time in The City of God. According to
Lowith, Augustine’s “ final argument against the classical concept of time is . . . a
moral one: the pagan doctrine is hopeless, for hope and faith are essentially related
to the future and a real future cannot exist if past and future times are equal
phases within a cyclic recurrence without beginning and end ” (p. 163).

11 The City of God, Book XII, Ch. 2, p. 382.

12 The City of God, Book XXI, Ch. 5, p. 769; Book XXI, Ch. 6, p. 771.
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Thus rather than being a reflection or a manifestation of the
ideal realm this world is for Augustine its antithesis.

Now any concept of otherworldliness must always take into
account this world, and it must inevitably say something about
the nature of the phenomenal world; consequently, it will also
make either a direct or an indirect statement about the value of
this world. We have seen that for Plato the phenomenal world
corresponds in each of its ‘particulars’ to the realm of the
ideal. In Platonic thought all of the diverse aspects of nature—
physical, moral, aesthetic—are projected into another realm of
being where they are exempt from passage and change. Plato’s
otherworldly realm of Ideas and Forms is, to use Arthur Love-
joy’s phrase, a “ detemporalized replica of this world.” ** Thus,
rather than devaluing this world, Plato’s world of Ideas and
Forms is, in truth, a glorification of the sensible world. At the
same time, the correspondence which Plato establishes between
the two realms exalts mankind, for it is through contemplation,
that is, through the use of the faculty of reason, that the ideal
can be known. And the value of striving to know the truth of
the ideal, as Plato demonstrates in the Republic, is that it in-
forms us of that which man should aspire to achieve in this
world. The Platonic ideal realm, then, is instrumental to ter-
restrial ends, to an ideal in this life, not to an end outside the
phenomenal world.

Augustine proposes a quite different point of view. Augus-
tinian eschatology explains the relationship between the ideal
realm and this world through the doctrine of Divine Provi-
dence; it describes the sensible world as completely dissociated
from and the antithesis of the ideal realm; and it characterizes
the nature of man through the tenets of original sin and grace.
In Augustine the idealization of the ideal realm is so extreme
that his other world goes beyond all modes of human thought
and experience, and it is so highly valued that it inherently
dismisses this world as having no legitimate value in its own
right. Thus for Augustine the dichotomy between the two

13 Lovejoy, p. 38.
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realms of being is the categorical division between the divine
and the created. And the link between the two realms is not
intelligibility, as with Plato, but grace. The Platonic idea that
knowledge of the supernatural can be known through intellec-
tual speculation is transformed in Augustine to the idea that
knowledge of the actuality of the other world is dependent
upon faith. The starting point for Augustine is the rejection of
the phenomenal world and the identification of the sole value
of existence with a world which is both the antithesis of this
world and outside of time. Thus so far as this world is con-
cerned, its value is that it is the preparation for the next; and
so far as man is concerned, his purpose is to seek redemption
from original sin and achieve salvation through God’s grace.
The value of striving to know the truth of the ideal otherworld-
ly realm in Augustinian thought, as he demonstrates in The
City of God, is not that it informs us about an ideal that can
be achieved in this world but rather that it reveals what may
be attained beyond time. Thus unlike Plato’s theory that the
ideal realm is instrumental to terrestrial ends, the Augustinian
proposition is that the ideal realm is instrumental to an end
outside the phenomenal world.

In view of these underlying differences in thought on the
value of the otherworldly realm, it is not surprising that we
find in Augustine a total departure from the classical notion
of order and, in turn, of the role of the state, or res publica, in
human affairs. Like Plato, Augustine believes in the immut-
ability of an order which acts by law.** In Augustine however,
the order of the universe is a providential order provided for by
God, who created nature and man: “ God can create new
things—new to the world, but not to him—which he never be-
fore created, but yet foresaw from all eternity ” (XTI.20.405) .
Underlying the world of change is an order (ordo) which does
not admit of change, an order that is abiding and eternal, an
order that created the spiritual world and the phenomenal

14 See The City of God, Book XI, Ch. 10; Book XII, Ch. 2. Hereafter cited in
the text by Book, chapter, and page number,
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world, an order that is in all creation and which composes part
to part ¢ according to the order of nature.’ Augustine also ac-
cepts the Platonic idea that the cosmos is dualistic; but again
he departs significantly from Plato in his views on the nature
of that dualism. Whereas for Plato dualism is conceived of as
constituting spatial and non-spatial realms (the realm of phe-
nomena and the realm of Forms or Ideas) which ‘exist apart
from ’ each other, in the Augustinian concept of order the uni-
verse is pervaded by two modes of being—symbolized by the
City of God and the city of man—that encompass and trans-
cend spatial and non-spatial phenomena; in other words, two
realms which co-exist not only in the physical but at the same
time in the non-physical world. Not unexpectedly, this shift in
perspective on the concept of order resulted in a new explana-
tion of the meaning of ‘ membership * which was to have a pro-
found impact on the notion of political association and, in turn,
on the theory of political obligation.’* In Greek thought the
idea of universal order had centered on the relationship be-
tween the individual and political order, that is, in the belief
in an intrinsic connection between human perfectibility and
the polis; in Augustinian thought, however, the notion of uni-
versal order focuses on the relationship between the individual
and two universal societies—the civitas Dei and the civitas
terrena. These two distinctly different yet interacting univer-
sal societies are the conceptual center of Augustine’s intricate
pattern of universal order. Thus whereas Plato in the Republic
presented a description of an ideal commonwealth in which the
organic relationship between the individual and political order
had achieved its ideal fulfillment, Augustine himself tells us
that his purpose in The City of God is to present a descriptive

15 For an insightful discussion of Platonic thought see Francis MacDonald Corn-
ford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge (New York: Humanities Press, 1951).

16 Sheldon S. Wolin, Politics and Vision: Continuity and Innovation in Western
Political Thought (Boston: Little, Brown, 1960), presents an excellent discussion
of the revolutionary challenge to the idea of ‘ membership * posed by the disintegra-
tion of the Greek polis. Wolin traces the change in the meaning of membership
from the Hellenistic period down to the Roman writers of the early Christian era.
I am indebted to Wolin’s chapters on “Space and Community ” and “ Time and
Community.”
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analysis of the way God works, and that his method is to do
this within the context of an inquiry into the “origin, and
~ progress, and deserved destinies of the two cities (the earthly
and the heavenly, to wit) ” (XI.1.846) .

Because Augustine rejects the classical belief in the intimate
connection between human perfectibility and the political
order, he stresses in The City of God that civitas is not syn-
onymous with res publica or the state. Whatever the opposing
terms may be—City of God and city of man; heavenly city or
earthly city; love of God and love of this world; love of the
flesh and love of the spirit; the soul and body—they always re-
fer to members of a society, or civitas, who are distinguished
not by social or political arrangements nor by allegiance to any
earthly polity but, rather, by the commitment of their love:

Two cities have been formed by two loves: the earthly by the love
of self, even to the contempt of God; the heavenly by the love of
God, even to the contempt of self. The former, in a word, glories
in itself, the latter in the Lord. For the one seeks glory from men;
but the greatest glory of the other is God, the witness of con-
science. This one lifts up its head in its own glory; the other says
to its God, “ Thou art my glory.” (XIV.28.477)

The Augustinian point of view is that two commitments have
produced two cities or societies into which all mankind is di-
vided: the members of the society of God are devoted to divine
truth, those of the earthly society reject God and love the
things of this world. And central to this theory of two cities
is the notion of a society that is at once a mystical community
and a temporal community. In Augustine’s scheme, the un-
derlying order of the universe manifests itself in two societies,
both of which are universal-—the human race, in other words,
has been divided into two peoples:

This race we have distributed into two parts, the one consisting of
those who live according to man, the other of those who live ac-
cording to God. And these we also mystically call the two cities,
or the two communities of men. (XV.1.478)

There is, then, a fundamental difference between Plato’s doe-
trine of Ideas or Forms that exist in the spiritual realm of the
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ideal and the universal and which exist apart from the realm of
phenomena, and Augustine’s concept of the relationship be-
tween the spiritual and phenomenal worlds. In Augustinian
thought the ‘ two societies > into which all human creation has
been divided exist apart not only from God but from each
other, and each society in turn exists simultaneously in both
the spiritual and the phenomenal worlds. Platonic dualism in
Augustinian thought thus takes on another dimension. While
the immutable order exists independent of the realm of change
there is another kind of dualism within the spiritual world and
the phenomenal world, and it is this dualism which Augustine
distinguishes by the names °city of God’ and °city of man’
These two cities, according to Augustine, ‘ originated among
the angels.” Thus each society is “ composed of angels and men
together; so that there are not four cities or societies—two,
namely, of angels, and as many of men—but rather two in all,
one composed of the good, the other of the wicked, angels or
men indifferently ” (XII.1.380) . The members of the civitas
Dei in their mortal existence live in ‘union with the good
angels’ and those of the civitas terrena live in ‘ company with
the bad angels.” Further, it is ‘ preordained ’ that all men are
members of either the civitas Dez or the civitas terrena and that
the members of each society belong to that society not only in
time but also in eternity. The appointed end of human history
is therefore the attainment of a telos outside of historical time—
the ultimate destiny of the members of the civitas terrena is to
‘ suffer eternal punishment with the devil > and of the members
of the civitas Dei to ‘ reign eternally with God.” Civitas terrena,
or the ‘earthly city,” is thus a universal category used by Au-
gustine to illustrate a type of life; it is not a term used in ref-
erence to the state. For Augustine human history is determined
by Divine Providence; hence, it is not in the natural order’
of things for mankind to control events in this world. It is for
this reason that at no point in his voluminous work does Augus-
tine talk about specific social and political arrangements or
about a theory of politics.

Yet Augustine, since he is articulating a scheme of order that
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encompasses all of creation in all of its phases and manifesta-
tions does, nonetheless, put forth a theory about the role of the
- state in human affairs and about the relationship between the
individual and secular political order. The answer to what
Augustine’s views are on the place the state has in human af-
fairs les in the principle that the two universal cities “ are in
this present world commingled, and as it were entangled to-
gether ” (XI1.1.346) . The state is itself part of God’s divine
providence and, as such, has a definite purpose and specific role
in human history. Indeed, Augustine wonders how anyone can
believe that ““the kingdoms of men, their dominations and
servitudes, [were left] outside of the laws of His providence ”
(V.11.158) . On the contrary, he says, “ we do not attribute the
power of giving kingdoms and empires to any save to the true
God, who gives happiness in the kingdom of heaven to the
pious alone, but gives kingly power on earth both to the pious
and the impious ” (V.21.174). Augustine does not reject the
state entirely; rather he conceives of it as part of God’s uni-
verse and therefore as an integral part of human history.** Yet,
if the meaning of existence is an ultimate telos outside of time,
and if the only common agreement mankind has is to love and
honor God, what function can the state have and, moreover,
what responsibility can the individual have to it? Although he
devotes considerable attention to this complex subject in his
text, Augustine’s argument can be summarized in this way:
the function of the state is to maintain peace, and the state
fulfills this purpose because it has the authority and the power
to maintain order. And the individual’s responsibility to the
state is to be obedient. Unlike the Platonic idea that justice is
the sum of all virtue, and that it is founded on man’s will and
reason, obedience is the virtue, according to Augustine, that is
“ guardian of all the virtues in the reasonable creature, which

17 Tertullian, for example, argued not only that the state had no legitimate claim
on the individual but further that the interests of the individual and the interests
of the state were inherently antithetical. Augustine, on the other hand, does not
reject the state absolutely; rather, he conceives of it as an integral part of God’s
universal scheme. See The City of God, Book 19.
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was so created that submission is advantageous to it, while the
fulfillment of its own will in preference to the Creator’s is de-
struction ” (XIV.12.460) . Thus because the two cities, or two
societies of men, are intermingled in time, God included the
state in his Divine Providence for the purpose of maintaining
peace. More specifically, it is part of God’s universal scheme
that the state exists in order to maintain peace so that the
citizens of the civitas Dei will be afforded the opportunity to
pursue their goal of loving and honoring God. Thus the virtue
of the temporal state is that it provides and maintains a
‘remedial order’ which makes possible a temporal peace.’
And, although a temporal peace is not comparable to the true
peace found only in the City of God beyond time, it is, as Au-
gustine explaing, “ not to be lightly esteemed, . . . for as long as
the two cities are commingled, we also enjoy the peace of Baby-
lon” (XIX.26.707).

In Augustinian thought the sole value of the state is that it
ensures order and therefore peace in the temporal world: ““ The
whole use, then, of things temporal has a reference to this re-
sult of earthly peace in the earthly community, while in the
city of God it is connected with eternal peace ” (XIX.14.692) .
From Augustine’s point of view, if God had not created the
state, anarchy would reign and men would destroy each other
because of their propensity toward ‘love of self’ rather than
‘love of God.” The corrective to this inevitability is a state
conceived of as a remedial instrument which is itself part of
God’s divine scheme. Sheldon Wolin has summarized Au-
gustine’s attitude about the state this way: “ To the degree that
a political society promoted peace it was good; to the degree
that it embodied a well-ordered concord among its members it
was even better; to the extent that it encouraged a Christian
life and avoided a conflict in loyalties between religious and
political obligations, it had fulfilled its role within the universal
scheme.” *®* Thus the state is absolutely necessary; and because
it is part of God’s divine scheme, its instruments are God’s

18 Wolin, p. 125.
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earthly instruments for man’s possible redemption. And that is
why the citizen is impelled to accept and obey the laws of civil
authority—political and social arrangements are of divine
rather than human origin and in being subservient to the state
the individual is, in fact, being subservient to the will of God.
In the context of the Augustinian concept of order, then, the
state is the product of Divine Providence not of man’s reason
and will; it is divinely appointed and is that part of the total
ordo of creation which directs mankind toward its predestined
end.

I

The culmination of Augustine’s system with its underlying
proposition of a providential plan controlling human destiny
and its reliance upon faith rather than reason was to spell the
end to a concept of the state as the product of man’s nature,
and hence to utopian speculation, and to substitute in its place
a doctrine of theological order which made the political order
subservient to an otherworldly personal God. Thomas Aquinas
was the first Medieval thinker seriously to question this out-
look. Influenced not by the ideas of Plato but by the revival
which began in the second part of the twelfth century of the
writings of Aristotle, the contrast and dichotomy of Augustine’s
system of order gave way in Aquinas to a concept of order
based on the idea of two hierarchically different yet comple-
mentary orders, the natural order and the supernatural order.
Like Augustine’s, the Thomistic notion of order is a system
which serves to organize realms of being into a hierarchy of
structures imposed by Divine Providence. And again, as in
Augustine’s system, in Aquinas’s thought too God has created
two realms of being. But whereas for Augustine there is, on the
one hand, the dualism of the spiritual realm and the phenom-
enal realm, and on the other the notion of a dualism of two
modes of being within the spiritual and phenomenal world
which he distinguishes as the mystical societies of the ‘city of
God’ and the ‘city of man,” for Aquinas there are only two
orders, the natural order and the supernatural order. And in
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Aquinas the natural and supernatural orders are not opposite
orders in conflict with each other but, rather, they are different
orders with different operating principles.

One hierarchy is one principality—that is, one multitude ordered
in one way under the government of one ruler. Now such a multi-
tude would not be ordered, but confused, if there were not in it
different orders. So the nature of a hierarchy requires diversity of
orders.??

Hierarchy means a sacred principality. Now principality includes
two things: the ruler himself and the multitude ordered under the
ruler., Therefore because there is one God, ruler not only of all
the angels but also of men and all creatures, so there is one hier-
archy, not only of all the angels, but also of all rational creatures,
who can be participators of sacred things. . ..

But if we consider the principality on the part of the multitude or-
dered under the ruler, then principality is said to be one according
as the multitude can be subject in one way to the government of
the prince. And those that cannot be governed in the same way
by a ruler belong to different principalities. . . . Now it is evident
that men do not receive the divine illuminations in the same way
as do the angels; for the angels receive them in their intelligible
purity, whereas men receive them under sensible signs. Therefore
there must needs be a distinction between the human and the
angelic hierarchy.?°

In contrast to Augustine, Aquinas makes a distinction between
the ‘human and the angelic hierarchy,” and this distinction re-
sults from the fact that ‘ things that are diverse do not come
together in the same order.

The conceptual element which enables Aquinas to achieve a
reconciliation between the dualism of opposing orders is his
view of the relationship between grace and nature. From
Aquinas’s point of view grace does not do away with nature
but rather perfects it: “ Hence we may say that for the knowl-
edge of any truth whatsoever man needs divine help in order

19 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica I, Q. 108, Art. 2, in The Basic Writings
of Saint Thomas Aquinas, 11, p. 997.
20 Summa Theologica 1, Q. 108, Art. 1, 11, p. 995,
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that the intellect may be moved by God to its act. But he does
not need a new illumination added to his natural light in order
to know the truth in all things, but only in those that surpass
his natural knowledge.” ** Thus although there are different
operating principles in nature and grace, these principles do not
oppose each other. As Walter Ullmann has observed, “ the
traditional gulf between nature and grace was bridged by
Thomas. There was no ambiguity in his thought about the effi-
cacy of nature itself and of natural law—both did and could
operate without any revelation or grace or divine assistance,
because they followed their own inherent laws and these latter
had nothing to do with grace.”** It is this outlook that made
it possible for Aquinas to conceive of a dualism of two hier-
archically different orders which, although they operate on dif-
ferent principles, are not opposed to each other since they func-
tion on two different levels.

Aquinas’s thought was, as mentioned earlier, greatly influ-
enced by the Aristotelian revival of the thirteenth century.
The main tenet of Aristotle’s doctrine that is relevant to our
topic, and which should be briefly summarized here, is his view
of the relationship between nature and the state. In Aristote-
lian thought nature is conceived of in teleological terms: “ Na-
ture does nothing superfluous,” and “ Nature does nothing in
vain.” * For Aristotle the laws of nature brought forth man’s
reasoning capacity; man’s reason, in other words, is linked
with his nature. Thus whereas what distinguishes “ animals is
their blind obedience to their natural proclivities, [what char-
acterizes] man is the employment of his will and reason by
which the laws of nature are expressed.” ** Aristotle’s ideas on
the relationship between the laws of nature and man’s reason

21 Summa Theologica 1-II, Q. 109, Art. 1, I, pp. 980-81.

22 Walter Ullmann, 4 History of Political Thought: The Middle Ages (Ma.ryland
Penguin Books, 1965), p. 182. I am indebted to Ullmann’s study of the influence
of Aristotelian thought on the political ideas of Aquinas. For a full discussion see
esp. pp. 167-178; Ch. 7.

28 Quoted in Ullman, p. 168.

24 Ullman, p. 168.
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culminated in his view of the state as the product of nature,
the result of the working of the laws of nature, not the result of
an act of creation. The laws of man’s nature “ determine him
to live in a self-sufficient, independent, autonomous commun-
ity, the state, without which man could not exist . . . and within
which he could achieve his own perfection.” ** In brief, since
man’s reasoning capacity is the instrument through which na-
ture operates, the state is the natural product of the laws of
nature. Thus it is the citizens of the state who articulate the
will of nature and who, therefore, possess the natural right to
participate in the government of the state. Aristotle, however,
draws a distinction between man and the citizen, and this con-
ceptualization is one that Aquinas follows very closely. Ac-
cording to Aristotle, “ it is evident that the good citizen need
not necessarily possess the virtue which makes him a good
man.” *® Thus in Aristotelian thought the citizen is seen as gov-
erned by principles which relate to the political order, whereas
man operates on principles related to ethics. This dichotomy
between man and the citizen is of crucial importance in the
thought of Aquinas.

The leading idea that Aquinas derives from Aristotle is the
view that man is by nature a political animal. Aquinas returns
again and again to this theme. In one place he says there is a
threefold order in man—divine law, reason, and political au-
thority. If man were by nature a solitary animal, the order of
reason and that of divine law would have been sufficient. But
since “man is naturally a social and political animal, a third
order is necessary by which man is directed in relation to other
men among whom he has to dwell.” # Aquinas’s doctrine of the
political nature of man is based on the idea that because man
operates not by instinct but by reason social organization is
necessary in order that he may achieve his purpose as a ra-
tional being. This interdependence of reason and social or-
ganization is explained by Aquinas as follows:

25 Ullmann, p. 168.
26 Quoted in Ullmann, p. 169.
27 Suymma Theologica I-II, Q. 72, Art. 4, II, p. 574.
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Man, who acts by intelligence, has a destiny to which all his life
and activities are directed; for it is clearly the nature of intelligent
beings to act with some end in view. ... When we consider all that
is necessary to human life, it becomes clear that man is naturally
a social and political animal, destined more than all other animals
to live in community. . . . Other animals have a natural instinct for
what is useful or hurtful to them. ... Man, on the other hand, has
a natural knowledge of life’s necessities only in a general way. Be-
ing gifted with reason, he must use it to pass from such universal
principles to the knowledge of what in particular concerns his well-
being. Reasoning thus, however, no one man could attain all nec-
essary knowledge. Instead, nature has destined him to live in so-
ciety. . . . The fellowship of society being thus natural and neces-
sary to man, it follows with equal necessity that there must be
some principle of government within the society.?®

Because man is born with a common vague notion, rather than
a particularized instinct, of what is necessary in life, he applies
reason to universal principles in order to learn what in par-
ticular concerns his well-being. But since no one individual
could acquire all the knowledge that he needs, nature has des-
tined him to live in collaboration with his fellow beings. That
it is inherent in man’s nature to live in cooperation with others
is proven by the fact that man alone is endowed with reason
and with the capacity for speech. It is nature, then, which de-
termines that man is ‘ destined more than all other animals to
live in community ’; and as reason is the principle in the indi-
vidual which directs him toward his end, the state is the di-
rective principle in the community which guides ° social beings’
toward their telos.

For Aquinas man is a political animal because he is by na-
ture a social being; as a member of human society man forms
associations to ensure his well-being. And of all the associa-
tions men can form, the most perfect is the state for it alone
has the capacity of ensuring the achievement of man’s needs.

Among communities there are different grades and orders, the high-
est being the political community, which is so arranged to satisfy

28 Thomas Aquinas, On Princely Government, in Aquinas: Selected Political Writ-
ings, trans. and ed. A. P. D’Entreves (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1948), pp. 8-5.
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all the needs of human life; and which is, in consequence, the most
perfect. For since all things which serve men’s needs have the
fulfillment of this purpose as their end, and since ends are more
important than the means thereto, it follows that this unity which
we call a city takes preeminence over all smaller unities which the
human reason can know and construct.??

The state, then, is the most perfect of all human associations.
And as a product of nature, on the one hand, and as an end in
itself, on the other, the state has its own natural laws of opera-
tion. The state thus pursues aims that are inherent in the na-
ture of man. These aims, however, can be achieved only if
there is a distinction between the natural order and the super-
natural order, a distinction between the citizen and the Chris-
ian.

We must note that government and dominion depend from human
law; but the distinction between the faithful and infidels is from
divine law. The divine law, however, which is a law of grace, does
not abolish human law which is founded upon natural reason. So
the distinction between the faithful and the infidel, considered in it-
self, does not invalidate the government and dominion of infidels
over the faithful.°

In Aquinas’s view the state has a value of its own, independent
of religion. The state is the product of nature; the Church is
the product of divinity. The state is a matter for the citizen
only; the Church is a matter for the Christian only. Although
both the state and the Church are manifestations of the hier-
archical order imposed on all things by Divine Providence, the
nature of a hierarchy requires, as we have seen,  diversity of
orders,” and orders that are ‘ diverse do not come together’;
thus, according to Aquinas, ‘ there must needs be a distinction
between the human and the angelic hierarchy.” Now it is pre-
cisely this kind of distinction that Augustine does not make in

29 Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the Politics of Aristotle, in Aquinas: Selected
Political Writings, p. 197.

80 Symma Theologica II-I1, Q. 10, Art. 10, quoted in Aquinas: Selected Political
Writings, pp. 153-55. See comment in note 81 below on Aquinas’s views on the
relationship between the state and the Church.
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his definition of a society. On the contrary, for Augustine the
society of the civitas terrena and the society of the civitas Dei
“include both men and angels.

Thus Aquinas gives the term civitas, or society, a new mean-
ing. In the Thomistic conception of the order of the universe
men do not share membership in universal or mystical socie-
ties. Rather, they belong to a natural society which is the
product of natural reason. If, however, the individual is a
Christian, then he is also a member of the corpus mysticum.
Thus the two types of membership that Aquinas identifies are
the civitas and the corpus mysticum, both of which are given
the name of ‘ perfect communities,” one the natural, the other
the supernatural. But each of these communities, since they
function on different operating principles, are self-sufficient and
independent, and the Christian owes allegiance to each of them.

Both the spiritual and the temporal power derive from the divine
power; consequently the temporal power is subject to the spiritual
only to the extent that this is so ordered by God; namely in those
matters which affect the salvation of the soul. And in these mat-
ters the spiritual power is to be obeyed before the temporal. In
those matters, however, which concern the civil welfare, the tem-
poral power should be obeyed rather than the spiritual, according
to what we are told in St. Matthew (XXII,21) “ Render to Caesar
the things that are Caesar’s.”

Unlike Augustine’s idea that the state is a consequence of sin
and that it is therefore a remedial instrument provided by God
for man’s salvation, Aquinas’s view is that the state is founded
upon the nature of man himself: “The fact that man is by na-
ture a social animal . . . has as a consequence the fact that man
is destined by nature to form part of a community which makes
a full and complete life possible for him.” ** In Aquinas, as

81 Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, in Aquinas:
Selected Political Writings, p. 187. In Aquinas’s thought the Church has an indirect
power in temporal matters but it exercises its authority in temporal affairs only
in so far as they relate to the supernatural. In his introduction D’Entreves presents
an insightful study of Aquinas’s political thought that should be consulted for a
discussion of Aquinas’s views on the relationship between the Church and the state.

82 Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics, in Aquinas: Se-
lected Political Writings, p. 191. For an extended discussion of Aquinas’s use of



560 DOROTHY F. DONNELLY

Gordon Leff puts it, “ there was no need to seek an historical
justification for the state, it was organically part of man. Sin
became merely a by-product of human imperfection to explain
injustice, not the state itself.”

The difference between the prevailing Augustinian viewpoint
and Aquinas’s outlook is the difference between a system of
order that inherently rejects the value of the phenomenal
world and substitutes in its place an otherworldly ideal realm of
existence, and a system of order that emphasizes the natural
necessity of the temporal world on the one hand, and the idea
that the temporal world has as its goal its own perfection on the
other. And Aquinas achieved this reaffirmation of the value of
the temporal realm through his conceptualization of a dicho-
tomy between the natural order and the supernatural order,
and through the distinction he makes between the citizen and
the Christian. In Aquinas’s thought man is viewed from two
different perspectives—from the perspective of the individual
as a citizen and from the perspective of the members of the
corpus mysticum. By thus absorbing Aristotle’s ideas on na-
ture and on man as a political animal Aquinas “ effected in the
public sphere . . . the re-birth of the citizen who since classical
times had been hibernating.” ** And the reaffirmation of the
concept of man as a political animal resulted in the appearance
of a philosophy of politics. In Aquinas’s words:

Those human sciences which are about the things of nature are
speculative, while those which are concerned with the things made
by man are practical sciences. . . . If we are to perfect the science
of human wisdom, or philosophy, it is necessary to give an explana-
tion of all that can be understood by reason. That unity which
we call the city is subject to the judgment of reason. It is neces-
sary, then, for the completeness of philosophy, to institute a dis-
cipline which will study the city, and such a discipline is called
politics or the science of statecraft®®

the term society see I. Th. Eschmann, “ Studies on the Notion of Society in St.
Thomas Aquinas,” Mediaeval Studies, 8 (1946), 1-42.

83 Leff, p. 251.

84 Ullmann, p. 176.

38 Commentary on the Politics of Aristotle, pp. 1956-97,
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Thus the reassertion in Aquinas of the idea of the political na-
ture of man leads to a renewal of the classical belief in the har-
monious integration of the individual with the political order.
Political philosophy, according to Aquinas, is the study of that
knowledge which concerns itself with the government of the
state, and it has its own intrinsic value because it is the ex-
pression of a natural order.

In its views on the distinction between the natural order and
the supernatural order, and in the separation of faith from rea-
son, Aquinas’s philosophy easily lent itself to speculating about
an absolute dichotomy between this world and any °other
world’ that could be conceived. And such speculation soon
emerged. “ This appeared as the thesis that there was a na-
tural law which was in any case valid and persuasive enough
without any recourse to divinity, simply because the natural
law was reasonable in itself.” *® It is this outlook—the view
that man is endowed by nature with the capacity to create the
‘perfect community > in this world without reference to the
idea that he is directed in this effort by a supernatural realm
of order—that we find in utopian thought. Yet before the no-
tion that man can control and direct events in the temporal
world could take hold, it was necessary that a greater distinc-
tion be made concerning the relationship between the natural
order and the supernatural order. For it is clear that while in
Aquinas’s thought the state is viewed as self-sufficient and in-
dependent, it is, finally, only relatively autonomous. In his
doctrine of the duality of existence, based on the idea of the
dual directions of the natural order and that of the superna-
tural order, Aquinas consistently maintains the view of the
primacy of the supernatural order: the ultimate purpose of rea-

86 Ullmann, pp. 184-85. On the effect of Aquinas’s political ideas Wolin observes:
“In insisting, as Thomas did, upon the vital role of the political order, in seeking
to define the distinctive laws by which it was ruled, the unique common good which
it served, and the kind of prudence proper to its life, there was a heavy price to
be paid, even though the terms were not fully revealed for several centuries. Thomas
had not only restored the political order to repute; he had given it a sharpness of
identity, a clarity of character, that had been lacking for several centuries ” (p.
189).
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son is to support faith; the ultimate value of natural law is that
it participates in eternal law; and the ultimate worth of the
state is that it shares in that hierarchical order imposed on all
things by Divine Providence. The natural order is a secondary
cause and only an instrument. A. P. D’Entréves explains it
this way: “ The natural order, which comprises and sufficient-
ly justifies political experience, is for St. Thomas only a condi-
tion and a means for the recognition of a higher order, as na-
tural law is but a part of the eternal law of God. . . . Nature re-
quires to be perfected by grace. The action of the state, as
part of the natural order, must be considered in the general
frame of the divine direction of the world, and is entirely sub-
servient to that direction.” *" This view of the order of things
was seriously challenged by fourteenth-century writers. In
order to understand more precisely Aquinas’s relationship to
the utopian tradition, we must briefly consider two works of
the fourteenth century that show the role that Thomistic
thought played in giving shape to two ideas significant to
utopian conceptualization—the notion of a fully autonomous
temporal order and the concept of truth as two-fold. One of
these works is Dante’s De Monarchia, the other is Marsilius of
Padua’s The Defender of Peace. Both the Monarchia and
The Defender of Peace foreshadow the end of modes of thought
which propose that there exists an intrinsic relationship be-
tween political order and the order of a supernatural other
world on the one hand, and a fundamental connection between
faith and reason on the other.

111

Dante’s aim in De Monarchia is not to discuss the way in
which Divine Providence operates but rather to explain the
function and purpose of temporal government. His concern, he
says, “ is with politics, with the very source and principle of all
right politics, and since all political matters are in our control
[emphasis added], it is clear that our present concern is not

87 Aquinas: Selected Political Writings, p. xv.
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aimed primarily at thought but at action.” * Dante thus di-
rects his attention to the proper order of things in the tem-
poral world, a world man ‘controls” The main idea in the
Monarchia that we want to focus on here is the view it presents
of the independence of the temporal order, the state, from any
hierarchical system of supernatural order. Like Aristotle and
Aquinas, Dante believes that man is by nature a social and
political animal and that the state, or from his point of view
the universal monarchy,” has a rational and natural founda-
tion.

An individual man has one purpose, a family another, a neighbor-
hood another, a city another, a state another, and finally there
is another for all of mankind. . . . We should know, in this connec-
tion, that God and nature make nothing in vain, and that whatever
is produced serves some function. For the intention of any act of
creation, if it is really creative, is not merely to produce the exist-
ence of something but to produce the proper functioning of that
existence. . . . There is therefore some proper function for the whole
of mankind as an organized multitude which can not be achieved

by any single man, or family, or neighborhood, or city, or state.
(1.3.6)

And he explains his conception of the relationship between the
temporal and supernatural realms this way:

,
I maintain that from the fact that the moon does not shine brightly
unless it receives light from the sun, it does not follow that the
moon itself depends on the sun. For one must keep in mind that

38 Dante Alighieri, De Monarchia, trans. Herbert W. Schneider, introd. Dino
Bigongiari (New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1949), Book I, Ch. 2, pp. 4-5; hereafter
cited in the text by Book, chapter, and page number. The separation of the secular
from the spiritual, and of faith from reason, that we find in both Dante and Mar-
silius, and later in many fourteenth-century thinkers, is often ascribed to Averroism.
Averroes (1126-1178) argued that faith and reason operate at different levels and
that they do not inform each other. Although Aquinas was influenced by Averroes
in his separation of faith and reason. Aquinas’s purpose was better to harmonize
philosophy and theology. Averroes, on the other hand, denied an ultimate harmony
between faith and reason. Following Averroes, in Dante and Marsilius also the
emphasis is on separation not synthesis, and, on the notion that there exist two
ends, which are achieved by different means, for the human being. See also the
discussion below on Duns Scotus, pp. 570ff,
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the being of the moon is one thing, its power another, and its fune-
tioning a third. In its being the moon is in no way dependent on
the sun, and not even in its power and functioning, strictly speak-
ing, for its motion comes directly from the prime mover. (1I1.4.59-
60)

Thus although the temporal order may be enhanced by the
‘light of grace,’” it receives from spiritual power neither its be-
ing, nor its power or authority. Dante’s view of the autonomy
of the political order is based on the idea that man aspires to
two beatitudes, one on earth, the other in heaven.

Twofold are the ends which unerring Providence has ordained for
man: the bliss of this life, which consists in the functioning of his
own powers, and the bliss of eternal life, which consists in the en-
joyment of that divine vision to which he cannot attain by his own
powers. . .. These two states of bliss, like two different goals, man
must reach by different ways. For we come to the first as we fol-
low the philosophical teachings, . . . and we come to the second as
we follow the spiritual teachings. (I111.16.78)

The attainment of the  bliss of this life’ and the ‘ bliss of
eternal life’ is, then, accomplished by different means. The
former is reached through the exercise of the ‘moral and in-
tellectual capacities ’; the latter is achieved by °following the
spiritual teachings which transcend human reason.’ The two
ends that ‘ unerring Providence ’ has ordained for men are in-
dependent and the paths to their attainment have nothing in
common. The temporal world and its authority ‘ come directly,
without intermediary ’ from God. Thus Dante, unlike Aquinas
and Augustine, who place this world within a hierarchical sys-
tem of order in which the supernatural order is supreme, rejects
the view that nature and the state are means for the attain-
ment of a higher order. His main thesis is that man possesses
the natural right and the intellectual capacity to realize the
achievement of the ¢ blessedness of this life ’; man’s autonomous
reason, ‘ his own powers,” makes it possible for him to pursue
the ends of humanity. The critical distinction that Dante
makes is that the corpus mysticum is not, as in Aquinas, a com-
plement of nature; rather it too comes directly from God—
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Christ, the founder of the corpus mysticum, expressly stated
that “ his kingdom is not of this world ” (I11.15.77) . Man pur-
sues a twofold aim, as a citizen a this-worldly end, if a Chris-
tian, a supernatural telos; and these ends are fulfilled in sepa-
rate orders and are attained by separate means.

Yet Dante’s conception of the state is, as we see, still linked
with the idea that its origin is traceable to God. It is in The
Defender of Peace that we first find the appearance of the idea
that the temporal world is fully autonomous. The main prem-
ises put forth by Marsilius are, first, that the state is a product
of reason and that its purpose is to make possible the ‘ sufficient
life ’; second, that political authority is necessary in order to
‘moderate * and  proportion * men’s actions; and third, that the
sole source of legitimate political power is the ‘ will and con-
sent’ of the people. For Marsilius, as for Aquinas and Dante,
man is by nature a social and political animal, and it is, there-
fore, according to nature that men form associations. In his
words, ‘ man is born composed of contrary elements . . . and he
is born bare and unprotected:

As a consequence, he needed arts of diverse genera and species to
avoid the afore-mentioned harms. But since these arts can be ex-
ercised only by a large number of men, and can be had only through
their association with one another, men had to assemble together
in order to attain what was beneficial through these arts and to
avoid what was harmful. But since among men thus assembled
there arise disputes and quarrels, . . . there had to be established in
this association [that is, the state] a standard of justice and a guar-
dian or maker thereof.3?

Again, society and politics are a necessity of nature; the state
is the product of man’s reason and is the most perfect associa-
tion men can form: “The things which are necessary for liv-
ing and for living well were brought to full development by
man’s reason and experience, and there was established the per-
fect community, called the state” (1.3.11-12).

39 The Defender of Peace, trans. and introd. Alan Gewirth (New York: Harper
and Row, 1956), Discourse I, Ch. 4, p. 13; hereafter cited in the text by Discourse,
chapter, and page number. For a comprehensive analysis of The Defender of Peace
see Gewirth’s extended introductory essay.
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For Marsilius the state is seen, following Aristotle, as an end
in itself and as existing in order that man may achieve the good
life. And since  diverse things are necessary to men who desire
a sufficient life, things which cannot be supplied by men of one
order or office, there had to be diverse orders or offices of men
in this association” (I.4.14). To live and live well involves
‘moderating and proportioning > man’s actions and passions.
The state is thus a ‘perfect community’ whose functional
‘ parts’ are collectively able to provide for all of man’s human
needs.

For just as an animal well disposed in accordance with nature is
composed of certain proportioned parts ordered to one another and
communicating their functions mutually and for the whole, so too
the state is constituted of certain such parts when it is well dis-
posed and established in accordance with reason. . . . Tranquillity
[is] the good disposition of the city or state whereby each of its
parts [is] able perfectly to perform the operations belonging to
it in accordance with reason and its establishment. (1.2.9)

Since man does not receive “ entirely perfect from nature the
means whereby these proportions are fulfilled ” (1.5.16), it is
necessary to use reason in order to ‘effect and preserve’ the
proper proportioning of his actions. Thus the parts of the state
are established in accordance with reason and experience, and
their purpose is to ensure the well-ordered tranquillity of the
perfect community.

The most significant departure in thought in Marsilius, in
effect, is his notion of order. As noted above, for Aquinas and
Dante the temporal world, althought a product of nature
and of man’s reason, is still linked with an otherworldly divine
realm; consequently, this world, for Aquinas, requires perfec-
tion by grace, and for Dante, is enhanced by °the light of
grace.” For Marsilius on the other hand, the temporal world is
sufficiently justified by nature and requires no ‘ perfecting’ by
divine grace. There is, in other words, no integration of tem-
poral order and divine order in Marsilius’s thought.*® In The

40 Marsilius does not categorically deny that there is a state of eternal bliss but
rather that its existence, or the ‘means thereto,” cannot be proven by rational
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Defender of Peace the concept of order is not used in the cos-
mological sense that we find in Plato and in the Augustinian
tradition, who interpret the phenomenal world as either gov-
erned or guided by divine supernatural order. On the contrary,
when Marsilius uses the term order he always refers to the way
in which men relate to each other according to some kind of
temporal association or membership.#* The notion of order in
The Defender of Peace refers solely to the “ order of the parts
of the state in relation to one another ” (1.15.67). Thus in the
Marsilian concept of order there is no dualism of orders; rather
there is only one order and that is the order of the arrangement
of things in the temporal world. For Marsilius order consists,
then, not in man’s relation to an ideal otherworldly realm but
in the relationship between the individual and the various parts
of the state. From Marsilius’s point of view order has to do
solely with the idea of that harmonious interrelation whereby
each part of the state “ can perfectly perform the operations be-
longing to it in accordance with reason and its establishment ”
(1.2.9) . In abandoning the concept of cosmological order as the
sustaining principle in all orders, and by insisting that the tem-
poral order 1s not linked to a transcendent order, Marsilius em-
phasizes the notion of the radical autonomy and self-sufficiency
of the political order and, concurrently, the idea that the ulti-
mate aim of human acts is the good life in this world. The dis-
tance between this doctrine and that of Augustine is obvious;
for Augustine the state is nothing more than a remedial instru-
ment, for Marsilius it is an end in itself.

v

In works such as De Monarchia and The Defender of Peace,
then, we find the expression of the kinds of ideas that make it

means. The link between the temporal and the divine, in other words, is solely a
matter of faith and has nothing to do with natural reason. The idea of some rela-
tionship between Divine Providence and the order of the temporal world is a com-
plex issue in The Defender of Peace. For a discussion of this point see Gewirth,
pp. xlvi-lxv.

41 See Gewirth, pp. Ixxiv-Ixxv,
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possible to speculate about man’s achieving the ‘ good life ’ in
this world, a viewpoint that encourages utopian speculation
and the writing of utopian literature. The utopian mode of
thought is characterized, as was stated earlier, by a reliance
upon reason, an emphasis on achieving a natural telos in this
life, and a concept of order that concerns itself with the tem-
poral world. So long as the order of this world was linked to a
supreme supernatural being, and so long as man’s temporal
end was joined with a telos beyond historical time, utopian
thought was rejected. It should be emphasized, however, that
the transition from an otherworldly to a this-worldly orienta-
tion, from Augustine’s eschatological ‘ ideal society ’ to Thomas
More’s conceptualization of an ‘ideal commonwealth,’ is more
complex than a shift in a world-view perspective. Bound up
with the revision in thought on the relationship between the
temporal realm and the supernatural realm was a fundamental
change in outlook regarding both the connection between faith
and reason and the view toward nature. Greatly influenced by
Aristotle, Aquinas made a supreme effort to synthesize the two
main traditions inherited from the Middle Ages—the classical
thought of Plato and Aristotle, and the Christian teachings of
the Scriptures and Augustine. And the major idea he intro-
duced in order to achieve this synthesis was his view of faith
and reason as distinct and yet complementary. Yet although in
the writings of Aquinas reason is given an unprecedented
status, the basis of Aquinas’s system is, nevertheless, that rea-
son is aided by ‘divine grace’; faith, to put it another way,
supplements reason. According to Aquinas all things proceed
from, and are sustained by, Divine Providence. Thus even
though for Aquinas Divine Providence manifests itself in two
distinctly different orders, the natural order and the super-
natural order, the former is not separate from the latter; on
the contrary, the natural order completes that ‘ order imposed
on all things by Divine Providence.” The temporal world and
reason are thus linked to the supernatural realm and they are,
ultimately, governed by supernatural law and by faith. The
truth of any proposition, for Aquinas, depends, finally, not
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upon its correspondence with reason and natural law, but upon
its being compatible with faith and eternal law. In Aquinas
faith is directed toward manifesting the truth of revelation; so
far as knowledge is concerned, its chief aim is to show that rea-
son leads to faith. Typical of thirteenth-century thought,
Aquinas’s view too is that faith is ultimately the guiding prin-
ciple in human affairs.

Yet the demarcation Aquinas made between faith and rea-
son, and the distinction he drew between the natural order and
the supernatural order, were a clear departure in thought from
the traditional Medieval view of the relationship between this
world and a supreme supernatural world, and the connection
between knowledge and spiritual illumination. In Aquinas, al-
though there always remains a link between two realms of be-
ing and between two modes of comprehension, the temporal
world and reason have, nevertheless, their own domain and
their own legitimate purpose. Aquinas’s view is that faith deals
with those divine truths that cannot be comprehended by rea-
son, and reason deals with human truths. Unlike Augustine,
who regards truth as inseparable from revelation and as en-
tirely dependent upon grace, Aquinas sees the sensible world,
or nature, as the source of all rational knowledge. Reason, in
other words, begins with the senses and belongs to the phenom-
enal rather than the supernatural realm; human knowledge,
therefore, can be known through natural phenomena and ex-
perience. Man’s nature makes it possible for him to compre-
hend rational knowledge without the aid of divine grace; divine
grace added to natural knowledge enables him to know also
the truths of revelation. In thus drawing a distinction between
faith and reason, Aquinas effected a beginning of a revolution
in thought that later gave rise to the proposition that reason
could stand in its own right, wholly independent of faith.

This is the point of view found in both the Monarchia and
The Defender of Peace. The central idea in these works, as we
saw earlier, is that reason, and the temporal world, are inde-
pendent of Divine Providence. In the late thirteenth and early
fourteenth centuries, then, we come to a period in history when
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many thinkers are attempting to disengage reason completely
from faith and, at the same time, to dissociate the phenomenal
world from a hierarchical system of supernatural order. For
example, in the thought of one of the major thinkers of the
period, Duns Scotus, we find a new definition of the relation
between faith and reason. Rejecting Aquinas’s concept that
faith and reason are complementary, Duns Scotus’s view is that
there can be no rational explanation of Divine Providence.
Reason is limited to knowledge of the phenomenal world and it
cannot confirm revelation. Theological truths, since they are
incapable of demonstration by natural perceptions, lie outside
the realm of rational comprehension. Revelation, then, is
strictly a matter of faith. For Duns Scotus the connection that
Aquinas had made between faith and reason is abandoned and
he substitutes in its place the idea that “ each is self-contained.
. . . The natural and the supernatural are not merely on dif-
ferent planes but without a meeting-point; since they deal with
different truths they cannot inform one another.” ** In Duns
Scotus the emphasis is on the difference rather than on the
harmony between faith and reason. Faith and reason are two
entirely separate realms of understanding: faith deals with
supernatural truths, reason concerns itself with natural experi-
ence. Reason cannot confirm revelation—knowledge acquired
through natural phenomena cannot go beyond the phenomenal
world. In Duns Scotus’s thought matters concerning Divine
Providence are not a subject of reason, but of faith alone.
Rather than attempting, as Aquinas had attempted, to recon-
cile theology with the demands of rational inquiry, Duns
Scotus broke the link between the truths of revelation and
those of natural knowledge. Duns Scotus resolved the conflict
between two incompatible orders—the natural realm and the
supernatural realm—Dby proposing that truth of revelation and
truth of reason are two distinctly different kinds of truth—they
do not inform each other, and they must be kept separate.

42Leff, p. 258. I owe much of my discussion here about the thought of Duns
Scotus to Lef’s analysis of his ideas; see pp. 2565-272 for an extended treatment.
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From the fourteenth century onwards, when the attempt to re-
concile theological doctrine and natural knowledge was aban-
doned, the characteristic feature of thought was the notion of
truth as not one but two.*® The effect of this demarcation be-
tween faith and reason and the conception of truth as two-fold
was a revolution in thought in the interpretation of man’s rela-
tion to the natural order.

In conclusion, the common outlook that informed the Medi-
eval attitude toward the natural order was that it had been as-
signed an inferior and subordinate status within a hierarchical
system of divine cosmological order. Aquinas was the first
Medieval thinker to challenge seriously the Augustinian notion
of the natural order as a consequence of sin and the notion of
the state as a remedial instrument provided by God for man’s
salvation. Aquinas argues that the natural order operates on
its own principles and that the state is founded upon the na-
ture of man himself. Yet although Aquinas’s interpretation of
the order of the universe and the nature of man was a primary
influence on the emergence of those kinds of ideas which give
rise to utopian writings, his concept of theocentric order, like
Augustine’s, served, finally, to glorify the supernatural and the
divine. It was during the humanistic movement of the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries that the Medieval way of interpreting

43 The changing concept of the relationship between faith and reason was not, as
it might seem, an attempt to refute theological doctrine. On the contrary, the
tenets of Christianity were as fundamental for Dante, Marsilius, and Duns Scotus
in the fourteenth century as they were for Augustine in the fifth, and, indeed, as
they were, for example, for most seventeenth-century thinkers. In his study of
seventeenth-century thought Basil Willey points out that “ it was one of the char-
acteristics of the seventeenth century that no English writer of the time, whatever
his philosophical views might be, could explicitly abandon the assumption that the
universe rested upon a basis of divine meaning. Further, all thinkers of that cen-
tury, with but one or two exceptions, assumed the truth in some sense of the
specifically Christian doctrines, and the supernatural status of the Bible. The
Seventeenth Century Background, (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 1965), p.
111. Although a quite different spirit animates the thought of the seventeenth
century, it is out of the fourteenth-century background that most thinkers of the
later period resolve the conflict between two incompatible worldviews by proposing
that truth is two-fold.
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the world disappeared and a different manner of perceiving it
emerged. The main feature of the change that occurred was a
shift in perspective from an otherworldly to a this-worldly
orientation. This shift in outlook resulted in a new view of the
relationship between man and nature. In its broad outlines,
Renaissance humanism is characterized by a confidence in na-
ture—a belief in the certainty of reason and in man’s capacity
to control the natural world. Fifteenth- and sixteenth-century
thinkers, while they did not abandon their belief that a divine
meaning underlay the universe, gave up the traditional con-
ception of order as a divine hierarchically arranged system in
which the natural order is subservient to the supernatural
order. The concept of order in the fifteenth and sixteenth cen-
turies, in brief, is one that focuses on the harmonious relation-
ship of things within the natural order rather than on the con-
nection between natural order and supernatural order. This
new notion of order, and the new concept of reason as two-fold,
led, not surprisingly, to a new vision of the world and of man’s
place in it; it led also to the appearance in the sixteenth century
of the first modern example of utopian writing—Thomas
More’s Utopia.

Dorotry F. DONNELLY
University of Rhode Island
Kingston, Rhode Island



RICOEUR’S CONTRIBUTION TO
FUNDAMENTAL THEOLOGY

N

sion of the total theological project is specifically the
rational justification of hope (1 Peter 3:15).

The imperative for a new fundamental theology has been
issued by Karl Rahner as formal-fundamental theology, Bern-
ard Lonergan as foundational theology, Johannes Metz as
practico-political theology and Wolfhart Pannenberg as theo-
logical anthropology.*

The exigency for a new fundamental theology has arisen with
the advent of historical consciousness in which the traditional
conception and universal acceptance of established authority
has become questionable. Authority, whether biblical or
ecclesial, brought to historical consciousness is rendered prob-
lematical. Whether kerygmatically proclaimed or magisterially
promulgated, the universal claim to absolute truth of Chris-
tianity is not ipso facto acceptable but debatable.

A new fundamental theology would differ from the old funda-
mental theology in that its justification would be founded, not
on the self-assertion of extrinsic authority, but upon radical
experience and critical reflection. It is characterized by the
passsage from a naive faith through critical self-appropriation
of its integral presuppositions toward a post-critical, second
naivete.

The project of this paper is an exploration in and a delinea-
tion of the thought of Paul Ricoeur, at once by vocation a

FUNDAMENTAL THEOLOGY as an essential dimen-

1Cf. XKarl Rahner, Theological Investigations 1 (Baltimore: Helicon, 1961),
pp. 17-21; Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1972), pp. 181, 267-293; Johannes B. Metz, Faith in History and Society
(New York: Seabury), esp. pp. 3-31; Wolfhart Pannenberg. Basic Questions in
Theology (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977), p. 90.
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philosopher and by confession a Christian of the Reformed tra-
dition, as a substantial and significant contribution to a new
fundamental theology.

This project I propose to pursue from a threefold perspec-
tive. The first, Construction, presents Ricoeur’s philosophical
anthropology in the light of the necessary conditions requisite
to a fundamental theology: the second, Confrontation, presents
Ricoeur’s response to the critique of religion by the masters of
suspicion, Marx, Nietzsche and Freud, in a hermeneutic of the
recovery of meaning as a dialectical apologetic of hope; and
third, Concentration, presents Ricoeur’s thought on the ques-
tion of God, the possibility and limitation in knowing and nam-
ing the Mystery as the ground of hope.

1. Construction

The necessary conditions requisite in the construction of a
fundamental theology are that man be a being in hope, i.e., the
essentially free other of God’s possible self-communication, as
the existentially exigent desire for the salvific Other and as
the eschatologically reconcilable openness to the absolute
Mystery. Man is fundamentally the intersection within of
freedom, fault and transcendence that constitutes his being as
hope.

That there is a correspondence between Ricoeur’s basic
project of the philosophy of the will and the requisite themes
of a comprehensive theological anthropology appears in the
outline of that project:

Vol. 1: The Voluntary and the Involuntary: Freedom and
Nature

Vol. II: Finitude and Culpability: Pt. A: Fallible Man; Pt.
B: The Symbolism of Evil '

Vol. II1: The Poetics of Transcendence

The project is unfinished. Volumes T and II are completed;
Volume IIT, presently in process.
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1. FREEDOM

Man, essentially structured, is for Ricoeur the free other of
God’s possible self-communication.

He is incarnate freedom. He is a conscious being-in-the-
world. In Freedom and Nature, Ricoeur undertakes a pure
phenomenological investigation, an eidetic description of man’s
essential being. He brackets, in the manner of Husserl’s epoche,
the existential experience of fault and the symbolic projection
of transcendence. The abstraction is necessary to provide an
understanding of man in his fundamental possibilities proffered
equally and universally to innocence and fault. It represents,
as it were, a common keyboard of human nature on which
mythical innocence and experiential guilt play in different
ways.?

Ricoeur describes the reciprocity of freedom and nature in
man in a dialectical mediation. The separation of body and
soul as thought by the Cogito, an epistemic dualism, is over-
come through a dialectical reintegration. The Cartesian split
of man into res cogitans and res extensa is re-thought in its
fundamental unity. The three moments of the voluntary, de-
cision, action and consent, are progressively and reciprocally
related to the corresponding instances of the involuntary, moti-
vation, movement and necessity.?

A dramatic doctrine of double negation opens at the heart of
man. Necessity negates freedom as finitude of character, form-
lessness of the unconscious and contingency of life. Freedom
responds to this structure of radical limitation by a refusal
affirmed in a wish for totality, transparence and sufficiency.?

This double negation as the inner dynamic or essential con-
flict has its projected resolution not in the premature synthesis
of the Stoic posture of negation of nature and identification
with the Logos nor in the Orphic submergence into metamor-

2 Paul Ricoeur, Freedom and Nature, trans. with an Introduction by Erazim V.
Kohak (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1966), p. 21.

8 Ibid., pp. 87-443.

¢ Ibid., pp. 444-469.
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phosis within the endless process of life in an affirmation and
celebration of the Nietzschean and Rilkean innocence of radi-
cal becoming, but in the eschatological hope of an anticipated
reconciliation through the patient, lived-tension of dwelling
with necessity among creatures ...

Admiration is possible because the world is an analogy of Trans-
cendence; hope is necessary because the world is quite other than
Transcendence . . . Admiration says the world is good, it is the
possible home of freedom; I can consent. Hope says: the world is
not the final home of freedom; I consent as much as possible, but
hope to be delivered of the terrible and at the end of time to enjoy
a new body and a new nature granted to Freedom.®

Man is understood as a freedom, not creative ex nihilo, but
motivated, incarnate, contingent, i.e., finite: a merely human
freedom.®

Man, essentially structured as phenomenologically under-
stood, is open in hope for a possible, integral realization in
authentic human freedom as the other of God’s possible self-
communication.

2. FAULT

Man is existentially, for Ricoeur, the exigent desire of the
salvific other.

In Volume IT of the Philosophy of the Will, Ricoeur
phenomenologically elucidates and explicates the transcen-
dental conditions of the possibility of actual fault, Fallible
Man, and hermeneutically engages the experience of existential
distortion as expressed in symbol and myth, an investigation
and interpretation of the language of the avowal of fault, the
confession of guilt, The Symbolism of Evil.

(a) Man, essentially constituted, for Ricoeur, is a fallible
freedom. ’

Man 1s a being of possible self-disruption. He is constituted
fallible in being distended within between the finite and the in-

5 Ibid., pp. 469-481, esp. p. 480.
6 Ibid., pp. 482-486.
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finite. He is an unstable mixture, a radical disproportion in
being. He is within himself being and non-being. It is this
fundamental disproportion between the finite and the infinite
that is the profound human structural condition for the pos-
sibility of actual fault.

The analytic of man’s essential possibility of fault as located
in the open disproportion of his desire for the infinite and its
finite realizations is reflected in the pre-philosophical symbolics
of Plato, the rhetoric of misery in Pascal and the prophetic
passion of Kierkegaard® It is conceptually articulated in the
transcendental description modeled after Kant in the respec-
tive theoretical, practical and affective spheres of human being.

In the theoretical (theoria) dimension of his being, man as
speculative thinker, the finite-infinite tension manifests itself
as the inner dialectic of infinite verb and finite perspective be-
tween saying and seeing, between meaning and appearance.®

The projected synthesis of understanding and sensibility is
the object as mediated by the transcendental imagination. It
is a resolution not in himself but in the other as thing.*°

The verb is the transcendent dimension of the unlimited,
a transgression of the given, as saying is more than seeing,
meaning more than appearance. The perspectival point of view
is the ineluctable initial narrowness of one’s openness to the
world. The ‘ here and now ’ of bodily existence is the zero origin
of one’s own historical being in the world. Man as thinker,
therefore, is the open, unfinished interrelation of finite perspec-
tive and unlimited horizon. :

In the practical (praxis) order of his being, man as doer,
the finite-infinite tension reveals itself as the dialectic of char-
acter and happiness. .

Character is the limited openness of man’s inherited field o
total motivation which as original is unalterable. Happiness is

7 Paul Ricoeur, Fallible Man, trans. Charles Kelbley (Chicago: Henry Reg-
nery, 1965), pp. 3-12.

8 Ibid., pp. 12-25.

o Ibid., pp. 25-57.

10 Jbid., pp. 57-71.
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the transcendent horizon of the will anticipated in every action
as its fulfillment.**

The projected synthesis of character and happiness is the
person as mediated through respect for humanity. Respect
mediates the desire of sensibility (pleasure) and the obliga-
tion of reason (duty) in its orientation toward action. The
commensuration of virtue and happiness is its necessary ideal
anticipated but never universally realized in this world.**

Man, therefore, in his practical being is the unresolved ade-
quation of virtue and beatitude, of the limitation of character,
the indeferable demands of the moral law and the infinite hori-
zon of happiness.

In the affective (thumos) order, man as profound feeling, the
finite-infinite tension discloses itself between the vital (bios)
and the spiritual, between desire (eros) and its transitory per-
fection in pleasure, and happiness, its transcendent horizon.*®

The dominant passions of having (Habsucht), power (Herr-
sucht) and value (Ehrsucht), necessary for self-constitutive
affirmation, are concretely realized in a situation of conflict.
Their innocent fulfillment is an unrealizable ideal. For what is
one man’s will to possession, domination and recognition is in-
variably another’s dispossession, subjection and denigration.

Although we know these fundamental quests empirically through
their disfigured visages, greed, arrogance and vanity, we under-
stand these passions in their essence only as a perversion of . . .
We must even say that what we understand at first are the prim-
ordial modalities of human desire which are constitutive with re-
spect to man’s humanity; and it is only later that we understand
the ‘passions’ as departure, deviation, downfall, in relation to
these primordial quests. No doubt the understanding of the prim-
ordial first, then of the fallen in and through the primordial, re-
quires a kind of imagination of innocence or a ‘ kingdom’ wherein
the quests for having, power and worth would not be what they
in fact are. But this imagination is not a fanciful dream; it is an
‘ imaginative variation,’ to use a Husserlian term, which manifests

11 Ibid., pp. 72-105.
12 Ibid., pp. 106-121.
18 Ibid., pp. 122-161.
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the essence by breaking the prestige of the fact. In imagining an-
other state of affairs or another kingdom, I perceive the possible,
and in the possible, the essential. The understanding of a passion
as bad requires the understanding of the primordial by the imagi-
nation of another empirical modality, by exemplification in an in-
nocent kingdom.*

The perfection of passion in the moment as pleasure often
fixates the inescapable and inexhaustible desire for happiness.
The necessity for life-satisfactions and the elusive, ineluctable
dream for a spiritual fulfillment is the conflict situation struc-
tured in the dynamic heart of man.

Fach of the constitutive, disproportional tensions of the
finite-infinite dialectic in man as theoretical, practical and af-
fective is a progressive interiorization and intensification of the
radical tension at the heart (thumos) of human existence in its
totality.

Man in his fragile constitution is a freedom that is fallible.
The fault is an existential possibility, not an essential necessity.
Man, fundamentally good, is susceptible in his freedom and
finitude to radical evil. For in his essential being he is in
‘fault,” that is, in constitutive disproportion of the finite and
infinite within himself.*®

The predicament of man constitutes his unique disposition:
an unfinished freedom as the principle of self-creation. This
is at once the dignity and the responsibility of being human—
the possibility of glory and tragedy and the principle of heroism
and hubris, of greatness and defeat.

(b) Man, existentially experienced and expressed, for
Ricoeur, is a ¢ fallen’ freedom.

Man experiences himself in a situation of bondage. His is a
servile will. He expresses his bound freedom in symbol and
myth. )

Ricoeur, in The Symbolism of Evil, elucidates man’s ¢ fallen’
predicament and his consciousness of fault as expressed in the

14 Jbid., pp. 161-202, esp. p. 170.
15 Ibid., pp. 203-224.
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primary symbols of stain, deviation and guilt and in the sym-
bolic myths of the origin of evil, creation, tragedy, exile and the
Adamic myth.

Phenomenological investigation under Husserl’s influence
and transcendental analysis under Kantian aegis now become
a hermeneutical exploration, descriptive and dialectical, a
phenomenology reminiscent in performance of the Hegelian
model. The necessary indirection from expression to experience
to existence is because the ‘ fall’ is not an ontological structure
of man’s being but an historical ‘ happening,’ not a necessary
law of his being but an accidental event, i.e., a possibility ac-
tualized, albeit somewhat inevitable and universal.

Stain is the analogue of defilement; deviation the analogue
of sin; and burden, the analogue of guilt. There is a movement
from a magical conception of evil as imposition (stain) to a
communal experience as a broken relationship (sin) of man be-
fore God to a self-conscious personal interiorization as guilt.
There is an historical development in consciousness of evil as
an objective infliction toward a subjective implication of re-
sponsibility, from an external impingement to an internal ap-
propriation. The latter negates yet includes the former in
freedom. The concept of a servile will is formed: a will freely
bound by itself.*®

The structure of myth is symbol written large. The struc-
ture of myth provides, as the symbols of evil could only sug-
gest: a temporal orientation as historical movement from the
origin of evil to its end, concrete universality and an ontologi-
cal exploration of the enigma of human existence in narrative,
dramatic form."”

Ricoeur focuses upon the myths of Occidental civilization.
He structures the distinctive myths of the origin of evil into
the cosmogonic (creation), the tragic, the orphic (the exiled
soul) and the Adamic.

18 Paul Ricoeur, The Symbolism of Evil, trans, Emerson Buchanan (New York:
Harper and Row, 1967), pp. 25-157,
¥ Ibid., pp. 161-174.
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The creation (cosmogonic) myth locates the beginnings in a
primordial chaos or violent act. The tragic places the inscrut-
- able blindness and hardness of heart in the primordial design of
a ‘ Wicked God.” The philosophical myth of the exiled soul de-
picts the original contamination of the spirit as the flesh in
which it is imprisoned. The cosmogonic, tragic, and orphic
myths, therefore, locate the origin of evil outside of man.*®

In the Adamic myth alone does evil originate with man.
Creation is primordially constituted good. It is the act of a
transcendent God who is essentially good.

The Adamic myth, however, not only negates but also in-
cludes the dimension of the Evil Other within its comprehen-
sion. In the symbol of the serpent, evil as always already there,
evil as the seduction of man, is enigmatically disclosed. Man
is, therefore, the victim as well as the agent of evil. The crucial
difference of freedom, however, is sustained.*

Ricoeur vindicates his option for an ethical vision of life in
which evil and freedom are interrelated as opposed to the
tragic vision of life in which evil and nature are identified. The
tragic dimension is transcended but retained in the ethical as
an inner constitutive moment in a total vision of reality. The
mystery of iniquity, the enigma of evil, remains but with a cri-
tical difference: the parameters of a comprehensive understand-
ing of man must dialectically include freedom and nature. This,
Ricoeur articulates, as a freedom bound by itself beyond self-
salvation. Sin is freely self-incurred (habitus). It is, as it
were, a ‘ second nature.’

Ricoeur rejects Augustine’s symbolic dogmatization and
allegorical explanation of the universality of sin through the
concept of an inheritance biologically founded and the Hege-
lian system of the dialectical rationalization of the absurd fact
of evil as universal necessity. Neither a dogmatie, allegorical
explanation nor a gnostic speculation renders the mystery of
iniquity intelligible.*

18 Ibid., pp. 175-210, 211-231, 278-305.

19 Jbid., pp. 282-278, 306-346.

20 Paul Ricoeur, “ The Hermeneutics of Symbols and Philosophical Reflection,”
International Philosophical Quarterly 2 (1962), pp. 191-218, esp. pp. 209-218.
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Ricoeur describes man’s predicament, his essential dispro-
portion and existential distortion. He articulates man’s con-
scious self-awareness of his predicament from his experience as
avowed in the language of confession, expressed in symbol and
narrated in myth.

The question yet remains: How does man cope with his pre-
dicament? How does he handle his problematical being?

With each diverse mythical interpretation a respective mode
of deliverance from evil is envisioned. In the myths of pri-
mordial chaos salvation is through an active participation in
and contribution toward the preservation and promotion of
the order of the universe within the environment of an ever
imminent threat of disruption. Man identifies his being with
the future of being on the side of the gods who establish order
out of chaos. Ritually he re-enaects the original drama of viol-
ence and creation in the perennial festival cults of the birth,
death and re-birth of nature.”

In the tragic myths deliverance from the original ambiguity
of hubris is defiance of, and defeat by, the gods or in the re-
fusal-acceptance of fate. The heroic resistance and resignation
to the inexorable is liturgically re-enacted in the theatrical
spectacle. Tt is an aesthetic deliverance in the sympathetic
catharsis of tragic beauty in terror and pity. The tragic pathos
is an affective yet impotent emotion of participation in which
nothing of the misfortune is changed. The participant is trans-
formed without altering his doom through a purification of
tears by the transcendent beauty of song.

Nevertheless, tragedy opens the law of suffering for the sake
of an understanding that has the power of redemption: the
recognition and acceptance of human limitation.?

In the orphic myth of the exiled soul deliverance is through
gnosis. “ Know thyself ” is the beginning of salvation.

After the fall of the soul into the body of the earthly in which
it is both punished and educated, the process of recovery begins

21 The Symbolism of Ewil, pp. 191-2086.
22 Ibid., pp. 227-231.
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through the discipline of the senses and the askesis of desire.
Released from the prison of bodily existence, the soul seeks the
repose of reunification with its divine origin.*®

In the Adamic myth deliverance is eschatological. The King-
dom of God is projected as the locus of the anticipated rectifi-
cation. The promise is borne by a remnant people for a suffer-
ing servant, a Messiah. The recovery of innocence is the act
of a human-divine liberator.*

These mythical projections of the end of evil correspond to
alternative modern Weltanschauungen descriptive of man’s
comportment to his problematical condition of disproportion:
Teutonic mysticism, tragic existentialism, platonic idealism,
marxist utopianism and Christian transcendentalism.

‘Teutonic’ mysticism is the disposition of participation in
the becoming and the grandeur of the divinity. The ecstatic
meontic mysticism of Boehme and the philosophical system of
Hegel (and perhaps, Whitehead), would be indicative of this
mode of comportment to the Universe.

Tragic existentialism is the heroic resignation to the inevit-
able human predicament of fault as identical with the struc-
ture of Ewistenz. Man is by nature guilty (Jaspers) or
‘thrown ’ into the world to die (Heidegger) or condemned to be
free, ¢ a useless passion’ (Sartre).

Dualistic idealism, whether Platonic or Buddhist, is the will
to other than what is the real, innocent, incarnate mode of be-
ing human: contemplation of forms, askesis of the senses, the
self-mastery of Yoga, the determination of Nirvana, ete. . . .

The Marxist and the Christian attest to the disproportion
with the human condition of essential possibility and its exis-
tential distortion. Deliverance is achieved for the Marxist in
the revolutionary self-transformation of the structures of so-
ciety; for the Christian, ultimately in the gift of God awaited
for in a believing love that reaches forth in hope.

The power of the Marxist utopianism is broken by the

23 Ibid., pp. 300-305.
24 Jbid., pp. 260-278.

























































































































































































































































