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FOREWORD 

The animating theme of the discourse between Carl 
Schmitt and Leo Strauss is "the political." What is "the 
political" ? What distinguishes the political from every other 
human association, modality, or enterprise? Schmitt pro
posed an answer to the question that was provocative to 
the point of appearing perverse. Whereas according to an 
understanding that could claim to be self-evident, political 
society exists to promote peace among men, Schmitt ar
gued that the essence of the political is polemic. He did 
not mean that there is a tragic defect in the ground of our 
being that condemns us forever to internecine hatred, and 
to give effect to that hatred with a higher efficiency by 
organizing ourselves in polities. Much to the contrary, he 
argued that the human beings are divided, and woe to them 
if they should ever cease to be divided, over the issues 
that go to the heart of humanity's existence. The beasts 
fight and kill in order to satisfy the lowest craving, which 
is for preservation. It belongs only to human beings to 
make war, not only to kill but to die, for a high cause anq 
ultimately for the highest cause, which is their faith. 
Schmitt can agree with those who have perceived the hu
man record as a history of bloodshed, but far from interpret
ing the fact as a sign of God's neglect or punishment, he 
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sees it as an evidence of God's providence. By a dialectic 
of conflict, of "ideals" that men take seriously enough to 
contend over, and not by any mere dialectic of reason, 
mankind is preserved from the lassitude of indifference 
that is the soul's death. 

Schmitt's own mortal enemy is liberalism, which he 
demonizes as the pacifistic, all-tolerating, rationalist-atheist 
antithesis of "the political" conceived as he defined it. 
Liberalism is thus complicitous with communism in stand
ing for the withering away of the political and replacing it 
with the technological-the reduction of humanity to the 
last man. The skeleton of Schmitt's ideology exposes the 
shape not only of his own but of his contemporary Heideg
ger's adherence to the National Socialist party. It accords 
with Heidegger's famous 1935 (and 1953) remark in praise 
of the "inner truth and greatness" of National Socialism, 
on the basis of which he could consign the American and 
Soviet Unions alike to identical moral obloquy. 

Schmitt's theory of the political was the obverse of his 
critique of liberalism. Strauss engaged him on the field of 
the political, the more comprehensive and presumably the 
primary category. Strauss saw that if Schmitt applauded 
strife itself as humanizing simply because it preserves man
kind from the moral torpor of the technological terrarium, 
then Schmitt was no better than the value-free liberals he 
condemned, for both he and they admitted any end as 
equally choiceworthy with any other. Schmitt might stipu
late for a higher, i .e . , a more violent, commitment to the 
adopted value, read "faith," but Strauss made it clear that 
that would be a distinction without a significant difference. 
On the other hand, if Schmitt escaped the stigma of crypto
liberal relativism by positing religious faith as the absolute 
object of the commitment that defines the political and 
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mspues men to kill and die, then Strauss was there to 
rejoin that nature, especially human nature, was a more 
primordial category than faith. The definition of the politi
cal should then be elicited from the ground of nature, as 
philosophers had been seeking to do from antiquity on. 

The dialogue recorded and explicated here so ably by 
Dr. Heinrich Meier occurred in the few years immediately 
preceding the collapse of liberal democracy and the advent 
of its antithesis in Germany. The manifest vulnerability 
of the infant Weimar Republic would by itself have been 
sufficient, without the influence of Nietzsche and of other 
endemic antidemocratic social forces, to stimulate specula
tion on the nature of the liberal polity. As Schmitt was the 
first to acknowledge, and as the reader will see, Strauss's 
critique of Schmitt's book deepened that speculation at the 
same time that it carried Schmitt's own meaning into a 
clearer light than Schmitt himself had managed to do. 

Dr. Heinrich Meier has brought to this book an expert's 
familiarity with the thought of Schmitt and Strauss, with 
special emphasis on the relation of theology and politics 
that is known to have preoccupied both men. In full aware
ness that the so-called theological-political problem impli
cates the even larger issue of the relation between reason 
and revelation, Dr. Meier has earned the reader's gratitude 
for the care and insight with which he has presented this 
exchange on a theme that can never lose its vital impor
tance for our understanding of the way we live. As Dr. 
Meier makes abundantly clear, Carl Schmitt spoke in the 
name of an apprehension that liberal democracy might in
herit the world. Now, in an epoch much affected by the 
end of the Cold War, such a consummation has been wel
comed as the putative end of the history. Under all condi
tions, and especially our own, the political project for the 

-----=,.....--� - - --����- - - - -



xii I FOREWORD 

emancipation and enlightenment of mankind in an atmo
sphere of comity and plenty will be a worthy object of 
intelligent inquiry. Dr. Meier has provided, in this book, 
a humane and scholarly impetus to such inquiry. 

Joseph Cropsey 



PREFACE TO THE AMERICAN EDITION 

In the interim since this book was originally published in 
German in the spring of 1988, the debate over Carl Schmitt 
has changed profoundly. One critic who had perused the 
Schmitt literature of most recent vintage remarked not long 
ago that the present work has accomplished a "linguistic 
turn" and has given the increasingly animated discussion 
a new, "theological twist ." This observation might be cor
rect insofar as political theology has meanwhile moved em
phatically and conspicuously into the center of attention. 
Political theology is central both to the appropriate inter
pretation of Schmitt's wide-ranging, circuitous oeuvre and 
to confrontation with what is truly in question in this inter
pretation. During the past seven years, the authors of nu
merous essays, monographs, and dissertations as well as 
countless articles and reviews have expressly or silently 
adopted as their premise the interpretation of Schmitt as 
spokesman for political theology and have chosen that 
premise as the point of departure for all further discussion. 
What explains the growing interest in Schmitt's political 
theology? 

Let us begin with what is obvious. The context of a 
body of thought cannot be appropriately understood so long 
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as its unifying center has not been disclosed and pondered. 
Now what one finds in the center of Schmitt's thought is 
his faith in revelation. By his own understanding, Schmitt 
is a political theologian. Whoever wishes to confront 
Schmitt's thought seriously must therefore come to grips 
with Schmitt's political theology, must enter into the self
understanding of the political theologian so as not to miss 
the decisive question from the outset. The key role of 
political theology is demonstrated by the fact that only an 
interpretation that takes its bearings from political theology 
can render comprehensible what must otherwise appear 
highly disparate, enigmatic, and obscure, if not altogether 
inconsistent. Moreover, in the summer of 1991  an ex
tensive, previously unknown work entitled Glossarium: 

Aufzeichnungen der Jahre 1947-51 was published from 
Schmitt's literary remains; that volume reveals the center 
of Schmitt's thought and his fundamental distinction be
tween friend and enemy much more clearly than did the 
writings that appeared during the author's lifetime. The re
flections and observations that Schmitt wrote three decades 
before his death read like a posthumous confirmation of 
the interpretation on which my Dialogue is based. By in
vitation of the newsweekly Der Spiegel I wrote a review 
essay for the general public that appeared simultaneously 
with the Glossarium; in 1994 it was published in an En
glish translation under the title "The Philosopher as 
Enemy: On Carl Schmitt's Glossarium" (New School for 
Social Research, Graduate Faculty Philosophy Journal, vol. 
17 ,  nos. 1-2, pp. 325-32). 

Schmitt took up the concept of political theology so as 
to determine his own position in the conflict of faith. Prior 
to the 1922 publication of Schmitt's treatise Politische Theo
logie: Vier Kapitel zur Lehre von der Souveriinitiit, the expres
sion had always been used to describe the position not of 
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oneself but of the other, the opponent, the enemy. The 
antagonism envisaged by Schmitt when he specified his 
position was the antagonism between authority and anar
chy, faith in revelation and atheism, obedience to and re
bellion against the supreme sovereign. But authority, reve
lation, and obedience-regardless of the ways in which 
Schmitt may have updated them-are the decisive traits 
of the concern of political theology as such, which cenainly 
did not originate with Schmitt's theorizings. That concern 
is as old as faith in revelation, and measured in human 
terms it will remain in existence as long as faith in a God 
who demands obedience continues to exist. Thus, after 
Schmitt had given a positive, or affirmative, meaning to 
political theology, the concept, understood as a political 
theory or doctrine that claims to be founded on faith in 
divine revelation, could also be used as a concept of self
determination and self-description by political theologians 
who reject Schmitt's political options and do not share his 
faith. In that sense the concept has been used since 1922 
by political theologians with conservative or liberal posi
tions, with revolutionary or counterrevolutionary convic
tions, of Christian, Jewish, or Islamic confessions. The 
concept has come into its own, and the new interest 
aroused in "postmodern times" by Schmitt's political the
ology has its deepest ground in the rediscovery of a pre
modern possibility, in the return to an "eternal possi
bility." 

Political theology is a concept that makes a distinction 
insofar as the determination of its intrinsic concern distin
guishes political theology from political philosophy. The 
two are not distinct in the way that two scholarly disciplines 
or two relatively independent domains of human thought 
and action can be distinguished from each other. Rather, 
they are divided by their insuperably opposed answers to 
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the question, How am I to live . .? That opposition establishes 
an overall difference, in the way of life, in the positions on 
morals, politics, revelation, and history. In the confronta
tion with political theology, political philosophy can there
fore gain clarity about its own concern. The present dia
logue serves such a clarification. It is a dialogue about the 
difference between political theology and political philoso
phy. It therefore deals with political theology and political 
philosophy, just as the book treats Carl Schmitt and Leo 
Strauss. As far as I can tell, the reception of the book 
thus far in Germany, as well as in France and Japan where 
translations appeared in 1990 and 1993 respectively, has 
concentrated almost exclusively on one side of the dia
logue, namely on Schmitt and political theology. Perhaps 
the publication of the American edition will bring greater 
attention to the other side, Strauss and political philosophy. 
The sequel and companion volume, Die Lehre Carl Schmitts: , 
Vier Kapitel zur Unterscheidung Politischer Theologie und Poli
tischer Philosophic, which appeared in the autumn of 1994, 
may also contribute to that end. Die Lehre Carl Schmitts 
brings to a conclusion the confrontation that I began in the 
present book. 

In the fourth chapter of Die Lehre Carl Schmitts I discuss 
in more detail the question of how Schmitt could believe, 
in the "historical moment" of 1933 and later in retrospect 
in 1945, that his decision in favor of Hitlerism could be 
reconciled with his political theology. Further, the chapter 
entitled "History, or The Christian Epimetheus" seemed 
the proper place to discuss Schmitt's passionate hostility to· 
the Jews. But in the seventh chapter of Carl Schmitt and 
Leo Strauss the attentive reader will discover the most im
portant things to consider in both cases. Here I would sim
ply add that the widely discussed "Case of Carl Schmitt" 
will remain detoxified as long as Schmitt's political theol-
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ogy is left out of account. The question raised by Schmitt's 
decision of 1933 in favor of the Third Reich has not been 
appropriately asked so long as it is addressed to Schmitt 
the "reckless adventurer" or "opportunist. " The question 
must be aimed directly at Schmitt the political theologian. 
This approach is supported by the fact that political theolo
gians Emanuel Hirsch and Friedrich Gogarten, Schmitt's 
theological friends Karl Eschweiler and Hans Barion, and 
Protestants like Paul Althaus and Gerhard Kittel made the 
same decision in 1933. 

I close with two historical remarks. A few readers have 
assumed without further ado that Strauss had been in
formed about Schmitt's involvement with the Nazis when 
he wrote Schmitt the letter of July 10, 1933, from Paris 
that appears at the end of this book. We have no evidence 
whatsoever for this assumption. Rather, the exchange of 
letters with Jacob Klein suggests that Strauss knew nothing 
of the kind. His knowledge of Schmitt dating from the 
period before Strauss left Germany in late 1932 could 
hardly have led him to expect Schmitt's abrupt about-face 
after the Enabling Act of March 23, 1933. 

After the German publication of my book, an old confi
dant of Schmitt, the jurist Gunther Krauss, got in touch 
with me. In 1932-33 he had worked under Schmitt's super
vision on a dissertation on the Protestant ecclesiastical law
yer Rudolph Sohm; later, Krauss was Schmitt's assistant at 
the University of Berlin. In 1988 he informed me that 
Schmitt, referring to Strauss' s "Notes," had commented: 
"You've got to read that. He saw through me and X-rayed 
me as nobody else has." 

Munich, February 1995 H.M.  





PREFACE TO THE GERMAN EDITION 

The present study was originally conceived as a contribu
tion to a festschrift for Wilhelm Hennis. In that context it 
could have appeared only as a fragment. In its authentic 
form it is dedicated to Professor Hennis on his sixty-fifth 
birthday, February 18, 1988. 

My special thanks go to Professor Joseph Cropsey of the 
University of Chicago. He has afforded me unlimited ac
cess to the literary estate of Leo Strauss, which is archived 
in the Special Collections Department of the University of 
Chicago Library, and he has supported my work in every 
way. With his kind permission the 1932 essay by Leo 
Strauss, which to the present day has remained the most 
significant confrontation with the Concept of the Political, is 
made available once again for the German reader. 

The main points of the interpretation published here 
were first presented in the summer of 1979 to a group of 
young scholars in North Hessia. When seven years later I 
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reexamined Carl Schmitt's oeuvre, Schmitt's thought ap
peared to me in the same light as it had earlier. But I 
believe I now see the center and the context of his thought 
more keenly, because I have a clearer view of the funda
mental alternative. 

Munich, October 1987 H.M.  



CARL SCHMITT AND LEO STRAUSS: 

THE HIDDEN DIALOGUE 





But about what would a disagreement be, which we could 
not settle and which would cause us to be enemies and be 
angry with each other? Perhaps you cannot give an an
swer offhand; but let me suggest it. Is it not about right 
and wrong, and noble and disgraceful, and good and 
bad? Are not these the questions about which you and I 
and other people become enemies, when we do become ene
mies, because we differ about them and cannot reach any 
satisfactory agreement? 

Plato, Eutlzyphro 7c-d 

(trans. Harold North Fowler, 1926) 

Carl Schmitt became more famous and more infamous 
through the Concept of the Political than through all his other 
works. That slim treatise1 not only has connected the name 
of the author as closely as possible to the "distinction be
tween friend and enemy" but has itself, unlike any other 
of Schmitt's writings, kindled such a distinction. The work 
has sown enmity and reaped enmity. Notwithstanding all 
his learned self-fashioning and his apologetic detoxification 
of his own remarks, 2 that result undoubtedly conformed to 

l. Page numbers refer, unless otherwise indicated. to the following edition: 

Der Begriff des Politischen. Text von 1932 mit einem VofTIIJort und drei Corollarien 
(Berlin, 1963). Publications of Carl Schmitt are cited without mentioning the 

author. 
2. In the 1963 Preface, Schmitt writes: "The text answers the challenge of 

an interim situation. The challenge that issues from the text itself is aimed 

primarily at experts on the constitution and jurists of international law." The 
"addressees" whom "the text primarily addresses" are "experts in the jus publi
cum Europoeum, experts in the history and present problems thereof" ( 13). Com
pare further the statement about the "defensive intermediate position" in which 

"the jurist of public law sees" himself ( 16) and the reference to the "original, 
informative purpose" of the text ( 16), the "individual sentences" of which, as 

Schmitt said in the 1932 Afterword, "are to serve scholarly discussions and exer
cises" (96). Arguing "purely juridically," Schmitt objects to the "reproach" that 

his concept of the enemy has primacy in the conception of the Concept of the 
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the political intention that determined Carl Schmitt's 
course . in his Concept of the Political: Schmitt confronts a 
world that seeks to escape the distinction between friend 
and enemy with the unavoidability of a radical Either-Or, 
in order to make keener the "consciousness of the dire 
emergency" (30)TNI and to promote or reawaken the fac
ulty that proves itself in "moments in which the enemy is 
seen in concrete clarity as an enemy" (67); in an age in 
which "nothing is more modern than the battle against the 
political, "3 his purpose is to bring to bear the "inescapabil
ity" of the political, the "inevitability" of enmity, even if 
he should be the one who must face as their enemy all those 
who want to know of no more enemies. The theoretician of 
the political must be a political theoretician. A treatise 
about the political can only be-of this conclusion Schmitt 
is convinced-a political treatise, determined by enmity 
and exposing itself to enmity. 

How an essentially "political" discussion of the political 
can be answered philosophically has been shown by Leo 
Strauss. The answer does not involve withdrawing into the 
unpolitical, screening out battle and decision, ignoring 
friendship and enmity. The path Strauss takes in his 
"Notes"4 to Schmitt's Concept of the Political is that of radical 

Political with the rejoinder "that every movement of a concept of law emerges 

with dialectical necessity from negation. In the life, as in the theory, of the law, 

the incorporation of negation is anything but a 'primacy' of what is negated. A 

trial as a legal action only becomes thinkable at all when a law is negated. 
Punishment and criminal law posit at their beginning not a deed but a criminal 

misdeed. Does such positing perhaps reflect a 'positive' attitude toward criminal 
misdeeds and toward a 'primacy' of crime?" (14-15). 

3. Politische Theologie. Vier Kapite/ zur Ldm von der Souveriinitiit (Munich and 
Leipzig, 1922), p. 55. (Second, revised edition, 1934, p. 82.) 

4. The present volume includes a new translation of Strauss's essay, which 
originally appeared as "Anmerkungen zu Carl Schmitt, Der Begriff des Politisclten" 

in Atrhiv fiir Sozialwissenscltaft und Sozialpolitik (Tiibingen), vol. 67, no. 6 (Au
gust-September, 1932), pp. 732-49. See the Editorial Note, page 120 below. 

Citations to the Strauss essay on Schmitt refer to paragraphs, preceded by "N" 
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probing, going ever deeper, and bringing things to a cli
max, with the goal of driving the discussion to a confronta
tion over the very foundations of the political. The philo
sophical perspective does not prevent Strauss from grasping 
the "polemical meaning" that Schmitt's treatise, according 
to its own principles of understanding, is bound to have. 
On the contrary, this perspective enables Strauss to express 
the political-polemical intention of the text more clearly 
than Schmitt himself had done. At the same time, how
ever, it protects Strauss from relying on what Schmitt pre
supposes as compelling and in need of no further founda
tion, namely, that every concept of the political must have a 
"concrete opposition in view" and be "bound to a concrete 
situation, the final consequence of which is a grouping into 
friends and enemies (which expresses itself in war or revo
lution)" (3 1) .  It is not apparent how this presupposition, 
or even the unquestioned acceptance of it as true, can be 
harmonized with a "pure and whole knowledge. "  Yet 
Schmitt puts the greatest hope in such knowledge-if in
deed he does not claim it for himself. "From the power of 
a pure and whole knowledge, "  reads the solemn promise 
in which he has the book culminate, "arises the order of 
the human things" (95).  Whatever the import of this order 
might be and wherever Schmitt's promise might find its 
final foundation, a pure and whole knowledge is, as Strauss 
rejoins to Schmitt, "never, unless by accident, polemical" 
(N34), and if it is to be whole and pure, and if it is to be 
knowledge, considered in human terms it can be achieved 
only by means of pure and whole questioning. Pure and 
whole questioning is radical questioning; radical ques
tioning requires rigorously consistent thought. Resolute-

for "Notes"; in the present edition, paragraph numbers have been added in 
brackets. 
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ness and rigorous consistency of thought are successfully 
proven in thinking through the fundamental alternatives to 
the end, in uncovering the presuppositions of those alterna
tives, and in clarifying the problems involved. It is by radi
calizing the questioning, by pondering philosophically the 
enigmatic appeal to a "pure and whole knowledge,"  that 
the "Notes on Carl Schmitt, The Concept of the Political" 
gain their superior argumentative power and their intellec
tual keenness. 

just as the Concept of the Political has an exceptional posi
tion among the works of Carl Schmitt, so are the "Notes" 
of Leo Strauss exceptional among the texts about Schmitt. 
Let us disregard what is most obvious and adhere to the 
authority of Schmitt. Taking a closer look, we find that 
the Concept of the Political holds its special position within 
Schmitt's oeuvre not only with respect to its object, to the 
way in which this object is treated, and to its influence. In 
yet another sense we are dealing with an exception. The 
Concept of the Political is the only text that Schmitt issued 
in three different editions. 5 It is the only text in which the 

5. The first edition was published in the Archiv fiir Sozialwissenscltaft und Sozial
politik (Tiibingen), vol. 58, no. I (September 1927), pp. 1-33, and reprinted 
unchanged in no. 5, Probleme der Demokratie, in the series Politische Wissenschaft 
(Berlin-Grunewald: Dr. Walther Rothschild, 1928), pp. 1-34. The second edition 
appeared as a separate publication under the title Der Begriff des Politischen. Mit 
einer Rede iiber das Zeitalter der Neutralisierongen und Entpolitisierungen neu heraus
gegeben von Carl Schmitt (Munich and Leipzig: Verlag von Duncker & Humblot, 

1932), 82 pages. The text of the Begriff des Politischen appears on pages 7-65, 
and the revised version of "Die europaische Kultur in Zwischenstadien der Neu

tralisierung" (first published in Europiiische Revue, vol. 5, no. 8 [November 1929], 
pp. 517-30) on pages 66-81 .  The third edition, Der Begriff des Politischen (Ham

burg: Hanseatische Verlagsanstalt, 1933), contains 61 pages. "Das Zeitalter der 
Neutralisierungen und Empolitisierungen" was not included in the third edition. 
On page 6 Schmitt writes: "The first edition of the Concept of the Political appeared 

in August 1927 in the Heidelberger Archiv fur Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik; 
the second edition was published in October 1931 by Duncker und Humblot in 
Munich and Leipzig." Schmitt reissued the second edition in 1%3 through Dun
cker und Humblot (see n. 1 above). The first sentence of the Preface reads: 
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changes are not l imited to polishing style, introducing mi
nor shifts in emphasis, and making opportunistic correc
tions, but reveal conceptual interventions and important 
clarifications of content.6 And it is the only text in which, 
by means of s ignificant deletions, elaborations, and re
formulations, Schmitt reacts to a critique. Only in the case 

''This reprint of the text on the 'Concept of the Political' contains the unaltered, 

complete text of the 1 932 edition" (9). No reason is given for the reprint's 

containing not the final edition, which is in various respects superior, but the 

penultimate edition. Furthermore, that there was ever a third edition-not 

merely an "abridged" edition (as is occasionally asserted in the literature) bur an 

altogether revised edition with many passages expanded and the content al

tered-remains unmentioned. The reason for Schmitt's silence, as well as for 

his decision to reprint "unaltered" the second rather than the third edition, is 

obvious: The text of 1 933 was, because of several alterations and deletions that 
were "suited to the time," politically assailable in 1963 (pp. 13, 14, 22, 24, 25, 

26, 44, 51; cf. on the other hand the new attack, "unsuited to the time," against 

euthanasia, p.  3 1 ). In 1 963 the mention of National Socialism, a remark that was 

oppormne in 1 933, appeared to be inopportune ("The system of the Weimar 

coalition treated the National Socialists as i llegal and 'unpeacefu l,"' p.  30). And 

the anti-Semitic insinuations of the third edition were simply intolerable (cf. pp. 

10, 44, 59, but above a l l  p. 8, where Schmitt precedes a statement that has a 

scarcely concealed ami-Semitic thrust, about the "alien and the man who is of a 

different type," with a highly ironic appeal to Spinoza's in suo esse perseverare

without mentioning the philosopher by name).-The 1963 reprint reproduces 

the 1 932 text verbatim; but Schmitt silently changed the division of paragraphs 

and of footnotes, the orthography, and the punctuation. Italics in the text are 

l ikewise added or omitted without being so marked (see n. 27 below). In all 

statements about the second edition I refer to the original of 1 932. Page numbers, 

however, are indicated according to the 1 963 reprint to facilitate reference for 

the reader. Page numbers that refer to the first edition of 1927 and the third of 

1933 are preceded by I and III  respectively. 

6. Karl Li:iwith misses what is most important for the substa11tial issue when he 

declares: "The principle of all [Li:iwith's italics] changes within the various edi

tions is . . .  always the one occasionalism that characterizes Schmitt's situation

bound and therefore in each instance polemical decisions." Hugo Fiala (pseud.), 

"Politischer Dezisionismus," p. 1 1 9  n. ,  in Revue i11temationale de Ia theorie dtt 

droit-Intertzatiotzale Zeitschrift fiir Theorie des Reents, Briinn, val. 9, no. 2 ( 1 935), 

pp. 10 1-23; republished with changes in 1 960 under the title "Der okkasionelle 

Dezisionismus von Carl Schmitt" (Siimt!iche Schriftetz, vol. 8 [Stuttgart, 1 984]). 

Li:iwith mentions a total of three changes. They all concern the second and third 

editions. In the text (p. 1 19) he documems how Schmitt, "in a kind of toeing 

of the party line, " deletes a statemem about Marx, Lenin, and Lukacs (62-63) 

and replaces it with an ami-Semitically sharpened attack on F. J. Srahl (III,  44). 
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of the Concept of the Political does Schmitt engage in a dia
logue, both open and hidden, with an interpreter, a dia
logue that follows the path of a careful revision of Schmitt's 
own text. The partner in the dialogue is the author of the 
"Notes,"  Leo Strauss. He is the only one among Schmitt's 
critics whose interpretation Schmitt would include, de
cades later, in a publication under Schmitt's name/ and 
Strauss is the only one Schmitt would publicly call an "im
portant philosopher. "8 With these facts in mind, we need 
hardly evoke the judgment that Schmitt repeatedly ex-

In a footnote, Lowith refers just as aptly to a similar correction, no less "suited 
to the time," in the context of Schmitt's critique of Oppenheimer's view of the 
state (76-111, 59). The third change that Lowith mentions (p. 1 13 n. )-ro be 
discussed below in detail-fills him with perplexity and surprises him, because 

it does not permit of explanation in terms of Schmitt's "political occasionalism." 
This alteration belongs to the modifications that point in the opposite direction, 

changes that Lowith does not perceive or does nor want to acknowledge, and it 
can be understood appropriately only if one recognizes the dialogue in which the 
alteration provides an answer. 

7. Strauss's essay is included in the American edition of The Concept of the 
Political (New Brunswick, Nj, 1976), edited by George Schwab, with whom 
Schmitt remained in close contact for decades. -Schmitt himself in 1932 had 
apparently seen to it that Strauss's "Notes" were published in the An:ltiv fur 
So:r.ialwissenscltaft, the same organ in which the Concept of the Political had appeared 
in 1927. In a letter dated june 10, 1932, to the head of the publishing house 
Duncker und Humblot Dr. Ludwig Feuchtwanger, a close acquaintance since 
World War I, Schmitt writes: "So far, perhaps a hundred reviews of the Concept 
of the Political have appeared, but I have learned little from them. The only item 

of interest is that Dr. Leo Strauss, the author of a book about Spinoza, has 
written a very good essay about my book-very critical, of course-which I hope 

to find a place for in Lederer's Arcltiv fur So:r.ialwissenscltaft." In a letter to Strauss 
of April 15, 1935, dealing with Strauss's just-published book Philosophie und Ge
sei'Z, Feuchtwanger remarks: "In 1932 the author of the Concept of the Political 
spoke to me about you with high esteem; but his praise was quite unnecessary, 
because I knew your book on Sp . . . .  !have hig/z hopes for you as one of a very few 
who have something to say." -Schmitt's letter was made accessible to me by Prof. 

Helmut Quaritsch. I cite from it with permission of the owner of Duncker und 

Hum blot, Norben Simon. Feuchtwanger's letter is in the University of Chicago 
Library, Leo Strauss Papers, Box 1, Folder 13. 

8. "Die andere Hegei-Linie. Hans Freyer zum 70. Geburtstag" in Christ und 
Welt (Stuttgan), july 25, 1957, p. 2. Schmitt refers to the dialogue between Leo 

Strauss and Alexandre Kojeve in Strauss's book De Ia tyrannie (Paris, 1954). 
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pressed in conversations, that he knew of no one who un
derstood him better than Strauss did with respect to the 
primary intention of the Concept of the Political. If we want 
to adhere to the authority of Schmitt, the judgment he 
indicated by his action, "by deed," is far more informative. 

The dialogue that Schmitt and Strauss held with one 
another in 1932-33 speaks a clear language. One must, of 
course, listen closely, for the second part of the dialogue 
is already a silent dialogue. A member of the Prussian State 
Council speaks to a "Jewish man of learning. "9 A Catholic 
teacher of constitutional law, whose political ambition has 
reached its zenith in Berlin and who has achieved the sum
mit of his career, answers a still almost unknown young 
philosopher, who, in pursuit of intensive research on 
Hobbes, was driven in late 1932 by "a (in certain ways) 
gracious destiny"10 to Paris and, several months later, to 
England, thanks in large part to benevolent support from 
the Berlin professor of law. 11 Who could be surprised, con
sidering these circumstances, that in the 1933 edition of 
the Concept of the Political Schmitt never once mentions 
the name of his partner in dialogue, to whose published 
interpretation and privately reported questions12 he replies? 

9. Der Leviathan in der Staatslehre des Thomas Hobbes. Sinn und Fehlsch/ag cines 
politischen Symbols (Hamburg, 1938), p. 20. -In early July 1933, Schmitt was 
appointed by the Prussian prime minister, Hermann Goring, to the Prussian 

State Council. Schmitt had played a decisive role in the composition of the 

ReichsstatthaltergeserzTNZ of April 1933 and had joined the National Socialist Party 
on May I, 1933. 

10. Leo Strauss, Hobbes' po/itische Wissenschaft (Neuwied, 1965), p. 8. 
I I .  Schmitt wrote a professional evaluation of Strauss and his studies of 

Hobbes that contributed substantially to Strauss's receiving a grant from the 

Rockefeller Foundation in May 1932. The second evaluator was Ernst Cassirer, 

who had supervised Strauss's doctoral dissertation in 1921 in Hamburg. The grant 
was for a two-year residence for studies in France and England. (Leo Strauss 

Papers, Box 3, Folder 8.) See Strauss's letters of March 13, 1932, and July 10, 
1933, pages 123, 1 27 below. 

12.  Letter of September 4, 1932, page 1 24 of this volume. 
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The political constellation in which the dialogue took 
place, the theoretical positions that collide here, the funda
mental alternatives that become visible and are in question 
in this dialogue, the weight of the participants, their ac
tions, and their mutual esteem-everything should com
mand the reader's alert and patient attention to the dia
logue between Schmitt and Strauss. Here is reason enough 
to follow the dialogue carefully and to enlist its aid in ana
lyzing the Concept of the Political. Schmitt's eloquent silence 
in 1933 (about Strauss) and in 1963 (about the 1933 edition) 
speaks as little against such an approach as does the fac1 
that the dialogue went altogether unnoticed in the litera
ture on Schmitt that has long become extensive. L'essena 
de Ia critique, c' est f attention. 



I 

I ,co Strauss writes little about his contemporaries. With 
t'<..:w does he expressly argue. He devotes detailed studies 
t o  only three theoreticians during their lifetimes; with only 
1 h ree does he enter into a public discourse or attempt to 
begin such a discourse-Alexandre Kojeve, Martin Hei
dcgger, and Carl Schmitt. Why Carl Schmitt? Why The 
()oncept of the Political? What awakens, what kindles 
Strauss's special interest? Above all else, it  is " the radical 
critique of l iberalism that Schmitt strives for" (N26). It is 
:1 critique that Schmitt strives for, yet does not himself bring 
ro a close. For the critique of l iberalism that Schmitt under
lakes is carried out and remains "in the horizon of l iberal
ism."  "His unliberal tendency" is obstructed "by the still 
unvanquished ' systematics of l iberal thought' " (N35)-a 
systematics that, in Schmitt's own judgment, "despite all 
setbacks," has "still not been replaced by any other system 
in Europe today" (70). Put more precisely, what primarily 
interests Strauss in writing on the Concept of the Political is 
to complete the critique of liberalism. 

This objective interest in the issue, which determines 
his entire confrontation with Schmitt's thought, leads 
Strauss not only to place himself into the orbit of Schmitt's 
strength but to make Schmitt's argument stronger at deci
sive points-and thus taken as a whole-than it really is. 
In face of the fundamental difficulty that besets Schmitt's 
undertaking in a l iberal world, Strauss is glad to perform 
"the critic's duty to pay more attention to what distin
guishes Schmitt from the prevailing view than to the re
spects in which he merely fol lows the prevailing view" 
(N6). 

How strong Strauss makes Schmitt's position, and m 
what manner and with what intention he strengthens it, 
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can be inferred from his interpreting Schmitt's theoretical 
approach as a whole and from the very beginning as an 
attempt to depart, in an original, logically rigorous, inter
nally consistent way, from the liberal "philosophy of cul
ture. " Strauss explains Schmitt's point of departure-his 
understanding the question of the "essence of the politi
cal" (20, 45) from the outset as the question of what is 
specific to the political, and his demand for a characteristic 
trait, a criterion-not as resulting from indifference on 
Schmitt's part to the question of the genus within which 
the peculiarity of the political must be ascertained, but as 
deriving from a "deep suspicion of what is today the most 
obvious answer. " Schmitt "pioneers a path to an original 
answer" "by using the phenomenon of the political to push 
the most obvious answer ad absurdum. " But "what is still 
today, despite all challenges, the most obvious, genuinely 
liberal answer" tells us that this genus is "the 'culture, ' that 
is, the totality of 'human thought and action,' which is 
divided into 'various, relatively independent domains' [26], 
into 'provinces of culture' (Natorp)" (N7). The criterion of 
the political Schmitt specifies as the distinction between 
friend and enemy, whereby he expressly denies the homo
geneity or analogy of that distinction to the "ultimate" 
distinctions of good and evil "in the domain of the moral," 
of beautiful and ugly "in the aesthetic domain," of useful 
and harmful "in the economic domain" (26) . Thus his 
break with the conception of the liberal "philosophy of 
culture" is by no means limited to a particular "region. "  
By  conceiving the political as "independent" but "not in 
the sense of having its own new domain" (27), he is calling 
into question, if we are to understand him rightly, the doc
trine of autonomous "provinces of culture" or "relatively 
independent domains. "  What is implied here, as Strauss 
emphasizes, is "a fundamental c*ique of at least the pre-
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vailing concept of culture" (N7). It must be granted that 
Schmitt "does not express" this criticism "everywhere. He 
coo, using the terminology of a whole literature, occasion
a l ly speaks of the 'various, relatively independent domains 
of human thought and action' [26 ]. " Because Strauss liter
ally cited Schmitt's "occasionally" occurring expression 
only a few lines before in his elucidation of the liberal 
concept of culture, the seemingly casual indication of a 
logical inconsistency in the "expression" calls the 
reader's-and primarily Schmitt's own-attention to 
Schmitt's lack of clarity on an important point regarding 
t he extent of his undertaking. In the 1933 edition of the 
Concept of the Political, the "relatively independent do
mains" are no longer anywhere to be found. Instead, 
Schmitt emphasizes by means of italics that the distinction 
between friend and enemy is independent. And, already in 
t he opening section, the political opposition is now ex
pressly contrasted to the oppositions between good and 
evil, beautiful and ugly, etc. , as the "far deeper oppo
si tion." 13 

Strauss protects Schmitt from being misunderstood as 
"wanting, after liberalism has brought to recognition the 
autonomy of aesthetics, of morality, of science, of the econ
omy, etc. ,"  "now on his part to bring the autonomy of the 
political into recognition-in opposition to liberalism but 
nonetheless in continuation of the liberal aspirations for 
autonomy-the autonomy of the political. " Although 
Schmitt expresses himself "in one passage" (71 )  in such a 
way "that a superficial reader" could get this impression, 
"the quotation marks that he places around the word 'au
tonomy' in the expression 'autonomy of the various do-

13. Cf. Strauss's critical remark in the second paragraph of his letter of Septem

ber 4, 1932, page 124 below. 
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mains of human life' already show how little the foregoing 
is Schmitt's opinion. "  "Schmitt's aloofness from the pre
vailing concept of culture becomes fully clear," according 
to Strauss, "in the following indirect characterization of the 
aesthetic: 'the path from the metaphysical and the moral 
to the economic traverses the aesthetic, and the path across 
aesthetic consumption and enjoyment, be they ever so sub
lime, is the surest and most comfortable path to the univer
sal economization of spiritual life . . . ' [83 ]; for the prevail
ing concept of culture surely includes recognition of the 
autonomous value of the aesthetic-assuming that this 
concept is not altogether constituted precisely by that rec
ognition" (N8). Schmitt answers this interpretation with 
slight alterations in the text, alterations that, slight as they 
are, signal assent no less clearly to his critic. In analogous 
fashion Schmitt immediately repeats five times, in the sen
tence that immediately follows the cited passage, the quo
tation marks that Strauss stressed at the beginning of his 
interpretation. Moreover, he adds a brief supplement that 
discernibly refers back to the statement with which Strauss 
closes: To liberalism it seems "altogether self-evident," 
Schmitt says in 1933, "that art is a 'daughter of freedom,' 
that aesthetic value-judgment is 'autonomous, '  that artistic 
genius is 'sovereign, '  and that the work of art, 'being unbiased, ' 
has its 'purpose in itself " ' 14 

14. Ill, 53, my emphasis. In 1932 the passage reads: "That art is a daughter 

of freedom, that aesthetic value-judgment is absolutely autonomous, that artistic 
genius is sovereign, seems self-evident to liberalism" (71 ). Schmitt made analo
gous changes in other passages. For example, "the norms or ideals of an economy 
that is thought to be autonomous" (49) becomes "the norms or ideals of an 
economy thought to be 'autonomously' self-regulating" (III, 31 ); and instead of 
"For the political opponents of a clear political theory it will therefore not be 
difficult to declare, in the name of any autonomous domain, that the clear knowl
edge and description of political phenomena and truths are immoral, uneconomi
cal, unscientific, and above all-for politically this is crucial-devilry hors-la-loi 
that ought to be fought off" (65), the 1933 edition says: "He who is politically 
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One can speak of the sovereignty of artistic genius, and 
of the autonomy of the moral, the aesthetic, and the eco
nomic, as something self-evident only as long as the reality 
of the political is misunderstood, the opposition between 
friend and enemy is detoxified, and the exceptional case
which "here, as elsewhere," has a "significance that reveals 
the core of things" (35)-is made to fade from view. The 
peaceful coexistence of the "domains of human thought 
and action" is confounded by the "real possibility" of 
armed battle, a possibility that "belongs to the concept of 
the enemy" and constitutes the political (33). Though the 
individual may move in the various "provinces of culture" 
as a "free decision-maker," though he may seek or flee 
binding commitments there, consent to or disavow obliga
tions, in the "sphere of the political" he encounters an 
objective, external force that affects him existentially, that 
makes a life-and-death claim upon him. He can "volun
tarily die for whatever he wants to; that, like everything 
essential in an individualistic-liberal society, is altogether 
a 'private matter"' (49). On the other hand, the enemy, 
and war as the "most extreme realization of enmity" (33), 
confront him with a question that he cannot evade at will. 
They confront him with decisions in which he must decide 
about himself, in the face of which he is compelled to 
achieve clarity about his identity. For the political is lo
cated "not in fighting itself' but in a behavior that is ori
ented toward the real possibility of war, "in clear knowl
edge of one's own situation, defined by that possibility; 
and in the task of rightly distinguishing between friend and 

interested in camouflages, concealments, and smokescreens therefore has a cake

walk. He need only defame, in the name of any 'autonomous domain,' the 

clear knowledge and description of political phenomena and truths as immoral, 
uneconomical, unscientific, and above all-for politically this is crucial-as dev
ilry that ought to be fought off" (III, 46). 
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enemy" (37). In the face of war, the political question of 
rightly distinguishing between friend and enemy gains a 
gravity that raises the significance of that question far be
yond the political. Strauss, in the following comment, ex
presses Schmitt's "unliberal tendency" with logical rigor: 
"War is not merely ' the most extreme political measure'; 
war is the dire emergency not merely within an 'autono
mous' region-the region of the political-but for man, 
simply, because war has and retains a 'relationship to the 
real possibility of physical killing' [33 ] ;  this orientation, 
which is constitutive of the political, shows that the politi
cal is fundamental and not a 'relatively independent domain' 
alongside others. The political is the 'authoritative' [39] " 
(N9). In the very passage to which Strauss refers at the 
end of his formulation "The political is the authorita
tive," 1 5 Schmitt in 1 933 expands the text-in order to em
phasize his opposition to the l iberal "philosophy of cul
ture" more pointedly than he had ever done before in the 
Concept of the Political.· "The political unit," the text now 
reads, " is  always, as long as it is present at all, the authori
tative unit, total and sovereign. It is ' total ' first because 
every matter can potentially be political and therefore can 
be affected by the political decision; and second because 
man is totally and existentially grasped in political partici
pation. Politics is destiny." 16 

15. In the passage that Strauss cited as evidence, Schmitt had not spoken 
of the political as the "authoritative" but merely of rhe "authoritative human 

grouping," of the "authoritative unit," and of the "authoritative instance" (39). 

By contrast, in 1 933, in another passage (III, 9) just as pertinent for the Straussian 

interpretation, he speaks anew of the "independence and authoritativmess of the 
political ojJpositiotz" (my emphasis; cf. the wording in the second edition, 28). 

16. III, 2 1 .  Schmitt altered the immediately preceding sentence in each of 
the three editions: "The political always determines the grouping that takes its 

bearings by the dire emergency" (I, 11). "The grouping that takes its bearings 

by the dire emergency is at any rate always political" (39). "The grouping that 



:. I 

II 

' rhe distance that Carl Schmitt covered on the way to the 
preceding statement was greater than a "superficial reader" 
of Strauss's essay might suppose. For Strauss also makes 
Schmitt's position appear stronger by avoiding any com
ment on the changes that Schmitt made between 1927 and 
1 932 in the conception of the Concept of the Political. If an 
attentive reader, induced by Strauss's single reference to a 
j udgment by Schmitt on Thomas Hobbes that was modi
fied in 1932, 1 7 should acquire the first edition and look at 
it more closely, he will find, upon perusal of it, that not 
only a "superficial reader could get the impression" that 
Schmitt wants "to bring the autonomy of the political into 
recognition, in opposition to liberalism but nonetheless in 
continuation of the liberal aspirations for autonomy."  The 
alert reader will notice that, in the "one passage" in the 
1932 edition that Strauss discusses in order to show "how 
l i ttle the foregoing is Schmitt's opinion," Schmitt in the 
first edition neither places the term " autonomy" in 
quotation marks nor proceeds to any open criticism of the 
"independence of aesthetic values" (I, 30). Finally, and 
most important, this reader will clearly perceive that 
Schmitt not only "occasionally" speaks of the "relatively 
independent domains of human thought and action" but 
expressly defines the political itself as a domain, "as one do
main among others" (I, 3,  4 ), a definition that he just as 
expressly denies five years later (27, 38). Strauss doubtless 
has good reasons to overlook Schmitt's changes and to pass 
over in silence the contradictions of the book, which are 

is determined by the dire emergency is at any rate always political" (III ,  2 1 ). 

Cf., on details of the definitive version, the formu lations in Strauss, N9 and N lO. 

17. Strauss's footnote to N l4. 
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based upon "the history of its development." That Strauss 
nevertheless, as elegantly and discreetly as possible, calls 
attention to these things, is no less good a reason for us 
briefly to consider Schmitt's initial conception and to exam
ine more closely what Strauss, in his interpretation, leaves 
undiscussed. 

Schmitt begins his battle over the concept of the political 
on the defensive. Against the negation of the political 
by "the astonishingly consistent systematics of liberal 
thought, a systematics that, despite seeming setbacks, still 
definitely prevails today" (I ,  29), he attempts to bring to 
bear the "proper objectivity and independence of the polit
ical" (I, 5). His effort to obtain for the political the recogni
tion that "every independent domain" (I, 3, 4) can claim 
for itself and that liberalism does not deny to the "others" 
(I ,  29, 30) is defensive. His assertion that the distinction 
between friend and enemy that is specific to the "domain 
of the political" can "exist theoretically and practically 
without moral, aesthetic, economic, or other distinc
tions being applied simultaneously" (I ,  4), is defensive. 
Schmitt's answer to the central question of the characteris
tics of the political enemy-namely, that he is "plainly the 
other, the alien" and that "to describe his essence" it suf
fices "that he is in an especially intensive sense existen
tially something other and alien, so that in case of conflict 
he signifies the negation of one's own kind of existence 
and therefore is fended off or fought in battle in order to 
preserve one's own, proper kind of life" (1, 4)-is defen
sive. If for Schmitt the political is the thing to be defended 
in an age of neutralizations and depoliticizations, then poli
tics, in Schmitt's rhetoric, essentially appears to be de
fense. He speaks very insistently of fending off the enemy, 
the "real" enemy, one's "own enemy" (I, 4, 9, 17, 29). 
The enemy constantly makes his appearance as an at-
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tacker; he never comes into sight, in the theoretical discus
sion, as the attacked. This perspective may distract the 
reader from the question of how the "real enemy" can be 
"known" and how one's "own, proper kind of life" is to 
be maintained without "other distinctions being applied, "  
without "normative prescriptions," "rational ends," "ideal 
programs" coming into play. If the enemy attacks, the will 
to ward him off is "fully self-evident" (1 ,  29). The enemy 
defines himself as enemy by means of the attack; the rea
sons and motives of the enmity can then safely be ne
glected as secondary, or so it may seem from the viewpoint 
of the attacked. The rhetoric of the defensive, however, 
not only helps Schmitt conceal theoretical difficulties in his 
concept of the political. As a rhetoric of "pure politics , " 18 
his defensive rhetoric gives him the double political advan
tage of shielding his own "purely political" position against 
all "normative" criticism and of simultaneously enabling 
him to attack, with the superior self-certainty of the morally 
indignant, any normative "intrusions" into and "encroach
ments" upon the region of "pure politics" :  The enemy 
who engages in politics in "an unpolitical and even anti
political" guise violates the honesty and visibility of pure 
politics. He deceives. He does not even shrink, for the 
sake of his political advantage, from making himself guilty 
of "high political abuse. "19 It is "something wholly self-

18. " . . .  [l)f he adheres to his political thought with logical rigor, the theoreti
cian of pure politics can discern even in the charge of immorality and cynicism 

time and again only a political instrument of men concretely engaged in battle" 
(I, 26). Previously Schmitt speaks of the "purely political concept" and of "purely 
political thinkers" (I, 25). In 1932 all these statements have been altered (64, 
65, 67). 

19. I,  16, 20, 25, 26, 27, 32, 33. (Cf. , in the second edition, 49, 55, 65, 66, 
68, 76, 77. ) Regarding Schmitt's high esteem for ltonesty and visibility in politics, 
cf. "Wesen und Werden des faschistischen Staates" ( 1929), p. 1 14, and, further, 

"Staatsethik und pluralistischer Staat" (1930), p. 143 (in Positionen und Begriffe 
im Kampf mit Weimor-Genf-V ersoilles 1923-1939 [ Hamburg, 1940]), and Stoat, Be-
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evident" "that war is to be made only against a real en
emy. "  The necessary physical fending off of a "real enemy 
in the proper meaning" is "politically sensible," though 
Schmitt does not hesitate to point out that this statement 
is "not a legitimation or justification" but has "a purely 
existential meaning" (I, 1 7). The situation is different as 
soon as the enemy leaves the sphere of "pure politics" 
and, "going beyond the political," depreciates "his enemy si
multaneously in moral and other categories" and makes 
him into "an inhuman monster that must be not only 
fended off but definitively annihilated, and thus is no 
longer even an enemy that can be treated objectively" (I ,  
9) .  Here the "real battle against a real enemy" falls into 
the maelstrom "of ideal programs" or "normative prescrip
tions." However, as the moralist Schmitt knows, there is 
"no rational end, no norm however right, no program how
ever ideal, no legitimacy or legality that could justify hu
man beings' killing one another over it. " The defender of 
pure politics continues: "If such a physical annihilation of 
human life does not occur out of the proper assertion of 

one's own form of existence against a likewise proper nega
tion of this form, that annihilation plainly cannot be justi
fied" (I ,  1 7) .  

The rhetoric of p ure politics, for all its political advan
tages for Schmitt, has a grave disadvantage. If Schmitt, 
with his initial conception, succeeds in bringing to bear the 
"proper objectivity and independence of the political, "  he 

wegung, Vofk. Die Dreigliederung der politischm Einheit (Hamburg, 1933), p. 28. 

Decades larer, Schmirr idenrifies by name rhe deepesr ground of his abhorrence 

of all invisible, anonymous powers rhar remain in concealmenr and make use of 

veils when he speaks of a "Saranic remprarion." "Nomos-Nahme-Name," in Der 

Bestiindige Aufbruch. Festschrift fiir Erich Przywara (Nuremberg, 1 959), p. 104. Cf. 

"Die Sichrbarkeir der Kirche," in  Summa, Zweires Vierrel ( Hellerau, 1 9 1 7), pp. 

71-80; and Rihnischer Kathofizismus tmd pofitische Fonn ( Hellerau, 1923), pp. 

3 1-32, 39-40, 66. (2d ed., slighrly alrered [Munich, 1 925], pp. 2 1 ,  26, 43.) 
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does so only at the price of reducing the political to foreign 
policy. "War is armed conflict between nations" (1,  6). 
Nations are the subjects of politics. Organized into political 
units, they constitute the "pluriverse" of the political world 
(I, 19). In 1927, domestic politics is mentioned almost ex
clusively with respect to foreign policy. 2° Conflicts in the 
interior of a state are discussed within the horizon of the 
question of what effects they could have on the capacity 
of the political unit to wage war (1,  9 ff. ) .  Schmitt speaks 
of "war" seventy-seven times in the thirty-three paragraphs 
of his essay. The term "civil war" does not occur once. In 
1931-32, Schmitt sees himself facing a changed political 
situation. The "systematics of liberal thought" has, to be 
sure, "still not been replaced by any other system," but it 
no longer "prevails. "  It no longer has a record of setbacks 
that are merely "seeming" (70). Whereas Schmitt's thrust 
in 1927 has an enemy in view by whom "the political is 
robbed, with special pathos, of all independence and is 
subordinated to the norms and 'orders' of morals and law" 
(I, 30), in 1932 Schmitt believes himself already able to 
look back at the "liberal age"21 in which "political view-

20. Schmitt's reference to the October Revolution and the Revolution of 1789 

should be mentioned as important exceptions that serve him as evidence that 
"everywherl,' in political history, in foreign policy as in domestic politics, the 
incapacity or unwillingness" to distinguish between friend and enemy appears 

"as a symptom of the political end." "In an exhausted Europe a relativist bour

geoisie makes the most exotic cultures imaginable into objects of its aesthetic 
consumption" (I, 26-27). 

2 1 .  " . . .  [T]hat production and consumption, profitability and market, have 

their own sphere and cannot be directed by ethics or aesthetics or religion is in 
all likelihood one of the few really valid, entirely unquestionable principles of 

today's world" (I,  30). "That production and consumption, setting of prices and 

market, have their own sphere and can be directed neither by ethics nor by 

aesthetics, nor by religion, and least of all by politics, was regarded as one of 
the few really indisputable, unquestionable dogmas of this liberal age" (71-72). 

Compare likewise the statement cited in n. 20 above with the new edition: "In 
a confused Europe a relativist bourgeoisie sought to make the most exotic cultures 
imaginable into objects of its aesthetic consumption" (67). 
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points were robbed, with special pathos, of all validity and 
subordinated to the normative prescriptions and 'orders' of 
morals, law, and economics" (72). Meanwhile, a mighty 
opponent to the "neutralizations and depoliticizations of 
important domains" has arisen in the "total state, which 
is not disinterested regarding any domain and potentially 
encompasses every domain." For this opponent "everything 

is, at least potentially, political" (24). In view of this situa
tion Schmitt takes the offensive. Instead of reclaiming for 
the political its "own domain,"  he now aims at the whole. 
The "own, relatively independent, relatively ultimate dis
tinctions" that the "political must have" (I ,  3) are replaced 
by the "own, ultimate distinctions" of the political (26). 
The "point of the political" can be reached "from every 
'domain"' (62); the political can "spring up" everywhere, 
penetrate and encompass everything, because it describes 
not a domain of its own, not a matter peculiar to it, but 
the "most extreme degree of intensity of a bond or a sepa
ration, of an association or a dissociation. "22 The concep
tion of domains is replaced by a model of intensity. It is 
only consistent that Schmitt, seeking to the best of his 
ability to hide his far-reaching change, now says that the 

22. 27, 38. "By the word 'political,' no domain of its own and no matter of 
its own is denoted that could be distinguished from other domains or matters, 
but only the degree of intensity of an association or dissociation. Every domain can 
become political if the object of a grouping into friends and enemies is derived 

from it. The word 'political' describes not a ntfJZJ moder, but . . .  only a 'ntfJZJ 
turn' . . . The achievement of a normal state consists in relativizing the opposed 

groupings within it and preventing the ultimate consequence thereof, war. If a 
state is no longer capable of that achievement, the center of gravity of politics 
shifts from foreign co domestic affairs. The oppositions within domestic politics 

chen become the authoritative groupings into friends and enemies, and chat 

plainly means latent or acute civil war." Hugo Preuss. Sein Stootsbegriff und seine 
Sttllung in der deutschtn Stoats/elm (Tiibingen, 1930), note 1, p. 26. Cf. "Staats

echik und pluraliscischer Staat, " Positiontn und Begrifft, pp. 1 40-41 ,  where the 
concept of intensity is oriented entirely toward the political unit in the form of the 

state; further, Der Hiiter der Vetfossung (Tiibingen, 193 1 ), p. I l l .  
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distinction between friend and enemy can "exist theoreti
cally and practically without all those23 moral, aesthetic, eco
nomic, or other distinctions having to be applied at the 
same time" (27). That they come into play, individually or 
reinforcing one another, when the intensity of a bond or a 
separation rises to the "point of the political, "  can hardly 
be denied. The coming into play of these distinctions nec
essarily results as soon as the political itself is severed from 
all prior conditions, stripped of all substance, and taken 
to refer to "only the degree of intensity of an association or 
dissociation of men whose motives can have a religious, 
national (in the ethnic or cultural sense), economic, or 
other character" (38). The concept of the intensity of the 

; ' political allows Schmitt to encompass civil war and revolu
tion. Now the enemy can easily be conceived as the rela
tive, the brother, the equal. Disregarding that conse
quence, Schmitt adheres to his statement that the enemy 
is "plainly the other, the alien ."  True, he does not neglect 
to make a subtle correction here too. In the first edition it 
is the political enemy who "in case of conflict signifies the 
negation of one's own kind of existence. "  In 1932, Schmitt 
says of each of the participants that "only he himself can 
decide whether the negation of his own kind of existence 
is signified in the otherness of the alien in the concrete, 
present case of conflict, and therefore whether that oth
erness will be fended off or fought in order to preserve 
one's own, proper kind of life. "24 However things may 
stand regarding this otherness of the enemy, which qua 
otherness is supposed to signify the negation of one's own 
kind of existence, the decision how to respond to this oth
erness cannot dispense with the categories good and evil, 

23. My emphasis. 
24. 27. Cf. " . . .  must be fended off or fought in order to save one's own, 

proper kind of life" (III, 8). 
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noble and base, useful and harmful. How else are the view
points of "right knowing and understanding" (27) to be 
gained, how else could one's own, proper kind of life, which 
is to be preserved, be defined, articulated, delimited? 

By turning away from the conception of domains, 
Schmitt renders his concept of the political "capable of 
encompassing civil war." The rise of the "total state" 
makes one's vision keener for the "potential ubiquity" of 
the political, and opens up the prospect of beating liberal
ism on its own turf, domestic politics. Schmitt's model of 
intensity takes these developments into account. 25 It wid-

25. Schmitt attempted-not without success-to give the impression that 

there were no conceptual changes at all in the Concept of the Political. He says in the 
Afterword, dated "October 1931 ,"  to the second edition: "The present edition 

contains . . .  a series of new formulations, notes, and examples, but no alteration 

or advance in the line of thought itself. Before making such changes I would 

like to wait and see which directions and viewpoints will emerge as decisive in 
the new discussion, which for about a year has been pursued vigorously, of the 
political problem." For "about a year" Schmitt had begun, in initial, scattered 
remarks, to operate with the model of intensity (cf. n. 22 above) and to diagnose 

the "turning to the total state" (he published an essay with this title in April, 
1931 ,  in the Europiiische Revue). In 1937, with a view to the conceptual pair total 
state-total war, Schmitt says: "In Germany the development of the concept of 

the political from 1927 onward expanded the connection of these totalities to the 
series total enemy, total war, total state. Ernst Junger's text Totale Mobilmachung 
( 1930) brought about the emergence of the formula into the general conscious
ness." "Totaler Feind, totaler Krieg, totaler Staat," Positionen und Begriffe, p. 
235. In the text of 1927, though, none of the three named concepts occurs. In 

1939, in a note on the republication of excerpts of the first edition of the Concept 
of the Political in the collection Positionen und Begriffe, Schmitt says: "The present 

reprint has followed literally the 1927 publication in order to make possible a 

better evaluation of the attempts made by emigrant journals to represent as 
indecent changes in my opinion a number of improvements that I made later" 

(p. 314). If we disregard the fact that the criticism to which Schmitt alludes 
referred to the changes made vis-a-vis not the first edition but the second (for 
example, the two passages with the new formulations "suited to the time" that 
Lowith adduces did not even occur in the text of 1927; see n. 6 above), it is of 
interest in our context that in his reprint Schmitt includes only pages 1 1  (para
graph 13) to 21 (paragraph 23) but not pages 1-1 1 and 22-33 (paragraphs 1-12 
and 24-33). The substantively most informative changes-the turning away from 

the conception of domains, the withdrawal from the rhetoric of "pure 
politics" -concern those vecy pages that Schmitt does not reprint. 
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ens the field of battle to the same degree that it gradualizes 
the political or makes it fluid. If "every concrete opposition 
is more political, the more it approaches the most extreme 
point, the grouping into friend and enemy" (30), then ev
erything is more or less-and at all events potentially
political. On the other hand, the political can be conceived 
as the ubiquitously attainable degree of intensity only if 
the political is no longer bound to substantial oppositions 
grounded in nature or history, only if the political enemy 
does not remain limited to the "alien," to the "other" in 
a transindividual sense. "Pure politics" belongs to the past 
in 1932. Civil war is mentioned in the same breath as war.26 
Domestic politics appears side by side with foreign politics; 
Schmitt introduces an anci llary construction in order to pro
vide the political within the state at least a l imited space 
beyond the equating of politics and police, without the 
need for the political unity immediately to become en
gulfed in civil war: "beside the primary political decisions 
and under the protection of the decision that has been 
made," Schmitt declares, "numerous secondary concepts of 
'political '  arise" (30). But now he also comes to speak in 
detail of the "internal enemy,"  in the pithy meaning of 
the word, of the " intrastate declaration of enmity, " of "dis
senters and heretics" (46-48). Finally, war itself appears 
no longer as merely "armed conflict between nations. "  To 
Schmitt, the "holy wars and crusades" of the Church are 
now "actions that are based, like other wars, on a decision 
about the enemy" (48). In these actions, should not the en
emy be dismissed "simultaneously in moral and other cate
gories," as in those "especially intense and inhuman wars" 

that Schmitt, in 1932 too, characterizes as "going beyond 
the political" ?  Should it not be true of holy wars and cru-

26. 32, 33, 38, 46; cf. 29, 30-32, 42, 43, 47, 53, 54. 



26 I CARL S C H MITT AND LED STRAUSS 

sades what is true of wars that make the enemy " into an 
inhuman monster that must not only be fended off, but 
definitively annihilated," that "thus" (here he departs from 
the first edition) "is no longer only an enemy to be driven 
back into his own boundaries" ?  With the concept of inten
sity, Schmitt leaves "pure politics" behind, but by no 
means does he desire to forgo the advantages of his previ
ous rhetoric. Thus he inserts into the text what can i llumi
nate his changed theoretical approach, without deleting 
what can hardly accord with it but appears suited to make 
a politically acceptable impressionP Thus he attempts to 
maintain the fiction that "especially intense and inhuman 
wars" could still in some compellingly significant sense be 

27. In the reprint of the "unaltered" text, Schmitt italicizes the words "going 

beyond the political," "annihilated," and "thus no longer only an enemy to be 

driven back into his own boundaries" (37). In one of the "Remarks" of 1 963 he 

repeats the passage, calling it "decisive for the concept of the enemy that is 

presupposed in the treatise" ( 1 1 9). The passage is so important to him that he also 

cites it in ful l ,  verbatim (this rime without italics), in the Theorie des Pattisanm. 

Zwischenbemerktmg zmn Begriff des Politischen (Berlin, 1963), p. 94. However things 

may stand concerning the merits of Schmitt's later differentiation between the 

"conventional," the "real," and the "absolute enemy" with regard to the theory 

of war, that later differentiation is not decisive for the concept of the political. It 
is in no way demanded, and certainly not given a foundation, by the concept of 

the political. And the talk of the "especially intensive and inhuman wars" that, 

going beyo11d the political, degrade the enemy, also gains no substance by means 

of this distinction so long as the concept of intensity as constiwtive of the political 

is not itself abandoned. In the Theorie des Partismmt, two pages before he sets 

forth the passage that still stems from the rhetoric of "pure politics" of 1927, 

Schmitt writes: " . . .  with those efforts tO fence in war, European humanity 

achieved something rare: renunciation of the criminalization of the opponent in 

war, and thus the relativizing of enmity, the denial of absolute enmity. It is really 

something rare, indeed improbably humane, to get men to renounce discrimina

tion against and defamation of their enemies. That very renunciation now seems 

to be pur in question again by the guerrilla. After all, the most extreme intmsity of 

political ellgagemmt is one of his criteria. When Guevara says: 'The guerrilla is the 

Jesuit of war,' he is thinking of the absoluteness of political commitment" (p. 

92, my emphasis). Compare the statements of p. 93 with pp. 2 1 ,  88, 91 ,  94; 

further, compare pp. 93-94 with the Concept of the Political, 67. On the use of 

"going beyond the political," cf. also Concept, 55, 65, 66-67, 77-78. 
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called wars "that go beyond the political" when the politi
cal itself is supposed to denote the most extreme degree 
of intensity, a degree approached by oppositions between 
men ever more closely as these oppositions become more 
intense. No less misleading is the rhetoric of scholarly mod
esty to which Schmitt reverts in 1932 (26, 29). Schmitt's 
subject in the Concept of the Political is not merely or primar
ily the description of what is; nor does the political denote 
for him "only" a degree of intensity. 28 It is just as inade
quate to say that the distinction between friend and enemy 
that he has in view represents or supplies a "simple crite
rion of the political. "29 How many conflicts escalate to mili
tary confrontations and therewith incontestably "refer to 
the real possibility of physical killing" without the partici
pants' ever approaching the knowledge whether, or the 
decision that, "the otherness of the alien" "signifies the 
negation of one's own kind of existence"? It is wholly man
ifest that what Schmitt says about war applies equally to 
politics: according to the degree of enmity, politics can be 
more or less politics (Ill, 16). If politics, too, can be more 
or less political, if like "everything" else it is subject to the 
gradualization of the political, then the question arises, 
what kind of politics would Schmitt count as political "in 
the eminent sense," by what enmity do his statements 
about the "essence" of the political enemy take their bear
ings, what degree of intensity does he regard as the most 
extreme point of the political? Schmitt gives the answer in 
a new section of the 1932 edition, where he discusses the 
"peaks of great politics" ; in that section the most profound 

28. 38. In 1933 Schmitt deleted the word "only" (III, 2 1 ). 
29. This statement (26), too, does not reappear in the third edition. (In 1927 

Schmitt had spoken neither of the "simple criterion of the political" nor of the 
"criterion of the political" nor of the political's "own criteria." In 1932, these 
expressions occur six times altogether, pp. 23, 26, 27, 35.) 
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intention of the text is most strikingly expressed. "The 
peaks of great politics, " he says there, "are at once the 
moments in which the enemy is discerned in concrete clar
i ty as enemy" (67). They are the moments in which the 
enemy is discerned, in wh ich he is known as the negation 
of one's own being, of one's own destiny-in which, and 
inseparably connected therewith, one's own identity is estab
lished and gains a visible figure.TN3 When Schmitt immedi
ately follows this statement with a historical example to 

il lustrate what precisely appears to him to be a peak of 
great politics-an expression he uses nowhere else in the 
Concept of the Politicaf3°-he neither cites Machiavelli nor 
appeals to the authority of an expert in the ius publicum 
Europaeum: "For the modern age I see the most powerful 
outbreak of such an enmity . . .  in Cromwell's battle against 
papal Spain." What is it that di stinguishes that enmity from 
the "certainly not to be underestimated icrasez l'injame of 
the eighteenth century," what makes it "even stronger 
than Lenin's annihilating sentences against the bourgeois 
and Western capitalism"?  In a speech of September 1 7, 
1656, which Carl Schmitt uses as a medium for his self
explication, Cromwell declares the Spaniard the great en
emy of the National Being; he defines him as a natural 
enemy " 'by reason of that enmity that is in him against 

30. In 1 929, Schmitt said of Donoso Cones that he has "the singular signifi

cance, in a time of relativizing d issolution of political concepts and oppositions 

and in an atmosphere of ideological fraud, of knowing the central concept of all 

great politics and of adhering to that concept through all deceptive and fraudulem 

obscurations and of seeking to get behind daily politics and define the great 

historical and essential distinction between friend and enemy. " " Der unbekannte 

Donoso Cortes," in Do110SO Cortes in gesamteuropdischer 11lterpretatio1l. Vier Aufrdtze 

(Cologne, 1950), p. 78. Compare, in  light of the statement on the "image 

of the ultimate battle to the end between atheism and Christianity" (p. 75) and 

of the seemingly casual mention of the "genuine, always present and necessary 

eschatology" (p. 76), Schmitt's judgment on Donoso, pp. 7, 1 3, 15, 20, 2 1 ,  83, 

1 05, 1 14. Cf. Politische Theologie, pp. 46, 5 1 ,  52, 54 (65, 73, 75, 79, 80). 
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whatsoever is of God. Whatsoever is of God which is in 
you, or which may be in you. '  Then," Schmitt continues, 
"he repeats: The Spaniard is your enemy, his enmity is put 
into him by God; he is 'the natural enemy, the providential 
enemy' ; he who considers him to be an accidental enemy 
does not know Scripture and the things of God, Who said, 
I will put enmity between thy seed and her seed (Gen. 
3: 15) ."  In the face of the providential enemy all further 
distinctions dissolve. He negates by the force of his being. 
The intensity of the opposition allows of no further in
crease. 



III 

Schmitt embarks upon his confrontation with liberalism in 
the name of the political, and he pursues it for the sake 
of religion. He defends the inescapable, and he fights for 
the inevitable. He confronts the "man who freely de
cides" -to whom everything essential appears to be a "pri
vate matter" -with a power by which man is entirely and 
existentially grasped; and he directs the man who needs 
security-to whom the verse applies, "He locks himself in 
and locks God out" -toward the present God Who tests 
him. 31 Schmitt's critique of liberalism thus flows into a cri
tique that Leo Strauss, en pleine connaissance de cause, formu
lates as a critique of the "philosophy of culture": "one 
crux" of the "philosophy of culture" Strauss specifies as 
the "fact of religion" ; the other he specifies as the "fact of 
the political. "32 Both religion and the fact of the political 
resist the parceling of human life into "autonomous prov
inces of culture" ; both question "culture" as a "sovereign 
creation" or "pure product" of the human spirit; both sub
ordinate human existence to the dominion, law, and com
mand of an authority. Schmitt's increasing uneasiness and 
dissatisfaction with the modern concept of culture-which 

3 1 .  "Zur Phonetik des Worres Raum" ( 1942), in Tymbosfiir Wi/lzelm All/mann. 
Ein Gtdenkbuch (Berlin, 1951),  p. 243; Donoso Cortes, p. 1 14; cf. Hugo Preuss, 
p. 27. 

32. Leo Strauss, Phi/osophie und Gesetz. Beitriige :r.um Verstiindnis Maimunis und 
seiner Vorliiufer (Berlin, 1935), pp. 31  and 31n. Strauss expressly refers to the 
"Notes. "  He continues: "If 'religion' and 'politics' are tile facts that transcend 
'culture' or, to speak more exactly, are the original facts, then the radical critique 

of the concept of 'culture' is possible only in the form of a 'theological-political 
treatise,' which must, however, if it is not to lead again to the foundation of 

'culture, '  have the very opposite tendency to that of seventeenth-century theolog
ical-political treatises, especially those of Hobbes and Spinoza. To be sure, the 

first condition for such a treatise would be that these works of the seventeenth 
century no longer be understood, as has almost always happened so far, in the 

horizon of the philosophy of culture. " 
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finds expression in  1930-3 1 in  h i s  d isavowal of  the concep
tion of the political in terms of domains and can also be 
inferred from the changes in  wording that he makes when 
republishing his 1 929 speech "European Culture in  the 
Intermediate Stages of Neutralization" in the Concept of the 
Politicaf33-are grasped and articulated by Strauss in the 
most fundamental way imaginable. Not only does Strauss 
develop the "critique indicated by Schmitt of the prevail
ing concept of culture" (NlO) inherent in the orientation 
toward the possibility of war as, simply, the dire emer
gency for man; not only does he reveal that critique as a 
determined attack on the doctrine of the "autonomy" of 
the various "domains of human thought and action." 
Strauss also takes a decisive step beyond the " indicated 
critique" and gives it a radical twist: against the prevailing 
concept of culture, according to which "not only the indi
vidual 'provinces of culture' in  relation to one another" are 
autonomous, but, prior to them, culture as a whole is 
autonomous, Strauss raises the objection that that view 
"makes us forget that 'culture' always presupposes some
thing that is cultivated: culture is  always the culture of 
nature." Let culture be understood as the careful  nurture 
of nature-"whether of the soil or of the human spirit 

33. Schmitt deletes and replaces the words "culture" and "cultural" in the 

essay-the original title of which he leaves unmentioned in the Afterword 

(96)-no less than rhirry-one rimes out of the original fifty-four occurrences. Ten 

rimes he deletes them without replacement, fifteen times he replaces them with 

"spiritual," once with "spirit," three times with "political," and twice with "pol

itics." Two passages may be mentioned as examples: "All concepts of the [cul

tural] spiritual sphere, including the concept [culture] spirit, are in themselves 

pluralistic and can be understood only in terms of concrete [cultural] political 

existence" (84). "Technology is no longer a neutral ground in the sense of that 

process of neutralization, and every strong [culture] politics will make use of 

technology. Viewing the present century in a [cultural] spiritual sense as the 

technological century can therefore be only a provisional arrangement. The de

finitive meaning will arise only when ir becomes clear which kind of [culture] 

politics is srrong enough to gain control of the new technology" (94). 
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makes no difference" -or as a harsh and cunning fight 
against nature, " 'culture' is certainly the culture of nature. 
'Culture' is to such an extent the culture of nature that 
culture can be understood as a sovereign creation of the 
spirit only if the nature being cultivated has been presup
posed to be the opposite of spirit, and been forgotten" 
(NlO). 

The twofold crux of the "philosophy of culture" does 
not induce Strauss to build on the answer of an authority, 
to prepare the path for such an answer, or to look for it 
himself. Instead, Strauss raises the question of nature. He 
asks about the human nature that precedes and underlies 
every culture. He poses the question of the status natura/is. 
In the course of his probing back into the hidden, disre
garded, forgotten foundation of culture, Strauss has 
Schmitt bring the Hobbesian concept of the state of nature 
into a place of honor again: When Hobbes describes the 
status natura/is as the status belli simply, according to Strauss 
that description when translated into Schmitt's terminology 
means that the status natura/is is "the genuinely political 

status" (Nl l) .  Just as for Hobbes "the nature of war consis
teth not in actual fighting; but in the known disposition 
thereto" (Leviathan, XIII), so for Schmitt the political lies 
"not in fighting itself" "but in a behavior that is determined 
by this real possibility" (37). The political, which Schmitt 
brings to bear as fundamental, is in Strauss's interpretation 
neither more nor less than the "state of nature" that the 
"philosophy of culture" has erased from memory. "There
with the question about the genus within which the specific 
difference of the political is to be stipulated has also been 
answered:  the political is a status of man; indeed, the politi
cal is the status as the 'natural, '  the fundamental and ex
treme, status of man" (Nl l ). 

Strauss by no means fails to appreciate that Schmitt's 
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"state of  nature" is defined "fundamentally differently" 
from that of Hobbes, that for Hobbes it is the "state of 
war of individuals,"  whereas for Schmitt it is the "state of 
war of groups (especially of nations). "34 After going back 
to the supposedly common basis on which Schmitt and 
Hobbes meet one another, Strauss proceeds to accentuate, 
in contrast, the political opposition in which the two stand 
in relation to one another. Hobbes conceives the status nat
ura/is as a state that is always necessarily oriented toward its 
own overcoming and negatively oriented toward the status 
civilis. With the polemical definition of the bellum omnium 
contra omnes, the abandonment of the "state of nature" is 
intended from the very beginning. "To this negation of 
the state of nature or of the political, Schmitt opposes the 
position of the political" (N12) .  The political opposition 
sought by Strauss in the two theoreticians' stance toward 
the state of nature-the Hobbesian negation and the 
Schmittian position of the political-is at first hidden by 
the fact that, according to Hobbes's teaching, the state of 
nature persists "at least" between nations and so there can 
be no question of Hobbes's "total negation" of the politi
cal. It therefore appears that Schmitt can adopt "Hobbes's 
polemic against the state of nature as the state of war of 
individuals" without having to question the political in the 
sense of the Concept of the Political, at least as long as 
the political is understood as "the 'natural' character of 
the relationships of human groups. "  But the difference be
comes visible in its sharpest outline as soon as the political 
comes into view as the authoritative, as the dire emergency 
for the individual, as the existential claim by an authorita
tive power. According to Schmitt, the political unit can 

34. "For Hobbes, in the state of nature everyone is the enemy of everyone 

else; for Schmitt, all political behavior is oriented toward friend and enemy" 

(Nl 2). 
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demand of its members the readiness to die (46); according 
to Hobbes, the state-the end and limits of which are 
defined by an individuafs claim based on natural right, a 
claim that is prior to the state-can justifiably demand only 
conditional obedience from the individual, "namely an obe
dience that does not stand in contradiction to the salvation 
or preservation of the life of this individual; for the securing 
of life is the ultimate basis of the state. Therefore, while 
man is otherwise obliged to unconditional obedience, he 
is under no obligation to risk his life; for death is the great
est evil" (N13). Strauss does not limit himself to making 
the opposition between Hobbes and Schmitt evident by 
the test of the dire emergency. He renders the opposition 
between the position and the negation of the political con
crete by describing it as the conflict between the "position 
of the political" and the "position of civilization. "  He 
shows that the individualistic principles that cause Hobbes 
to negate the political in Schmitt's sense are the very same 
principles that, historically developed, finally underlie the 
project of the completely depoliticized and neutralized 
"unity of the world,"  against which Schmitt seeks to de
fend the "inescapability of the political."  The principles 
that find expression in Hobbes's definition of the sa/us po
puli35 "have to lead, as soon as 'humanity' becomes the 
subject or object of planning, to the ideal of civilization, 
that is, to the demand for rational social relations of human
ity as one 'partnership in consumption and production' [58]. 

35. "Hobbes does not shrink from the consequence and expressly denies the 
status of courage as a virtue (De nomine XIII 9). The same attitude is disclosed 

in his definition of the sa/us populi: the sa/us populi consists ( 1 )  in defense against 

the enemy from without; (2) in preservation of peace within; (3) in just and 

modest enrichment of the individual, which is much more readily attained 

through work and frugality than through victorious wars, and is particularly pro
moted by the nutture of mechanics and mathematics; (4) in the enjoyment of 
innocuous freedom (De cive XIII 6 and 14)" (N13). 

:i 
·� ''!' .l 

. 
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Hobbes, to a much higher degree than Bacon, for example, 
is the author of the ideal of civilization. By this very fact, 
he is the founder of liberalism." Hobbes differs from devel
oped liberalism "only, but certainly, by his knowing and 
seeing against what the liberal ideal of civilization has to be 
persistently fought for: not merely against rotten institu
tions, against the evil will of a ruling class, but against the 
natural evil of man; in an unliberal world Hobbes forges 
ahead to lay the foundation of liberalism against the-sit 
venia verbo-unliberal nature of man" (N13). 

When Leo Strauss has Carl Schmitt (against the "philos
ophy of culture" as the "final self-awareness of liberalism," 
which, "sheltered by and engrossed in a world of culture," 
forgets human nature in its dangerousness and endan
geredness) bestow new honor upon the Hobbesian concept 
of the "state of nature," Strauss consonantly has Schmitt 
return to Hobbes as the author of liberalism "in order to 
strike at the root of liberalism in Hobbes's express negation 
of the state of nature" (Nl4). Strauss's radical interpreta
tion of what Schmitt not so much engages in as strives for 
contains this unspoken criticism: that the protagonist of 
the political achieves complete clarity neither about the 
position of the enemy nor about the presuppositions and 
requirements of his own project; and indeed, perhaps most 
surprisingly, that Schmitt did not recognize his most impor
tant theoretical antipode as an antipode at all. Strauss ap
pends a footnote, the only footnote in the whole essay, to 
the statement that Schmitt returns, contrary to liberalism, 
to its author in order to strike at the root of liberalism in 
Hobbes; in that footnote he calls attention to the fact that 
Schmitt, in the first edition of the Concept of the Political, 
had described Hobbes as "by far the greatest and perhaps 
the sole truly systematic political thinker" (1 ,  25). Strauss 
continues: "Schmitt now speaks of Hobbes only as 'a great 
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and truly systematic political thinker' [ 64 ]. In truth Hobbes 
is the antipolitical thinker ( 'political' understood in 
Schmitt's sense)." How does Schmitt respond to this chal
lenge? He reacts in the same way as he reacts to Strauss's 
criticism of the incomplete break with the liberal "philoso
phy of culture's" thinking in terms of "domains" or "re
gions" -with deletions and insertions that take Strauss's 
"Notes" into account. In 1933, Hobbes has undergone 
metamorphosis from "by far the greatest and perhaps the 
sole truly systematic political thinker" via "a great and truly 
systematic political thinker" to "a great and truly system
atic thinker," in whom, "despite his extreme individualism, 
the 'pessimistic' view of man is so strong that it keeps the 
political understanding alive. " In an analogous way, the 
Hobbesian system of thought, which Schmitt in 1927 called 
"his specifically political system of thought" and, in 1932, 
appeared to Schmitt as at least "a specifically political system 
of thought," changes into "a system of thought that still 
knows how to ask and answer specifically political questions. "36 

In each of the three substantive changes that Schmitt de
cides upon in the passage cited, he follows Strauss's line 
of argument: ( 1 )  Hobbes is not to be called a political 
thinker in Schmitt's sense; (2) Hobbes's individualistic 
principles, particularly his characterization of violent death 
as the greatest evil, conflict with the position of the po
litical; (3) in contradistinction to developed liberalism, 
Hobbes knows and sees that the liberal project has to be 
persistently fought for against the unliberal nature of man. 
One can hardly say that Schmitt answers Strauss's argu
ments. He makes them, in this case, manifestly his own. 

But Schmitt does not by any means let matters rest with 

36. I ,  25; 64-65; III, 46. My emphasis. 
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his spectacular reaction37 concerning Thomas Hobbes. An 
initially inconspicuous change that occurs in a wholly dif
ferent place proves just as illuminating and perhaps even 
more noteworthy since it was neither compelled nor occa
sioned by any direct criticism; first, however, the reader 
must understand the context in which the change draws 
its significance, a context established only by Strauss's in
terpretation. In order to elaborate the opposition in which 
Hobbes and Schmitt, rightly understood, stand in relation 
to one another, Strauss-while describing and explaining 
the "ideal of civilization" to which the Hobbesian princi
ples ultimately lead-uses an expression that Schmitt em
ploys to characterize the vision (his nightmare) of a fully 
depoliticized world. Strauss speaks of "rational social rela
tions of humanity as one 'partnership in consumption and 
production, ' " and he does not neglect to add the exact 
reference where Schmitt speaks of such a "partnership in 
consumption and production. "  In the third edition of the 
Concept of the Political, in the passage cited by Strauss, 
Schmitt changes "partnership in consumption and produc
tion" to partnership in culture and consumption (Ill, 40). In 
accordance with everything that Strauss develops and ex
plains with a view to the "critique indicated by Schmitt of 
the prevailing concept of culture," Schmitt could hardly 
have expressed more pointedly and at the same time incon
spicuously his agreement with the critique of the "philoso
phy of culture" in general as well as with the critique of 
its most significant forerunner in particular. 38 In the dia-

37. Schmitt's reaction may be called spectacular not so much because of the 

attention that it has received as because of the clarity with which it proves that, 

and in what way, Schmitt in 1933 reacts to Strauss's "Notes." 
38. In the Preface to the second edition of Politische Theologie ( 1934), Schmitt 

cautiously-and, in his text Uber die drei Arten des rechtswissenschaftlichen Denkens 
(Hamburg, 1934), clearly-distances himself from Hobbes. Schmitt then pro

vides what he had previously omitted, a political-theological critique of the 
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Iogue with Strauss, Schmitt's answer has all the greater 
weight in that Strauss leaves no doubt, even in the details 
of his formulations, that the existence for which the foun
dations are laid by Hobbes's principles is that very existence 
of the bourgeois against which Schmitt seeks to maintain the 
reality and necessity of the political. Strauss shows Schmitt 
that the man of the Hobbesian system of thought is in fact 
the bourgeois characterized by Schmitt (with recourse to 
Hegel's "first polemical-political definition of the bour
geois") as a man "who does not want to leave the sphere 
of the unpolitical, risk-free private, who in possession and 
in the justice of private possession behaves as an individual 
against the whole, who 'finds' the substitute for his political 
nonentity in the fruits of peace and acquisition and, above 
all, 'in the perfect security of the enjoyment of those things, ' 
who consequently wants to remain exempt from courage 
and removed from the danger of a violent death. "39 

"founder of liberalism" to whom Strauss gives special attention in the "Notes," 
in the essay "Der Staat als Mechanism us bei Hobbes und Descartes" (An:Aiv ftir 
Reclus- und Sozialp!ti/osopltie, vol. 30, no. 4 [ 1937], pp. 622-32) and in Der Levia
than in der Stoats/elm des T!tomas Hobbes. 

: , 
+' ! l\ 
�� 

39. 62. The emphasis of the word "security" derives from Schmitt and does , ·:i 
not occur in Hegel's text (Wissensc!taftlic!te Be!tand/ungsarten des NatuTnc!tts [ 1 802], >) 
ed. Lasson, p. 383). Compare the statements by Strauss on Hobbes and the ' 

"ideal of civilization" in the text and in n. 35 above with this definition of the ,j 
bourgeois. See also Leo Strauss, Hobbes' politisc!te Wissensc!taft, pp. 120 ff. -On ,) 
Schmitt's critique of the bourgeois cf. Concept of Ike Political, 35-36, 52, 58, 'j 64, 67-68, 70, 93, 95; Politisc!te T!teologie, pp. 52, 54 (75-76, 78-79); Romisc!ter :; 
Katltolizismus und politisc!te Fonn, pp. 25, 42-43, 58-60 (17 ,  28, 38-39); Politisc!te 
Romantik, 2d ed. (Munich and Leipzig, 1925) (with an important new Preface 

dated "September 1924," pp. 3-28), pp. 19, 20, 2 1 ,  26, 133, 141 ;  Die geistes
gesc!tic!ttlic!te Loge des !teutigen Par/amentarismus, 2d ed. (Munich and Leipzig, 1926), 

pp. 46, 58, 81 ,  86-87; Veifassungsle!tri'(Munich and Leipzig, 1928), pp. 253, 256; 
"Wesen und Werden des faschistischen Staates," in Positionen und Begriffe, pp. 

1 10-1 1 ,  1 13, 1 14; Staatsgefiige und Zusammenbruc!t des zweiten Reic!tes. Der Sieg des 
Burgers iiber den So/daten (Hamburg, 1934), p. 36; Donoso Cortes, p. 84. 
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Schmitt's affirmation of the political, in Strauss's interpre
tation, is the affirmation of the "state of nature ." The af
firmation of the "state of nature" as the status belli simply 
is not intended to be bellicose, however, and thus does 
not s ignify the affirmation of war. Schmitt is concerned, 
rather, with the "relinquishment of the securi ty of the sta
tus quo" (93). Security is to be relinquished "not because 
war would be something ' ideal, ' "  but because "it is neces
sary to return from the 'comfort and ease of the existing 
status quo' to the 'cultural or social nothing,' to the ' secret, 
bumble beginning, ' ' to the undamaged, noncorrupt nature' 
[93] ,  so that 'out of the power of a pure and whole knowl
edge . . .  the order of the human things' can arise again 
[95] " (N29). To Schmitt, the movement sketched by 
Strauss of returning to unaltered nature is essentially a 
movement of departure, of opposition, of negation. 
Schmitt's affirmation of the political receives its concrete 
form from the rejection of the existence of the bourgeois. 
The polemical meaning of that affirmation l ies in the nega
tion of the "ideal of civilization," whose advocates, claim

ing to usher in a society without politics and without state, 
want to elevate-or must elevate-bourgeois existence to 
the universal destiny of everything that has a human face. 

According to Strauss, Schmitt "ultimately by no means 

repudiates as utopian" the ideal of a globe that has been 
definitively pacified and depoliticized "-he says, after all , 
that he does not know whether i t  cannot be realized-but 
he does abhor it. That Schmitt does not display his views 
in a moralizing fashion but endeavors to conceal them only 
makes his polemic the more effective. Let us l isten to 
Schmitt himself ! :  ' if  . . .  the distinction between friend 
and enemy ceases even as a mere possibility, there will 
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only be a politics-free weltanschauung, culture, civiliza
tion, economy, morals, law, art, entertainment, etc. , but 
there will be neither politics nor state' [54]. We have em- . 
phasized the word 'entertainment' because Schmitt does 
everything to make entertainment nearly disappear in a se
ries of man's serious pursuits; above all, the 'etc . '  that im
mediately follows 'entertainment' glosses over the fact that 
'entertainment' is really the ultimate term in the series, its 
finis ultimus. Schmitt thus makes it clear: . . .  politics and 
the state are the only guarantee against the world's becom
ing a world of entertainment; therefore, what the oppo
nents of the political want is ultimately tantamount to the 
establishment of a world of entertainment, a world of 
amusement, a world without seriousness" (N27). According 
to Schmitt, in a "world without the distinction between 
friend and enemy and consequently a world without poli
tics" there could "be various, perhaps very interesting, op
positions and contrasts, competitions and intrigues of all 
kinds, but no opposition on the basis of which it could 
sensibly be demanded of men that they sacrifice their 
lives" (35-36). Even this polemical description of the apo
litical counterproject (a description in which the central 
statement only repeats tautologically what is stated in 
Schmitt's very concept of the political) achieves its goal and 
unfolds its meaning precisely by what Schmitt expresses 
indirectly: In a world without politics there is nothing, but 
in a political world there may very well be something, for 

'�'I 

which the sacrifice of a life could sensibly be demanded. :.• .. ::,�,·,·, 
"Here, too, what Schmitt concedes to the pacifists' ideal ij 
state of affairs, what he finds striking about it, is its capacity ; ' 1 4 to be interesting and entertaining; here, too, he takes pains 1 
to hide the criticism contained in the observation 'perhaps 
very interesting. ' He does not, of course, wish to call into 
doubt whether the world without politics is interesting: if 
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he is convinced of anything, it is that the apolitical world 
is very interesting ( 'competitions and intrigues of all sorts' ); 
the 'perhaps' only questions, but certainly does question, 
whether this capacity to be interesting can claim the inter
est of a human being worthy of the name; the 'perhaps' 
conceals and betrays Schmitt's nausea over this capacity to 
be interesting, which is only possible if man has forgotten 
what genuinely matters" (N27). 

Leo Strauss knows himself to be in agreement with Carl 
Schmitt in disapproving of a world-state, in rejecting the 
illusory security of a status quo of comfort and of ease, in 
holding in low esteem a world of mere entertainment and 
the mere capacity to be interesting. In no way does he fall 
shy of Schmitt in opposing an ideal that, should it ever be 
realized, would threaten to reduce humanity to a partner
ship for culture and consumption. He shares Schmitt's criti
cism of the "process of neutralization and depoliticization" 
in which modern Europe-in its search for "an absolutely 
and definitively neutral ground" (89) so as to avoid the 
quarrel over the right faith-has finally arrived at the faith 
in technology. He subscribes to Schmitt's objection to that 
striving for agreement and peace at all costs and to the 
resulting process which, in Das Zeitalter der Neutralisierungen 
und Entpolitisierungen (The Age of Neutralizations and De
politicizations) is diagnosed as a protracted quarrel that oc
curs in flight from quarrel; or to put it more precisely, he 
formulates this objection himself with a clarity and keen
ness that discloses the pith of his confrontation with 
Schmitt: "Agreement at all costs is possible only as agree
ment at the cost of the meaning of human life; for agree
ment at all costs is possible only if man has relinquished 
asking the question of what is right; and if man relinquishes 
that question, he relinquishes being a man. But if he seri
ously asks the question of what is right, the quarrel will be 
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ignited (in view of 'the inextricable set of problems' [90] ':' I 
this question entails), the life-and-death quarrel: the politi-
cal-the grouping of humanity into friends and enemies
owes its legitimation to the seriousness of the question of 
what is right" (N28). The greatest proximity to Schmitt as 
well as the deepest difference from him are both contained 
in this critique, for Strauss bases the objection to neutral
ization and depoliticization not on the answer of political 
theology but on the question of political philosophy; he 
raises his objection in the name and for the sake of the 
question of what is right, of the right life, of the one thing 
needful. In so doing, however, Strauss places the critique 
that allies him with Schmitt, the critique of the exclusion 
of what is most important, onto a ground that is not at all 
Schmitt's ground. When Strauss characterizes the seri
ousness of the question of what is right as the legitimation of 
the political, what is meant is first that the question of what 
is right has to be asked; and what is further implied is that 
basically, in the most fundamental respect, that question can 
be answered by means of human reason. Schmitt, however, 
believes that the one thing needful can only be believed 
in because it is faith; that the question on which everything 
ultimately depends is not a question asked by man but the 
question put to man, whether he will obey God or Satan; 
and that the political finds its ultimate foundation in the 
inevitability of this question. Schmitt knows why he has 
the "sequence of stages" of the neutralizations and depolit
icizations begin with the "step taken by the seventeenth 
century in moving from the received Christian theology to 
the system of a 'natural' scientific approach" (88); and there 
is a greater logical rigor than the immediate context of his 
historical construction might make apparent in Schmitt's 
recognition (from the viewpoint of his political theology) 
of that step, which for him describes the turning away from 
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faith in particular Providence as " the strongest and most 
consequential of all intellectual turns in European his
tory. "40 Inter auctoritatem et philosophiam nihil est medium. 
' f'he gulf between political theology and political philoso
phy is insuperable,41 dividing Carl Schmitt and Leo Strauss 
even where both seem to agree in their political positions 
or in fact agree m their political critique of a common op
ponent. 

For all the agreement and confirmation, this gulf finds 
expression, discreetly but quite clearly, in Schmitt's direct 

40. " I  regard this step as the strongest of al l  cultural turns in European history" 

(wording of the first edition of 1929, p. 524). Regarding the "consequences": 

"The concepts that were developed in many centuries of rheological thought are 

now becoming uninteresting and are turning into a private matter. God Himself 

is evicted from the world in the metaphysics of deism in the eighteenth century 

and becomes a neutral arbiter vis-a-vis the battles and oppositions of real life; as 

Hamann said against Kant, He becomes a concept and ceases to be a being" 

(89). On the turning away from faith in particular Providence, see also Politische 

Theologie, pp. 37, 44 (49, 62), and Politische Romantik, p. 137. Cf. Der Leviathan 

in der Staatslehre des Thomas Hobbes, pp. 64-70, 79, 82-83, 85-86; note especially 

p. 87. Precisely because in his book on the Leviathan Schmitt acknowledges 

Hobbes's key role in the "decisive first step" on the path to "the neutralization 

of every truth, a neutralization that culminates in technologizing"-rhe literally 

central sentence of the book reads: "Bur the idea of the state as a technologically 

perfected magnum artificum created by man, as a machine that has irs 'right' and 

irs 'truth' only in itself, that is, in performance and in function, was first grasped 

and systematically developed as a clear concept by Hobbes" (p. 70)-it is of 

great importance to him that Hobbes "remained in the Christian faith," that for 

Hobbes "Jesus was the Christ," and that out of "genuine piety" Hobbes at

tempted to give an answer to the challenge of his concrete situation (p. 1 26; cf. 

pp. 20-21 and 71-72; "Die vollendete Reformation. Bemerkungen und Hin

weise zu neuen Leviathan-Interpretationen," in Der Staat, vol. 4, no. 1 ( 1 965), 

pp. 62-63 and 58n.). 

41. Cf. Leo Strauss, What Is Political Philosophy? (Glencoe, IL, 1 959), p. 13; 

The City and Man (Chicago, 1 964), p. 241 ;  Die Re/igionskritik Spinozas als Grundlage 

seiner Bibe/wissenschaft. Untersuchungen zu Spinozas Theologisch-politischem Traktat 

(Berlin, 1 930), pp. 183, 222; "Jerusalem and Athens. Some Preliminary Reflec

tions" ( 1 967), in Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy (Chicago, 1 983), pp. 

149-5 1 ,  1 55, 157, 1 62, 166, 1 70, 1 71-72; "The Mutual Influence of Theology 

and Philosophy" ( 1 954), in The Independent Journal of Philosophy, voi. 3 ( 1979), pp. 

1 1 2, 1 13, 1 14; On Tyranny, rev. ed. (New York, 1 963), pp. 109, 2 10; The Argument 

and the Action of Plato 's Laws (Chicago, 1975), pp. 29, 59. 
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response to the exegesis of his polemic against the utopia 
of a definitively pacified globe. Schmitt's agreement can 
be inferred from his retaining unaltered in the thoroughly 
revised text the formulations that Strauss had emphasized 
and used as a basis for his detailed interpretation. In 1 933, 
too, Schmitt speaks of the "perhaps very interesting oppo
sitions and contrasts, " of the "competitions and intrigues 
of all kinds" that "could exist" in a world without politics 
( III, 1 8); the "series of serious pursuits" that remain in 
such a state of affairs, the series in which he nearly makes 
entertainment disappear by using an "etc. "  to glass over 
the fact that entertainment "is  really the ultimate term in 
the series, i ts  finis ultimus," l ikewise recurs word for word. 
Schmitt 's agreement does not remain tacit, however. 
With a telling addendum, he expands the core statement to 
which Strauss had directed the reader's attention: " . . .  
were . . .  the distinction between friend and enemy wholly 

to cease even as a mere possibility," Schmitt says in the 
third edition, "men would thus have achieved the full security 

of their this-worldly enjoyment in life. The old tenet that man is 

not to expect full security in this life-plena securitas in hac vita 
non expectanda-would be obsolete. There would consequently 
also be neither politics nor state, but only a politics-free 
weltanschauung, culture, civilization, economy, morals, 
law, art, entertainment, etc. "42 With this insertion, Schmitt 

42. III, 36. My emphasis. In one of the "Remarks" of 1963 regarding the text 

of 1 932, Schmitt writes: "In his discussion of 1932 . . . on page 745 Leo StrauB 

puts his finger on the word 'entertainment. ' He is right to do so. The word is 

altogether inadequate here and corresponds to the (at that time) incomplete state 

of the reflection. Today I would say 'play' [Spiel] to express more pithily the 

conceptual opposition (which Leo StrauB rightly discerned) to 'seriousness' . . .  

In  all these statements 'Spiel' should be translated as 'play' and would still leave 

open a kind of enmity, albeit conventional, between the 'opponents.' Things 

are different in the mathematical theory of the 'game' [Spiel] . . .  In my makeshift 

word 'entertainment,' however, there are also concealed references to sports, 

leisure activity, and the new phenomena of an 'affluent society,' and I had not 

·,i 
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emphatically corroborates Strauss's interpretation. Schmitt 
incorporates it in a certain way into his own presentation. 
He is using it to clarify the thrust of his criticism when, in 
this very passage, he makes a detour to the Hegelian defi
nition cited elsewhere (Ill, 43-44) of the bourgeois: A 
world without politics would be, as Strauss rightly empha
sizes, a world of entertainment, of amusement, a world 
without seriousness. 43 It would be a world that can be 
named with a polemically-politically defined, historical and 
concrete name. It would be the world of the bourgeois 
raised to universality, expanded to the point of excluding 
everything else-the world of the bourgeois who finds his 
satisfaction in the perfect security of the enjoyment of the 

become sufficiently conscious of these developments in the then still prevalent 

climate of the German philosophy of work" ( 1 20-21 ). One may be permitted to 

doubt that this "Remark" appropriately represents, to say nothing of attaining, 

the level of the reflection of 1932. If "play" is to leave "open a conventional 

kind of enmity," the statement in the text (54) to which Schmitt refers becomes 

nonsensical, because there Schmitt wants to characterize the state of affairs in 
which the "distinction between friend and enemy ceases even as a mere possibil
ity." Thus if the word "play" did have the "advantage" over "entertainment" of 
not excluding a conventional enmity, which per definitionem "mtist have and 

maintain reference to the real possibility of physical killing" (33; cf. Theone des 
Partisanen, pp. 17 ,  56, 76, 90, 92), then "play," for that very reason, would not 
be a suitable "replacement" for "entertainment." But as for "the references to 

spons, leisure activity, and the new phenomena of an 'affluent society,"' pre
cisely these make "entertainment" the proper word to express what Schmitt in 

1932 wanted to express and what-after Strauss had put his finger on the formula

tion, which was anything but "inadequate"-he clearly expressed beyond any 
doubt in 1933. 

43. "En fait, Ia fin du Temps humain ou de I'Histoire, c'est-a-dire l'aneantisse
ment definitif de !'Homme proprement dit ou de I'Individu libre et historique, 
signifie tout simplement Ia cessation de !'Action au sens fort du terme. Ce qui 

veut dire pratiquement:-la disparition des guerres et des revolutions sanglantes. 

Et encore Ia disparition de Ia Philosophic; car !'Homme ne changeant plus essen

tiellement lui-meme, il n'y a plus de raison de changer les principes (vrais) qui 
sont a Ia base de sa connaisance du Monde et de soi. Mais tout le reste peut se 

maintenir indefiniment; !'art, !'amour, le jeu, etc. , etc. ; bref, tout ce qui rend 

!'Homme heureux. nTN4 Alexandre Kojeve, Introduction a Ia lecture de Hegel (Paris, 
1947), p. 435n. Cf. also "Note de Ia Seconde Edition," pp. 436-37. 
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fruits of peace and of acquisition. Abhorrence and nausea 
over such a world, in which no room remains for a "de- ' 
man ding moral decision, "44 induce Schmitt to defend the 
political. Abhorrence and nausea stand in the background 
of his affirmation of the "state of nature," and it is by '�-� 
means of that affirmation that the "security of the status 
quo" -the security in which the existence of the bourgeois 
is absorbed-is to be relinquished. Thus Strauss's distilla
tion is confirmed. Schmitt "affirms the political because he 
sees in the threatened status of the political a threat to the 
seriousness of human life. The affirmation of the political is 
ultimately nothing other than the affirmation of the moral" 
(N27) .  Now, however, Schmitt in his answer to Strauss 
speaks expressly of the security of this-worldly enjoyment 
of life and of the tenet that man is not to expect full secu
rity in this life. Schmitt takes care, moreover, to repeat in 
Latin the "old tenet" that advances this teaching. Further
more, he transposes the whole statement from the indica
tive to the hypothetical subjunctive. And, finally, he 
changes the statement itself, its structure, the meshing of 
the argument: If the distinction between friend and enemy ceases, 
there will be neither politics nor state is replaced with: were the 
distinction between friend and enemy wholly to cease, men 
would have reached the full security of their this-worldly enjoyment 

of life; the Augustinian maxim "plena securitas in hac vita 
non expectanda" would be obsolete; consequently there would 
also be neither politics nor state. In everything-in his 
choice of words, his reference to Augustine, the change of 
verbal mood, the restructuring of the argument-Schmitt 
intimates what he is building on when he affirms the politi
cal, what he is certain of when he denies the security of 

44. Politische Theologie, p. 56 (83). Cf. Politische Romantik, pp. 2 1 ,  25, 96-97, 

222; Die geistesgeschichtliche Loge, pp. 68-69, 77, 80, 81 ,  83. 
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the man who needs security. The distinction between 
friend and enemy could "entirely cease even as a mere 
possibility" only if Genesis 3 : 15 had no validity, only if 
there were no Providential enemy, only if men lived in a 
paradisiacal secular world and did not have to face the deci
sion between good and evil or to "answer" for their 
choices. Ultimately, for Schmitt the affirmation of the po
litical is nothing but the affirmation of the moral. But 
Schmitt sees the affirmation of the moral as itself based in 
the theological. 45 For him the affirmation of the moral is 
part of his political theology. 

When Leo Strauss disparages a world that is merely en
tertaining and interesting, he does so because the men in 
that world remain far beneath the potential of their nature 
and are capable of actualizing neither their most noble nor 
their most excellent faculties. He rejects the illusory secu
rity of a status quo of comfort and ease because a life that 
does not subject itself to the danger of radical questioning 
and the exertion of self-examination appears to him to be 
not worth living. A comfortable, cosy interior hinders liber
ation from the cave and ascent into the open. Strauss re
jects the homogeneous world-state because he recognizes 
it as the state of Nietzsche's "last man" and because he 
sees the end of the particular political community as fol
lowed by the end of philosophy on earth. 46 Schmitt opposes 
the "world-state" because he perceives it as an antigodly 
attempt to construct paradise on earth. To him, the striving 
for "Babylonian unity" is the expression of man's making 
himself into a god. The "religion of technicity" (93, 94), 
the "faith in man's unlimited power and dominion over 

45. Cf. Leo Strauss, Persecution and the Art of Writing (Glencoe, IL, 1952), p. 

140. 
46. Leo Strauss, De Ia tyrannie, pp. 295, 310- 1 1 ,  342-44; On Tyranny, pp. 

21 1-15, 223, 226; The City and Man, pp. 4-6. 
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nature, indeed over human physis, in the unlimited 'shrink
ing of natural limits, ' in the unlimited potential for change 
and for happiness in the natural this-worldly existence of 
man" (93), would reach its culmination in the "world
state. " The process of neutralization and depoliticization 
would come to its conclusion in a "business" of global 
extent, in which it appears that "things administer them
selves" but in fact the Antichrist has begun to establish his 
dominionY In 1916, Schmitt for the first time described 
the horror associated, in his view, with that dominion. The 
reason for the horror is that the Antichrist "knows how to 
imitate Christ and to make himself so similar to Him that 
he swindles all men out of their souls. "  "His mysterious 
power lies in the imitation of God. God created the world; 
the Antichrist counterfeits it . . . The sinister magician 
recreates the world, changes the face of the earth, and 
subdues nature. Nature serves him; for what purpose is a 
matter of indifference-for any satisfaction of artificial 
needs, for ease and comfort. Men who allow themselves 
to be deceived by him see only the fabulous effect; nature 
seems to be overcome, the age of security dawns; every
thing has been taken care of, a clever foresight and plan
ning replace Providence; the Antichrist 'makes' Providence 
as he makes any institution. "48 The Antichrist would tri-

47. Politische Theologie, pp. 44, 45, 56 (62, 65, 82); Romischer Katltolizismus, pp. 
31-32, 56 (21 ,  37); Politische Romantik, p. 21 ;  "Staatsethik und pluralistischer 

Staat," in Positionen und Begriffe, p. 143; "Nachwort" to Disputation uber den 
Rechtsstaat (Hamburg, 1935), p. 87; "Die Lage der europaischen Rechtswis
senschaft" (1943-44), in Verfassungsrechtliche Aufsiitze aus den Jahren 1924-1954 
(Berlin, 1958), p. 426; Donoso Cortes, pp. 1 1 ,  91,  108, 1 10- 1 1 ,  l iZ; "Die Einheit 
der Welt," in Merkur, vol. 6, no. 1 (January 1952), pp. 1-2, 8-9, 10; "Nomos

Nahme-Name," p. 102; Theone des Partisanen, pp. 62, 73-74, 79; Politische Tlteo
logie II. Die Legende von der Erledigungjeder Politisdzen Tlteologie (Berlin, 1970), pp. 

46 and 124-26. 
48. Tlteodor Diiublers ''Nordlicltt. " Drei Studien uber die Elemente, den Geist und 

die Aktualitiit des Werkes (Munich, 1916), pp. 65-66; cf. 63. 
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umph-and in the long run could only triumph-if he suc
ceeded in convincing men that the opposition between 
friend and enemy has been overcome once and for all, 
that they no longer need to decide between Christ and 
Antichrist. In describing the ideal of a definitively pacified 
globe, a world without politics, life without seriousness, 
Schmitt is fighting the "empire of the Antichrist. " In af
firming the political, by his own self-understanding he af
firms not the state of nature but an eschatologically con
ceived state of historicity, a state of demanding moral decision, 
or probation and judgment. 49 And, like every Christian theo
retician who "gives the writings of Moses the credence he 
owes them," Schmitt denies that men ever existed or could 
exist in a state of nature. 50 

49. "Die Sichtbarkeit der Kirche," pp. 75-76, 78; Politische Theologie, pp. 50, 
55, 56 (71 ,  80, 82, 83); Romischer Katholizismus, pp. 31-32, 39-40, 65-66, 79-80 
(21 ,  26, 43, 52); Politische Romantik, pp. 2 1 ,  25, 104; Der Nomos der Erde im 
Volkerrecht des Jus Publicum Europaeum (Cologne, 1950), pp. 33, 75-77, 102; 
"Nomos-Nahme-Name," pp. 104-5; Donoso Cortes, pp. 76, 78, 1 14; Ex Captivi
tate Salus. Erfahrungen der Zeit 1945-47 (Cologne, 1950), pp. 3 1 ,  52, 58, 61 ,  68, 
75, 78; "Die geschichtliche Struktur des heutigen Welt-Gegensatzes von Ost 

und West," in Freundschaftliche Begegnungen. Festschrift fur Ernst Junger zum 60. 
Geburtstag (Frankfurt/Main, 1955), pp. 1 49-52; Politische Theologie II, pp. 72, 75; 
and "Drei Moglichkeiten eines christlichen Geschichtsbildes," in Universitas, 
vol. 5, no. 8 ( 1950), pp. 927-31 .  (The essay appeared with the unauthorized 

title "Drei Stufen historischer Sinngebung." By hand, Schmitt restored the origi
nal title in reprints that he sent out. He says that the "title improvised by the 

editors" is "wholly wrong; neither 'stages' nor 'attribmion of meaning' is in
volved.") 

50. Cf. J ean-J acq ues Rousseau, Discours sur f origine et les fondemens de I' inigaliti 
parmi les hommes. Kritische Edition (Paderborn, 1984), Exordium, p. 70. 
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Strauss pursues his confrontation with Schmitt on the plane 
of political philosophy. He interprets the Concept of the Polit- ' 

ical as though he were interpreting the text of a theoretician 
who merely lays claim to a knowledge that is accessible to 
man as man, or as though only such a knowledge were of 
significance for the confrontation he is pursuing. In this 
way he makes Schmitt's position as strong as it can possibly 
be made if the political theology on which it rests is ab
stracted from it. With the questions raised by Strauss's in
terpretation, with the aporiai that it points our in Schmitt's 

l conception, Strauss induces Schmitt to give answers that 
make the background of faith, which is omitted by Strauss, 
emerge all the more clearly. Strauss's challenge has the 1 

J effect that in 1933 the author of the Concept of the Political 
discloses more of his identity as a political theologian than 
he had revealed in 1927 or 1932. 

The thrust of the Straussian interpretation finds espe
cially striking expression in the discussion of what support 
Schmitt enlists to demonstrate that the political is the ines
capable. Can he even demonstrate it? According to 
Schmitt's express statement, "all genuine political theo
ries" presuppose man to be " 'evil,' that is, to be not at all 
an unproblematic but a 'dangerous' and dynamic being" 
(61 ). The position of the political thus seems to have its 
"ultimate presupposition" in man's dangerousness, even 
though, as Strauss hastens to add, this train of thought "is 
in all probability not Schmitt's last word" and "certainly 
not the most profound thing that he has to say" (N20). If 
the political stands or falls on the dangerousness of man, 
everything depends on knowing whether his dangerous
ness is unshakable, his evil inescapable: "the necessity of 
the political is as certain as man's dangerousness" (N21 ). 
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Now Strauss indicates that Schmitt himself qualifies the 
thesis of dangerousness as a "supposition, " as an "anthropo
logical confession of faith" (58). "But if man's dangerous
ness is only supposed or believed in, not genuinely known, 51 the 
opposite, too, can be regarded as possible, and the attempt 
to eliminate man's dangerousness (which until now has al
ways really existed) can be put into practice. If man's dan
gerousness is only believed in, 52 it is in principle threatened, 
and therewith the political is threatened also" (A21 ) .  The 
inescapability of the political amounts to nothing so long 
as one tries to base it on the foundations on which Schmitt 
erects the theoretical edifice of his concept of the political. 
They hold no weight. They do not bear up under criticism. 
The abstraction from Schmitt's political theology escalates 
here into a barely concealed attack: the substantive rejec
tion could hardly be keener. For of course it did not remain 
concealed from Strauss that for Schmitt the "thesis of dan
gerousness" has by no means the status of a mere supposi
tion, nor did it escape him that Schmitt's talk of an "anthro
pological confession of faith" sets the tone for a chapter in 
which the real intention consists in anchoring the political 
in the theological. Precisely for that reason Strauss opposes 
knowledge to faith, and for the same reason he categori
cally emphasizes that faith does not suffice. In the center 
of the seventh chapter (devoted to "anthropology") of the 
Concept of the Political, Schmitt attempts to demonstrate that 
politics is founded on theology or, to choose a formulation 
that more appropriately expresses his strategy, to induce 
the reader to believe in such a foundational relationship. 
According to Schmitt, "the connection between political 
theories and theological dogmas of sin, a connection that 

5 1 .  My emphasis. 

52. My emphasis. 
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is especially striking in the works of Bossuet, Maistre, Bo
nald, Donoso Cortes, and F. J. Stahl53 but influences just 
as intensely the writings of countless others," can be ex
plained "in terms of the kinship" of the "necessary intel
lectual presuppositions" of theology and politics. "The ba
sic theological dogma of the sinfulness of the world and of 
men, . . .  just like the distinction between friend and en
emy, leads to a division of men, to a 'distancing' , and •' 
makes the indiscriminate optimism of a universal concept -� 
of man impossible. In a good world among good men, only 
peace, security, and harmony of all with all prevail natu
rally; here priests and theologians are just as superfluous 
as politicians and statesmen. Troeltsch (in his Soziallehren 
der christlichen Kirchen [Social Doctrines of the Christian 
Churches]) and Seilliere (in many publications about ro
manticism and romantics) have shown by the example of 
numerous sects, heretics, romantics, and anarchists what 
the denial of original sin means for social and individual 
psychology. The methodological connection between theo
logical and political intellectual presuppositions is thus 
clear" (64). Is it clear? Is the "kinship" of the "necessary 
intellectual presuppositions" merely a matter of a structural 
analogy, or does it express a common origin and point to 
one and the same foundation? Are we supposed to take the 
view of the "sociology of knowledge" and to see here 
merely a "parallel" that emerges from observation of the 
"spheres" of the theological and the political-a "distinc
tion" and a "distancing," albeit of very different kinds, in 
each case-whereas, in turn, other "parallels" that allow 
of divergent classifications occur in, and to, other "domains 
of human thought"? Is the "jurist" who moves "in the 

53. In 1933 Schmitt deleted the name Stahl (III, 45). Cf. III, 44, and Der 
Leviathan in der Staatslehre des Thomas Hobbes, pp. 106-10; see nn. 5 and 6 above. 

' 
) 
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region of research in the history of law and in sociology,"54 
speaking once again? Is Schmitt concerned with "ex
plaining" why political theologians of the l ikes of Maistre, 
Bonald, or Donoso got trapped into building their political 
doctrines upon a theological dogma without being ful ly 
clear about what they were doing and why they were doing 
it? At the beginning of the chapter, Schmitt lets the reader 
know that "all theories of the state and all political ideas" 
could be divided according to whether they "presuppose a 
man 'by nature evil '  or 'by nature good' " (59). There are 
thus political theories that exist in harmony with their 
"necessary intellectual presupposition" and others that do 
not. The theories that are in harmony with themselves are 
those that are in harmony with the basic dogma of sin
fulness. Schmitt can recognize only them as "genuine po
litical theories" (61 ). They alone are capable, in the best 
case, of doing justice to the reality of the political, because 
the political has its deepest foundation in original sin. 

In 1933, the previous presentation of the connection be
tween theology and politics does not appear sufficiently 
clear to Schmitt as neither to need nor to allow of clarifica
tion. Clarification is needed even regarding the heart of his 
anthropological confession of faith, namely original sin-an 
expression never once uttered by Strauss. Judging "what the 
denial of original sin means" is no longer to be left to 
the uncertain interpretation of the reader of Troeltsch and 
Seil liere. It is proclaimed apodictically. E. Troeltsch and 
the Baron Seilliere "have shown by the example of numer
ous sects, heretics, romantics, and anarchists that the de
nial of original sin destroys all social order" (III, 45). This 

statement tolerates no contradiction. Credo or non-credo, 

54. Politische Theologie II, p. 10 1 . Cf. on the same page Schmitt's rendering of 

the subtitle of the Political Theology of 1922; see pp. 22, 30, 98, 1 10. 
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order or disorder. The political theologian dares to press 
ahead, up to an Either/Or that demands a decision: for faith 
or for chaos. When Schmitt, as in  1927 and 1932, continues 
with the observation that "the methodological connection 
between theological and poli tical intellectual presupposi
tions" is "thus clear, " the dependency of the political (to 
begin with what is most obvious) in the relationship that 
exists for Schmitt between theology and politics is indeed 
sufficiently discernable. Politics needs theology. Without 
a seam, Schmitt picks up the thread of what he had already 
emphasized, with a view to the "deepest connections," in 
his Political Theology of 1922: "if the theological disappears, 
so does the moral; and if the moral disappears, so does the 
political idea. "55 The theological is the conditio sine qua non. 
Can the theological ever "disappear" ? It may be denied. 
But if so, it  is far from "having disappeared" or "having 
been disposed of. "  By replacing a s ingle word in the sen
tence immediately preceding the statement about original 
sin, Schmitt gives a sign of just how l ittle he believes in  
the possible disappearance of  the theological and of the 
political and of how much he believes in the inescapabil ity 
of both: "In a good world, among good men, only peace, 
security, and harmony of all with all prevail naturally; here 
the priests and theologians are just as disturbini'6 as the 
politicians and statesmen." Theologians and politicians will 
never be superfluous. Their existence does not, on its own, 
become unnecessary. They would have to be excluded, 
fought, eliminated. A world of peace and security would 
be established once and for all only if faith in the u ltimate 
"distinction and division of men," the distinction "be-

55. Pofitisdze Theologie, p. 55 (82). 

56. My emphasis. 
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tween the redeemed and the unredeemed, the chosen and 
the unchosen" (III, 45), were conquered and hence also 
the last possible source of "disturbance" exhausted. 57 In 
the end, politics needs theology not to realize a goal but 
to provide a foundation for its own necessity. Faith is the 
impregnable bastion of the political. The first of the three 
substantively relevant changes that Schmitt makes in the 
textual passage we are discussing refers emphatically to the 
same view of the "deepest connections." The connection 
between political theories and theological dogmas of sin 
"is explained" in the new edition of 1933 "first in terms of 
the ontological-existential mentality that conforms to the essence 
of a theological, as well as a political, line of thought. But then 
[the connection is explained ] also in terms of the kinship 
of these methodological intellectual presuppositions. "58 In 
each case Schmitt is ultimately concerned not with in
stances of kinship, with parallels, or with analogies of struc
ture, but solely with what constitutes the agreements be
tween theology and politics. The "ontological-existential 
mentality" accords with the essence of a theological as well 
as a political line of thought because the "essence of the 
political" (20, 45) is equipped with a theological founda
tion, because the political by its essence has a theological 
destination. The inescapability of the distinction between 
friend and enemy in the political "sphere" "corresponds" 

57. "lpsi enim diligenter scitis, quia dies Domini sicut fur in nocte ita veniet. 
Cum enim dixerint: Pax et securicas! tunc repentinus eis superveniet interims, 
sicut dolor in utero habenti, et non effugient." First Letter to the Thessalonians, 

5:2-3. "Pax et securitas" is the slogan of the Antichrist in the famous Ludus de 
Antichristo (v. 414). Only in the passage of the First Letter to the Thessalonians 
cited are pax and securitas named in one breath in the Bible. "For when they 

shall say 'peace and security! " then sudden destruction cometh upon them." Cf. 
the Second Letter to the Thessalonians, 2. On Ludus de Antichristo, see Politische 
Theologie II, p. 61 .  

58. I l l ,  45. My emphasis. 
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to the inevitability of the decision between God and Satan 
in the theological "sphere ." Politics, l ike theology, claims 
to grasp man "wholly and existentially" (III ,  2 1 ). If politics 
is  destiny for a "political line of thought, " religion is no 
less destiny for a theological line of thought. If "for political 
decisions even the mere possibility of right knowing and 
understanding, and therewith the entitlement to partici
pate in discussion and to make judgments, is based only 
on the existential sharing and participating, only on the 
genuine participatio" ( Ill, 8), such a basis applies nowhere 
more emphatically than in the case of the community of 
believers that leads itself back to the truth of the revelation 
in which it shares and that sees itself inseparably bound to 
existential participation in the One Truth, in the perfected 
participatio. The agreements between the two "spheres" 
lose the character of mere "correspondences," and the 
deepest connection between the theological and the politi
cal becomes visible in the l ight of the "only case that mat
ters ," the case from which and toward which Carl Schmitt's 
thought moves. The only case that matters is the battle 

with the Providential enemy, the enemy who is deter
mined "historically and concretely" in the moments of 
great politics, and against whom finally, at the end of time, 
the "battle of decision" must be fought. 

For the same reason for which man's dangerousness is 
unshakable to Schmitt, he does not conceive man's evil as 
innocent evil. Schmitt does not see himself as facing the 
task of nullifying the "view of human evi l as animal and 
thus innocent 'evil ' "  (Strauss formulates this task with a 
view to "the radical critique of l iberalism that Schmitt 
strives for" [N26]), because he does not subscribe to such 
a view. Schmitt also reveals this stance through his refer
ences to the theological foundation of his "anthropology. "  
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If, as Strauss states, 59 the philosopher Hobbes had to un
derstand natural evil "as innocent 'evil , '  because he denied 
sin" (N26), the same observation does not apply to Schmitt 
in any way. Original sin is the central point around which 
everything turns in his anthropological confession of faith. 
Schmitt has several reasons for expressly bringing into play 
the distinction between a man "by nature evil" and a man 
"by nature good" as a "wholly summary" distinction "not 
to be taken in a specifically moral or ethical sense"; for 
insisting "only" on a "problematical view of man" as the 
"precondition to all further political discussion" (59); and 
for considering it sufficient for him that man is recognized 
by the "genuine political theories" to be a "dangerous ," 
"perilous," "dynamic being" (59, 61 ) .  For one thing, only 
in this way can he show that all truly political theories are 
in harmony with the truth of original sin, quite apart from 
the question of whether the respective theoreticians accept 
the dogma itself. But thus and only thus is Schmitt able 
to maintain that the relationship (which he conceives in 
"ontological and existential" terms) between theology and 
politics is foundational. Another advantage is that he can 
effectively demarcate his "mentality" from "moral theol
ogy" and make clear that the political theology he advo
cates is far from envisaging a "merely normative morals ."  
Finally, the summary talk of "evil" man sufficiently blurs 
the differences between Schmitt's own anthropological po
sition and those with quite another basis so as "to make" 
the specific meaning of Schmitt's anthropological confes
sion of faith "nearly disappear, " and to avoid exposing it too 
much with regard to both political and theological criticism. 

59. Cf. Leo Strauss, Hobbes' politisclze Wissenschaft, pp. 18-36, and What Is 
Political Philosophy? pp. 1 76-81 ,  189-91 .  
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No, it is not the "admiration of animal power" that causes 
Schmitt to emphasize man's dangerousness and in so doing 
to appeal to the most varied witnesses. After Strauss re
proaches Schmitt for speaking "with an unmistakable sym
pathy, of the 'evil' that is not to be understood morally,"  
and points out to Schmitt that this sympathy prevents him 
from remaining "in harmony with himself" (N26), Schmitt 
deletes a whole series of statements that could awaken that 
impression. Citations in which the "core of human nature" 
is formulated as "animality, drives, affects," or citations in 
which there is talk of the "play of affects" or of the "dignity 
of the power-type," are eliminated by this editing, as is the 
estimation of "Plessner's dynamic 'steadfast openness' " as 
being "nearer to 'evil' than to 'good' because of its positive 
relationship to danger and to the dangerous," and as are the 
remarks (which might very well unduly blur the contours of 
Schmitt's own position) that even Nietzsche belongs "on 
the side of 'evil' " and that "finally 'power' generally (ac
cording to the famous comment of Burckhardt, which inci
dentally is not unambiguous) is something evil" (59, 60) .  
In  place of all these statements, a direct rejoinder to the 
question raised by Strauss60 appears: "It is self-evident, as 
Hobbes correctly emphasized, that a genuine enmity is 
possible only between human beings. 61 The political dis-

60. The change in the last sentence that precedes the new text of 1933 replies 
to Strauss (N26): "Here there is an immediate connection of political anthropol

ogy with what the seventeenth-century philosophers of the state (Hobbes, Spi
noza, Pufendorff) called the 'state of nature' in which the states live among one 
another, a state of perpetual danger and endangering in which for that very reason 
the acting subjects are 'evil,' that is, not pacified, like animals that are moved by 
their drives, by hunger, greed, fear, jealousy, and rivalries of every kind" (III, 

4 1-42). My emphasis. 

61 .  Schmitt gives no information about which statement of Hobbes he has in 
view. In the Theorie des Partisanen he later refers expressly to De Homine X. 3 

(Schmitt erroneously writes IX, 3): "Hobbes says: man is just as much more 
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tinction between friend and enemy is to the same degree 
deeper than all oppositions that exist in the animal world, 
as the extent to which man, as a being who exists spiritu
al ly, stands above the animal." For Schmitt the d istinction 
between friend and enemy has nothing to do with the "ri
valries of all kinds" (III ,  42) that motivate animals, nothing 
to do with animality, and nothing at all to do with innocent 
evil .  The oppositions between friend and enemy "are of a 
spiritual sort, as is all man's existence"; this statement, 
too, Schmitt inserts into the 1 933 text (III,  9). More than 
two decades later he expresses the same core thought, 
which his "anthropology" orbits, as follows: "The dog does 
not call the very being of the cat into question spiritually 
or morally, and likewise the cat does not do so to the dog." 
Their opposition wholly contrasts with the enmity that pre
vails between men, which "nature does not" generate. For 
the enmity between men "contains a tension that far tran
scends what is natural. "62 

dangerous ro other men by whom he believes himself endangered than is any 

animal, as the weapons of man are more dangerous than the so-called natural 

weapons of the animal, for example: teeth, claws, horns, or poison" (p. 95). 

Note the context in Hobbes. 

62. Die geschichtliche Struktur; pp. 149, 150-5 1 .  Cf. Ex Captivitate Salus, pp. 

68, 75, 78. 

\ 



VI 

Schmitt's answers constitute a whole, produce a complete 
picture, as soon as one perceives and bears in mind the 
unifying center to which they refer-in vaguer or more 
precise formulations, in more open or more hidden expres
sions-with ever new twists and turns. Schmitt replies to 
the cardinal question of the necessity of the political with 
various approaches and in various contexts. The first an
swer he gives is the most hidden and the most precise. It 
comprehends, in its result, everything else that Schmitt 
has to offer on the subject. It refers immediately to the 
passage in which Strauss for the first time directs the 
cardinal question to Schmitt, and in several respects one 
could call this answer the "most personal" of the replies 
to Strauss. Whether written "ad hominem" or not, it is at 
all events one of the most remarkable replies in the entire 
dialogue. The point of departure for the forceful discus
sion that Strauss culminates with the statement that, as 
long as man's dangerousness "is only believed in" the 
political is "in principle threatened" (N2 1) ,  is furnished by 
Schmitt's statement: "Whether and when" the definitively 
de politicized "state of the earth and of humanity will occur, 
I do not know. For the time being it does not exist. It 
would be a dishonest fiction63 to assume that that state is 
now at hand" (54). On this statement Strauss comments 
that no one, and "least of all Schmitt himself," can "take 
relief in the fact that the depoliticized state 'for the time being 
does not exist' " (N17). Schmitt's rhetorical "positivism" 
directs the reader's attention all the more certainly to the 
question of how things stand with the asserted inescapabil-

63. "It would be a fiction aiming at fraud to suppose it present today or 
tomorrow" (III, 36). 
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ity of the political. "In view of the fact that there is today 
a powerful movement striving for the total elimination of 
the real possibility of war and hence the abolition of the 
political, in view of the fact that this movement not only 
exercises a great influence upon the mentality of the age 
but also authoritatively determines the real circum
stances-this movement led, after all, to war's being 'to
day . . . probably neither something pious, nor something 
morally good, nor something profitable' [36], whereas in 
earlier centuries war could indeed be all these things-in 
view of this fact one must look beyond today and ask: 
granted that 'war as a real possibility is still present today, ' 
will war still be a possibility present tomorrow? or the day 
after tomorrow?" (N17). Schmitt's answer is as succinct as 
it is subtle. In the revised version of the Concept of the 

Political, in the statement that war is "today . . .  probably 
neither something pious, nor something morally good, nor 
something profitable, "  he replaces the word today, itali
cized by Strauss, with the modifier "in an age that veils 
its metaphysical oppositions in moral or economic terms" 
(III, 18 f. ) .64 War will be present as a real possibility not 

64. Karl Lowith noticed the change but did not understand it as an answer to 

Strauss's question. Thus he sees only an inconsistency, an odd contrast to his 

imaginary picture of Schmitt's political decisionism, and he does not take the 
contradiction as an opportunity to examine whether the image is correct. "The 
possible meaning of war," Lowith comments on the new wording of 1933, "is 
thus referred here-in reference to our time, also-to metaphysical oppositions, 
although all Schmitt's arguments have their specifically polemical note precisely 

in the denial of the theological, the metaphysical, the moral, and the economic 
as authoritative for the properly political." "Politischer Dezisionismus," p. 1 13 
n. -Schmitt had a notion of how Strauss read, and we have at our disposal 
abundant illustrative material, all kinds of evidence, for how Schmitt himself 
read; how, for example, he watched for the decisive sentence of a book or for the 

one word that matters in a text. The way in which he carries on his dialogue 
with Strauss is therefore anything but amazing. Schmitt later attempted another 
discussion on the issue of Thomas Hobbes (see Der Leviathan in der Staatslehre 
des Thomas Hobbes, pp. 20-21 ,  38), and in the final years of his life he was still 
concerned with the question of whether Strauss "knew my book on the Leviathan 
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only tomorrow and the day after but up to "the end of 
time, "65 because war is based on metaphysical oppositions. 
Metaphysical oppositions can be draped in moral or eco
nomic terms, but that does not blot them out of existence. 
Nothing human is capable of blotting them out. No man will 
be master of them. "Metaphysics is something unavoid
able, "66 and the "metaphysical core of all politics"67 is the 
guarantor that political oppositions will be inescapable as 
long as metaphysical oppositions are unavoidable. 

In a further respect Schmitt attempts to identify more 
pithily the locus of his own position by adumbrating its 
metaphysical anchorage and metaphysical meaning; his 
purpose is to secure his position against being misunder
stood as having contended that the affirmation of the politi
cal (the affirmation that he opposes to negation of the polit
ical in his polemic against liberalism) has its meaning in 
the "affirmation of fighting as such, wholly irrespective of 
what is being fought for. " Strauss expressed, with all the 
clarity one could possibly wish for, what the "affirmation 
of the political in disregard of the moral" and, we might 
add, in disregard of the theological, "would signify ."  "He 

and, especially, whether he perceived che challenge of my essay on Hobbes 'Die 

vollendece Reformation' (chat jesus is the Christ)." In Schmiu's essay of 1%5, 

Leo Strauss is never once mentioned. However, a footnote (p. 58) refers the 
reader co "che charming book of Samuel I. Mintz, The Hunting of Leviathan (Cam
bridge, 1%2), which, by the way, sensibly opposes the currem labeling of 

Hobbes as an atheist (p. 44)." A reader who follows che reference and turns co 
page 44 will find the relevam name there. (In the reprint of the essay in the 

appendix co the new edition of Schmiu's book on Hobbes [Cologne, 1982), the 
editor, the primer, or the proofreader, but in any case not Schmiu himself, 
deleted "p. 44." So the poim of the reference is lose. ) The answer co Schmiu's 

"challenge" can be found in the scudy "On che Basis of Hobbes's Political Philos
ophy" of 1954. (Leo Strauss, What Is Political PhilosopltyP pp. 182-91 . )  See n. 40 
above and 101 below. 

65. Cf. Politisc!Je Theologie II, p. 75. 

66. Politisc!Je Romantik, p. 23. 
67. Politisc!Je Theologie, p. 44 (65). 
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who affirms the political as such comports himself neutrally 
toward all groupings into friends and enemies." He "re
spects all who want to fight; he is just as tolerant as the 
liberals-but with the opposite intention: whereas the lib
eral respects and tolerates all 'honest' convictions so long as 
they merely acknowledge the legal order, peace, as sacro
sanct, he who affirms the political as such respects and 
tolerates all 'serious' convictions, that is, all decisions ori
ented to the real possibility of war. Thus the affirmation 
of the political as such proves to be a liberalism with the 
opposite polarity" (N32). Strauss leaves no doubt that the 
affirmation of the political as such is not Schmitt's "last 
word" (N33, N29). But even if only his "first word against 
liberalism," in 1933 Schmitt no longer wants to have the 
affirmation of the political understood, or to let it exist, as 
an affirmation of fighting irrespective of what is being fought 
for. In the third edition he expressly distinguishes between 
two fundamentally different "attitudes" toward war, the 
"agonal" on one hand and the "political" on the other. He 
now separates "political opposition," the "genuine opposi
tion between friend and enemy," from "agonal opposi
tion," the "unpolitical, agonal contest" (Ill, 10, 12 ,  15 ,  
1 7). To the passage in which he introduces the new distinc
tion between enemy and opponent-"The opponent, the 
'antagonist' in the bloody contest of the 'agon, '  is also not 
the enemy" -he adds a footnote, of which the first sen
tence reads: "A. Baeumler interprets the concept of battle 
of Nietzsche and Heraclitus entirely in terms of the agonal. 
Query: whence come the enemies in Valhalla?" In the cen
ter of the note, which is not exactly "suited to the time, "68 

68. Schmitt is much more cautious in changing his statement about the politi

cal character of the oppositions that exist "within the state as an organized political 
unity." In 1932 he had written that "numerous secondary concepts of 'political' " 

arise there. "Yet here too an opposition and antagonism-relativized, to be sure, 
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Schmitt once agam brings metaphysics into play. "The 
great metaphysical opposition of agonal and political 
thought arises in every more profound discussion of war. 
In  most recent times I would cite the magnificent d ispute 
between Ernst ]linger and Paul Adams (Deutschlandsender, 

Februar 1 ,  1933) . . .  Here Ernst Junger held the view of 
the agonal principle ( 'man is not designed for peace'), 
whereas Paul Adams saw the meaning of war in the estab
lishment of dominion, order, and peace" (III ,  10) .  In the 
controversy between Ernst Junger and Paul Adams, 
Schmitt sides not with the "bellicose" nationalist but with 
the "authoritarian" Catholic. Leo Strauss is right: for 
Schmitt, the "ultimate quarrel occurs not between bellicos
ity and pacifism (or nationalism and internationalism)" 
(N25).69 Strauss is l ikewise right in saying that Schmitt's 
last word is not the affirmation of the political in the sense 
of affirmation of fighting as such, but " the order of the 
human things" (95).70 To Schmitt, fighting as l ittle bears 

by the existence of the state's political unity that comprehends all oppositions

within the state always remain constitutive for the concept of the political" (30). In 

1 933 he says instead: "Here the opposition between friend and enemy fades in 

i mportance, because oppositions within a political unity at peace are involved. Ad

mittedly, here too an opposition and antagonism-relativized, to be sure, by the 

existence of the state's political unity that comprehends all oppositions-within 

the state always remain constitutive for the concept of the political. But it remains 

open whether in such oppositions a merely 'agonal' competition that affirms the common ttttity 

is present, or ff!Jhether the beginnings of a genuine friend-enemy opposition that negates the 

political mzity, that is, a latent civil war, is already at hattd" (III, 1 2). My emphasis. 

69. Cf. letter of September 4, 1932, page 125 below. 

70. In 1 934 Schmitt claimed to be the spokesman for a "mode of thought 

concerned with concrete order and formation," and he opposed this type of 

thought, as "a third kind of jurisprudential thought," to "normativism" and 

"decisionism." However, beyond general proclamations of the necessity of such 

thought ("Now a mode of thought concerned with concrete order and formation 

is needed, a type of thought that is adequate for the numerous new tasks arising 

from the situation of state, nation, economy, and ideology and for the new forms 

of community."), and beyond the repeatedly expressed hope that with recourse 

to general clauses "such as good manners, equity and faith, reasonable and unrea

sonable demand, important ground, etc.," "finally" this thought can "prevail" 



THE HIDDEN DIALOGUE I 6 5  

its "purpose in itself" as does art. Neither are politics and 
war objects of an "aesthetic world view"71 for Schmitt, nor 
do characterizations like "resoluteness for everything as 
well as for nothing" or formulas such as "decision in favor 
of decision" strike his "innermost core. "72 Schmitt is not 
a follower of Nietzsche, 73 and he exists in a "metaphysical 
opposition" to Ernst Junger that becomes clear in their 
differing attitudes toward war but extends far beyond that 
difference. 74 As if the distinction between opponent and 
enemy, between the bloody contest of the agon and the 
"genuine" political opposition between friend and enemy, 

(Uber die drei Arten des reclztswissensclzaftlichen Denkens, pp. 58, 59, 67; cf. 60, 63, 
and 66), Schmitt's "mode of thought concerned with concrete order," extended 

to, and in fact became concrete in, only the field of international law. This observa

tion applies particularly to Volkerrechtliche GrojJraumordnung mit lnteroentionsverbot 
fur raumfremde Miiclzte. Ein Beitrag zum Reiclzsbegriff im Volkerreclzt (Berlin and Vi

enna, 1939; third and fourth editions, expanded and updated, 194 1 ). At the end 
of the reprint of the final chapter of Volkerreclztliclze GrojJraumordung in Positionen 
und Begriffe (p. 312) Schmitt in 1939 again takes up the citation from Virgil (Ecloga 
IV, 5) with which in 1929 the essay "Die europiiische Kultur in Zwischenstadien 
der Neutralisierung" concluded and which he placed at the end of the Concept 
of the Political: Ab integro noscitur ordo. 

71 .  Cf. Politische Romantik, pp. 21 ,  222. 

72. Ex Captivitate Salus, pp. 52-53. 

73. Schmitt treats Nietzsche with lifelong scant regard and brusque rejection. 

The sentence that concludes the main text of his new preface to Politisclze Ro
mantik is: "One must see the three men whose distorted faces stare through the 
colorful romantic veil, Byron, Baudelaire, and Nietzsche, the three high priests 

and simultaneously the three sacrificial lambs of this private priesthood" (p. 27). 

Twenty-five years later he writes: "Nietzsche, full of fury, saw Hegel and the 
sixth-i.e. the historical-sense of the Germans as the great postponer on the 
path to open atheism." "Drei Moglichkeiten eines christlichen Geschichts

bildes," p. 930. Schmitt several times repeats this statement about Nietzsche, 
whom he seldom mentions in his writings, and he speaks no less than four times 
of his "fury" or "fit of fury"; see "Die andere Hegel-Linie," p. 2, Verfassungs
rcclztliclzc Aufsiitze, pp. 428 and 429; earlier-and without the attribute 

"fury"-"Beschleuniger wider Willen oder: Problematik der westlichen Hemi
sphiire," in Das Reich, April 19, 1942. Cf. Donoso Cortes, pp. 98, 107, 109, 1 1 1-12. 

74. Schmitt emphasizes anew the difference between their views of the politi
cal and of war in an article under the entry "Politics" in a reference book published 
in 1 936: "The deepest opposition in the views of the essence of the political does 
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and as if the very statement that war can be "more or 
less war depending on the the degree of enmity," did not 
sufficiently emphasize that the concept of the political is for 
Schmitt something different from the affirmation of fighting 
as such and very much more is at stake than a "simple crite
rion" by which the enemy "is plainly the other, the stranger" 
(a criterion by which the reference "to the real possibility of 
physical killing" would virtually guarantee scientific im
plementability)-as if all the other "refinements" together 
were not adequate, Schmitt finally "refines" his view of the 
holy wars and crusades of the Church as well. In 1927 the 
rhetoric of "pure politics" had left no room for those. In 
1932, Schmitt introduces them into the "sphere" of the po
litical as "actions that, like other wars, are based upon a deci
sion about the enemy." But only in 1933-of all times
does he formally concede that the holy wars and crusades 
of the Church "can be based on an especially genuine and 
profound decision about the enemy."75 

Why does Schmitt keep his intentions obscure for so 
long? Why does he attempt to give the impression that he 

not concern the question whether politics can relinquish all fighting or not (politics 
could not do so at all without ceasing to be politics), but the other question, what 
war and figluing derive their meaning from. Does war have its meaning in itself or in 
the peace that is to be achieved by war? According to the view of a pure "nothing 
[counts) but the spirit of the warrior," war has its meaning, its right, and its heroism 
in itself; man is, as Ernst J iinger says, 'not designed for peace. '  The famous sen
tence of Heraclitus means the same thing: 'War is the father and king of all; some 
it proves to be gods, others to be men; of some it makes free men, of others, slaves. '  
Such a view is  purely warlike in opposition to the political viewpoint. The latter 
rather supposes that wars are sensibly waged for the sake of peace and are a means 
of politics." Hermann Franke, ed. ,  Handbuch der neuzeitlichen WehTTilJissenschaften, 
vol. 1: Wehrpolitik und Kriegfiihrung(Berlin and Leipzig, 1936), p. 549. -The oppo
sition of faith by which Schmitt sees himself separated from Jiinger is expressed 

much more clearly in the discussion, published by Schmitt in the Festschrift fur Ernst 
Junger, of the opposition of historical uniqueness and eternal recurrence. "Die geschicht

liche Struktur," pp. 141 ,  146-54, 166, 167. 
75. III, 30. Compare the revealing changes made in the preceding sentence 

in the second and third editions (1, 17;  48; III, 30). 
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intends only to describe "what is , " as if it were enough for 
him that the political "for the time being" still exists? Why 
does he speak of "suppositions" where his deepest convic
tions are being discussed? Why does he take pains to con
ceal his moral judgment, his evaluative stance, toward the 
political? Strauss offers an explanation in response to the 
last question: Every evaluative stance toward the political 
would in Schmitt's eyes be "a 'free, unmonitorable deci
sion that concerns no one other than the person who freely 
makes the decision'; it would essentially be a 'private mat
ter' [49] ; but the pol itical is removed from all arbitrary, 
private discretion; it  has the character of trans private obliga
tion. If it is now presupposed that all ideals are private and 
thus nonobligatory, obligation cannot be conceived as such, 
as duty, but can be conceived only as inescapable neces
sity. It  is this presupposition, then, that disposes Schmitt 
to assert the inescapability of the political, and-as soon 
as his subject matter forces him to stop maintaining this 
assertion-to conceal his moral judgment; and this presup
position is, as he himself emphasizes, the characteristic 
presupposition of the 'individualistic-liberal society' [49] " 
(N3 1). But does Schmitt himself regard his stance toward 
the political as the position of a "person who freely makes 
the decision" ?  Is the presupposition that all ideals are non
obligatory his ultimate presupposition ? Strauss's double at
tack, both his piercing inquiry into the necessity of the 
political and the criticism that Schmitt's thought remains 
decisively locked in the grip of liberalism, entices Schmitt 
to lower his reserve to the extent that the theological pre
suppositions come to light; and it is these presuppositions 
that both lead him to believe in the inescapability of the 
political and determine his moral judgment against any ef
fort to set into motion the world without seriousness, the 
state of perfect, this-worldly security, universal business. 
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Why, then, it finally must be asked, why does Schmitt 
take pains to conceal the theological presuppositions of his 
politics? If we leave aside all personal or private and (in 
the narrow sense) all historical or tactical considerations, 
two reasons are decisive. In his opposition to liberalism, 
Schmitt sees himself opposed to an enemy who "would 
like to dissolve even metaphysical truth into a discus
sion. "76 Therefore Schmitt adopts the strategy of making 
the "metaphysics" of liberalism the object of criticism, of 
illuminating from the perspective of his political theology 
the "consistent, comprehensive metaphysical system" of 
liberalism, and of attacking "faith in discussion," without 
exposing the core of his own politics to discussion, surren
dering that core to "eternal conversation," or allowing it to 
be taken in and relativized by the "eternal competition of 
opinions. "77 In this strategy Schmitt is heedful of a saying 
of Bruno Bauer's that he particularly admired: "Only he 
can conquer who knows his prey better than it knows it
self. "78 The second, theological reason is intimately con
nected with the political reason. Carl Schmitt envelops the 
center of his thought in darkness because the center of his 
thought is faith. The center is faith in God's having be
come man, in "a historical event of infinite, unpossessable, 
unoccupiable uniqueness. "79 The things of revelation, 
however, are unsuited for discussion with unbelievers. In 

76. Politische Theologie, p.  54  (80). 

77. Die gdstesgeschichtliche Loge, pp. 45-46, 58, 61 .  
78. Positionen und Begriffe, p.  293. Cf. Der Nomos der Erde, p. 102; Ex Captivitate 

Salus, pp. 18, 39. In addition to Bauer's text cited in Positionen und Begriffe, 
namely, Die biirgerliche Revolution in Deutschland seit dem Anfang der deutsch
katlwlischen Bewegung bis zur Gegenwart (Berlin, 1849), p. 294, see Die tlteologische 
Erkliirung der Evangelien (Berlin, 1852), pp. 35 ff. 

79. "Drei Moglichkeiten," p. 930; cf. Ex Captivitate Salus, pp. 12 ,  45, 52-53, 

6 1 ,  68, 75, 78; Der Nomos der Er:de, p. 14; Theone des Partisanen, p. 26; "Nach
wort" to J. A. Kanne, Aus meinem Leben (Berlin, 1940; first published in 1918), 

p. 68. 
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such matters arguments make no difference. For what 
counts here is  exclusively " the truth, not irrefutabil ity," 
that is, the truth ofjaith.80 

Schmitt believes himself to be obligated. He does not 
conceive of himself as someone acting in the service of a "free 
decision" that concerns him alone. He believes himself 
under an obligation to engage in political action. But the 
obligation that he accepts as binding is the obligation of his 
faith. Leo Strauss's critique "overlooks" what is decisive 
for Schmitt. The critique sees precisely the only thing that 
has weight for Strauss and not only for him. Schmitt cannot 
understand the obligatoriness of the political in any other 
way than as fate. The sole salvation he can see from the 
relativism of "private matters" is the authoritative power 
of revelation and of Providence. For him the truth of revela
tion is such a certain source of "pure and whole knowl
edge" that only a subordinate, derivative significance can 
be ascribed to any efforts to attain by human means knowl
edge of the nature of man and valid statements about the 
character of the political. If  what is most important is  irre
versibly settled, striving for knowledge will, at best, result 
in confirmation of what was already "known." In view of 
the truth of original sin, for example, everything that an
thropology can bring to l ight remains secondary. The "sup
positions" of anthropology may be " interesting." They are 
not decisive. Therefore Schmitt does not need to entertain 
the "question of the natural qualities of man" (65). For 
the same reason, Schmitt does not make his conception of 
the political depend on a primary tendency of human na
ture to form exclusive groups. For him, the political i s  not 

destiny in the peculiar sense that "the tendency to separate 

80. Cf. "Die Sichrbarkeit der Kirche," p. 7 1 ;  Po!itische Theo!ogie, p. 52 (74); 

Politische Romantik, p. 13 7.  
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(and therewith the grouping of humanity into friends and 
enemies) is given with human nature. "81 

The political is destiny because it keeps men, whether 
they are willing or not, in the condition of historicity and 
Judgment; because it takes men beyond their private in
tentions into great events in which "spirit fights against 
spirit, life fights life" (95); and because it causes men, 
whether or not they are aware of it ,  to participate in "an 
implantation of the eternal into the course of time-an 
implantation that roars in grand testimonies and grows in 
powerful creaturings. "82 In all transformations of his politi
cal doctrine, in all changes in the concept of the political, 
for Schmitt the political remains essentially fate. Whether 
the political is articulated from the perspective of war or 
with a view to civil war, whether it is articulated offensively 
as the most extreme degree of intensity or defensively as 
the ultimate domain of retreat, what always matters deci
sively to Schmitt is searching out the inevitable in the polit
ical and bringing to bear the objective power of the enemy, 
the power that keeps world history in motion; and bringing 
to bear the question that the individual does not have the 
arbitrary discretion to ask-the question that is the enemy. 
Schmitt believes he can recognize in the enemy the tool 
of Providence. Great political formations and figures, the 
state, the empire, or the guerrilla, may suffice for the 
"unique" historical "call" or fall short of it; they may for 
a certain time, for their time, establish orders and finally 
fail; but, by means of the enmities that are effective in 
them and are produced by them, "the dark meaning of our 
history grows on. "83 The enemy imperiously demands an 

81. Leo Strauss, letter of September 4, 1932, page 125 below. My emphasis. 
82. "Drei Miiglichkeiten," p. 931 .  
83. Ex Captivitate Salus, pp. 89-90; "Die geschichtliche Struktur," pp. 

147-52, 166; "Drei Miiglichkeiten," p. 930; cf. Positionen und Begriffe, p. 239, and 
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answer. There is no escaping him, for "the genuine enemy 
cannot be deceived."  For Schmitt, the enemy is the guar
antor of the seriousness of life. He is so to such an extent 
that Schmitt would rather be the enemy of him who has 
no enemy than have no enemy. "Woe to him who has no 
enemy, for I will be his enemy at the Last Judgment."84 

"Gespriich iiber den Panisanen," in Joachim Schickel, ed., Gueril/eros, Partisanen. 
Tlteorie und Praxis (Munich, 1970), p. 23. Schmitt in 1942 concludes his text Land 
und Meer. Eine weltgesclticlttliclte Betraclttung by expressing confidence that "the 
new nomos of our planet is growing inexorably and irresistibly." "Only in battle 
can the new nomos arise. Many will see only death and destruction in it. Some 

believe they are experiencing the end of the world. In reality we are experiencing 
only the end of the previous relationship of land and sea. But human fear of 

what is new is often just as great as the fear of emptiness, even though what 
is new is the overcoming of emptiness. Therefore, those multitudes see only 
meaningless disorder where in reality a new meaning is struggling for its order. 
The old nomos admittedly no longer applies, and with it goes a whole system of 

received measures, norms, and relationships. But what is coming is not yet there
fore only boundlessness or a nomos-hostile nothingness. Even in the cruel war 
of old and new powers, just measures arise and meaningful proportions form. 
I Here, too, gods are and rule I Great is their measure." (Leipzig, 1942, p. 76; 

cf. second, altered edition [Stuttgart, 1954], p. 63.) 
84. Ex Captivitate Salus, p. 90. 
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Strauss understands Schmitt's polemic against liberalism as 

' 
,I 

a "concomitant or preparatory action."  That polemic "is to 
clear the field for the battle of decision" that occurs only 
between mortal enemies, "between the 'spirit of tech
nicity, ' the 'mass faith that inspires an antireligious, this
worldly activism' [93] ,  and the opposite spirit and faith, 
which, as it seems, still has no name. Ultimately, two com
pletely opposed answers to the question of what is right, 
confront each other, and these answers allow of no media
tion and no neutrality (cf. the remark about 'two- . :1 
membered antitheses' and 'three-membered diagrams' or J 
'constructions' on p. 73)" (N33). Is liberalism not a real 
enemy to Schmitt, and Schmitt not a genuine enemy of 
liberalism? Certainly, "what ultimately matters to Schmitt 
is not the battle against liberalism" ; but in the battle of 
faith against faith, is liberalism's role merely that of a "neu
tral" who impairs "the view of the enemy" and is waved 
aside with a sweep of the hand "in order to gain a free line 
of fire" (N33 )? Is liberalism not the driving force in the 
broad movement of "antireligious, this-worldly activism"? 
Is liberalism not the protagonist of the "great metaphysical 
construction and interpretation of history" that proclaims 
to humanity linear progress "from fanaticism to spiritual 
freedom and spiritual coming of age, from dogma to criti
cism, from superstition to enlightenment, from darkness 
to light" (72)? Does liberalism not stand in the service of 
that "activistic metaphysics" that inscribed on its banners 
the faith "in the unlimited 'shrinking of natural limits, '  
in the unlimited possibilities of the natural, this-worldly 
existence of man for change and happiness" (93)?  In the 
third edition of the Concept of the Political, Schmitt stresses 
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the weight that he attributes to l iberalism as the enemy of 
the political. Liberalism figures in that edition as the "new 
faith" that puts its stake in, and makes every effort to 
achieve, the eventual "victory" of economy, industry, and 
technology over state, war, and politics (III ,  56). "One can 
regard the year 1 8 14  as the year in which this new faith 
was born, the year in which England triumphed over the 
military imperialism of Napoleon. " The new faith is the 
"turn to the economic," the working toward the victory of 
the " industrial, commercial society," the ideology that not 
politics but the economy is destiny-Walther Rathenau 
against Napoleon Bonaparte.85 Schmitt shows how very se
riously he takes l iberalism as his enemy by subsuming 
Marxism under l iberalism. "Marxism is only a case of the 
application of the l iberal mentality of the nineteenth cen
tury" (III, SS-56). The Marxists of today are the bourgeois 
of the day after tomorrow. Liberalism and Marxism alike 
have set the "final war of humanity" before the definitive 
establishment of universal peace and security. Ultimately 
both derive from one faith.86 The synopsis of l iberalism and 

85. "The often cited saying of Walther Rathenau . . .  that today not politics 

but the economy is destiny. This saying served a political power that is based 
on economic positions" (III, 60; cf. 76). 

86. III, 55, 58, 6 1 .  Cf. Der Leviathan in der Staatslehre des Thomas Hobbes, p. 

63; "Die letzte globale Linie" in Volker u11d Meere (Leipzig, 1 943), pp. 347-49; 

"Die Einheit der Welt," pp. 2, 7, 8-9; "Nehmen, Teilen, Weiden" ( 1 953) in 
Vctfassutzgsrechtliche Aufsdtze, pp. 495-96, 503-4. -Schmitt's opposition to the 

one faith that joins liberalism and Marxism, as well as the significance of that 

faith for him down through his latest writings, is expressed especially clearly in 

two statements of 1 952 and 1959: "The masses have a religion of technicity, and 

every technological progress appears to them to be at the same time a perfection 

of man himself, a direct step to the emthly paradise of the one world. Their 

evolutionary credo constructs a direct line of the ascent of humanity. Man, biolog

ically and by nature an altogether weak being in need of help, creates for himself 

through technology a new world in which he is  the strongest, indeed the sole 

being. The dangerous question that is necessarily connected to this increase in 

technological means, namely the question of where-on which men-the enor-
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Marxism gives Strauss an answer to his explicit reference 
to the significance of "two-membered antitheses ."  At the 
same time, Schmitt leaves no doubt that he, on his own
unlike Marxism, which follows "the liberal-bourgeois oppo
nent onto the domain of the economic and there stands 
him at bay, so to speak, in his own country and with his 
own weapons" (III ,  55)-determines, in an act of sover
eign self-assertion, the level on which he meets the enemy: 
The enemy will be located on the level of faith, he will be 
identified with a view to his "metaphysics. "  In 1933 there 
is talk not only of the "new faith" but also of the "meta
physics, disguised as 'science, ' of the liberal nineteenth cen
tury,''  and likewise of the "complete inventory" of the " lib
eral catechism" that occurs in Benjamin Constant's 1 8 14 text 
on the esprit de conquete (III ,  56, 57 ,  58). The author of that 
work is no longer called "the inaugurator" but is now de
scribed as "a Church Father of the entire liberal spirituality of 
the nineteenth century. "87 As for Karl Marx, Schmitt's text 

mous power over other men is concentrated, may not be asked . . . Easterw and 

Westem faith flow together here." ("Die E inheit der Welt," pp. 8-9. With the 

exceptions of "otte world" and "credo," my emphasis.) " Everything on our earth 

today, in  the Ease as well as in che West, chat appeals co progress and develop

ment contains as its core a concrete and precise credo, of which the ptintiples of 

faith are as follows: The industrial revolution leads co an immense increase in 

production; as a consequence of the increase in production, taking becomes 

old-fashioned and even criminal; even sharing is, in view of the affluence, no 

longer a problem; thus now there is only grazing, now there is only the tmproblem

atic happiness of pure consumption. There are no longer wars and crises because 

unchained production will no longer be parcial and one-sided but total and global. 

In ocher words: humanity would finally have found its formula, just as bees find 

their formula in the beehive. Things administer themselves; humanity encounters itself; 

wandering in the deserts of a lienation has ended. In a world that is created by mm 

for men-and sometimes unfortunately also against men-man can give without 

taking." ("Nomos-Nahme-Name," p. 102. With the exceptions of "give" and 

"taking," my emphasis.) 

87. III, 56. My emphasis. Schmitt continues: "His treatise of 1814  already 

contains the whole spiritual arsenal of this century that was filled with i llusion 

and fraud." 
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says that Marx "inserted" the idea that world history is a his
tory of economic class struggle-"which many historians and 
philosophers had already said" -into the "idea of progress 
and development that is harbored in the philosophy of his
tory, and therewith drove his idea of history into the metaphysi
cal and up to the most extreme political efficacy. "88 The enemy 
may explain what he will; he may turn and twist as he will; 
but the terrain on which Schmitt meets him is the terrain of 
political theology. 89 The confrontation occurs here. And 
here there are no "neutral parties." 

The battle on the ground of political theology allows 
Schmitt a game a deux mains. Like "all political concepts," 
political theology for Schmitt has a "polemical meaning" 
and, at first, has a "concrete opposition in view" (3 1 ). 
Schmitt takes the concept from Bakunin, who had hurled 
it against Mazzini. 90 Schmitt adopts as his own what was 
intended, under the battle cry Ni Dieu ni maitre, as an in
dictment by the Russian anarchist; he does so in order to 
reply to what appears to him to be the most extreme attack 
on theology and politics, with the most emphatic affirma
tion of both. The "concrete opposition" with a view to 
which Schmitt defines his position by means of the concept 
"political theology" is opposition to Bakunin, the opposi
tion of authority to anarchy, of faith in revelation to athe
ism, of the defense of the theological, of the moral, and of 

88. III, 55. My emphasis. 
89. The concept itself is mentioned a single time in the second edition, 

namely within the "Rede iiber das Zeitalter der Neutralisierungen" (p. 89). In 
the third edition, which does not include the "Zeitalter der Neutralisierungen," 

Schmitt makes sure that the concept occurs in another passage "in passing" and 
thus remains present in the book (III, 23). 

90. La Thtologie politique de Mazzini et 1'/ntemationa/e (St. lmier, 1871). Need
less to say, Schmitt conveys nothing about the derivation of the concept and 
does not specifically call to the attention of those readers of Politische Theologie 
who fail to detect it by themselves the connection between the tide of the text 
and the name of the enemy most keenly opposed by the book. Cf. n. 54 above. 
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the political idea against the paralysis "of all moral and 
political decisions in a paradisiacal, secular world of imme
diate, natural life and unproblematical carnality. "91TNS Of 
course, the foregoing statement does not mean that the 
concept has solely, even mainly, enmity toward anarchism 
"in view," or that the concept is bound to that enmity 
polemically. Political theology is the apt and only appropriate 
description of Schmitt's teaching. At the same time, the con
cept serves as a universally employable weapon. On one 
hand, political theology marks Schmitt's place in the politi
cal battle of faith, and, on the other hand, political theology 
is the instrument he uses l ike a virtuoso to force his oppo
nent to participate in this battle. For Schmitt certainly does 

91. Politische Theologie, p. 55 (82). "Only Bakunin endows the battle against 

theology with the logical consistency of an absolute naturalism" (p. 55 [81] ;  cf. 

pp. 45, 49, 56 [64-65, 69, 83-84]). At the end of Rihnischer Katholizismus (which, 

as he notes in  Politische Theologie, he wrote "at the same time" as the latter "in 

March 1922") Schmitt places a consideration of the Catholic attitude toward 

Bakunin 's anarchism and toward the association that "the industrial proletariat 

engaged in  class struggle and Russiandom as it turns away from Europe" have 

entered into in the "Russian republic of soviets": "I know that more Christianity 

can lie in the Russian hatred of western European education than in  liberalism 

and in German Marxism, that great Catholics regarded l iberalism as a more terri

ble enemy than open, socialist atheism, and that ultimately, perhaps, the strength 
for a new form that would shape even the economic-technological age could 

potentially lie in formlessness. Sub spetie of its duration that outlives everythi ng 

else, here too the Catholic Church does not need to decide; here too it will be 

the complexio of all that survives. The Church is the heir. But there is nevertheless 

an unavoidable decision for the present clay, for the current constellation, and 

for the present generation. Here the Church, even if it cannot declare itself in 

favor of any of the battling parties, really must take a side, as for example, in 

the first half of the nineteenth century, it took the side of the counterrevolutionar

ies. And here I believe that in  that outlying battle of Bakunin the Catholic Church 

and the Catholic concept of humanity were on the side of the idea and of western 
European civilization, next to Mazzini and not next to the atheistic socialism of 

the anarchistic Russian" (pp. 79-80. The second edition reads: " . . .  closer to 

Mazzini than to the atheistic socialism of the anarchistic Russian," p. 53.) Cf. 

Ro'mischer Katholizismus, pp. 74-78 (49-5 1 ); Die Diktatur. Von den Anfangen des 
modernen Souveranitatsgedanken.r bis zum proletarischm KlassenkamjJj (Munich and 

Leipzig, 192 1 ), p. 147; Die geistesgeschichtlit'he Lage, pp. 79, 83, 87; Donoso Cotttfs, 

pp. 9-10. 

' 'i 



T H E  H I D D E N  D I AL O G U E  I 77 

not use the term "political theology" merely for a political 
doctrine that, l ike his own, claims to be anchored in theol
ogy;92 rather, he manages to trace "political theologies" 
even where any theology is expressly rejected, the political 
is negated, and all political theology is declared to have 
been "disposed of. "  Neither denial nor indifference pro
vides the opponent an exit to escape the level of political 
theology. E ither the opposed positions are based on " trans
fers" and "shifts" borrowed from theology; or they prove 
to be forms and products of "secularization"; or they have 
put themselves in the wrong by defecting from Christian 
theology; or they are passed off as metaphysics malgre lui 
and in  this way stripped of their potential superiority
whether rational or natural, whether based on the philoso
phy of history or however else grounded to the position of 
faith in revelation.93 Schmitt's political theology, its "pure 
and whole knowledge" regarding the "metaphysical core 
of al l  politics," provides the theoretical basis for a battle in 
which faith can always meet only faith. Political theology 
thus proves in one stroke its value both as Schmitt's 
weapon and as a strategy for disarming his opponent. If  

92. Cf. Politische Theologie, pp. 37, 40, 45, [49, 56, 64]. In  1 950 Schmitt de

clared: "I have now been advised that, because of the Christian dogma of the 

Trinity, a political theology has become impossible. l believe it without further 

ado." That he by no means believes it he demonstrates ad oculos throughout the 

entire book in which this sentence occurs (Donoso Cortis, p. 10). Twenty years 

later, Schmitt not only defends political theology in great detail against the "leg

end of its destruction" but is willing to drive political theology into the "core of 

the reaching of the Trinity" itself (Politische Theologie II, pp. 1 16-23). 

93. Schmitt acts just like Donoso Cortes, who "in his radical spirituality," as 

Schmitt says, "always sees only the theology of the opponent." Politische Theologie, 

p. 54 [79]. Compare, along with frequent evidence, which can be increased 

almost at will, in the text and in the footnotes, Politisdze Romantik, pp. 23, 86, 

87, 9 1 ,  223; Die geistesgeschichtliche Lage, pp. 4 1 ,  45-46, 64, 89; "Staatsethik und 

pluralistischer Staat," Positionell tttld Begriffe, p.  1 35; "Die vollendete Reforma

tion," pp. 52, 61-63; Politisdze Theologie II, pp. 34-35, 1 24-26; "Die legale 

Weltrevolution," Der Staat, vol. 1 7, no. 3 ( 1978), p. 337. 
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"every utterance on the spiritual level has, consciously or 
unconsciously, a dogma-orthodox or heretical-as its , 
premise, "94 then only the decision between orthodoxy and f 
heresy remains. He who does not accept the necessity of ·, 

this decision thereby decides against orthodoxy and makes , 
himself known as a heretic. It is no mere expression of 1 
cheap polemics when, for example, Schmitt calls Marx the 
"heresiarch of atheistic socialism" or the "true cleric of 
economic thought. "95 It is typical of the logical rigor of 
Schmitt's "ontological-existential mentality" to state that 
Bakunin had to become "the theologian of the anti
theological. "96 And it is no paradox but, on the contrary, 
in perfect harmony with Schmitt's political theology when 
he later attacks as a "religion of technicity" (93, 94) what :• , , �:'t 
he describes as an "antireligion of technicity" (80). It is a ;i 
religion of technicity because, and to the extent that, it is 
an antireligion. The antireligion of technicity has a religious 
meaning. The "faith in technology" is not neutral. It is 'l 

•' '\ 
based on turning away from the true religion. Just as Ba- ' 
kunin was far from free to become absorbed in the carnality 
of the paradisiacal, secular world, so atheism emphatically 
had to be and to remain heretical faith, and the decision 
for or against God can by no means be avoided through a 
flight into a "system of infallible objectivity. "97 After the 
process of neutralizations and depoliticizations has reached 
its end, it turns out that the battlefield that one wished to 
abandon at the beginning of that process was never really left 

94. Politisclle Romantik, p. 5. 
95. "Der unbekannte Donoso Cortes" ( 1929), in Donoso Cortes, p. 74. Cf. Die 

geistesgesclliclltliclle Loge, pp. 64, 65, 67, 68, 7 1 ,  75. 
96. Politisclle Tluologie, 2d ed.,  p. 84. In the first edition the last two words

which are at the same time the final words of the text-are not yet "werden 
mufJte," "had to become," but "geworden ist," "has become" (p. 56). Cf. "Die 
Sichtbarkeit der Kirche," p. 80. 

97. Romiscller Katltolizismus, p. 31 (21).  
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behind. True, the quarrel was successfully transferred, in a 
"gradation of shifting central domains" (80), from theology 
to economics, seemingly ever farther toward the periphery. 
But as soon as the final "grade" of the process has been 
reached, as soon as the quarrel encroaches upon modern 
technology, which is no longer capable of holding out the 
prospect of any other neutrality than the neutrality of weap
ons that technology supplies for the battle, as soon as all de
tours have been taken and all retouchings have been washed 
away, the basic text comes into keen focus, the existential 
decision between friend and enemy makes its appearance, 
and the core of the quarrel emerges. Technology makes it 
become manifest that now, as before, at the end as at the 
beginning of the neutralization and depoliticization, religion 
opposes religion, faith fights faith, and "world history" re
mains "in motion." "The spirit of technicity that has led to 
the mass faith of an antireligious, this-worldly activism, is 
spirit-perhaps an evil and devilish spirit but something not 
to be dismissed as mechanistic and not to be included in 
technology."  "It is the conviction of an activist metaphys
ics"; "one can call" the faith of this metaphysics "fantastic 
and Satanic, but not simply dead or spiritless, nor can one 
call it a mechanized soullessness" (93). Satan has no power 
over Providence and cannot avoid serving its purposes. 
World history is not yet at an end. The "heresiarch of atheis
tic socialism" and the "theologian of the antitheological" 
also, contribute to "the further growth" of world history's 
"dark meaning. " No choice remains for the enemies of polit
ical theology but to attest to its truth. 

Political theology seems unconquerable; it seems to have 
been sentenced to conquer. But what is the point of a 
victory if defeat is excluded, if-as a "theologian" highly 
esteemed by Schmitt remarked a human lifespan prior to 
the Political Theology-victory in faith has been placed into 
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one's hand long in advance? Is the courage that political 
theology demands the courage of the man who lines up for 
battle although he knows that he has already won the vic
tory? But whom must he fight, against whom must he first 
line up? Where is the real enemy? Behind what masks 
does he conceal himself? How can he be known? Political 
theology defends the primacy of action against knowledge, 
because political theology places everything under the 
commandment to be obedient. Political theology obtains 
its justification as a theory by "reviving lively oppositions 
and grouping the warring opponents as lively enemies, "98 
by forcing people to take sides in the quarrel of faith against 
faith, and by answering to the "concrete call of history" by 
joining the battle with a polemical doctrine of the political 
and maintaining awareness of the inescapability of the po
litical. The most urgent task of political theology consists 
in concentrating all forces on the decision "that alone mat
ters ." Regarding when, where, and against whom this deci
sion must be made, however, political theology cannot 
specify anything. It cannot prescribe any particular taking 
of sides or give action a "concrete" orientation, for the 
paths of Providence are unfathomable. The most important 
decision remains in every respect a matter of faith. One 
could say: political theology stops here, and the political 
theologian is wholly in his own realm. Is one to suppose 
that the decision born of the obedience of faith in the 1 
supreme authority cannot, in the end, be distinguished 
from the decision that bases one's commitment on noth
ing?TN6 In the case of Carl Schmitt, everything depends 
on the answer to this question. 99 Inasmuch as his political 
theology is constructed on the peak of faith, probity has to 

98. Cf. Die geistesgeschidlfliche Loge, p. 85. 
99. Cf. Ex Coptivitote Salus, pp. 87-89, 52-53; Politische Romontik, pp. 25, 

104. 
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carry the whole burden. More burdensome than the weight 
of the "theoretical" and practical decisions that political 
theology loads upon the political theologian is the relief it 
offers him in  the very same decisions by means of the 
certainty that the course of fate is always in order already 
and that salvation is the meaning of all world history. 100-

lllusory as the supposed strength of political theology is, 
Schmitt's intell igence report on the enemy is  equally un
clear. As Strauss states, the battle of decision occurs solely 
between the mortal enemies. Apparently i t  has to be waged 
against the "mass faith of an antireligious, this-worldly ac
tivism" (N33). But  in what figure: in the figure of bolshev
ism or that of l iberalism? Is the "new faith" the mortal 
enemy, or does the "secular confrontation" with Judaism, 
which from the very beginning denies that "Jesus is  the 
Christ," take precedence?101 M ight it be possible that with 
the advent of National Socialism the Antichrist has ap
peared on the stage, or has he long acted in concealment? 
In the event that the battle of decision still lies in the 
distant future and that what matters here and now is, short 
of the eschatological confrontation, to strengthen the kat-

1 00. Uber die drei Arten des rechtswissenschaftlichen Dmkens, pp. 25-26; Politische 

Romantik, p. 137; Ex Captivitate Salus, p. 53; Land und Meer, p. 58 (49). Cf. "Drei 

Moglichkeiten," p. 928; "Die geschichtliche Struktur," p. 147; also Schmitt's 

statements about war as God's judgment in "'Iotaler Feind, totaler Krieg, totaler 

Staat," Positionm tmd Begriffe, p. 239, as well as in Ex Captivitate Salus, p. 58. 

See nn. 83 and 91 above. 

1 0 1 .  Disputation tiber den Rethtsstaat, pp. 86-87; "Eroffnung der wissenschaft

lichen Vortrage durch den Reichsgruppenwalter Staatsrat Prof. Dr. Carl 

Schmitt," in Das Judentum in der Rechtswissenschaft. Ansprachen, Vortriige, und Ergeb

nisse der Tagung der Reichsgmppe Hochschullehrer des NSRB. am 3. tmd 4. Oktober 

1936, no. I ,  Die deutsche Rechtswissenschaft im Kampf gegen den jiidisthen Geist (Berlin, 

1 936), p. 14 (cf. "Schlul3wort," p. 30, 33, 34); "Die vollendete Reformation," 

pp. 62-63. Cf. Der Leviathan in der Staatslehre des Thomas Hobbes, pp. 88-89, 
92-93, 108-10; Land und Meer, p. 10 (altered in the second edition, p. 8) and 

p. 67 (likewise altered in the second edition, p. 56; on what Disraeli "said about 

Judaism and Christianity," see Bruno Bauer, Disraelis romantischer und Bismarcks 

sozia/ististher lmperia/ismus [Chemnitz, 1 882), p. 53). 
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echon102 that can subdue the Antichrist for an unknown 
period, how can the restrainer be distinguished from the 
hastener, and from the hastener in spite of himself? If the 
enemy is our own question as a figure, is Schmitt's figure 
not "unambiguously" determined? 103 Or might the identity 
of the political theologian be interchangeable with that of 
his real enemy?-Schmitt called himself a Christian Epi
metheus. 1 04 The Christian Epimetheus believes that he  is 
familiar with the "arcanum of ontology" and that he knows 

1 02. Second Letter to Thessalonians, 2 :6 and 7; Augustine, De tivitate dei, 

XX, 1 9. "I do not believe that for an original Christian faith an image of history 

other than the Kat-ethon is at all possible." Der Nomos der Erde, p. 29. Cf. pp. 

28-36; Land und Meer, pp. 1 1-1 2, 56 ( 1 0, 47); "Beschleuniger wider Willen," 

in Das Reich, April 19, 1 942; Ex Captivitate Sa!tts, p. 31; "Drei Moglichkeiten," 

pp. 929-30; Vetfassmzgsmhtliche Aufsiitze, pp. 385, 428-29; Politische Theologie II, 
p. 8 1 .  

1 03. Theorie des Partisanm, p .  87; E x  Captivitate Salus, p p .  89-90. Cf. 

"Ciauscwitz als politischer Denker. Bemerkungen und Hinweise," in Der Staat, 

vol. 6, no. 4 ( 1 967), pp. 495, 499. The expression (repeatedly used by Schmitt 

without any reference to its source) "The enemy is our own question as a figure" 

comes from the "Sang an Palermo" by the poet Theodor Daubler: "The enemy 

is our own question as a figure I And he will hunt us, as we will him to the same 

end." Hymne atz ltalim (Leipzig, 1919, 2d ed), p. 65. (See Ex Captivitate Salus, 

pp. 49, 53.) 

104. Ex Captivitate Salus, pp. 1 2, 53; cf. p. 31. Note especially p. 89, and see 

Politische Theologie If, pp. 1 24-26. In  1 933 the Catholic writer Konrad Weiss 

published a Christian-Marian interpretation of history entitled Der christliche Epi

metheus (Verlag Edwin Runge, city omitted), to which Schmitt is referring with 

his self-characterization. In a note in Der christliche Epimethetts, Weiss turns to 

"the political and public reputation of Catholic teacher of law Carl Schmitt," 

"whose sense of law appears to be a mystical-practical, pure and whole thing, 

whereby the ambi-geneity of the logical-humane and always ultimately Christian, 

nonredisclosable position is to veer into the judicial decision and is to be led out 

into political-historical, spacious fruitfulness. This veering between law and mass, 

'technology' and creature also appears as a specifically Catholic form of meaning 

of the present" (p. 8 1  n.). The friend's book also includes the sentence "salvation 

is, in  opposition to all concepts, the decisive meaning of history" (p. 47); Schmitt 

makes this sentence his own in his "Weltgeschichtliche Betrachtung," and the 

remark may be described as the core and key sentence of his view of history 

(Land ttnd Meer, p. 58; Zd ed., p. 49). On the theology of history by Weiss, which 

strongly influenced Schmitt, cf. pp. 1 2, 17, 21, 23, 28-29, 3 1 ,  34, 39, 54, 57, 

78, 88-89, 101 ,  1 05, 109-10, 1 1 1 .  
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that all historical truth is true only once. He believes he 
knows that "every human word is an answer,"  that every 
theory answers a unique signal, that the answer to the call 
of history "as seen by man can be only an anticipation
and even for the most part only a blind one-of a com
mandment that is to be obeyed." 105 Schmitt seeks to have 
the Concept of the Political, too, understood in the sense of an 
anticipation of a commandment, as the action of a Christian 
Epimetheus in the state of historicity and of the Judgment. 
When he declares that "all spirit is only spirit of the pres
ent" (79), that "all concepts of the spiritual sphere, includ
ing the concept of spirit, are in themselves pluralistic and 
can be understood only through an understanding of con
crete political existence" (84), and that "all political con
cepts, ideas, and words have a polemical meaning" (3 1) ,  he 
is responding to a unique signal that he believes he hears 
as a call. 106 What separates the historicism of the Christian 
Epimetheus from the historicism of a Croce or a Colling
wood107 is the "pure and whole knowledge" about the 
meaning and fate of the drama that keeps world history in 
motion. What alone separates, but certainly does separate, 
Schmitt's historicism from the historicism of his liberal con
temporaries is Schmitt's faith. 

Leo Strauss does not have the horizon of faith in view 
when at the end of his "Notes" he says that the "criticism 
of liberalism introduced" by the author of the Concept of the 

105. "Die geschichtliche Struktur," p. 148, 151 ,  166. Cf. "Drei Moglich
keiten," pp. 930-31 ;  Der Nomos der Erde, pp. 6, 20. 

106. Po/itisclle Tlteologie, p. 55 (82); cf. Preface to the Second Edition, p. 7; 
Staat, Bewegung, Volk, p. 17;  Politisclle Tlleologie II, pp. 25 and 73. 

107. On Croce, see "Die europaische Kultur in Zwischenstadien der Neutrali
sierung," p. 5 1 7  (cf. Concept of the Political, 79); on Collingwood, see "Die ge

schichtliche Struktur," pp. 151-54. Compare the criticism by Leo Strauss in "On 

Collingwood's Philosophy of History," in Review of Metaplzysics, vol. 5, no. 4 Oune 
1952), pp. 559-86. 
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Political can "be completed only if one succeeds in gaining 
a horizon beyond liberalism" (N35). But of what import is 
the completion of this critique, which cannot be achieved 
in the horizon of liberalism itself and is not possible without 
a fundamental questioning of the theoretical presupposi
tions of liberalism? It is not so much the crisis of liberal
ism-which, as Strauss remarks in 1935, "has recently �, 
come into disrepute partly for very good and partly for very 
bad reasons" -but, to a far greater extent, the fact that 
the "systematics of liberal thought" in Europe "has still 
not been replaced by any other system," that makes the 
confrontation with liberalism the task and point of depar
ture of a venture that is ultimately not concerned with the 
critique of liberalism. The critique of the present "is the 
necessary beginning, the constant companion, and the sure 
mark of the search for truth as that search is possible in 
our age. " 108 The ascent from opinion to knowledge, the 
striving to liberate oneself from the cave of historical exis
tence in order to reach the light of a pure and whole knowl
edge-the striving that is the original meaning of philoso
phizing-has to start with the most powerful opinions of 
the age and question its strongest prejudices. Thus, the 
critique of liberalism in general, and of the liberal concept 
of culture in particular, is for Strauss part of a train of 
thought guided by the requirement (which grows out of 
the critique itself) to seek a further, more comprehensive 
horizon beyond liberalism. Strauss pioneers his path of "re
turn to the origin" (N34) as a path of revival of supposedly 
obsolete, "historically decided" controversies. Starting 
from the challenge of the deepest conviction of the pres
ent-that all thought, understanding, and action are histor
ical, that is, have no other ground than groundless human 

108. Leo Strauss, Pkilosoplzie und Gesetz, pp. 9-10, 13. 
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decision or  the dispensation of fate, and that accordingly 
we are denied any possibility of understanding thinkers of 
the past as they understood themselves-and then at
tempting to get to the bottom of the quarrel between en
lightenment and orthodoxy109 and to resume the subject 
matter dealt with in that quarrel, the path finally leads to 
the renewal of the queTTelle des anciens et des modernes. The 
task required for a "radical critique of liberalism" and re
garded by Strauss as "urgent"-namely, to reach an "ap
propriate understanding of Hobbes" -makes it imperative 
to regain the horizon in which Hobbes "completed the 
foundation of liberalism" (N35); hence the task leads to 
the incomparably more difficult enterprise of advancing to 
that "turning point and vortex of so-called world history," 
Socrates, in order to reach a philosophically appropriate 
understanding of the founder of political philosophy and 

109. "A critical examination of the arguments and counterarguments that have 
been advanced in this quarrel leads to the result that a refutation of the 'exter
nally' understood basic assertions of the tradition is out of the question. For all 
these assertions rest on the irrefutable presupposition that God is almighty, that 

His will is unfathomable. If God is almighty, miracles and revelation in geneml 
and, in particular, the miracles and the revelation of the Bible are possible . . .  

But although the attack of the Enlightenment on orthodoxy has failed, the battle 
between the two hostile powers has nonetheless had a momentous positive result 

for the Enlightenment: the Enlightenment has succeeded, provisionally, as one 

may say in defending itself on its part against the attack of orthodoxy. If the 

E nlightenment was unable to prove the possibility or the unreality of mira
cles-to give an example that is more than an example-it could show the 

unknowability of the miracle as such and thereby protect itself against the claims 

of orthodoxy. Thus what applies to the aggressive critique advanced by the 
E nlightenment does not apply to its defensive critique. By means of the quarrel 
between the Enlightenment and orthodoxy it became clearer and better known 

than it had been before that the presuppositions of orthodoxy-the reality of 

creation, miracles, and revelation-are not known (philosophically or historically) 

but only believed in, and thus do not have the peculiar obligatoriness of what is 

known." Leo Strauss, Philosophie und Gesetz, pp. 18, 19-20; cf. pp. 13-15. Note 
especially pp. 27-28 and Liberalism Ancient and Modem (New York, 1968), p. 256. 
See Persecution and the Att of Writing, pp. 105-7, and n. 41 above. 
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of what he set into motion. 1 10 The new orientation inaugu
rated by renouncing the prejudice that going behind mod
ern thought is out of the question found its first expression, 
according to Strauss's own testimony, "not entirely by acci
dent" in the "Notes. " 1 1 1 The question of Socrates was from 
the very beginning the decisive, fundamental question for 
Strauss. Led by that question, the "theological-political · '  

problem" has remained "the theme" of his investigations. 
The question of the one thing needful induces him to come 

to grips ever anew with the answers as well as the claims 
of theology and politics: to come to grips with the answers 
because poli tical philosophy has to seek the quarrel over I 
what is right and may not flee confrontation with the alterna
tives if political philosophy is fully to develop its own power 
and strength in the attempt to answer the question of the 
order of human things coherently and comprehensively; and 
to come to grips with the claims because political philosophy 
always was and must be political philosophy, too, i .e .  political 
action in the service of philosophy, protection and defense 

1 10. To understand Socrates is the central task that Strauss sets for himself in  

Natural Right and History, and it is the unstated epigraph of his  confrontation 

with the two thinkers of modernity who exerted the strongest influence on him, 

namely Nietzsche and Heidegger (Natural Right and History [Chicago, 1953]; cf. 

the initial words, set off with capitals, of the Introduction and of chapters 3 and 
4 ). "The problem of Socrates" is present in each of the fourteen books that 

Strauss wrote after 1 932. Nowhere is it expressed as urgently and as unconven

tionally as in Strauss's late works: Socrates and Aristophanes (New York, 1 966); 

Xenophott s Socratic Discourse {Ithaca, 1 970); Xenophon s Socrates (Ithaca, 1 972). 

1 1 1 . Preface to the English translation of Spinozas Critique of Religion, p. 3 1 ;  

reprinted in Liberalism A11ciettt and Modem, p .  257. See-in addition to this long 

preface of 1 962, of which Strauss says in a letter to Alexandre Kojeve that "it 

comes as close to an autobiography as is possible within the limits of propriety" 

(May 29, 1 962, Leo Strauss Papers, Box 4, Folder 1 1 )-the German preface to 

Hobbes' politische Wissenschaft, pp. 7-8, and "A Giving of Accounts," in The College 

of Sr. John's, Annapolis, vol. 22, no. 1 (April 1 970), pp. 2-4; further, "An Unspo

ken Prologue to a Public Lecture at Sr. John's," in lntetpretation, A Journal of 

Political Philosophy, vol. 7 ,  no. 3 (September 1 978), p. 2.  
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of the philosophic life. 1 1 2  Politics and religion deserve the 
special attention of political philosophy not although but, 
rather, because politics is not everything and because not every
thing is faith. -Whereas the political does have central sig
nificance for the thought of Leo Strauss, the enemy and en
mity do not. E nmity does not touch the core of his existence, 
and his identity does not take its shape in battle with the 
enemy. The friends that Strauss chose for himself tell us 
much more about his identity, and it becomes visible no
where else than in his philosophy. 

1 1 2.  Reflection on the "art of careful writing," the rediscovery and revival of 

which in our century is connected to the name of Leo Strauss, has a prime place 

in this context. 'Toward the characterization of the politics of the philosophers, 

a statement about Alfarabi may be cited, by means of which Strauss's own politics 

is especially well described. This statement occurs in  the Introduction to Persecu

tiou and the Art of Writing (p. 1 7) and reads: "We may say that Faraba's Plato 

eventually replaces the philosopher-king who rules openly in the virtuous city, 

by the secret kingship of the philosopher who, being 'a perfect man' precisely 

because he is an ' investigator,' lives privately as a member of an imperfect society 

which he tries to humanize within the limits of the possible. Faraba's remarks 

on Plato's policy define the general character of the activity of the faliisifa." In 

the Preface, Strauss gives the reader a hint that has no counterpart in all his other 

work: "For the Introduction I have made free use of my article 'Faraba's Plato' 

(Louis Ginzberg Jubilee Volume, American Academy for Jewish Research, New 

York, 1945, 357-393)." The essay to which Strauss refers is one of his most 

important and one of the most helpful for the understanding of his philosophic 

project. The cited passage reads (p. 384): "We may say that Farabl's Plato re

places Socrates' phi losopher-king who rules openly in the perfect city by the 

secret kingship of the philosopher who lives privately as a member of an imperfect 

community. That kingship is exercised by means of an exoteric teaching which, 

while not too flagrantly contradicting the accepted opinions, undermines them 

in such a way as to guide the potential philosophers toward the truth. Farabl's 

remarks on Plato's own policy define the general character of all literary produc

tions of 'the phi losophers."' Though "philosophic politics" (011 Tyratmy, pp. 

220--2 1 )  may stand in the foreground for the practice of the exoteric-esoteric way 

of writing, the "art of careful writing" has its deepest foundation not in the 

political but in the philosophical intention of those who make use of that art. 

That foundation cannot be perceived in the light of the polemios. Access is dis

closed solely by eros. (Persecution and the Art of Writing, p. 36; What Is Political 

Philosophy? p. 40; Thoughts 011 Machiavelli [Glencoe, IL, 1958], p. 299; Liberalism 

Ancie11t and Modem, p. 8.) 





Leo Strauss 

NOTES ON CARL SCHMITT, 

THE CONCEPT OF THE POLITICAL 





I 

[ 1 ]  The treatise by Schmitt1 serves the question of the 
"order of the human things" (95), that is, the question of 
the state. In view of the fact that in the present age the 
state has become more questionable than it has been for 
centuries or more (23 f. ), understanding the state requires 
a radical foundation, "a simple and elementary presenta
tion" of what the basis of the state is, which means the 
basis of the political; for "the concept of the state presup
poses the concept of the political" (20). 

[2 ]  This thesis, with which the investigation of the 
concept of the political is begun, must be understood in 
accordance with Schmitt's own general principles of under
standing. Following these principles, the sentence "the 
political precedes the state" can manifest the desire to ex
press not an eternal truth but only a present truth.  For "all 
spirit [is] only spirit of the present" (79); "all concepts of 
the spiritual sphere, including the concept of spirit, are in 
themselves pluralistic and are to be understood only in 
terms of their concrete political existence" (84); "all politi
cal concepts, ideas, and words [have] a polemical meaning; 
they have a concrete opposition in view, they are tied to a 
concrete situation . . . " (3 1 ). In accordance with these 
principles, it must be asked: To what extent does the pres
ent situation compel us to recognize that the basis of the 
state is the political? Against what opponent does the politi
cal emerge as the basis of the state? 

1 .  Der Begriff des Politischen. Mit einer Rede uber das Zeitaltff der Neutralisierungen 
und Entpolitisierungen neu herausgegeben von Carl Scltmiu (Munich and Leipzig, 

1932). The parenthetical page numbers identify page numbers of that text. 
[Those numbers have been replaced in this translation by the page numbers of 

the 1963 edition.-H.M. I 
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(3) The present situation is  characterized by the fact 
that a process three hundred years old has "reached its 
end" (94). The age at the end of which we find ourselves 
is "the age of neutralizations and depoliticizations ." Depo
liticization not only is the accidental or even necessary re
sult of the modern development but is its original and au
thentic goal; the movement in which the modern spirit 
has gained its greatest efficacy, liberalism, is characterized 
precisely by the negation of the political (68 ff. ) .  If liberal
ism has already become implausible, if it accordingly must 
be countered by "another system," then the first word 
against liberalism must in any case be: the position of the 
political. And if liberalism believed that by means of its 
negation of the political it could bring about the foundation 
of the state or, more accurately, the establishment of ratio
nal social relations, after the failure of liberalism one cannot 
help thinking that the state can be understood only from 
the position of the political. Thus Schmitt's basic thesis is 
entirely dependent upon the polemic against liberalism; it 
is to be understood only qua polemical, only "in terms of 
concrete political existence."  

(4) Schmitt's task i s  determined by  the fact that liberal
ism has failed. The circumstances of this failure are as fol
lows: Liberalism negated the political; yet liberalism has not 
thereby eliminated the political from the face of the earth 
but only has hidden it; liberalism has led to politics' being 
engaged in by means of an anti political mode of discourse. 
Liberalism has thus killed not the political but only under
standing of the political, sincerity regarding the political 
(65 ff. ) .  In order to remove the smokescreen over reality that 
liberalism produces, the political must be made apparent 
as such and as simply undeniable. The political must first 
be brought out of the concealment into which liberalism has 
cast it, so that the question of the state can be seriously put. 

' 

,. ,, 
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[5] It is thus insufficient to establish as a fact that liber
alism has fai led, to show how liberalism drives itself ad 
absurdum in every political action, to indicate "that all 
good observers . . .  despaired of finding here [in liberalism] 
any political principle or intellectual consistency" (69). Nor 
does it suffice to attain the insight that the manifest incon
sistency of all l iberal politics is the necessary consequence 
of the fundamental negation of the political (69). What is 
needed rather is to replace the "astonishingly consistent 
systematics of l iberal thought," which is manifest within the 
inconsistency of l iberal politics, by "another system" (70), 
namely, a system that does not negate the political but 
brings it into recognition. 

[6] Schmitt is aware that the "astonishingly consis
tent . . .  systematics of liberal thought" has, "despite all set
backs, still not been replaced in Europe today by any other 
system" (70), and this awareness alone suffices to character
ize the s ignificance of his efforts; for with this awareness he 
stands wholly alone among the opponents of liberalism, who 
usually carry an elaborate unliberal doctrine in their pocket. 
In making this observation Schmitt points to the basic diffi
culty of his own investigation also. For if it  is true that the 
" systematics of l iberal thought" has "still not been replaced 
in Europe today by any other system," it is to be expected 
that he, too, will be compelled to make use of elements of 
l iberal thought in the presentation of his views. The tenta
tiveness of Schmitt's statements results from that compul
sion. Schmitt himself explicitly says so: he wants to do no 
more than " 'to delimit' theoretically an immense problem"; 
the theses of his text "are conceived as a point of depmture for 
an objective discussion" (96). The foregoing engenders the 
critic's duty to pay more attention to what distinguishes 
Schmitt from the prevailing view than to the respects in 
which he merely follows the prevailing view. 



II 

[7] Schmitt expressly desists from providing an "ex
haustive definition" of the political ( 26). From the outset 
he understands the question of the "essence of the political" 
(20) as the question of what is specific to the political ( 2 1  
and 26  f. ). He does so, to  be  sure, not because he  regards 
the question of the genus (within which the specific differ
ence of the political has to be stipulated) as already an
swered or even as immaterial, but precisely because of his 
deep suspicion of what is today the most obvious answer: 
he pioneers a path to an original answer to the genus ques
tion by using the phenomenon of the political to push the 
most obvious answer ad absurdum. What is still today, de
spite all challenges, the most obvious, genuinely l iberal 
answer to the question of the genus within which the pecu
liarity of the political and, therewith, of the state is to be 
defined is that this genus is "culture," that is, the totality 
of "human thought and action," which is divided into "var
ious, relatively independent domains" (26), into "prov
inces of culture" (Natorp). Schmitt would remain within 
the horizon of this answer if, as at first appears, he were 
to say: just as "in the domain of the moral the ultimate 
distinctions are good and evil, in the aesthetic domain 
beautiful  and ugly, in the economic domain useful and 
harmful ," so the "specifically pol itical distinction . . .  is 
the distinction between friend and enemy" (26). However, 
this ordering of the political next to, and equivalent to, 
the other "provinces of culture" is expressly rejected: the 
distinction between friend and enemy is "not equivalent and 
analogous . . . to those other distinctions"; the political does 
not describe "a new domain of its own" (27) .  What is hereby 
said is that the understanding of the political implies a 
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fundamental critique of at least the prevailing concept of 
culture. 

[ 8] Schmitt does not express this critique everywhere. 
He too, using the terminology of a whole literature, occa
sionally speaks of the "various, relatively independent do
mains of human thought and action" (26) or of the various 
"spheres of human life and thought" (66). In one passage 
(71 )  he expresses himself in such a way that a superficial 
reader could get the following impression: after liberalism 
has brought the autonomy of the aesthetic, of morals, of 
science, of the economy, etc. into recognition, Schmitt 
now seeks, for his part, to bring the autonomy of the politi
cal into recognition, in opposition to liberalism but none
theless in continuation of liberal aspirations for autonomy. 
To be sure, the quotation marks that he places around 
the word "autonomy" in the expression "autonomy of the 
various domains of human life" already show how little the 
foregoing is Schmitt's opinion. This [indication] becomes 
clearer when he emphasizes the "matter-ofjactness" with 
which liberalism "not only recognizes the 'autonomy' of 
the various domains of human life but exaggerates it to the 
point of specialization and even to complete isolation" (71 ) . 
Schmitt's aloofness from the prevailing concept of culture 
becomes fully clear in the following indirect characteriza
tion of the aesthetic: "the path from the metaphysical and 
the moral to the economic traverses the aesthetic, and the 
path across aesthetic consumption and enjoyment, be they 
ever so sublime, is the surest and most comfortable path 
to the universal economization of spiritual life . . . " (83 ) ; 
for the prevailing concept of culture surely includes recog
nition of the autonomous value of the aesthetic-assuming 
that this concept is not altogether constituted precisely by 
that recognition. This observation leads at least to the de-
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mand that the prevailing concept of culture be replaced by 
another concept of culture. And that replacement will have 
to be based on the insight into what is specific to the po
litical. 

(9 )  Schmitt expressly forgoes, as we have seen, an "ex
haustive definiti<;m" of the political. Proceeding on the as
sumption that the "various, relatively independent do
mains of human thought and action" (the moral, the 
aesthetic, the economic, etc . )  have "their own criteria" by 
which they are constituted in their relative independence, 
he asks about the "criterion of the political. " The criteria 
in question have the character of "ultimate distinctions," 
or, more accurately, of ultimate "oppositions." Thus the 
criterion of the moral is the opposition of good and evil, 
the criterion of the aesthetic, the opposition of beautiful 
and ugly, etc. In taking his bearings by this general rela
tionship, Schmitt defines "the distinction between friend 
and enemy" as "the specifically political distinction" (26 
f. ) .  Here "enemy" -and thus also "friend" -is always to 
be understood only as the public enemy (friend), "a totality 

of men that fights at least potentially, that is, has a real 
possibility of fighting, and stands in opposition to a corre
sponding totality" (29). Of the two elements of the friend
enemy mode of viewing things, the "enemy" element 
manifestly takes precedence, as is already shown by the 
fact that when Schmitt explains this viewpoint in detail, 
he actually speaks only of the meaning of "enemy" (cf. 
27, 29, and 32 f. ) .  One may say: every "totality of men" 
looks around for friends only-it has friends only-because 
it already has enemies; "the essence of political relation
ships [is] contained in reference to a concrete opposition" 
(30). "Enemy" therefore takes precedence over "friend," 
because "the potential for a fight that exists in the region 
of the real" belongs "to the concept of the enemy" -and 
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not already to the concept of the friend as such (33 ), and 
"man's l ife" gains " its specifically political tension" from 
the potential for war, from the "dire emergency,"  from the 
"most extreme possibility" (35) .  But the possibil ity of war 
does not merely constitute the political as such; war is not 
merely " the most extreme political measure"; war is the 
dire emergency not merely within an "autonomous" re
gion-the region of the political-but for man simply, 
because war has and retains a "relationship to the real pos
sibility of physical killing" (33); this orientation, which is 
constitutive of the political, shows that the political is fun
damental and not a "relatively independent domain" along
side others. The political is the "authoritative" (39). It is 
in this sense that we are to understand the remark that the 
political is "not equivalent and analogous" to the moral, 
the aesthetic, the economic, etc. (26). 

[10] This definition of the political has the closest con
nection to Schmitt's suggested critique of the prevailing 
concept of culture. This critique questions the "auton
omy" of the various "domains of human thought and ac
tion." Fol lowing the prevailing concept of culture, how
ever, not only are the individual "provinces of culture" 
"autonomous" in relation to one another, but, prior to 
them, culture as a whole is already "autonomous," the 
sovereign creation, the "pure product" of the human spirit. 
This viewpoint makes us forget that "culture" always pre
supposes somethi ng that is cultivated: culture is always 
the culture of nature. This expression means, primari ly, that 
culture develops the natural predisposition; it is the careful 
nurture of nature-whether of the soil or of the human 

spirit makes no difference; it  thus obeys the orders that 
nature itself gives. But the statement can also mean con
quering nature through obedience to nature (parendo vin
cere, in Bacon's phrase); then culture is not so much the faith-
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ful nurture of nature as a harsh and cunning fight against 
nature. Whether culture is understood as the nurture of nature 
or as a fight with nature depends on how nature is under
stood: as exemplary order or as d isorder to be eliminated. 
But however culture is understood, "culture" is  certainly 
the culture of nature. "Culture" is  to such an extent the 
culture of nature that culture can be understood as a sover
eign creation of the spirit only if the nature being cultivated 
has been presupposed to be the opposite of spirit, and been 
forgotten. Because we now understand by "culture" primar
ily the culture of human nature, the presupposition of cul
ture is primarily human nature; and because man is by his 
nature an animal sociale, the human nature on which cultu re 
is based is the natural social relations of men, that is, the 
way in which man, prior to all culture, behaves toward 
other men. The term for natural social relations understood 
in this manner is status natura/is. One can therefore say: 
the foundation of culture is the status natura/is. 

[11] Hobbes understood the status civilis in the sense of 
the specifically modern concept of culture-here let i t  re
main an open question whether, strictly speaking, there is  
any concept of culture other than the modern one-as the 
opposite of the status natura/is; the status civilis is the presup
position of every culture in the narrow sense (i .e .  every 
nurture of the arts and sciences) and is itself already based 
on a particular culture, namely, on a disciplining of the 
human will. We will here disregard Hobbes's view of the 
relationship between status natura/is and culture ( in  
the broadest sense) a s  an  opposition; here we only empha
size the fact that Hobbes describes the status natura/is as 
the status belli, simply, although it must be borne in mind 
that "the nature of war, consisteth not in adual fighting; 
but in  the known disposition thereto" (Leviathan XIII). In  
Schmitt's terminology this statement means that the status ' 

,, 

:.: I· 



NOTES ON THE CONCEPT OF THE POLITICAL I 99 

natura/is is the genuinely political status; for, also according 
to Schmitt, "the political" is found "not in fighting itself . . .  
but in a behavior that is determined by this real possibility" 
(37). It follows that the political that Schmitt brings to bear 
as fundamental is the "state of nature" that underlies every 
culture; Schmitt restores the Hobbesian concept of the 
state of nature to a place of honor (see 59). Therewith 
the question about the genus within which the specific 
difference of the political is to be stipulated has also been 
answered: the political is a status of man; indeed, the politi
cal is the status as the "natural," the fundamental and ex
treme, status of man. 

[ 12] To be sure, the state of nature is defined by 
Schmitt in a fundamentally different fashion than it is by 
Hobbes. For Hobbes, it is the state of war of individuals; 
for Schmitt, it is the state of war of groups (especially of 
nations) .  For Hobbes, in the state of nature everyone is 
the enemy of everyone else; for Schmitt, all political be
havior is oriented toward friend and enemy. This difference 
has its basis in the polemical intention of Hobbes's defini
tion of the state of nature: for the fact that the state of 
nature is the state of war of all against all is supposed to 
motivate the abandonment of the state of nature. To this 
negation of the state of nature or of the political, Schmitt 
opposes the position of the political. 

[ 13] Granted, in Hobbes there is no question of a total 
negation of the political; according to his doctrine, the state 
of nature continues at least in the relationship between the 
nations. And thus Hobbes's polemic against the state of 
nature as the state of war of individuals-which Schmitt 
implicitly adopts, as shown by his comment, expressly fol
lowing Hobbes, on the relationship between protection and 
obedience (53; cf. also 46 f. )-does not need to question 
the political in Schmitt's sense, that is, the "natural" char-
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acter of the relationships of human groups. Nevertheless, 
according to Schmitt it belongs to the essence of the politi
cal group that it can "demand . . .  from the members of 
its own nation the readiness to die" (46); and the justification 
of this claim is at least qualified by Hobbes: in battle he 
who deserts the ranks out of fear for his life acts "only" 
dishonorably, but not unjustly (Lev. XXI). The state can 
justifiably demand from the individual only conditional obe
dience, namely an obedience that does not stand in contra
diction to the salvation or preservation of the life of this 
individual; for the securing of life is the ultimate basis of 
the state. Therefore, while man is otherwise obliged to 
unconditional obedience, he is under no obligation to risk 
his life; for death is the greatest evil. Hobbes does not 
shrink from the consequence and expressly denies the sta
tus of courage as a virtue (De homine XIII 9). The same 
attitude is disclosed in his definition of the sa/us populi: the 
sa/us populi consists ( 1 )  in defense against the enemy from 
without; (2) in preservation of peace within; (3) in just and 
modest enrichment of the individual, which is much more 
readily attained through work and frugality than through 
victorious wars, and is particularly promoted by the nurture 
of mechanics and mathematics; (4) in the enjoyment of 
innocuous freedom (De cive XIII 6 and 14). As soon as 
"humanity" becomes the subject or object of planning, 
these principles have to lead to the ideal of civilization, that 
is, to the demand for rational social relations of humanity 
as one "partnership in consumption and production" (58). 
Hobbes, to a much higher degree than Bacon, for example, 
is the author of the ideal of civilization. By this very fact 
he is the founder of liberalism. The right to the securing 
of life pure and simple-and this right sums up Hobbes's 
natural right-has fully the character of an inalienable hu
man right, that is, of an individual's claim that takes prece-
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dence over the state and determines its purpose and its 
limits; Hobbes's foundation for the natural-right claim to 
the securing of life pure and simple sets the path to the 
whole system of human rights in the sense of liberalism, 
if his foundation does not actually make such a course nec
essary. Hobbes differs from developed liberalism only, but 
certainly, by his knowing and seeing against what the liberal 
ideal of civilization has to be persistently fought for: not 
merely against rotten institutions, against the evil will of a 
ruling class, but against the natural evil of man; in an unlib
eral world Hobbes forges ahead to lay the foundation of 
liberalism against the-sit venia verbo-unliberal nature of 
man, whereas later men, ignorant of their premises and 
goals, trust in the original goodness (based on God's cre
ation and providence) of human nature or, on the basis of 
natural-scientific neutrality, nurse hopes for an improve
ment of nature, hopes unjustified by man's experience of 
himself. Hobbes, in view of the state of nature, attempts 
to overcome the state of nature within the limits in which 
it allows of being overcome, whereas later men either 
dream up a state of nature or, on the basis of a supposed 
deeper insight into history and therewith into the essence 
of man, forget the state of nature. But-in all fairness to 
later men-ultimately that dreaming and that oblivion are 
merely the consequence of the negation of the state of 
nature, merely the consequence of the position of civiliza
tion introduced by Hobbes. 

[ 14) If it is true that the final self-awareness of liberal
ism is the philosophy of culture, we may say in summary 
that liberalism, sheltered by and engrossed in a world of 
culture, forgets the foundation of culture, the state of na
ture, that is, human nature in its dangerousness and endan
geredness. Schmitt returns, contrary to liberalism, to its 
author, Hobbes, in order to strike at the root of liberalism 
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in Hobbes's express negation of the state of nature. 2 
Whereas Hobbes in an unliberal world accomplishes the 
founding of liberalism, Schmitt in a liberal world under
takes the critique of liberalism. 

2. In the first edition of this treatise Schmitt had described Hobbes as "by far 
the greatest and perhaps the sole truly systematic political thinker" (Aroiiv fiir 
Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, vol. 58, p. 25). Schmitt now speaks of Hobbes 
only as "a great and truly systematic political thinker" (64). In truth Hobbes is 

tile antipolitical thinker ("political" understood in Schmitt's sense). 



III 

[ 15)  Schmitt confronts the liberal negation of the polit
ical with the position of the political, that is, with the recog
nition of the reality of the political. For the position of 
the political it is immaterial, in Schmitt's express opinion, 
whether one regards the political as desirable or detestable: 
the intent of the position "is neither bellicose or militarist, 
nor imperialist, nor pacifist" (33). Schmitt desires only to 
know what is. This statement does not mean that he consid
ers his expositions "value-free,"  that he wants (whether 
out of concern for the scientific character of his study or 
for the freedom of personal decision) to leave open all pos
sibilities for taking an evaluative stance toward the politi
cal. Rather, he intends precisely to seal off all such possibil
ities: the political cannot be evaluated at all, cannot be 
measured by an ideal; applied to the political, all ideals are 
nothing but "abstractions," all "normative prescriptions" 
nothing but "fictions" (49 f. and 28 f. ). For the political is 
constituted by reference "to the real possibility of physical 
killing" of men by men (33); and "there is no rational 
purpose, no norm however correct, no program however 
exemplary, no social ideal however beautiful, no legitimacy 
or legality that can justify men's killing one another for its 
own sake" ( 49 f. ) .  

[ 16) The position of the political results in the unpo
lemical description of the political. As such, the position 
opposes Hobbes's polemical description of the state of na
ture. Hobbes had presented the state of nature as in itself 
impossible: the state of nature is the state of war of all 
against all; in the state of nature, everyone is the enemy 
of everyone else. According to Schmitt, the subjects of the 
state of nature are not individuals but totalities; further
more, not every totality is the enemy of every other totality, 
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but alongside the possibility of enmity the possibilities of 
alliance and neutrality also exist (35). The state of nature 
so understood is in itself possible. That it is real, however, 
is proved by the whole history of humanity up to the pres
ent day. It may be that there will someday be a completely 
depoliticized state of humanity-"whether and when this 
state of the earth and of humanity will occur, I do not 
know" ; at any rate that state "for the time being does not 
exist," and therefore it would be "a dishonest fiction to 
assume that it is at hand" (54). 

(17 )  Now one cannot-least of all can Schmitt him
self-take relief in the fact that the depoliticized state ' 'for 
the time being does not exist" (54), that "war as a real possi
bility is still present today" (37). In view of the fact that 
there is today a powerful movement striving for the total 
elimination of the real possibility of war and hence the 
abolition of the political, in view of the fact that this move
ment not only exercises a great influence upon the mental
ity of the age but also authoritatively determines the real 
circumstances-this movement led, after all, to war's being 
"today . . . probably neither something pious, nor some
thing morally good, nor something profitable" (36), 
whereas in earlier centuries war could indeed be all these 
things-in view of this fact one must look beyond today 
and ask: granted that "war as a real possibility is still pres
ent today,"  will war still be a possibility present tomorrow? 
or the day after tomorrow? In other words: though the abo
lition of the political may in no way have succeeded so far, 
is not this abolition nevertheless possible in the future? is 
it not possible at all? 

( 18) Schmitt gives the following answer to this ques
tion: The political is a basic characteristic of human life; 
politics in this sense is destiny; therefore man cannot es
cape politics (36 f. , 66 f. , 76 ff. ). The inescapability of the 
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political is displayed in the contradiction in which man 
necessarily becomes entangled if he attempts to eliminate 
the political. This effort has a prospect of success if and 
only if it becomes political; that is, if it "is strong enough 
to group men into friends and enemies," if it thus "would 
be able to drive the pacifists into war against the non paci
fists, into a 'war against war. ' "  The war against war will 
then be undertaken as "the definitively final war of human
ity. " Such a war, however, is "necessarily especially inten
sive and inhuman" because in it the enemy is fought as 
"an inhuman monster . . .  that must be not only fended 
off but definitively annihilated" (37). But humanity cannot 
be expected to be especially humane and, therefore, unpo
litical after having just put behind it an especially inhu
mane war. Thus the effort to abolish the political for the 
sake of humanity has as its necessary consequence nothing 
other than the increase of inhumanity. When it is said that 
the political is a basic characteristic of human life, in other 
words that man ceases to be man if he ceases to be political, 
this statement also, and precisely, means that man ceases 
to be human when he ceases to be political. If man thus 
gets entangled in contradictions when he attempts to elimi
nate the political, that attempt is ultimately possible only 
through dishonesty: "To curse war as the murder of men, 
and then to demand of men that-so that there will 'never 
again be war' -they wage war and kill and allow them
selves to be killed in war, is a manifest fraud" (49). 

[ 19] The political is thus not only possible but also 
real; and not only real but also necessary. It is necessary 
because it is given in human nature. Therefore the opposi
tion between the negation and the position of the political 
can be traced back to a quarrel over human nature. The 
ultimate controversy is whether man is by nature good or 
evil. Here, however, "good" and "evil" are "not to be 
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taken in a specifically moral or ethical sense" ; rather, 
"good" is to be understood as "undangerous," and "evil" 
as "dangerous ." Thus the ultimate question is "whether 
man is a dangerous or an undangerous being, a perilous or 
a harmless, nonperilous being" (59). "All genuine political 
theories" presuppose man's dangerousness (61 ) .  Accord
ingly, the thesis of man's dangerousness is the ultimate 
presupposition of the position of the political. 

[ 20) The train of thought just recounted is in all proba
bility not Schmitt's last word, and it is certainly not the 
most profound thing that he has to say. It conceals a reflec
tion that moves in an entirely different direction, a reflec
tion that cannot be reconciled with the line of thought 
described above. 

[21) Schmitt describes the thesis of the dangerousness 
of man as the ultimate presupposition of the position of 
the political: the necessity of the political is as certain as 
man's dangerousness. But is man's dangerousness unshaka
bly certain? Schmitt himself qualifies the thesis of man's 
dangerousness as a "supposition, " as an "anthropological 
confession of faith" (58). But if man's dangerousness is 
only supposed or believed in, not genuinely known, the 
opposite, too, can be regarded as possible, and the attempt 
to eliminate man's dangerousness (which until now has al
ways really existed) can be put into practice. If man's dan
gerousness is only believed in, it is in principle threatened, 
and therewith the political is threatened also. 

[22) Schmitt concedes that the political is in principle 
threatened when he says: "Whether and when this [com
pletely apolitical] state of the earth and of humanity will 
occur, I do not know" (54). Now the political could not be 
threatened if, as Schmitt asserts in a series of passages, it 
were simply inescapable. One must therefore add an obvi
ous qualifier to his assertion that the political is inescap-
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able, and must understand that assertion as follows: The 
political is inescapable as long as there is just one political 
opposition, even just as a possibility. Schmitt implies this 
qualifier in the course of the previously adduced argument 
against pacifism, for that line of argument presupposes that 
the opposition between pacifists and nonpacifists does not 
disappear. The inescapability of the political thus exists 
only conditionally; ult imately, the political remains 
threatened. 

[23] If the political is ultimately threatened, the posi
tion of the political must ultimately be more than the recog
nition of the reality of the political, namely, an espousal of 
the threatened political, an affirmation of the political. It is 
therefore necessary to ask: why does Schmitt affirm the 
political? 

[24] The political is threatened insofar as man's dan
gerousness is threatened. Therefore the affirmation of the 
poli tical is the affirmation of man's dangerousness. How 
should this affirmation be understood? Should it be in
tended politically, it  can have "no normative meaning but 
only an existential meaning" (49), l ike everything political. 
One then will have to ask: in time of danger, in the "dire 
emergency," does "a fighting totality of men" affirm the 
dangerousness of its enemy? does it wish for dangerous ene
mies? And one will have to answer "no," along the lines 
of C. Fabricius's comment when he heard that a Greek 
philosopher had proclaimed pleasure as the greatest good: 
If only Pyrrhus and the Samnites shared this philosopher's 
opinion as long as we are at war with them! Likewise, a 
nation in danger wants its own dangerousness not for the 
sake of dangerousness, but for the sake of being rescued 
from danger. Thus, the affirmation of dangerousness as 
such has no political meaning but only a "normative," 
moral meaning; expressed appropriately, that affirmation is  
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the affirmation of power as the power that forms states, of 
virtu in Machiavelli's sense. Here, too, we recall Hobbes, 
who describes fearfulness as the virtue (which, inciden
tally, is just as much negated by him as is the state of 
nature itself) of the state of nature, but who understands 
fearfulness as inclusive of glory and courage. Thus warlike 
morals seem to be the ultimate legitimation for Schmitt's 
affirmation of the political, and the opposition between the 
negation and the position of the political seems to coincide 
with the opposition between pacifist internationalism and 
bellicose nationalism. 

[ 25 ) Is that conclusion really correct? One has to doubt 
it if one considers the resolution with which Schmitt re
fuses to come on as a belligerent against the pacifists (33).  
And one must quarrel with the conclusion as soon as one 
has seen more precisely how Schmitt arrives at man's dan
gerousness as the ultimate presupposition of the position 
of the political. After he has aleady twice rejected the paci
fist ideal on the ground that the ideal in any case has no 
meaning for behavior in the present situation and for the 
understanding of this situation (36 f. and 54 f. ) ,  Schmitt
while recognizing the possibility in principle of the "world 
state" as a wholly apolitical "partnership in consumption 
and production" of humanity united-finally asks "upon 
which men will the terrible power devolve that a global 
economic and technical centralization entails" ; in other 
words, which men will role in the "world state. "  "This 
question cannot by any means be dismissed by hoping . . .  
that government of men over men will have become super
fluous, because men will then be absolutely free; for the 
question immediately arises, for what they will be free.  
One can answer this question with optimistic or pessimistic 
suppositions, "  namely with the optimistic supposition that 
man will then be undangerous, or with the pessimistic sup-
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position that he will be dangerous (58 f. ). The question of 
man's dangerousness or undangerousness thus surfaces in 
view of the question whether the government of men over 
men is, or will be, necessary or superfluous. Accordingly, 
dangerousness means need of dominion. And the ultimate 
quarrel occurs not between bellicosity and pacifism (or na
tionalism and internationalism) but between the "authori
tarian and anarchistic theories" (60). 

[26] The quarrel between the authoritarian and the 

anarchi stic theories concerns whether man is by nature evil 
or good. But  "evil" and "good," here, are "not to be taken 
in a specifically moral or ethical sense" but are to be under
stood as "dangerous" and "undangerous." What is thereby 
said becomes clear if one takes into account the double 
meaning of "evil"  that Schmitt mentions. " 'Evil' can ap
pear as corruption, weakness, cowardice, stupidity, but also 
as 'coarseness, ' instinctual drivenness, vitality, irrational
ity, etc ." (59). "Evi l , "  in other words, can be understood 
either as human inferiority or as animal power, as humana 
impotmtia or as naturae potmtia (Spinoza, Eth. I I I  praef). 
Now if "evil" is not meant in the moral sense, only the 
second meaning can be in question here. In this sense 
" the philosophers of statecraft of the seventeenth century 
(Hobbes, Spinoza, Pufendorff)" have described man in the 
state of nature as "evi l" :  that is, "evil" "like beasts that are 
moved by their drives (hunger, cupidity, fear, jealousy)" 
(59). But the question arises why these philosophers, Hob
bes in particular, understood man as "evil like the beasts." 
Hobbes had to understand evil as innocent "evil" because 
he denied sin; and he had to deny sin because he did not 

recognize any primary obligation of man that takes prece
dence over every claim qua justified claim, because he un
derstood man as by nature free, that is, without obligation; 
for Hobbes, therefore, the fundamental political fact was 
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natural right as the justified claim of the individual, and 
Hobbes conceived of obligation as a subsequent restriction 
upon that claim. If one takes this approach, one cannot 
demur in principle against the proclamation of human 
rights as claims of the individuals upon the state and con
trary to the state, against the distinction between society 
and state, against liberalism-assuming that liberalism is 
not altogether the unavoidable consequence of the 
Hobbesian approach. And once one understands man's evil 
as the innocent "evil" of the beast, but of a beast that can 
become astute through injury and thus can be educated, 
the limits one sets for education finally become a matter 
of mere "supposition" -whether very narrow limits, as set 
by Hobbes himself, who therefore became an adherent 
of absolute monarchy; or broader limits such as those of 
liberalism; or whether one imagines education as capable of 
just about everything, as anarchism does. The opposition 
between evil and good loses its keen edge, it loses its very 
meaning, as soon as evil is understood as innocent "evil" 
and thereby goodness is understood as an aspect of evil 
itself. The task therefore arises-for purposes of the radical 
critique of liberalism that Schmitt strives for-of nullifying 
the view of human evil as animal and thus innocent evil, 
and to return to the view of human evil as moral baseness; 
only in this way can Schmitt remain in harmony with him
self if indeed "the core of the political idea" is "the morally 
demanding decision" (Politische Theologie 56). The correc
tion that Schmitt undertakes in the view of evil held by 
Hobbes and his successors not only fails to meet the forego
ing requirement but even contradicts it. Whereas in the 
case of Hobbes the natural and thus innocent "evil" is 
emphasized so that it can be combated, Schmitt speaks with 
an unmistakable sympathy of the "evil" that is not to be 
understood morally. This sympathy, however, is nothing 



NOTES ON THE CONCEPT OF THE POLITICAL I 1 1 1  

other than admiration of animal power; and the same thing 
that Schmitt says in an already quoted passage on the aes
thetic in general also applies to this admiration. Moreover, 
the inappropriateness of this sympathy immediately be
comes clear when we discover that what is admired is not 
an excellence but a deficiency, a need (namely a need of 
dominion). Man's dangerousness, revealed as a need of 
dominion, can appropriately be understood only as moral 
baseness. It must be recognized as such, but it cannot be 
affirmed. But then what is the meaning of the affirmation 
of the political? 

(27) Why Schmitt affirms the political, and, first of all, 
that he affirms it and does not merely recognize it as real 
or necessary, is shown most clearly in his polemic against 
the ideal that corresponds to the negation of the political. 
Ultimately Schmitt by no means repudiates this ideal as 
utopian-he says, after all, that he does not know whether 
it cannot be realized-but he does abhor it. That Schmitt 
does not display his views in a moralizing fashion but en
deavors to conceal them only makes his polemic the more 
effective. Let us listen to Schmitt himself! : "if . . . the 
distinction between friend and enemy ceases even as a 
mere possibility, there will only be a politics-free weltan
schauung, culture, civilization, economy, morals, law, art, 
entertainment, etc. , but there will be neither politics nor 
state" (54). We have emphasized the word "entertain
ment" because Schmitt does everything to make entertain
ment nearly disappear in a series of man's serious pursuits; 
above all, the "etc." that immediately fol lows "entertain
ment" glosses over the fact that "entertainment" is really 
the ultimate term in the series, its finis ultimus. Schmitt 
thus makes it clear: The opponents of the political may 
say what they will; they may appeal on behalf of their plan 
to the highest concerns of man; their good faith shall not 
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be denied; it is to be granted that weltanschauung, culture, 
etc . ,  do not have to be entertainment, but they can become 
entertainment; on the other hand, it is impossible to men
tion politics and the state in the same breath as "entertain
ment"; politics and the state are the only guarantee against 
the world's becoming a world of entertainment; therefore, 
what the opponents of the political want is ultimately tanta
mount to the establishment of a world of entertainment, a 
world of amusement, a world without seriousness. "A defin
itively pacified globe," Schmitt says in an earlier passage, 
"would be a world without politics. In such a world there 
could be various, perhaps very interesting, oppositions and 
contrasts, competitions and intrigues of all kinds, but no 
opposition on the basis of which it  could sensibly be de
manded of men that they sacrifice their lives" (35 f.; em
phasis mine). Here, too, what Schmitt concedes to the 
pacifists' ideal state of affairs, what he finds striking about 
it, is its capacity to be interesting and entertaining; here, 
too, he takes pains to hide the criticism contained in the 
observation ''perhaps very interesting. " He does not, of 
course, wish to call into doubt whether the world without 
politics is interesting: if he is convinced of anything, it is 
that the apolitical world is very interesting ("competitions 
and intrigues of all sorts"); the "perhaps" only questions, 
but certainly does question, whether this capacity to be 
interesting can claim the interest of a human being worthy 
of the name; the "perhaps" conceals and betrays Schmitt's 
nausea over this capacity to be interesting, which is only 
possible if man has forgotten what genuinely matters. It 
thus becomes clear why Schmitt rejects the ideal of paci
fism (more fundamentally: of civilization), why he affirms 
the political: he affirms the political because he sees in the 
threatened status of the political a threat to the seriousness 

I 
, ,f 

/, 
.1 



N O T E S  O N  T H E  C O N CEPT O F  T H E  P O LIT ICAL  I 1 1 3 

of human life. The affirmation of the political is ultimately 
nothing other than the affirmation of the moral. 

[28] One reaches the same result if one looks more 
closely at Schmitt's description of the modern age as the 
age of depoliticization. With this description he certainly 
does not mean that in the nineteenth and twentieth centu
ries politics is to a lesser extent destiny than in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries; today, no less than in earlier 
times, humanity is divided into "totalities that have a real 
possibility of fighting one another. " A fundamental trans
formation has occurred, not in the fact that men quarrel but 
in what they quarrel about. What men quarrel about de
pends on what is considered important, authoritative. Dif
ferent things are regarded as authoritative in different cen
turies: in the sixteenth century, theology was authoritative; 
in the seventeenth, metaphysics; in the eighteenth, mor
als; in the nineteenth, the economy; and in the twentieth, 
technology. Basically: in every century a different "do
main" is the "central domain" (80-84). The political, be
cause it has "no . . .  domain of its own" (27), is never the 
"central domain." Whereas the "central domains" change, 
the political constantly remains destiny. But as human des
tiny the pol itical is dependent upon what ultimately mat
ters for man: "the state, too, [gets] its reality and power 
from the respective central domain, because the authorita
tive issues that groups, divided into friends and enemies, 
quarrel about are likewise determined by the authoritative 
domain" (86). The exact meaning of the depoliticization 
that is characteristic of the modern age can thus be dis
cerned only if one understands which law rules in the "suc

cession of changing central domains." This law is the "ten
dency toward neutralization," that is, the striving to gain 
a ground that "makes possible security, clarity, agreement, 
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and peace" (89). Agreement and peace here mean agree
ment and peace at a l l  costs. In principle, however, it is 
always possible to reach agreement regarding the means to 
an end that is already fixed, whereas there is always quar
reling over the ends themselves: we are always quarreling 
with each other and with ourselves only over the just and 
the good (Plato, Euthyphro 7B-D and Phaedrus 263A). 
Therefore, if one seeks agreement at all costs, there is  no 
other path than to abandon entirely the question of what 
is right and to concern oneself solely with the means. It 
thus becomes intel l igible that modern Europe, once it had 
started out-in order to avoid the quarrel over the right 
faith-in search of a neutral ground as such, finally arrived 
at faith in technology. "The self-evidence of today's wide
spread faith in technology is based only on the fact that 
people were able to believe that in technology they had 
found the absolutely and definitively neutral ground . . .  In 
comparison to theological, metaphysical, moral, and even 
economic questions, which one can quarrel about forever, 
purely technical problems entail something refreshingly 
objective; they allow of solutions that are clear" (89-90). But 
the neutral ity of technology is only apparent: "Technology 
always remains an instrument and a weapon, and precisely 
because technology serves everyone, it is not neutral" (90). 
The speciousness of this neutrality reveals the absurdity of 
the attempt to find an "absolutely and definitively neutral 
ground," to reach agreement at all costs. Agreement at al l  
costs is  possible only as agreement at the cost of the mean
ing of human life; for agreement at all costs is possible only 
if man has relinquished asking the question of what is right; 
and if man rel inquishes that question, he rel inquishes be
ing a man. But if he seriously asks the question of what is 
right, the quarrel will be ignited (in view of "the inextrica-
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ble set of problems" (90) this question entails), the life
and-death quarrel: the political-the grouping of humanity 
into friends and enemies-owes its legitimation to the seri
ousness of the question of what is right. 

[29]  The affirmation of  the political i s  the affirmation 
of the state of nature. Schmitt opposes the affirmation of 
the state of nature to the Hobbesian negation of the state 
of nature. The state of nature is the status belli, pure and 
simple. Thus it appears that the affirmation of the state of 
nature can only be bellicose. That appearance fades away 
as soon as one has grasped what the return to the state of 
nature means for Schmitt. The affirmation of the state of 
nature does not mean the affirmation of war but "relin
quishment of the security of the status quo" (93). Security 
is relinquished not because war would be something 
"ideal,"  but because it is necessary to return from "splen
did vicarage,"  from the "comfort and ease of the existing 
status quo" to the "cultural or social nothing," to the "se
cret, humble beginning," "to undamaged, noncorrupt na
ture" (93) so that "out of the power of a pure and whole 
knowledge . . . the order of the human things" can arise 
again (95). 

[30] If, then, according to Schmitt's actual opinion, 
the position of the political can be traced back to the posi
tion of the moral, how does that position square with the 
polemic, which pervades his whole text, against the pri
macy of morals over politics? The first explanation that 
suggests itself is that by "morals" in that polemic he is 
referring to altogether specific morals, namely, a morals 
that stands in fundamental contradiction to the political. 
For Schmitt, "moral" -at least as used in the context 
here-always refers to "humanitarian morality" (cf. 80 ff. ) .  
But that usage means that Schmitt is  tying himself to his 
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opponents' view of morality instead of questioning the 
claim of humanitarian-pacifist morals to be morals; he re
mains trapped in the view that he is attacking. 

[31 ] Now the polemic against morals-against "ide
als" and "normative prescriptions" -does not prevent 
Schmitt from passing a moral judgment on humanitarian 
morals, on the ideal of pacifism. Of course, he takes pains, 
as we have shown, to conceal this judgment. An aporia 
finds expression in this concealment: the threatened status 
of the political makes necessary an evaluative statement on 
the political; yet at the same time insight into the essence 
of the political arouses doubt about all evaluative state
ments on the political. For such a statement would be a 
"free, unmonirorable decision that concerns no one other 
than the person who freely makes the decision" ; it would 
essentially be a "private matter" (49); but the political is 
removed from all arbitrary, private discretion; it has the 
character of trans private obligation. If it is now presupposed 
that all ideals are private and thus nonobligatory, obligation 
cannot be conceived as such, as duty, but can be conceived 
only as inescapable necessity. It is this presupposition, 
then, that disposes Schmitt to assert the inescapability of 
the political, and-as soon as his subject matter forces him 
to stop maintaining this assertion-to conceal his moral 
judgment; and this presupposition is, as he himself empha
sizes, the characteristic presupposition of the "individualis
tic-liberal society" (49). 

[32 ]  Let us now make thoroughly clear what the af
firmation of the political in disregard of the moral, the pri
macy of the political over the moral, would signify. Being 
political means being oriented to the "dire emergency."  
Therefore the affirmation of the political as  such is  the 
affirmation of fighting as such, wholly irrespective of what 
is being fought for. In other words: he who affirms the 



I 

N OTES ON THE CONCEPT Of THE POLITICAL I 1 1 7 

political as such comports himself neutrally toward all 
groupings into friends and enemies. However much this 
neutrality may differ from the neutrality of the man who 
denies the political as such, he who affirms the political as 
such and thereby behaves neutrally toward all groupings 
into friends and enemies does not want "to place" himself 
"outside the political totality . . .  and live only as a private 
man" (52); he does not have the will to neutralization, to 
the avoidance of decision at all costs, but in fact is eager 
for decision; as eagerness for any decision regardless of con
tent, this neutrality makes use of the possibility-which 
originally was made accessible for the sake of neutraliza
tion-of something that is beyond all decision. He who 
affirms the political as such respects all who want to fight; 
he is just as tolerant as the liberals-but with the opposite 
intention: whereas the liberal respects and tolerates all 
"honest" convictions so long as they merely acknowledge 
the legal order, peace, as sacrosanct, he who affirms the 
political as such respects and tolerates all "serious" convic
tions, that is, all decisions oriented to the real possibility 
of war. Thus the affirmation of the political as such proves 
to be a liberalism with the opposite polarity. And therewith 
Schmitt's statement that "the astonishingly consistent . . .  
systematics of liberal thought" has "still not been replaced 
in Europe today by any other system" (70) proves to be true. 

[ 33) The affirmation of the political as such can there
fore be only Schmitt's first word against liberalism; that 
affirmation can only prepare for the radical critique of liber
alism. In an earlier text Schmitt says of Donoso Cortes: he 
"despises the liberals, whereas he respects atheistic
anarchistic socialism as his mortal enemy . . . " (Politische 
Theologie 55). The battle occurs only between mortal ene
mies: with total disdain-hurling crude insults or main
taining the rules of politeness, depending on tempera-
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ment-they shove aside the " neutral " who seeks to 
mediate, to maneuver, between them. " Disdain" is to be 
taken literally; they do not deign to notice the neutral;TN? 
each looks intently at his enemy; in order to gain a free line 
of fire, with a sweep of the hand they wave aside-without 
looking at-the neutral who l ingers in the middle, inter
rupting the view of the enemy. The polemic against liber
alism can therefore only signify a concomitant or prepara
tory action: it  is meant to clear the field for the battle of 
decision between the "spirit of technici ty," the "mass faith 
that inspires an antireligious, this-worldly activism" (93), 
and the opposite spirit and faith, which, as it seems, still 
has no name. Ultimately, two completely opposed answers 
to the question of what is right, confront each other, and 
these answers allow of no mediation and no neutrality (cf. 
the remark about "two-membered antitheses" and "three
membered diagrams" or "constructions" on p. 73). Thus 
what ultimately matters to Schmitt is not the battle against 
liberalism. For that very reason the affirmation of the politi
cal as such is not his last word. His last word is "the order 
of the human things" (95) .  

[34] It is nonetheless true that the polemic  against lib
eralism very often seems to be Schmitt's last word, that he 
very often gets entangled in the polemic against liberalism, 
and that he thus gets diverted from his real intention and 
is detained on the level staked out by liberalism. This 
entanglement is no accidental failure but the necessary re
sult of the principle that "all concepts of the spiritual 
sphere . . .  are to be understood only in terms of concrete 
political existence" (84), and that "all political concepts, 
ideas, and words" have "a polemical meaning" (3 1 ). In con
creto Schmitt violates this principle, which itself is entirely 
bound to liberal presuppositions, by opposing his unpolem
ical concept of the state of nature to Hobbes's polemical 
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concept of the state of nature; and he fundamentally rejects 
this principle by expecting to gain the order of human 
things from a "pure and whole knowledge" (95). For a pure 
and whole knowledge is never, unless by accident, polemi
cal; and a pure and whole knowledge cannot be gained 
"from concrete political existence," from the situation of 
the age, but only by means of a return to the origin, to 
"undamaged, noncorrupt nature" (93). 

(35 )  We said [par. 14 above] that Schmitt undertakes 
the critique of liberalism in a liberal world; and we meant 
thereby that his critique of liberalism occurs in the horizon 
of liberalism; his unliberal tendency is restrained by the 
still unvanquished "systematics of liberal thought." The 
critique introduced by Schmitt against liberalism can there
fore be completed only if one succeeds in gaining a horizon 
beyond liberalism. In such a horizon Hobbes completed 
the foundation of liberalism. A radical critique of liberalism 
is thus possible only on the basis of an adequate under
standing of Hobbes. To show what can be learned from 
Schmitt in order to achieve that urgent task was therefore 
the principal intention of our notes. 
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Introduction, and Notes by George Schwab; with Com
ments on Schmitt's Essay by Leo Strauss (New Brunswick, 
NJ, 1976), pp. 81- 105 .  

My edition fol lows the first printing of 1932 in  all details. 
Only printing errors were corrected. Deviations in Strauss's 
citations from the wording in Schmitt's text have been re
tained, unfootnoted (gleichwertig [equivalent] instead of 
gleichartig [homogeneous] in paragraphs 7 and 9; moralisch 
anspruchsvolle Entscheidung [morally demanding decision] 
instead of anspruchsvolle moralische Entscheidung [demanding 
moral decision] in paragraph 26; nicht kontrollierbare [ un
monitorable] instead of nichtkontrollierte [ unmonitored] in 
paragraph 3 1 ). On the other hand, all page references to 
the 1932 text of the Concept of the Political have been re
placed by those of the 1963 reprint to enable the reader to 
locate without difficulty the passages Strauss cites and to 
pursue the references that he provides. For ease of citation, 
the paragraphs of the Strauss essay have been numbered. 
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THREE LETTERS TO CARL SCHMITT 





I 

Letter One 

Dear Professor Schmitt: 

Hohenzollernkorso 1 1  
Berlin-N eu tern pelhof 
March 13, 1932 

The secretarial office of the Rockefeller Foundation 
has now informed me that the Foundation's German 
Committee has recommended me to the Paris Central Of
fice in the way I had wished. The final confirmation is ex
pected in mid-May. Given that this confirmation has, as I 
hear, yet to be withheld in any instance, I can now pre
sumably count on being sent to Paris in the autumn of 
this year. 

I cannot let the occasion of this communication pass 
without assuring you once again of my most heartfelt 
thanks for your support of my application. But it is not 
only this help in an outward matter, albeit of nearly vital 
importance, that compels my gratitude to you. Allow me, 
Professor, to submit that the interest that you have 
shown in my studies of Hobbes represents the most hon
orable and obliging corroboration of my scholarly work 
that has ever been bestowed upon me and that I could 
ever dream of. 

Respectfully yours, 
Leo Strauss 



Letter Two 

Dear Professor Schmitt: 

Hohenzollernkorso 1 1  
Berlin-Neutempelhof 
September 4, 1932 

I have reflected once again in the past few days on the 
ideas you have expressed in your Concept of the Political 
and also on my objections, which have in the meantime 
been published in the Archiv fur Sozialwissenschaft. In the 
course of those reflections, two points have occurred to 
me that I would like to report to you by letter because I 
can no longer present them in my review. 

As far as I have seen from various conversations about 
your book, your thesis is particularly subject to misunder
standings because you occasionally express yourself more 
or less as follows: political opposition is the highest de
gree of intensity of all possible group oppositions. These 
formulations invite the misunderstanding that the politi
cal always presupposes the prior existence of human op
positions that in themselves have an unpolitical character, 
in other words that the political is something subsequent 
or supplementary. But if I have correctly understood your 
opinion-admittedly taken more from an oral exchange 
than from your text-it leads precisely to the conclusion 
that there is a primary tendency in human nature to form 
exclusive groups. 

In attempting to analyze your text more thoroughly, 
one gets the impression that the polemic against the 
Left, a polemic that at first glance appears completely 
unified, collapses into two incompatible or at least hetero
geneous lines of thought. The opposition between Left 
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and Right i s  presented ( 1 )  as the opposition between in
ternationalist pacifism and bellicose nationalism and (2) 
as the opposition between anarchistic and authoritarian so
ciety. No proof is needed to show that in themselves these 
two oppositions do not coincide. In my review I have ex
plained why the second opposition (anarchy versus author
ity) appears to me to be the more radical and,  in the final 
judgment, the only opposition that comes into consider
ation. But it goes without saying that one cannot rest 
easy with the foregoing observation. After all, the coinci
dence, at first merely empirical, of bellicose nationalism 
and sympathy for authoritarian order can hardly be 
wholly accidental. Does it accord with your understand
ing to explain the connection between "authoritarianism" 
and "nationalism" -allow me for now these abbrevia
tions-as follows: The ultimate foundation of the Right 
is the principle of the natural evil of man; because man 
is by nature evil, he therefore needs dominion. But domin
ion can be established, that is, men can be unified, only 
in a unity against-against other men. Every association 
of men is necessarily a separation from other men. The ten
dency to separate (and therewith the grouping of human
ity into friends and enemies) is given with human nature; 
it is in this sense destiny, period. But the political thus 
understood is not the constitutive principle of the state, 
of "order," but only the condition of the state. Now this 
relationship of rank between the political and the state 
does not emerge sufficiently, I believe, in your text. 
Your statement "The concept of the state presupposes 
the concept of the political" is ambiguous: "presupposi
tion" can mean constitutive principle or condition. In the 
first sense the statement can hardly be maintained, as the 
etymology (political-polis) already proves. The reviewer 
of your text probably meant to make this objection in the 
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Rhein-Mainische Volkszeitung (July 5) ,  when he charged you 
with "sociologism." 

I close with the request that you take note of this sup
plement to my review with the same forbearance you 
show with respect to the review itself. 

Respectfully yours, 
Leo Strauss 



Letter Three 

Dear Professor Schmitt: 

4 rue du Pare de Montsouris 
Paris ( 14e) 
July 10, 1933 

First [ I ]  would like to inform you that the Rockefeller 
Fellowship, which I essentially owe to your evaluation 
of the first part (submitted to you) of my studies on 
Hobbes, has now been awarded to me for a second year. 
I intend to study here for another semester and to go to 
England in the early part of next year. 

Next I would like to respectfully request of you a 
piece of information. You related to me on one occasion 
that Professor Friedrich (of Harvard University) had in
formed you of a plan to prepare a critical edition of the 
works of Hobbes. I would be very interested in collabo
rating on that edition. I have sufficient experience in the 
technical aspects of editing, and, moreover, I will cer
tainly have the opportunity during my stay in England to 
familiarize myself with the Hobbes manuscripts. I would 
be very obliged to you if you could let me know at your 
convenience what the chances are that the edition of 
Hobbes's works-I do not even know if all his writings 
or only the political writings would be involved-will ma
terialize, and, further, whether you would be prepared to 
support my participation in this edition. 

As for "Paris," I can scarcely report anything to you 
with which you would not already be familiar. Of the lo
cal scholars the Arabist Massignon and Andre Siegfried 
have made the strongest impression on me. Philosophy 
here is still, on the whole, at the prewar stage; the trea-
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tises are in general, that is, on the average, more solid 
than in Germany, which probably has something to do 
with better humanistic education, on the average, in this 
country. 

Meanwhile I have been somewhat occupied with Maur
ras. The parallels to Hobbes-one can probably not 
speak of dependence-are striking. I would be very glad 
if I could speak to him. Would you be in a position and 
willing to write me a few lines by way of an introduction 
to him? I should be deeply indebted to you if you could 
do so. 

Assuring you once again of my sincere thanks for the 
support that you have given me, I remain 

Respectfully yours, 
Leo Strauss 



Ed i t o r i a l  No t e  

Letters I and III are in Leo Strauss's handwriting; letter II 
is typewritten and signed by Strauss. The originals are in 
the Nordrhein-Westfalisches Hauptstaatsarchiv Dussel
dorf. Strauss kept a carbon copy of letter II, which today is 
part of the Leo Strauss Papers of the University of Chicago 
Library. I thank Professor Joseph Cropsey, literary execu
tor of the estate of Leo Strauss, and Professor Joseph Kai
ser, literary executor of the estate of Carl Schmitt, for per
mission to publish the letters. I include the adviser of the 
Carl Schmitt Archiv in Dusseldorf, Dr. Eberhard Freiherr 
von Medem, in my thanks for the cooperation that these 
helpful gentlemen have extended to me in my investiga
tions. 

No letters from Schmitt to Strauss could be discovered 
either in Chicago or in Dusseldorf. Schmitt apparently 
never answered the two questions that Strauss directed to 
him on July 10, 1933. On October 9, 1933, Strauss remarks 
in a letter to his friend Jacob Klein, who at that time still 
lived in Germany: "Do you know that Carl Schmitt . . .  
and . . .  no longer answer letters? Is that generally the case 
now?" Klein answers on October 12 ,  1933: "Whether C.  
Schm. can answer at  all i s  the question! I regard his present 
position as absolutely impossible. I do not know if you 
have the picture. Regarding that, too, I will write in my 
next letter, which I will not send via Germany."  On Octo
ber 2 1 ,  Klein once more speaks of Schmitt: "Regarding 
C. S . ,  it can be said that he is joining the crowd in an 
inexcusable way. In the official position he now holds, no 
doubt he cannot very well answer . . .  And I would certainly 
not write to him again."  Karl Lowith writes Strauss on 
December 6, 1933, from Marburg (the Jetter from Strauss 
to which Lowith refers is not extant): "Dr. [Werner] 
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Becker [a  student of Schmitt's and author of a dissertation 
on Hobbes], to whom I spoke today, regards it as out of 
the question that Schmitt-despite his anti-Semitism in 
principle-has not answered you for that reason . . . but ( 1 )  
he  has an enormous amount of  work to do  as Staatsrat and 
(2) Becker says that Schmitt also would know of no English 
Hobbes scholar to whom one could be recommended." 

Schmitt kept the letters from Strauss not among his gen
eral correspondence but in a special folder with the inscrip
tion "On the Concept of the Political 3 Important Pieces of 
Correspondence: 1 .  Leo Strauss [ 1929-] 1932-34, 2. Alex
andre Kojeve ( 1955), 3. Joachim Schickel [ 1970] 1968-70."  
(The dates "1929" and "1970" were corrected by hand 
by Schmitt. This information was provided by Dr. von 
Medem. ) Schmitt showed the letters to various visitors and 
apprised me of them several months before his death. By 
his account, Strauss was still writing to Schmitt "from En
gland in 1934. " So far, according to Dr. von Medem, no 
letter from England, where Strauss was living in 1934, can 
be found among Schmitt's literary remains. If there was a 
1934 letter from Strauss-if Schmitt's memory was correct 
and the inscription on the folder was not based on a mere 
oversight-it is very likely that Strauss expressed criticism 
in that letter. On October 10, 1934, he writes to Jacob 
Klein in Berlin: "Have you seen Carl Schmitt's last pam
phlet [clearly meaning Uber die drei Arten des rechtswis
senschaftlichen Denkens ] ?  He is now against the decisionism 
of Hobbes and for 'thinking in terms of order' on the basis 
of the arguments in my review, which of course he does 
not cite. I will perhaps inform Koellreutter about that." 
Klein answers on October 13,  1934: "I urgently advise you 
not to correspond with Koellreutter about that. Here there 
is only one thing: absolute silence. "  In a letter to E .  I. J.  
Rosenthal (May 10, 1935), Strauss concedes that Schmitt, 
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because he "meanwhile had become a National Socialist," 
could "adduce the mitigating circumstance that after all 
he could not possibly allow himself to acknowledge his 
dependence on a Jew. " (Dr. George Elliott Tucker, gen
eral editor of the Independent Journal of Philosophy, Paris, 
afforded me access to the letters to Jacob Klein. The other 
letters are in the Department of Special Collections, the 
University of Chicago Library, Leo Strauss Papers, Box 2, 
Folder 6; Box 2, Folder 1 1 ;  and Box 4, Folder 16 . )  





TRANS LATOR'S NOTES 

(designated in the text by "TN 1 ,  TN2," etc.) 

1 .  Ernstfa/1 does not allow of any altogether felicitous translation. The 
noun Ernst means seriousness. Ernstfa/1 refers to a state of emergency 
in which everything important is at stake, a matter of life and death. In 
this translation, Ernstfall is always rendered by "the dire emergency. " 
The emergency can be a military emergency or a civil war but can 
also be an individual's dire emergency, quite apart from the state or 
community. 

2. The infamous Reiclzsstattlzaltergesetz provided each of the German 
states (Lander) with standing representatives of the central government 
in Berlin. By means of this law the National Socialists intended to 
strengthen the central power of the state and to compel strict toeing of 
the party line throughout Germany. 

3. The German for "figure" is Gestalt. "Form," which we sometimes 
use, would make for a smoother translation here, but Schmitt's use of 
Gestalt in a cenain context is sometimes intentionally eccentric. Cf. 
especially "The enemy is our own question as a figure" in n. 103 above. 

4. "In point of fact, the end of human Time or History-that is, 
the definitive annihilation· of Man properly so-called or of the free and 
historical Individual-means quite simply the cessation of Action in the 
full sense of the term. Practically, this means: the disappearance of wars 
and bloody revolutions. And also the disappearance of Plzilosop!ty; for 
since Man himself no longer changes essentially, there is no longer 
any reason to change the (true) principles which are at the basis of his 
[knowledge] of the World and of himself. But all the rest can be pre
served indefinitely; an, love, play, etc. , etc. ; in short, everything that 
makes Man happy. " English text taken from the second edition of the 
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James H. Nichols Jr. translation, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel (Ith
aca and London: Cornell  University Press, 1980), p. 1 59. 

5. 'Leib'haftigkeit. Depending on the context, der Leibhaftige can be 
another name for the Devil. 

6. In order to make sense of this curious expression, it helps to know 
that the source is Max Stirner, a spokesman for nihilism: "lch hab' Mein 
Sach' auf Nichts gestellt. " (Der Einzige und sein Eigentum [Leipzig, 1845], 
opening sentence.)  

7. "Disdain" here translates Verachtung, and the etymologically re
lated "do not deign to notice" translates achten nicht. 



INDEX 

Adams, Paul 64 
Alfarabi, Abu Nasr 87 n. 1 12 
Augustinus, Aurelius 46, 82 n. 102 

Bacon, Francis 35, 97, 100 
Baeumler, Alfred 63 

Bakunin, Mikhail 75, 76 n. 91 ,  78 

Baudelaire, Charles 65 n. 73 
Bauer, Bruno 68, 81 n. 101  

Becker, Werner 130 

Bonald, Louis de 52, 53 

Bossuet, Jacques Benigne 52 

Burckhardt, Jacob 58 
Byron, George Gordon Noel 65 n. 73 

Cassirer, Ernst 9 n. 1 1  

Collingwood, Robin George 83 
Constant, Benjamin 74 
Croce, Benedetto 83 

Cromwell, Oliver 28 

Daubler, Theodor 82 n. 103 
Disraeli, Benjamin 81 n. 101 
Donoso Cortes, juan Maria de Ia Sa

lud 28 n. 30, 52, 53, 77 n. 92, 1 17 

Fabricius, C. 107 
Feuchtwanger, Ludwig 8 n. 7 

Friedrich, Carl Joachim 134 

Goring, Hermann 9 n. 9 
Guevara, Ernesto "Che" 26 n. 27 

Hamann, johann Georg 43 n. 40 
Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich 38, 

45, 65 n. 73 
Heidegger, Martin 1 1 ,  86 n. 1 10 

Heraclitus 63, 66 n. 74 
Hobbes, Thomas 9 n. 9, 17 ,  30 n. 

32, 32-38, 40 n. 40, 57, 58, 61-62 
n. 64, 85, 98- 103, 108, 109-1 10, 
1 15, 1 18- 1 1 9, 123, 127- 1 28 

Jiinger, Ernst 64-65, 66 n. 74 

Kant, Immanuel 43 n. 40 

Klein, jacob 129- 131 
Koellremter, Otto 130 
Kojeve, Alexandre 8 n. 8, 1 1 ,  45 n. 

43, 86 n. 1 1 1 , 130 

Lenin, Vladimir I .  7 n. 6, 28 
Liiwith, Karl 7-8 n. 6, 24 n. 25, 61  

n. 64, 129 

Lukacs, Georg 7 n. 6 

Machiavelli, Niccolo 28, 108 

Maistre, joseph de 52, 53 
Marx, Karl 7 n. 6, 74, 78 

Massignon, Louis 1 27 

.. 



136 I I N D EX 

Maurras, Charles 1 28 

Mazzini, Giuseppe 75,  76 n. 9 1  

Mintz, Samuel I .  6 2  n.  64 

Moses 49 

Napoleon 73 

Natorp, Paul 1 2, ')4 

Nietzsche, Friedrich 47, 58, 63, 65, 

86 n. 1 10 

Oppenheimer, Franz 8 n. 6 

Plato 3, 87 n. 1 1 2, 1 14 

Plessner, Helmuth 58 

Pufendorff, Samuel 58 n. 60, 1 09 

Pyrrhus 107 

Rathenau, Walther 73 

Rosenthal, E. I .  J .  1 30 

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques 49 n. 50 

Schickel, Joachim 7 1  n. 83, 130 

Seilliere, E rnest de 52, 53 

Siegfried, Andre 1 27 

Socrates 85-86, 87 n. 1 1 2  

Spinoza, Benedictus de 7 n. 5, 8 n. 
7 ,  30 n. 32, 58 n .  60, 1 09 

Stahl, Friedrich Julius 7 n. 6, 52 n. 

53 

Troeltsch, Ernst 52, 53 

Virgil 65 n. 70 

Wei ss,  Konrad 82 n. 1 04 




	Cover
	Front
	Copyright
	Dedication
	Contents
	Translator's Acknowledgments
	Foreword
	Preface to the American Edition
	Preface to the German Edition
	Carl Schmitt and Leo Strauss The Hidden Dialogue
	LEO STRAUSS Notes on Carl Schmitt,The Concept of the Political
	Editorial Note
	LEO STRAUSS Three Letters to Carl Schmitt
	Editorial Note
	Translator's Notes
	Index

