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Kapitel 1

Einleitung

1.1 Vorwort

Die in diesem Band erstmals verdffentlichte Schrift Hans Kelsens unter dem
Titel ,,A New Science of Politics* ist eine ausfiihrliche und sehr kritische
Auseinandersetzung mit Eric Voegelins ,,New Science of Politics®“. Hans
Kelsen hat diese Schrift bereits 1954, also unmittelbar nach dem Erschei-
nen von Voegelins Werk verfasst, lie} sie aber aus verschiedenen Griinden,
auf die im Nachwort eingegangen wird, unveroffentlicht.

Eine Herausgabe dieser Schrift schien mir sinnvoll, um nicht zu sagen ge-
boten, weil das neuerwachte Interesse, dessen sich Eric Voegelin in jiingster
Zeit erfreut, sich zwar in einer immer umfangreicher werdenden Sekundér-
literatur niederschlidgt aber bisher noch wenig zu einer kritischen Auseinan-
dersetzung mit Voegelin gefiihrt hat. Es scheint, dass Voegelin von seinen
Kritikern ignoriert wird, und von denen, die ihn nicht ignorieren, nur selten
kritisiert wird. Eine Ausnahme bildet Hans Kelsen, der Voegelin mit seiner
Rezension der ,,Neuen Wissenschaft der Politik* eine eingehende Kritik auf
hohem argumentativen Niveau gewidmet hat. Grund genug hatte er dazu,
greift Voegelin in seiner ,,Neuen Wissenschaft der Politik* doch nicht nur
bestimmte wissenschaftliche und politische Positionen an, sondern das Pro-
jekt einer rationalen, wertfreien und weltanschaungsunabhédngigen Gesell-
schaftswissenschaft tiberhaupt, also einer Art von Wissenschaft, die Hans
Kelsen, der sich selbst als Positivist einordnete, zutiefst am Herzen lag.

Die ethisch-politische Frage, um die es in dieser Diskussion ebenfalls
geht, ob eine von religiosen Anspriichen befreite politische Ordnung mog-
lich und wiinschenswert ist, wurde in der Geistesgeschichte unter anderem
Titel und von anderen Protagonisten freilich schon 6fter durchgespielt, zum
Beispiel in der Diskussion um Carl Schmitts ,,Politische Theologie*. Den-
noch lohnt sich die Auseinandersetzung mit Voegelins Variante einer Politi-
schen Theologie und ihren Kritikern. Denn zum einen hat Voegelin, der — an-
ders als der ehemalige Nazi Carl Schmitt — nicht moralisch diskreditiert ist,
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eine, trotz autoritdrer Ziige, sehr viel demokratiefdhigere Variante von Po-
litischer Theologie entworfen, wie sie heutigen Sympathisanten mit diesem
Konzept eher vertretbar erscheinen konnte. Zum anderen werden derartige
Fragen im Grunde niemals gédnzlich erledigt, und erst recht im interkultu-
rellen Dialog ist zu erwarten, dass uns die religiose Politikbegriindung in
Zukunft auch weiterhin begegnet.

Der Kommentar zur Diskussion zwischen Kelsen und Voegelin iiber Voe-
gelins ,,Neue Wissenschaft der Politik* soll jedoch dem Nachwort vorbehal-
ten bleiben. Hier mochte ich es nicht versdaumen einigen Menschen zu dan-
ken, die auf verschiedene Weise dazu beigetragen haben, dass dieses Buch
erscheinen konnte. An erster Stelle habe ich Professor Dietmar Herz von
der Universitdt Erfurt zu danken. Professor Herz hat mich auf das Manu-
skript von Hans Kelsen aufmerksam gemacht und diese Veroffentlichung
tiberhaupt erst angeregt. Weiterhin mochte ich Josephine Hage danken, die
mir beim Korrekturlesen und Vergleichen des Textes mit der Manuskript-
kopie geholfen hat. AuBBerdem bin ich Dr. Till Kinzel sehr dankbar dafiir,
dass er mich auf eine Reihe von Druckfehlern in der ersten Auflage auf-
merksam gemacht hat. Danken mochte ich auch Professor Peter J. Opitz
vom Eric Voegelin Archiv in Miinchen, der mir einige wertvolle Hinweise
zu Eric Voegelins ,,Neuer Wissenschaft der Politik* und ihrer Entstehungs-
geschichte gegeben hat. Professor Opitz vertritt zu Eric Voegelins ,,Neuer
Wissenschaft der Politik* freilich eine ganz andere Meinung, als sie in Hans
Kelsens Rezension und im Nachwort zu diesem Band ausgedriickt ist. Fiir
eine andere Lesart von Voegelins Text und all denjenigen, die tiefer in diese
Materie eindringen wollen, empfehle ich daher Peter Opitz’ Nachwort zur
Neuausgabe von 2004 der ,,Neuen Wissenschaft der Politik* von Eric Veo-
gelin. SchlieBlich mochte ich natiirlich dem Hans Kelsen Insitut in Wien fiir
die Genehmigung zur Verdffentlichung des Manuskripts danken.

Eckhart Arnold, Diisseldorf 2004



1.2 Zur Textgestalt

Das Manuskript von Hans Kelsens Voegelin-Rezension liegt in Form eines
125-seitigen Typoskripts mit handschriftlichen Korrekturen vor. Das Origi-
nal des Manuskripts liegt im Hans Kelsen Insitut in Wien. Ein Kopie befindet
sich im Eric Voegelin Archiv in Miinchen. Bei der Ubertragung des Manu-
skriptes wurde grof3ter Wert auf Texttreue gelegt, d.h. der Text wurde bis auf
die weiter unten aufgezihlten wenigen Anderungen eins zu eins iibertragen,
wobei die handschriftlichen Streichungen und Korrekturen jedoch beriick-
sichtigt wurden. Hervorhebungen im Text, die Kelsen stets durch Unterstrei-
chungen markiert hat, wurden durch Kursivschrift wiedergegeben. Ansons-
ten wurden lediglich die FuBnoten im Text — abweichend vom Manuskript
— mit einer durchgehenden Nummerierung versehen. Die Kapiteliiberschrif-
ten und auch die Nummerierung der Teilkapitel wurden hingegen aus dem
Manuskript ibernommen.

Das Original des Textes wurde von Hans Kelsen in englischer Sprache
verfasst. Auf eine Ubersetzung ins Deutsche wurde verzichtet, da die Kennt-
nis des Englischen im deutschen Sprachraum so weit verbreitet ist, dass
die Zuginglichkeit des Textes fiir deutschsprachige Leser dadurch kaum er-
schwert wird, wihrend umgekehrt sehr viel mehr Leser den englischen Ori-
ginaltext verstehen konnen als eine deutsche Ubersetzung.

An folgenden Stellen wurden Anderungen am Text Kelsens vorgenom-
men. Die Notwendigkeit zu diesen Anderungen ergab sich daraus, dass das
Manuskript an den entsprechenden Stellen unvollstindig oder syntaktisch
fehlerhaft war:

1. Auf Seite 15 wurde in FuBBnote 12 das Wort ,,philosophy* zwischen
,wAristotle’s” und ,,justice* eingefiigt. Im Manuskript ist das Wort ,,phi-
losophy* ohne genaue Zuordnung am unteren Rand vermerkt.

2. Auf Seite 72 wurde der Text der FuBlnote 187 durch einen Verweis auf
die im Text erorterte Textstelle eines Buches von Hendrik Berkhof er-
setzt, da aus dem sachlichen Zusammenhang heraus zu vermuten ist,
dass Hans Kelsen an dieser Stelle auf Berkhof verweisen wollte. Im
Manuskript ist diese FuBnote unvollstindig und lautet ,,Cf Supra, p. ...“.

3. Auf Seite 99 konnte die Position des Satzes ,,The split into two worlds
is the result of the Russian revolution but was not at all the result of
the “gnostic” Puritan revolution.* nur aus dem Textzusammenhang er-
mittelt werden. Im Manuskript ist der Satz ohne genaue Angabe der
Position einige Zeilen weiter unten nachtriglich am Rand angebracht
worden. Der Zusammenhang legt jedoch nahe, dass dieser Satz weiter
oben eingefiigt werden muss.
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Kapitel 2

Hans Kelsen: A New Science of Politics

2.1 A Crusade against Positivism

It is an undeniable fact that the extraordinary progress science has achieved
in modern times is, in the first place, the result of its emancipation from the
bonds in which theology had held it during the Middle Ages. The principle
of truthfully describing reality and explaining it on a strictly empirical basis,
without having recourse to theology or any other metaphysical speculation,
is called positivism. It is another fact that a positivistic social science is not in
a position to justify an established social order as the realization of absolute
values. For it can evaluate a social institution only as a means appropriate to
achieve a presupposed end, but inappropriate if another end is presupposed.
That is to say, it can evaluate a social institution only conditionally, or, what
amounts to the same, it can attribute to it only a relative value, “value” —
positive or negative — meaning the relationship of a means to an end. This is
a relationship of cause and effect, and can be ascertained in a scientific way
on the basis of human experience. Consequently, a positivistic social science
cannot evaluate an end which is not itself a means for another end, but an
ultimate end. It cannot evaluate a social institution unconditionally, or, what
amounts to the same, it cannot attribute to it an absolute value. The abso-
lute in general, and absolute values in particular, belong to a transcendental
sphere which is beyond scientific experience, the field of theology and other
metaphysical speculations. Hence scientific positivism goes hand in hand
with relativism.

When the foundations of the established social order are shaken by wars
and revolutionary movements and the need for an absolute, not merely rel-
ative, justification of that order becomes urgent, religion, and with religion
theology and other metaphysical speculations are brought to the front of in-
tellectual life and become ideological instruments of politics. In view of the
great importance science assumes in modern society, the — always existing
but in periods of social equilibrium repressed — tendency of using social sci-
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ence for the same purpose increases. And this tendency manifests itself in a
passionate opposition against relativistic positivism and the attempt to bring
science again under the sway of theology and other metaphysical specula-
tions.

A characteristic and very serious symptom of this tendency is a recently
published book which has created widespread comment: Eric Voegelin’s
The New Science of Politics.! It undertakes not more and not less than a
complete restoration of political science, which is necessary because — as
Professor Voegelin asserts — this science has been destroyed by positivism.
Voegelin does not underestimate the gigantic import of his enterprise. He
says: “When science is as thoroughly ruined as it was around 1900, the mere
recovery of theoretical craftsmanship is a considerable task, to say nothing
of the amounts of materials that must be reworked in order to reconstruct
the order of relevance in facts and problems.”? In opposition to “destructive
positivism” which shirked its task to “penetrate to a theoretical understand-
ing of the source of order and its validity” that is, the idea of justice, the
new science of politics is to be established with respect to this task on the
basis of “metaphysical speculation and theological symbolization™; that is to
say, placed under the spiritual authority of Plato and Thomas Aquinas, the
main but not the only representatives of this type of thinking.> Voegelin ac-
cuses positivism of having destroyed science, but does not give any approx-
imately clear definition of that school of thought against which he pleads
his grave indictment. The collective term “positivism” in general, and the
term “positivistic” social or political science in particular, comprises many
different types of theoretical systems which have only a negative criterion
in common: the refusal to have recourse to metaphysical — and that implies
religious-theological — speculation. Voegelin seems to be conscious of this
fact, for he speaks of “the variety of positivistic phenomena” and considers it
inappropriate to define positivism “as the doctrine of this or that outstanding
positivistic thinker.”* Hence the decisive trend in his fight against positivism
can be only the reaction against the anti-metaphysical attitude prevailing in
modern social philosophy and science. The emancipation of political sci-
ence from metaphysics and especially from theology does not go back as
far in time as the emancipation of natural science. Until the end of the 18th
century, theology kept political science under its strict control. The doctrine
that the state is a divine institution and the ruler an authority ordained by
God was almost generally accepted. Hence it is not exactly a “new” science

IEric Voegelin, The New Science of Politics. An Introduction. Charles Walgreen Lectures.
The University of Chicago Press, 1952.

Lc.,p. 23.

3L.c., p. 6.

“L.c., pp. 6f.
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of politics at which Voegelin, according to the title of his book, is aiming.
It is a very old one, which has been abandoned because it has been proved
to be a pseudo-science, the instrument of definite political powers. Voegelin
sets forth against positivism as a whole two arguments of a most general
character. Both arguments can easily be rejected. The first is “the destruc-
tion worked by positivism”, due to the assumption that the only scientific
method — which, consequently, is to be applied also by the social sciences —
is the “mathematizing” method successfully applied by the natural sciences.
This argument is utterly wrong. For there is a school of thought of outspo-
ken positivistic, that is anti-metaphysical and anti-theological, social science
which expressly and emphatically distinguishes between the problems of the
social sciences to which the methods of natural science may be applied with
more or less modifications, and the problems to which a wholly different
method must be applied. Since I consider myself as a typical representa-
tive of positivism, I may refer to my essay “Causality and Imputation™, in
which I summarize the results of the methodological doctrine distinguishing
between social sciences applying — as do the natural sciences — the principle
of causality, such as sociology, and social sciences applying a totally differ-
ent principle, that of imputation, social sciences dealing with norms, such
as ethics and jurisprudence. These are the sciences which Voegelin has in
mind when he accuses positivistic social science of destructive effects, the
sciences dealing with the problem of right and wrong, of justice and injus-
tice. There can be no doubt that a scholar of such extraordinary knowledge
of literature is not unaware of this school of thought within positivistic social
science.

The second argument set forth against positivism is in truth identical with
the first one, in which it is implied. Positivism, Voegelin asserts, makes the
use of a method the criterion of science, instead of measuring the adequacy
of a method by its usefulness to the purpose of science. He does not make
any attempt at proving this criticism by quoting writers guilty of this error.
He reminds the destructive positivists of the truth that “different objects re-
quire different methods”.® Voegelin certainly knows that nobody else has
insisted on this truth, by stigmatizing the logical fallacy of “syncretism of
methods”, so energetically as the above mentioned positivist, whose main
concern was, and still is, to show that the object of certain social sciences
is totally different from that of the natural sciences, and that consequently a
method other than the one applied by the latter is adequate to the former.’

But he does not stick very consistently to the principle the violation of

3Ethics, Vol. 61 (1950) pp. 1-11.

SL.c., p. 5.

7Cf. Hans Kelsen, “Was ist die Reine Rechtslehre.” In: Demokratie und Rechtsstaat.
Festschrift zum 60. Geburtstag von Prof. Z. Giacometti, Zuerich 1953, S. 147.
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which he lays to the door of positivism: that different objects require differ-
ent methods. He says — as an objection against positivism in social science
— that if we are lead by positivistic social science, “to the notion that so-
cial order is motivated by will to power and fear, we know that we have
lost the essence of the problem somewhere in the course of our inquiry —
however valuable the results may be in clarifying other essential aspects of
social order.”® That a positivistic social science may have valuable results
with respect to essential aspects of social order, is hardly compatible with its
utterly “destructive” character. But it is not this inconsistency which counts
in this connection. Voegelin asserts that by being led to the notion that social
order is motivated by will to power and fear, we have lost the essence of
the problem. Of which problem? The one he mentioned before, namely the
question of “right and wrong, of justice and injustice”: a question to which,
as he suggests, we may find an adequate answer “in the Platonic Agathon, or
the Aristotelian Nous, or the Stoic Logos, or the Thomistic ratio aeterna”
But this question concerns an object wholly different from the object of the
quest on to which destructive positivism answers by referring to the “will to
power and fear.” The one is a problem of value and — as Voegelin’s refer-
ence to Plato shows — the problem of the absolute value; the other a problem
of facts, the motives of human behavior by which social orders are estab-
lished, without regard to the question as to whether these orders do or do
not correspond to the absolute value of justice. It is a positivistic school of
social science that emphasizes the difference between those two problems,
as Voegelin does know very well. For it is just this distinction which he later
makes responsible for the destructive effect of positivistic science which in-
sists on this distinction. It is therefore contrary to the principle according to
which different objects require different methods, that Voegelin reproaches
positivistic science for having lost its problem. The problem he has in mind
is simply a problem different from that at which positivistic social science
is directed by referring to the will to power and fear. Only by confusing
the two problems, he can say, as an argument against positivism, that “the
methods of a psychology of motivations are not adequate for the exploration
of the problem”lo, namely, the problem of absolute justice, which is not the
problem of the positivistic science against which he argues.

It is in particular for the solution of the problem of absolute justice that
Voegelin undertakes his restoration of the social science, destroyed by posi-
tivism. What he suggests is in principle nothing but a return to the metaphys-
ical and theological speculation of Plato, Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas.

8Voegelin, l.c., p. 6.
L.c., p. 6.
0Ibid.
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This 1s rather strange, for it is a “science” which Voegelin intends to restore
and if the history of science shows anything, it is the fact that true science, as
an objective cognition of reality independent from the wish and fear of the
subject of cognition must be separated from metaphysical-theological spec-
ulation, that is to say, from the products of man’s wishful or fearful imagina-
tion of a transcendental sphere lying beyond his sensual apperception con-
trolled by his reason. If only that intellectual attitude had prevailed which
is manifested in the metaphysical-theological speculation of Plato, Aristotle
and Thomas Aquinas, modern science could not have been developed. This
exclusion of metaphysics and theology from science does not mean that the
use of a certain method of cognition is made the criterion of science; it means
that the adequacy of metaphysical-theological speculation is measured by its
usefulness to the purpose of science. That this kind of speculations is not
only useless to the purpose of science but constitutes a serious obstacle to its
progress, is an undeniable fact, shown by the intellectual history of mankind.

It may be argued that the exclusion of metaphysical and theological spec-
ulations from science is justified only as far as natural science is concerned;
that in the field of social science the recourse to metaphysics and theology —
and that means Religion — is admissible and even necessary, because this is
the only way to arrive at a solution of the most important problem of that sci-
ence, the absolute value, implied in the question of what is right and wrong,
that is, the question of justice. And indeed it cannot be denied — as pointed
out — that on the basis of a social science which abstains from such a re-
course no definite answer to the question of justice, excluding any other, can
be reached. However, it can be and has been shown that the innumerable
attempts which have been made from the earliest times of antiquity until
to-day to solve the problem of justice as an absolute value by metaphysical-
religious speculation have completely failed. The results of these specula-
tions are of two types only.!! If the values proclaimed are so substantial that
they can be applied to real social relations, they prove to be principles at the
basis of a positive social order established under definite economic, political
and other cultural conditions of a certain time and a certain space, as, e.g.,
the absolute values maintained by Christian theology.!? If, however, they are
not of this type, they are empty formulae which by their very nature as tran-
scendental truth exclude any definition that could confer on them a content
concrete enough to make them applicable in an unambiguous way to social

'LCf. Kelsen, Was ist Gerechtigkeit?, Wien, 1953.

12Cf. Kelsen, “Die Idee der Gerechtigkeit nach den Lehren der christlichen Theologie.”
Studia philosophiae, Cf. Kelsen, “The Platonic Justice.” Ethics, 48, (1937/38), pp. 3671tf,;
as to Aristotle’s philosophy of justice: Kelsen, “The Metamorphoses of the Idea of Justice.”

Interpretations of Modern Legal Philosophies. Essays in honor of Roscoe Pound. 1947, pp.
390ff.
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reality. Hence they can be, and actually are, used to justify any positive so-
cial system whatever. This is exactly the case with the Platonic Agathon,
the Aristotelian Nous, the Stoic Logos and the Thomistic ratio aeterna, to
which Voegelin wants to lead back political science.

After having attributed the destruction worked by “positivism™ “in the
first place” to the fact that positivistic social science tried to apply the meth-
ods of mathematizing natural sciences to social problems, Voegelin admits
that “a transfer of methods of mathematical physics in any strict sense of the
word to the social sciences has hardly ever been attempted” and declares: “if
positivism should be construed in a strict sense as meaning the development
of social science through the use of mathematizing methods, one might ar-
rive at the conclusion that positivism has never existed.”!> How could a posi-
tivism which — as characterized by Voegelin — never existed, destroy science?
Hence Voegelin must divert his attack from an existing positivistic social sci-
ence to “the intention of making the social sciences ’scientific’ through the
use of methods which as closely as possible resemble the methods employed
in sciences of the external world.”'* If, as Voegelin assumes, this intention
has never been realized — otherwise it would be more than a mere “intention”
— it can hardly have the destructive effect which justifies the heroic attempt
of a restoration of the science of politics. A mere “intention” can have no
effect at all. However, the attempt to approach certain problems of social
science by using methods similar to those applied in natural science, that is
to say, the attempt to find out a causal nexus among social phenomena had
led to quite satisfactory results. To mention only two characteristic exam-
ples: the relationship which exists between economic facts and political and
legal organization, shown by sociologists who follow, with reservations, the
Marxian interpretation of society; and the influence of certain religious ideas
on forms of economics, demonstrated by Max Weber. No objective critique
can deny these achievements.

The use of method as the criterion of science — which, according to
Voegelin is one of the fundamental errors of positivism — “abolishes theo-
retical relevance”. Hence positivistic social science is guilty of the “accu-
mulation of irrelevant knowledge.” This “is the first of the manifestations of
positivism.”!> But this manifestation has nothing to do with positivism. The
accumulation of irrelevant knowledge is not necessarily a characteristic of
an anti-metaphysical or religiously indifferent science. The accumulation of
irrelevant knowledge is avoided by the establishment of a definite criterion
of relevance, by determining a certain point of view from where a distinction

BVoegelin, l.c., p. 4
YL c,p. 7.
SLc., pp- 8,9.
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can be made between relevant and irrelevant facts. This 1s possible without
any recourse to metaphysics or religion or the assumption of a “transcendent
truth”; and Voegelin does not make any attempt to prove the contrary.

But, as a matter of fact, he does not maintain his accusation that the first
manifestation of the destruction of science by positivism is accumulation of
irrelevant knowledge. After having ridiculed “the fantastic accumulation of
irrelevant knowledge through huge ’research projects’ whose most interest-
ing feature is the quantifiable expense that has gone into their production,”
he admits: “Major research enterprises which contain nothing but irrelevant
materials are rare, indeed, if they exist at all. ... Even the staunchest posi-
tivist will find it difficult to write a completely worthless book about Amer-
ican constitutional law as long as with any conscientiousness he follows the
lines of reasoning and precedents indicated by the decisions of the Supreme
Court.’'® This can only mean that in the field of constitutional law — and the
same is true as far as all the other fields of political science are concerned
— the destructive positivism, against which Voegelin is fighting, simply does
not exist.

One of his main objections against this positivism refers even to writings
of which he expressly declares that they operate “on relevant materials”, that
the damage they have done “is not due to an accumulation of worthless ma-
terials”; that they, on the contrary, furnish “reliable informations concerning
facts.”!” How, then, can the accumulations of irrelevant knowledge be the
first manifestation of the destruction of science by positivism? If it is not
the accumulation of irrelevant knowledge, what else is wrong with these
positivists who, in spite of their destructive effect, operate “on relevant ma-
terials” and furnish “reliable informations”? “Their principles of selection
and interpretation had no proper theoretical foundation but derived from the
Zeitgeist, political preferences, or personal idiosyncrasies.”'® How writers
who are biased in this way can furnish “reliable informations concerning
facts,” 1s difficult to understand. Besides, none of the defects referred to:
Zeitgeist, political preferences, personal idiosyncrasies, have anything to do
with positivism. In his choice of a metaphysical assumption or a theological
dogma an anti-positivistic writer may be affected by the Zeitgeist, or political
preferences, or personal idiosyncrasies, just as a positivist in his selection or
interpretation of the material. As to examples of a positivistic social science
built on such improper foundations, Voegelin refers to “the treatises on Plato
which discovered in him a precursor of Neo-Kantian logic or according to
the political fashions of the time, a constitutionalist, a utopian, a socialist, or

160 ¢c., p- 8, 9.
L.c., pp. 9, 10.
8L.c., pp- 9,10.
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a Fascist ...”!” These treatises have been written by authors who belong to the
most different schools and some of them were anything else but “positivists.”
The interpretations of Plato’s political philosophy, which Voegelin rejects,
are possible from a positivistic as well as from a non-positivistic point of
view, and the distinction between a realistic and a utopian or a democratic
and autocratic political doctrine may legitimately be applied to a philoso-
phy which Voegelin considers to be of the utmost importance for our time.
Besides, the fundamental categories of political thought according to which
Plato’s political system is interpreted by allegedly destructive positivists are
taken from Plato himself, whom Voegelin regards as the founder of a polit-
ical science?” to the principles of which we should return. That any of the
interpretations of Plato with which Mr. Voegelin does not agree is the result
of an undue influence of the Zeitgeist, political preferences, or personal id-
iosyncrasies, is an assertion for which Voegelin does not give the slightest
proof.

In the same way, that is without any documentation, he asserts that “his-
tories of political ideas” were “unable to discover much political theory in
the Middle Ages” because they “defined politics in terms of Western con-
stitutionalism.” Voegelin does not specify these histories and does not show
that the historians belonged to the positivistic school of thought; nor does
he indicate which positivists “completely ignored the block of political sec-
tarian movements which culminated in the reformation”?!; which ignorance
can certainly not be attributed to an anti-metaphysical attitude of the histo-
rian. He then jumps, without any sufficient reason, to Gierke’s Genossen-
schaftsrecht, to which he objects that it advocates the “theory of the Re-
alperson,” which is certainly just the opposite of a positivistic doctrine. Af-
ter having thus stigmatized the second manifestation by which “science has
been destroyed”, Voegelin proceeds to the third manifestation. And this
is the queerest argument set forth against destructive positivism. It is “the
development of methodology, especially in the half-century from 1870 to
1920.”2 Voegelin emphasizes that “the movement was distinctly a phase
of positivism” because “the perversion of relevance, through the shift from
theory to method, was the very principle by which it lived.” But, at the
same time he admits: “it was instrumental in overcoming positivism.” And
how did destructive positivism “overcome” positivism and thus perform a
highly constructive function? By insisting on methodological clarification it
achieved just that understanding the lack of which Voegelin declared as one

PL.c., p. 10.
WL c.,p. 1.

2., p. 10.
221,c., p. 10.



19

of the “two fundamental assumptions” of “the destruction worked by posi-
tivism:” the understanding of the “specific adequacy of different methods for
different sciences.”?® If positivism is at the same time destructive and con-
structive, lacking and gaining the understanding the new science of politics
considers as essential, this science is fighting against an imaginary oppo-
nent. As representatives of the destructive positivism Voegelin denounces
two of the most prominent philosophers of the 20th century: Husserl and
Cassirer. But at the same time he recognizes that their works constitute “im-
portant steps towards the restoration of theoretical relevance.” Nevertheless
he maintains, precisely in this connection, his accusation of destruction of
science, although he concedes that “the movement as a whole, therefore, is
far too complex to admit of generalizations ...” Yet it is just the movement
as a whole which Voegelin accuses of having destructed science.

The destruction of science by positivism is — according to Voegelin — due
above all to its “attempt at making political science (and the social sciences
in general) ’objective’ through methodologically rigorous exclusion of all
*value-judgments’.”?* But, on the other hand, he admits that this attempt did
“awaken the consciousness of critical standards” and “insofar as the attack
on value-judgments was an attack on uncritical opinion under the guise of
political science, it had the wholesome effect of theoretical purification.”?
How an intellectual attempt can have the effect of “theoretical purification”
and at the same time that of a destruction of science, is difficult to under-
stand. Whatever the effect of this attempt might be, it presupposes the dis-
tinction between objective, i.e. verifiable propositions concerning facts and
judgments concerning values which, by their very nature, are subjective and
hence not scientific. This distinction, Voegelin asserts, is an error due to the
fact that the positivistic thinkers “did not master the classic Christian sci-
ence of man. For neither classic nor Christian ethics and politics contain
’value-judgments’ but elaborate, empirically and critically, the problems of
order which derive from philosophical anthropology as part of a general on-
tology. Only when ontology as a science was lost, and when consequently
ethics and politics could no longer be understood as sciences of the order in
which human nature reaches its maximal actualization, was it possible for
this realm of knowledge to become suspect as a field of subjective, uncritical
opinion.”2°

The statement that positivistic social science excludes “all” value judg-
ments is a gross misinterpretation of the theory concerned. The term “value
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judgment” has — as positivistic writers have pointed out — many meanings.
A judgment which most frequently is characterized as a value judgment is
the proposition that something is an appropriate means for the realization
of a presupposed end. Since the relationship of means to end, as pointed
out, coincides with the relation of cause and effect, the proposition in ques-
tion is objectively verifiable; and if it is — as usually — considered a value
judgment, no positivist excludes this value judgment from a scientific the-
ory, because of its “subjectivity.” It is a specifically positivistic view that
value judgments concerning appropriate means are a special type of propo-
sitions concerning facts, and that only judgments to the effect that something
ought to be considered as an ultimate end are the value judgments which in
the last analysis are based on emotional factors and for this reason subjec-
tive and hence relative only. Other judgments which usually are charac-
terized as “value judgments” are propositions by which positive legal and
moral orders prescribing a definite human behavior are described in terms
of statements about what ought to be done, and propositions by which con-
formity or non-conformity of actual human behavior with positive law or
morality is ascertained. Propositions of this type are the essence of scientific
jurisprudence and ethics, which have nothing to do with metaphysics or the-
ology. The methodological postulate that scientific jurisprudence and ethics
(including political theory) are to be value-free means only that the descrip-
tion, analysis and explanation of a positive system of law and morality —
and only a positive system of norms, that is, a normative order established
by acts of human beings and, by and large, applied and obeyed, can be the
object of scientific knowledge — should not be influenced by “political pref-
erences or personal idiosyncrasies” of the writer: a principle which — as we
have seen — Voegelin himself maintains in his criticism of positivism. Hence
it is quite astonishing that the same author, who condemns positivism as
destructive because its interpretation of Plato is biased by subjective value
judgments on the part of representatives of this school of thought, rejects the
distinction between objective propositions concerning facts and subjective
value judgments. And even more astonishing is the argument that “neither
classic nor Christian ethics and politics” — that is, the metaphysical specu-
lation of Thomas Aquinas — “contain ’value-judgments’ ”. This is indeed a
metaphysical-theological way to argue. A statement is true if in conformity,
and false if not in conformity with that what is written in Plato’s dialogues or
in the Bible. Even if one places the term value judgment between quotation
marks, one cannot deny that the statement that a certain human behavior is
just or unjust, that is to say, that it ought or ought not to take place, is a value
judgment and as such different from the statement that a certain human be-
havior actually takes place or has taken place; and one cannot deny that the
works of Plato as well as those of Christian ethics and politics are full of
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statements about what is just, that the problem of the value we call justice
is their very center. It is precisely the insufficiency of the answer positivism
can give to the question of justice by which Voegelin justifies his condemna-
tion of this school of thought.?” It is true that the value judgments of classic
and Christian ethics and politics referring to ultimate ends claim to be objec-
tive; but it is just this claim which, examined by a scientific theory of values,
proves to be unfounded.

Voegelin seems to assume that Plato’s mystic philosophy of the good and
the speculations of Christian ethics and politics about divine justice have
nothing to do with value judgments because they have the character of “on-
tology,” that is, cognition of the being. But metaphysical ontology is the
typical way of presenting subjective values as objective truths. This is con-
firmed by Voegelin’s definition of ontology as a science “of the order in
which human nature reaches its maximal actualization.”?® If this phrase has
any meaning at all, it can only refer to a normative order; the statement
that human nature reaches “maximal actualization” can only mean that if
human behavior is in conformity with this order it realizes the highest pos-
sible value; and that means the absolute value. That it 1s the absolute value
Voegelin has in mind - although he does not admit it expressly — when he
appeals to an ontology, based on metaphysics and theology, results from
the fact that he says of the positivistic social science which has “lost” this
ontology: “Neither the most scrupulous care in keeping the concrete work
’value-free’ nor the most conscientious observation of critical method in es-
tablishing facts and causal relations could prevent the sinking of historical
and political sciences into a morass of relativism.”?® It is against relativism —
that is the view according to which only relative values are accessible to hu-
man reason and that, consequently, no scientific decision is possible between
economic security as the ultimate end or highest value of Marxism, and in-
dividual freedom as the ultimate end or highest value of liberalism — it is just
against this philosophy that the “ontology” based on metaphysics and the-
ology is directed. For metaphysical and religious speculations aim by their
very nature at the absolute in general and the absolute value in particular.

It is a characteristic tendency of metaphysical-religious speculation to
efface the difference between reality and value, between the “is” and the
“ought.” For reality is according to the fundamental assumption of such
speculation the realization of the absolute value: the will of a transcendent
authority; which is the assumption that the world is created by God. Only
under this presupposition reality and value coincide, is there — in the last

YLc., p. 6.
BL.c.,p. 12.
2L.c., p. 13.



22

analysis — no difference between “is” and “ought.” Then, and only then,
ontology, the cognition of being, can pretend to be at the same time the
cognition of the absolute value. If ontology, as Voegelin asserts, is a sci-
ence of the order in which human nature reaches its maximal actualization,
the question arises which is the order under which such actualization takes
place? Marxists assert that it is the social order of communism; their oppo-
nents assert that it is the social order of capitalism. Who is right and who
is wrong? Is Voegelin really so naive as to believe that a scientific answer
to this question can be derived from the Platonic Agathon or the Thomistic
ratio aeterna? Although everybody agrees with the ideal of a maximal actu-
alization of human nature — since everybody can interpret this vague formula
according to his fancy — and although the Platonic as well as the Thomistic
formula has long been known, there is still a passionate fight about the right
way to its realization. If there were an answer to this question as demonstra-
ble and convincing as a scientific answer has to be, the great conflict of our
time would disappear, just as there is no conflict with respect to the ques-
tion how to build a steam engine or to treat syphilis. If the new science of
politics is in the possession of the answer, what is it waiting for? The effect
which it would have on the social life of our time would attest its scientific
truth. Until the new science of politics discloses its secret, its appeal to the
Platonic Agathon or the Thomistic ratio aeterna must be considered as idle
talk. It will probably object that the question does not allow an answer as
clear and unambiguous as natural science can give. Then any of the highly
contradictory answers that may be, and actually have been, deduced from
the empty formulae of the Platonic Agathon or the Thomistic ratio aeterna
must be recognized as equally valid. Which means that the metaphysical-
religious speculation leads exactly to the same situation which Voegelin so
critically characterizes as the “morass of relativism.” He thinks that he can
strike a deadly blow at positivism by ascertaining that the exclusion of sub-
jective value judgments, and consequently the rejection of the “whole body
of classic Christian metaphysics ... could result in nothing less than a con-
fession that a science of human and social order did not exist.”*? If Voegelin
understands by a “science of human and social order” the science of social
order “in which human nature reaches its maximal actualization,” that is to
say, the establishment, by science, of a social order guaranteeing the real-
1zation of the absolute value, he need not extort a “confession” that such
science does not exist. That it does not exist is no secret, and the positivistic
science never pretended to be such a science. If it ever existed, it has been
destroyed, as Voegelin again and again asserts, otherwise, he could not ask
for its “restoration.” But as long as this miraculous science of a social order
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in which human nature reaches its maximal actualization is not yet definitely
established — and it seems that the new science of politics has the ambition
to be or to become such a science — Voegelin must not expect that some-
body who has that “consciousness of critical standards” that he considers as
desirable can believe in its existence.

The methodological postulate of value-free description and explanation
of social phenomena is one of the main elements of Max Weber’s positivis-
tic sociology. In order to demonstrate the futility of this postulate, Voegelin
tries to show that, if Weber’s work is not completely without importance, if
it constitutes, in spite of its positivism, at least to a certain extent an “ascent
toward essence™!, it is so because Weber actually — although unintention-
ally and unconsciously — attributes to science the function of determining
values. That means that Weber’s work is self-contradictory. The way in
which Voegelin achieves this result is significant. He states quite correctly:
“A value-free science meant to Weber the exploration of causes and effects,
the construction of ideal types that would permit distinguishing regularities
of institution as well as deviations from them, and especially the construc-
tion of typical causal relations. Such a science would not be in a position
to tell anybody whether he should be an economic liberal or a socialist, a
democratic constitutionalist or a Marxist revolutionary, but it could tell him
what the consequences would be if he tried to translate the values of his
preference into political practice.”>> But then he continues: “On the one
side, there were the ’values’ of political order beyond critical evaluation; on
the other side, there was a science of the structure of social reality that might
be used as technical knowledge by a politician. ... In the intellectual climate
of the methodological debate the ’values’ had to be accepted as unquestion-
able, and the search could not advance to the contemplation of order.” For, as
Voegelin asserts, “a *value-free’ political science is not a science of order.”
By “a science of order” he understands a science establishing a normative or-
der constituting absolute values. Weber’s sociology certainly does not claim
to be the science of an order in which human nature reaches its maximal
actualization, that is to say, the science of a normative order constituting an
absolute value. But a science which — as the sociology of Weber — has for its
object the causal relations in social reality is also a science of order because
it is the order of nature, a causal order according to which such science in-
terprets reality. Voegelin’s identification of “order” with a normative order
of absolute values is unjustified and misleading because it produces the idea
— and this is probably the intention of this identification — that outside of this
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normative order there is no order, but chaos; which, of course, is not true.

It is incorrect and a misleading interpretation of the postulate of a value-
free political science to maintain, as Voegelin does, that from the point of
view of such science the values of a political order are “beyond critical eval-
uation,” that these values have “to be accepted as unquestionable.” A value-
free political science only maintains that the values which a political system
tries to realize cannot be confirmed by science as absolute values. That does
not mean that a critical evaluation of the political system is impossible; it
means only that the recognition of an absolute value is not possible on the
basis of a political “science.” A value-free political science does not exclude
the possibility of scientific judgments concerning the appropriateness of so-
cial measures as means for presupposed ends, that is to say, judgments about
relative values in the sense explained above; it is far from asserting that po-
litical values have to be accepted as unquestionable. Just the contrary is true.
It 1s the “science of order” postulated by Voegelin which insists upon the
unquestionable acceptance of values, because this science pretends to prove
their absolute validity.

Referring to the teaching of political science at universities, Voegelin
states that “the science of Weber” only “supposedly left the political val-
ues of the students untouched, since the values were beyond science.” In
truth, these values are touched, for the political science, in spite of its ten-
dency not to “extend the principles of order” may “have the indirect effect
of inviting the students to revise their values when they realized what unsus-
pected, and perhaps undesired, consequences their political ideas would have
in practice.” And from this Voegelin concludes: “An appeal to judgment
would be possible, and what could be a judgment that resulted in reasoned
preference of value over value be but a value judgment? Were reasoned
value-judgments possible after all?”’3* The answer has to be in the affirma-
tive. “Reasoned value judgments”, that is, value judgments determined by
reason and hence scientific value judgments, are possible, even according to
Weber’s supposedly value-free science.

The situation to which Voegelin refers is that which is correctly described
as conflict of values. It is the consequence of the fact that usually not one
but two or more values are presupposed as ultimate ends, as for instance,
individual freedom and social security, and that the realization of the one
proves to be incompatible with the realization of the other. Then a choice
between these values is necessary, a decision must be made about which one
is preferred to the other.

Science can demonstrate that the means by which a certain end — that
is to say a value — is to be realized are inappropriate for the realization of
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the other value. This judgment is a reasoned judgment in the sense of a
judgment determined by reason, a scientific judgment. For it is a judgment
about the relation of cause and effect, and that means a judgment concerning
facts. But the judgment according to which one value is to be preferred to
another value, is a pure value judgment and it is not at all possible on the ba-
sis of scientific reason, as is the judgment concerning the appropriate means.
Voegelin concludes from the fact that the judgment according to which the
realization of one value is incompatible with the realization of another value
1s a reasoned judgment, that the judgment according to which one value is to
be preferred to another value, too, is a reasoned, that is, scientific judgment.
This is a false conclusion. On the basis of this false conclusion he arrives at
the following thesis, which has considerable significance for his fight against
positivism in general and a value-free political science in particular because
it shows the goal at which this new political science is driving: “The teach-
ing of a value-free science of politics in a university would be a senseless
enterprise unless it were calculated to influence the values of the students by
putting at their disposition an objective knowledge of political reality.”3>

By putting at the disposition of the students an objective knowledge of
political reality it is impossible to influence the values of the students. And
putting at the disposition of the students an objective knowledge of reality is
a highly meaningful enterprise, even if, nay, just because, the choice of the
value is left to the students, that is, just because science does not restrict the
freedom of this choice. If the student realizes that in his choice of political
value, in his decision to support a socialist or a capitalist, a democratic or an
autocratic system, he cannot rely on the authority of science that science has
not and cannot restrict the freedom of his choice, he will become aware of
the fact that he has to make this choice under his own responsibility; which
is a highly moral consequence of the value-free science. It is the fear of this
responsibility that leads to the tendency to shift the responsibility for the po-
litical decision from the subject to an objective authority, to science. And it
1s a misuse of this weakness of the individual if in totalitarian states the uni-
versities have to assume the task of political indoctrination of the students,
or, as Voegelin formulates it: “to influence the values of the students.” Since
this cannot be achieved by an “objective knowledge of political reality,” the
task of influencing the political values of the students can be fulfilled only
by an ideologically distorted knowledge of political reality, that is to say, by
a doctrine, which pretends that just that value which the political power, di-
rectly or indirectly controlling the university, prefers, is immanent in reality,
and hence the only true, the absolute value. That means that the universities
become the instruments of politics, and, where they are under the exclusive
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control of the government, a kind of intellectual police. That is exactly what
the universities of Nazi-Germany and Fascist Italy have been and the uni-
versities of communist Russia still are — in complete conformity with the
principle “to influence the values of the students.”

Voegelin does not content himself to ascertain the regrettable fact that
Max Weber did not “take the decisive step toward a science of order”?%; he
has the ambition to explain why Weber was unable of such an achievement;
which amounts to the rather naive question why Weber remained a positivist
and did not turn to metaphysics. Among the many astonishing statements,
he makes in his fight against positivism, his answer to this question deserves
particular notice. Although he must admit that the amount of material We-
ber mustered in his sociology of religion, “is indeed awe-inspiring,” Voegelin
considers himself competent to ascertain a gap in Weber’s knowledge, “a sci-
entific omission,”?” as he puts it. If Weber had filled this gap, he would have
taken “the decisive step toward a science of order,”38 that is to say, he had
become a metaphysician. This, it is true, Voegelin does not say directly, but
it is implied in his following statements. He says immediately after blam-
ing Weber for his omission: “Weber’s readiness to introduce verities about
order as historical facts stopped short of Greek and medieval metaphysics.
In order to degrade the politics of Plato, Aristotle, or St. Thomas to the rank
of ’values’ among others, a conscientious scholar would first have to show
that their claim to be science was unfounded.”> With the same right one
could say that a conscientious scholar who, like Voegelin, summons politi-
cal science to return to the speculations of metaphysicians, has first to show
that the claim of metaphysics to be science is founded, which, of course,
he is far from doing. He only asserts that the “attempt [to show that the
metaphysical speculations of Plato, Aristotle and Thomas are not science,] is
self-defeating. By the time the would-be critic has penetrated the meaning of
metaphysical speculation with sufficient thoroughness to make his criticism
weighty, he will have become a metaphysician himself.” That implies that
Weber would have become a metaphysician if he had penetrated the mean-
ing of metaphysics. Voegelin continues: “The attack on metaphysics can be
undertaken with a good conscience only from the safe distance of imperfect
knowledge.” That means: the only reason for not being a metaphysician is
imperfect knowledge of metaphysics. This statement, if made without prov-
ing that all positivists had only imperfect knowledge of metaphysics — and
such proof is of course impossible — has no more weight than the statement
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that the only reason for not being a positivist is imperfect knowledge of pos-
itivism.

Now, what is the gap which Voegelin discovered in Max Weber’s awe-
inspiring knowledge of the various religions, the omission which prevented
this positivist from becoming a metaphysician? Lo and behold, the knowl-
edge “of pre-Reformatic Christianity””* Voegelin has no right to main-
tain that Weber was ignorant of medieval Christianity the wisdom of which
is concentrated in the work of Thomas Aquinas: For his only sole argu-
ment could be the fact that Weber did not take into particular considera-
tion pre-Reformation Christianity, which might have many other reasons.
Besides, the metaphysics of medieval Christianity is not so different from
classic and other Christian metaphysics — Thomas Aquinas’ metaphysics is
essentially influenced by Aristotle’s speculations — that knowledge of clas-
sic metaphysics or metaphysics of post-medieval Christianity could not have
the same effect of converting a positivist into a metaphysician. It seems
that Voegelin anticipated this objection; for he reproaches Weber not only
with ignorance of pre-Reformation Christianity but also with the above-
mentioned lack of knowledge of Greek metaphysics. Voegelin seriously
maintains that Weber has not “seriously occupied himself with Greek phi-
losophy.”*! To maintain that Weber was a positivist because he had no suf-
ficient knowledge of pre-Reformation Christianity and of Plato’s and Aris-
totle’s metaphysics is an inadmissible statement, not only because it cannot
be proved, but because it implies — as a dogma — the view that classic and
Christian metaphysics represent an absolute truth.

Voegelin has not only discovered the omission of pre-Reformation Chris-
tianity in Weber’s sociology of religion, he knows also the reason of this
omission. He says: “The reason of the omission seems to be obvious. One
can hardly engage in a serious study of medieval Christianity without dis-
covering among its ’values’ the belief in a rational science of human and
social order and especially of natural law. Moreover, this science was not
simply a belief, but it was actually elaborated as a work of reason. Here
Weber would have run into the fact of a science of order ... **> How can the
reason of the omission be the specific content of the metaphysical specula-
tions concerned if Weber had no knowledge of this content? And if he had
the knowledge, he is then guilty of having intentionally omitted dealing with
these metaphysical speculations, in order to maintain his positivistic view.
If Voegelin does not accept the first-mentioned interpretation of his attack
against Weber because it reveals his argument as illogical, he exposes him-
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self to the suspicion of imputing to a great scholar scientifically improper
motives. Perhaps Voegelin did not mean what he actually said, namely, that
Weber omitted to take into consideration pre-Reformation Christianity be-
cause this material would have shown to him the existence of a science of
order and consequently would have forced him to give up his positivistic
negation of such a science. Voegelin’s idea probably was that if Weber had
studied pre-Reformation Christianity, he would have changed his view con-
cerning a science of order. But this assumption would be as inadmissible as
the above-mentioned conclusion Voegelin draws from Weber’s alleged igno-
rance of classic metaphysics.

Voegelin asserts that medieval Christianity has elaborated “a rational sci-
ence of human and social order and especially of natural law”, the “science
of order” to which he wants to drive back the political science of our time.
The core of this science is indeed the natural law. This is nothing particular
to the metaphysics of pre-Reformation Christianity. On the contrary. The
natural-law doctrine flourished in post-Reformation Christianity, and was
very well known to Max Weber. But the question is whether this doctrine,
and the entire metaphysical speculation of which it was an essential part, is
really a “science”, as Voegelin asserts. According to the standard he adopts
with respect to the anti-metaphysical attitude of a “conscientious scholar”
he is obliged to show that the claim of this metaphysical speculation to be
a science 1s founded; and this all the more as conscientious scholars have
submitted the natural-law doctrine again and again to the tribunal of science
and the claim has always been dismissed, especially because of the highly
contradictory results of this doctrine.*> But Voegelin is far from complying
with this standard.

He quite correctly states that for Max Weber the evolution of mankind
toward the rationality of positive science “was a process of disenchantment
(Entzauberung) and de-divinization (Entgottlichung).’** But Voegelin be-
lieves that he can hear in Weber’s theory “overtones” of a “regret that divine
enchantment had seeped out of the world”; that Weber’s rationalism was a
mere “resignation.” I have known Max Weber personally and studied his
works very carefully, and on the basis of this knowledge I may say that the
“overtones” and the “resignation” exist only in the metaphysical imagination
of Voegelin. His imagination was probably stimulated by the laudable wish
to mitigate somehow his criticism of a great master and to be able to say fi-
nally of Weber: “He saw the promised land but he was not permitted to enter
it"* which, of course, is the land to which political science will be lead by
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a new Moses, about whose identity no reader of the New Science of Politics
can have the slightest doubit.

2.2 A new Theory of Representation

221 1.

In the Introduction to his book The New Science of Politics Prof. Voegelin
expresses his “intention of introducing the reader to a development of polit-
ical science which as yet is practically unknown to the general public ... ”*
It seems to be rather strange that the development of a science which has not
remained the secret of an esoteric sect but presented to the public in printed
books and articles, could be unknown to those to whom these publications
are addressed. And we can hardly believe that Voegelin understands by gen-
eral public readers who have no scientific background, that he simply intends
to popularize the results of a new science of politics, which already exists in
form of monographs. His book is just the contrary of a popular presentation
of political theory. Even for an expert in this field it is difficult to understand.
For one of its peculiarities is that the author describes relatively simple and
by no means unknown facts in a complicated language overloaded with su-
perfluous foreign words, especially Greek terms, which are out of place if
their use is not necessary to reproduce faithfully the content of classic writ-
ings. Since there are English words which perfectly express Voegelins ideas,
the embellishment of the new science by words as agathon, Kosmion, xynon,
eidos, and the like might well be mistaken as an attempt to impress the reader
with the great erudition of the author, a device that a scholar of so high a sci-
entific standard as Voegelin does not need.

From the very first chapter, entitled “Representation and Existence”, the
new science demonstrates its skill in complicating, to the degree of almost
complete obscurantism, a problem familiar to every political scientist: that of
political representation. In order to explain what this term means, Voegelin
thinks it necessary first to deal with a peculiarity of the object of social sci-
ence, the well-known fact that men living in society interpret their mutual
behavior and the relationships constituted by it, and that social science, in
describing, and that implies interpreting, the social phenomena, has to take
this primary interpretation, the “self-interpretation of society,” as Voegelin
calls it,*” into consideration. Natural science, the interpretation of natural
phenomena, does not encounter such primary interpretation. A stone does
not say to the mineralogist: I am a plant. But the head of a state may say:
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I am authorized by God to exercise power. Political science in describing
the function of this head of state may confirm or reject this primary in-
terpretation. Positivistic political science, e.g., rejects it as an ideological
misinterpretation of political reality, whereas Christian metaphysics — to the
principles of which the new political science wishes to return — confirms it
according to the teaching of the first theologian of Christianity, St. Paul:
“There 1s no authority except from God, and those that exist have been insti-
tuted by God.”*® A critical analysis of primary interpretation is an important
tas