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The Grounding of the Theme

The XXth century was especial for political philosophy. To many scientists
belief, the discipline of the political science, which emerged on the XIXth century, should
have changed the political philosophy which did not satisfy new scientific requirements.
However, political philosophy received acute critics much later than political science
emerged. The importance and even the meaning of political philosophy were mostly
questioned by political scientists-behavioralists in 6—7th decade of the last century. The
state of the discipline did not satisfy the exponents of the behavioral movement in
political science of those days: to their belief, political science could reach the same
advancement as exact sciences had reached, but two interdependent matters: low
scientific level and too close relation to political philosophy prevents it. In other words, it
was assumed that political philosophy is exactly what prevents the political science from
being equal to the exact sciences. It was thought that if political science is about to step
forth, it must be delimitated from political philosophy. Without doubt, this demarcation
should have been rational and scientifically grounded. This way many political scientists
have concentrated their attention not to the research of the political phenomenon, but to
the analysis of the meaning of political philosophy and of its’ formulated propositions.

After a short period political scientists’ discussions about the importance of
political philosophy received political philosophers’ answer. Leo Strauss was one of the
most outstanding philosophers in 6th and 7th decades of the last century; he gave special
attention to the explanation of the relation between political philosophy and political
science. This consideration of the relation between two disciplines appeared to be notably
meaningful to both political science and political philosophy. It enables one to distinguish
and critically evaluate the underlying assumptions of the disciplines, the limits of the
research of social reality. In other words, the analysis of the relation between political
philosophy and political science encourages the auto-reflex contemplation of the basis
and perspectives of both disciplines. The incoming analysis of the relation between
political philosophy and political science may have strongly contributed to both the
“renaissance” of the political philosophy in the XXth century and to the failure of the
radical trend of the political science — behavioralism — attempt to consolidate the

scientific and anti-philosophical presumptions to the discipline. After all, the primary



aim of political science during behavioral movement — to implement revolution in the
sphere of the research of political things (that is why the behavioral movement was and
sometimes is called the “behavioral revolution) - was failed to implement.

It is often said that the history of political philosophy is notably important part of
political philosophy, and without the knowledge of it, it is difficult and maybe even
impossible to realize the problems of contemporary political philosophy. The main
competitor of the contemporary political philosophy — political science — has brought
influence on contemporary political philosophers. If one wants to understand the specifics
of the XXth century political philosophy, one cannot ignore the political science, because
the analysis of relations between political philosophy and political science became an

important part of the history of contemporary political philosophy.

The Survey of Primary Sources and Secondary Literature

Strauss‘s philosophical legacy is notably plentiful. However, in this work the
main attention has been drawn only to those works in which thinker more or less adverts
the problem of the relation between political philosophy and political science, or analyses
separately meaningful problems within the pane of this work: the defects of the political
science, the importance of the political philosophy, significance of classics , the limits of
scientific and philosophic knowledge and the theologico-political problem. In the book
What Is Political Philosophy? (1988 [1959 — when referring here and elsewhere for the
first time, the first year of publishing of Strauss‘s works by which this dissertation is
based, is indicated in the brackets]) Strauss analyses the most important defects of the
new political science (the dissociation of facts and values and its consequence — nihilism,
the undue prominence given to method, the historicist assumptions of the social
sciences), the importance of the political philosophy — the specific aim to know the
political matters as a whole, and the exceptional importance of this branch of philosophy.
In fact, the issues mentioned are discussed very concentrically and briefly in this book,
there is a lack of more thorough reasoning of Strauss‘s propositions. The other Strauss‘s
work which is notably meaningful in the context of this dissertation is Natural Right and
History (1971 [1953]). In it the philosopher properly criticizes the weberian dissociation

of facts and values and the historicism, which is typical to social sciences. Also he



analyses the possibility, meaning and genealogy of the natural law - one of the most
important problems of philosophy. In the book Liberalism Ancient and Modern (1995
[1968]) Strauss‘ analyses the differences between political philosophy and political
science. He seeks to show that political scientists when declaring the value neutrality, in
very truth refer to the valuable principles and premises formed by modern political
philosophy (exactly the same as they refer to prescientific knowledge with the aim to be
scientific and distancing from everyday or common sense understanding of the political
things). Strauss properly analyses the theologico-political problem in the articles “Reason
and Revelation” (2007), “Jerusalem and Athens” (1967), “Mutual Influence of Theology
and Philosophy” (1979). Other Strauss‘s works are not as important for the dissertation as
mentioned above.

The affluence of the researches intended to both the institutionalization of
political science and the analysis of Strauss‘s political philosophy, enables one to
mention only those articles and works on which this dissertation is based the most.
Incidentally, there is no work in Lithuanian intended to discuss Strauss‘s ideas, exactly
the same as there is no work of Strauss translated into Lithuanian. There are no works
about Strauss‘s political philosophy, nor precisely intended ones to analyze the relation
between political science and political philosophy by researchers of Lithuania. In fact,
Alvydas Jokubaitis in one part of his book The Politics without Values (2008) analyses
the most important differences between political philosophy and political science. It is
very important to mention the monograph by Evaldas Nekrasas The Positive mind (2010),
in which the author analyses the development of the positivism and its influence on other
sciences. As namely the positivist philosophy impacted on the emergence of political
science the most (positivism, incidentally, influenced the political science even much
later), the book was really valuable when analyzing the processes of institutionalization
and the development of political science. The positivistic conception of the methodology
of new political sciences is perfectly revealed John Stuart Mill‘s work 4 System of Logic,
Ratiocinative and Inductive Being a Connected View of the Principles of Evidence and
the Methods of Scientific Investigation (1916).

The philosophical premises of political science, the institutionalization and
development processes of the new discipline were analyzed by James Farr in articles

“Political Science and the Enlightenment of Enthusiasm” (1988a), “The History of



Political Science” (1988b), “Remembering the Revolution: Behavioralism in American
Political Science” (1995), “The History of Political Thought as Disciplinary Genre”
(2006). The Scotch Enlightenment thinkers’ ideas about the necessity of the new political
science are developed in them; the scientific tendencies in the process of political science
and the specifics of the behavioral movement are discussed, the condition of political
science after the behavioral “revolution” have ended is analyzed. Gabriel Almond in his
article “Political Science: The History of the Discipline” (1988) also reviews the most
important aspects of political science, and in the article “Separate Tables: Schools and
Sects in Political Science™ (1988) he analyzes different trends of researches on the
discipline and states that contrary to what the behavioralists have excepted, political
science had not became methodologically unified.

John Gunnel in the article “Political Theory: The Evolution of a Sub-Field*
(1983) analyzes the development of one of the parts of political science — political theory,
and fixates sharper episodes of the evolution (the third and the sixth decade of the last
century). As political theory was identified with political philosophy or it was simply
based on it, this analysis was important when explaining the development of the relations
between political philosophy and political science. In the other article “The European
Geneses of American Political Science* (2006) Gunnel analyzes what kind of European
ideas and presumptions has the American political science intercepted. The researcher
emphasizes that unilateral identifying of the new political science only with the United
States of America is absolutely invalid. Though the new political science as an academic
discipline emerged and the most rapid developed exactly in the USA, the main ideas that
matured it and lately conditioned the most important turns of the development were
namely European. As a matter of fact, the institutionalization processes of political
science lasted much longer in Europe than in the USA, stipulating the formation of rather
different political conception in the Old Continent. This is analysed by Dirk Berg-
Schlosser in the article “Political Science in Europe: Diversity, Excellence, Relevance*
(2006) and by Tom Boncourt in the article “The Evolution of Political Science in France
and Britain: A Comparative Study of Two Political Sceince Journals* (2007).

In Charles Merriam’s articles “The Present State of the Study of Politics™ (1921)
and “The Progress in Political Research” (1926) it is not difficult to notice the beginning

of the important changes in political science. Merriam was one of the first political



scientists in the third decade of the last century who started talking about the significance
of methodology in the progress of the discipline and offered to pay more attention to the
researches on political behavior. His ideas were further developed by Jo Harold Lasswell.
In his articles “The Contribution of Freud's Insight Interview to the Social Sciences”
(1939) and “Psychology Looks at Morals and Politics” (1941) are noted tendencies of the
political science getting close to the thing which was called behavioral movement in the
sixth century. Lasswell has offered for political scientists to rely on the achievements of
psychology, scientifically analyze the political behavior and to pay more attention to the
methodology. However, Wodrow Wilson‘s article “The Law and the Facts” (1911) shows
obviously that since the emergence of the political science for scientifically oriented
political scientists the opposition has existed. The political scientists-traditionalists
constantly offered to look wider to political problems and do not confine with the narrow
empiricism.

The principles of the behavioral movement and negative evaluation of the
political philosophy are revealed in David Easton‘s article “The Decline of Modern
Political Theory” (1951). Easton has emphasized that political theory based on the
unscientific political philosophy and its incapability to clearly designate the guidelines of
methodology prevents successful development of the discipline. The essential principles
of the behavioralism Easton analyses in the article “The Current Meaning of
‘Behavioralism‘ in Political Science” (1962). Surprisingly critical response about the
defects of the behavioral movement (Easton himself was considered to be a behavioralist)
1s found in his article “The New Revolution in Political Science” (1969). In the article-
discussion “The Nature of Contemporary Political Science: A Roundtable Discussion”
(1990) of the influential political scientists (Ian Shapiro, Almond, Gunnel, John Cropsey
and other) the general tendencies of political science and perspectives after the end of the
radical movement are pondered. The possible perspectives of the development of the
relations between the political philosophy and political science are discussed in Avner de
Shalit‘s article “Political Philosophy and Empirical Political Science: From Foes to
Friends?” (2009) and in Terence Ball‘s article “Political Theory and Political Science:
Can This Marriage Be Saved?” (2007). If Shalit hopes that the tension between these
disciplines is already ended useless period of the development of their relations, then Ball

regards it as very important, valuable (they gave a new breath to the political philosophy



of the XXth century) and not resolvable, because it reveals the different basic premises of
political science and political philosophy.

The general review of Strauss‘s ideas about the importance of classical political
philosophy, the differences of the classical and modern concept of politics and the defects
of the modern science is presented in Anne Norton‘s book Leo Strauss and the Politics of
American Empire (2004). The author offers to draw a more clear line between Strauss‘s
ideas and his followers‘— straussians — thoughts and especially between Strauss and
conservative American politicians. The researcher evidently indicates that approaches of
Strauss and of his followers are strictly opposite in many aspects, though most (especially
radical) Strauss‘s critics ascribe the straussians® attitudes to the philosopher himself. Ted
McAllister in his book Revolt against Modernity: Leo Strauss, Eric Voegelin, and the
Search for a Postliberal Order (1995) analyses Strauss‘s approach to modernity, the
dissociation of facts and values, his conception of historicism and the critique of the
historicist approach to the idea of natural law. McAllister tries to ascribe Strauss‘s
political philosophy to the conservative political mind and to fix the attention to the
thinker‘s approach to the importance of everyday prescientific understanding of the
political reality when seeking for deeper philosophical knowledge of political things.

The selection of articles edited by Allan Udoff Leo Strauss’s Thought: Toward a
Critical Engagement (1991) was useful for the analysis of Strauss‘s ideas. It is important
to mention the most useful articles for this dissertation. Richard Kennington in the article
“Leo Strauss's Natural Right and History” the most attention pays to the analysis of
Strauss‘s ideas about the natural law and contradictions of historicism. The author
considered Strauss‘s analysis of the natural law problem to be notably important and
valuable, though at the same time he emphasized that the idea of the natural law itself and
the theleological concept of the reality, which is connected with the idea of natural law,
are revealed rather passingly. Kennington appreciated Strauss‘s critique of historicism
and contraposition of the historicism with the idea of natural law. Berns in the article
“The Prescientific World and Historicism: Some Reflections on Strauss, Heidegger, and
Husserl” analyses what influence Husserl‘s conception of everyday world and its impact
on the scientific understanding was made for Strauss. Also as Heidegger‘s existential
thinking which Strauss called radically historicist. Berns has analyzed how had Strauss

valued the modern science and tried to explain why the philosopher paid so much

10



attention to the contemplation of the presumptions of science. Stanley Rosen in the article
“Leo Strauss and the Quarrel Between the Ancients and Moderns” analyzes Strauss‘s
philosophical beginnings, reveals the thinker‘s and Nietzshe‘s (who was strictly criticized
by Strauss) similarities of some ideas. Rosen claimed that by criticizing modern political
philosophers Strauss himself often relied on the modern presumptions. The researcher has
slightly touched Strauss‘s theologico-political problem and analyzed the causes of the
tension between the philosophy and political community.

The most valuable for the analysis of Strauss’s theologico-political problem was
the book of Heinrich Meier Leo Strauss and Theologico-Political Problem (2007). In this
book the researcher analyses in detail the theological and political aspects of that problem
and tries to prove that Strauss considered the tension between the political community
and philosophy to be more important and primary. Meier clearly shows, how the
theologico-political problem allows Strauss to reveal and ground the exceptional meaning
of political philosophy for the entire philosophy. Though Strauss aimed to highlight
especial importance of political philosophy differently, nevertheless, explication of the
theologico-political problem has enabled the philosopher to formulate the most solid
arguments for it. In this book also two Srauss‘s articles are published, in which thinker
analyzes the theologico-political problem: “Reason and Revelation” (already mentioned
above) and “Living Issues of German Postwar Philosophy”.

The most radical critique of Strauss‘s political philosophy is noticed in Shiadia
Drury‘s articles. In “The Esoteric Philosophy of Leo Strauss” (1985) and “Leo Strauss's
Classic Natural Teaching” (1987) the researcher tries to ascribe for Strauss the name of
esoteric teacher. By using his idea that many outstanding thinkers of the past, due to the
danger of the political or religious persecution, in their books expressed the main ideas
not directly but between the lines; Drury in Strauss‘s texts also tries to find the hidden
thoughts of the philosopher. This way nearly all the main Strauss‘s ideas are turned on
their heads and Strauss is shown as nietzschean overman or machiavellian grey cardinal,
who‘s real desire is power and mastership. The worth of these Drury‘s conclusions is
doubtful, the beginning of her researches is more valuable, i.e. the notice of equivocal or
obscure Strauss‘s philosophical ideas. The ambiguity of some statements makes Strauss‘s
philosophical position easily vulnerable, partially legitimating even the most paradox

interpretations.
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Another example of this kind of the interpretation is the article by Nicholas
Xenos “Leo Strauss and the Rhetoric of the War on Terror” (2004), in which the direct
parallels between Strauss‘s political philosophy and contemporary USA foreign politics
are drawn. The point of departure of this Strauss‘s political philosophy critique is the
same — the affirmation that the real Strauss‘s attitudes are radically antidemocratic and
anti-liberal, but they are hidden in his texts, as it is proper for esoteric teacher. Xenos
relies on the young Strauss‘s premises (Strauss really admired fascism until Hitler came
to power) and claims that as time has passed by, they have not changed, only became less
noticeable.

Fred Dallmayr in the article “Politics against Philosophy: Strauss and Drury”
(1987) not only analyses Strauss‘s reviewer‘s arguments and calls most of them baseless,
but also discusses the sources of these critiques. On the one hand, according to Dallmayr,
Strauss‘s philosophy partially provokes similar reactions with its radical disjunctions (the
ancients - the moderns, politics — philosophy etc.), on the other hand, this critique shows
the intellectual depth of Strauss‘s ideas. Dallmayr not only reveals the inconsistence of
some Strauss‘s ideas and the conjunctions of some of his presumptions with strictly
criticized modernity, but, contrary to Drury or Xenos, highlights the intellectually strong
parts of Strauss‘s philosophy.

John Shaar’s and Sheldon Wolin’s article “Essays on the Scientific Study of
Politics: Critique” (1963) is the only one official reaction to the Strauss‘s assessment of
political science which was told on the last part called ,,Epilogue* of the book Essays on
the Scientific Study of Politics (1962) edited by Herbert Storing. After a few years (in
1968, when the first edition was released) this slightly adjusted Strauss‘s article was
included into his book Liberalism Ancient and Modern. Shaar and Wolin have perfectly
revealed Strauss‘s too much generalized and for this reason not very precise attitude to
political science. According to researchers, the philosopher does not notice the variety of
the attitudes to the value neutrality or the understanding of the everyday world, existing
in political science. They mention the political scientists whose viewpoint is contrary to
the one that Strauss assigns to the political scientists, this way showing that the
philosopher has sometimes gave up to the temptation to talk using the generalizations,
attractive to the critics of political science, but not very precise. Furthermore, Shaar and

Woolin question Strauss‘s conception of political philosophy and seeks to highlight not
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only Strauss‘s emphasized distinctions between political (especially ancient) philosophy
and political science, but also the similarities uniting the disciplines.

This critical article has awaited Strauss‘s answer (“Replies to Shaar and Wolin”
(1963)), in which thinker tried to describe the essence of his critical attitude towards
political science. Nevertheless, he did not presented the answers in detail for his
opponents. Instead of that, Strauss started analyzing and disputing also radical Shaar‘s
and Wolin‘s statements, this way getting himself into that, what Benjamin Barber in his
article had called Strauss‘s and Wolin‘s quarrel of 1963 (“The Politics of Political
Science: ‘Value-free‘ Theory and the Wolin-Strauss Dust-Up of 1963 (2006)). Looking
from the point of time, Barber is keen on stating that authors of these articles have more
attempted to bite the opponent rather than to clearly ground their position and try to
realize opponent‘s statements. However, even these issues, according to Barber, were
useful for political science, as they have encouraged the political scientists to consider
critically the basic principles and methodical presumptions of their discipline.

In all these researches or the emergence of political science, development and
relations with political philosophy, or Strauss‘s attitude to political science, political
philosophy and their relation are analyzed. Nevertheless, the study in which the validity
of Strauss‘s arguments is studied using wider analysis of the relations between two
disciplines, was not found. Furthermore, when considering Strauss‘s highlighted tension
between political science and political philosophy, it was never analyzed theologico-
political problem. It is possible that especially the analysis of this problem can help to
reveal the specificity and importance of the tension between political science and political

philosophy.

The Aim and the Tasks of the Research

The main aim of this work is to analyze and critically appraise Strauss‘s ideas
about the political science, political philosophy and relation between these disciplines.
Strauss was sure that political science is based on defective philosophical assumptions. A
very important task of this research is to ascertain what kind of assumptions they are, and

why they are unacceptable when researching the social world. However, before
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accomplishing this task, firstly it is attempted to ascertain, is the behavioral (and anti-
philosophically engaged) trend of political science and generally all political science
essentially the creature of the modern political philosophy, i.e. is political science really
based on certain philosophical assumptions. As political scientists® majority were not
inclined to notice and critically consider the philosophical roots of their discipline, and
political philosophers did not went into the question of the philosophic premises of new
political science before Strauss did, to ascertain these questions was one of the first tasks
of this work. When performing the primary analysis of Strauss‘s ideas about political
science, the impression that this thinker‘s conception of political science is too
generalized and simplified, therefore, not very precise, has emerged. With the aim to
deny or to confirm this primary presumption, these tasks were set: to analyze the
assumptions of the new academic discipline, to review political science’s the
developmental processes and those of institutionalization and of relations between
political science and other disciplines. The last task of this dissertation was to find out,
have Strauss succeeded in successively grounding the importance and value of political

philosophy for both political science and the whole philosophy.

The Theses Defended

1. Political science is based on the particular ideas of modern political philosophy, the
Enlightenment and positivism which became the underlying presumptions of the new
discipline.

2. Strauss‘s conception of political science is too unifying and simplifying, preventing
from noticing the variety of the positions and opinions lying in the discipline: it perfectly
reflects the behavioral trend of the political science, but not the entire political science.

3. Strauss considered the underlying assumptions of political science — value neutrality,
strict method and historical approach to knowledge - to be contradictory and discrediting
the scientific knowledge of social reality.

4. Strauss regarded political philosophy as a discipline researching the fundamental
political aspects and the most important political problems which political science is not
capable of properly realizing or analyzing due to its inherent scientific and historicist

presumptions.
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5. Strauss rated political philosophy not only superior to the new political science in all
respects, but also considering its meaning to the whole philosophy, he gave it the status
of the most important part of the philosophy, because it researches the circumstances that
make possible the existence of the whole philosophy.

6. According to Strauss‘s philosophy, the theologico-political problem reveals the best
the peculiarity and importance of the political philosophy. In this context the specific of
the tension between the political science and political philosophy and benefits of this

tension for both disciplines shows up the best.

The Method of Research

The methods of critical and historical analysis and reconstruction are widely
used in the dissertation. Both, Strauss‘s arguments against the detachment of political
philosophy and political science, and counterarguments of his opponents are explicated in
detail. The weightiness and validity of both are analyzed and evaluated. When analyzing
the main differences between political philosophy and political science as well as
classical and modern political philosophy, the method of comparative analysis is used.
During the reconstruction of Strauss and his critics ideas there was returned to the same
problems, and their analysis was supplemented by the results of already performed

research.

The Novelty of the Dissertation

Strauss‘s political philosophy is widely analyzed in foreign countries, though
there is little attention given to his ideas of relationship between political science and
political philosophy (mostly it is narrowed to Strauss‘s criticized analysis of
presumptions of scientific political science, or separately studied Strauss‘s attitude
towards political philosophy). There is no article dedicated for analysis of Strauss‘s ideas
in Lithuania. This fact is quite surprising as Strauss is not one of many not very
significant political philosophers of the XXth century. During the last decade, many
articles and monographs in which Strauss‘s ideas are analyzed appeared in the USA and

Europe. The interest in him is growing rather than decreasing, there are conferences
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organized in his memoriam. Leo Strauss‘s Center is working in University of Chicago,
besides that, like many other outstanding thinkers of the XXth century, Strauss‘s
influence and charisma encouraged the establishing of a separate school of straussians.

Nevertheless, the attempts to thoroughly analyze Strauss‘s ideas of the
importance of political philosophy and the narrowness of political science were not
found. Similarly, there were no works found on making analysis of political science
institutionalization and relationships with political philosophy in order to evaluate the
validity of Strauss‘s propositions. For these reasons, by analyzing institutionalization of
political science and development of its relationship with political philosophy, the effect
of political science for the relation between two disciplines was revealed in the work. If
in the second part of the dissertation the relationship between political philosophy and
political science has been analyzed by looking from Strauss‘s perspective, in the first one
the most attention was paid to analyzing how the scientists of political science understood
this relationship and how this understanding changed as the political science developed.
This way of analysis which was not found in other Strauss‘s works on political
philosophy, has helped both to evaluate the novelty of thinker‘s ideas more clearly and to
discover a few aspects that were not revealed by them.

Strauss maintained that proper knowledge of the history of political philosophy
1s a necessary condition not only for adequate understanding of political problems but
also of contemporary political science and political philosophy. This idea was
supplemented and expanded in the dissertation: if one wants to understand the
contemporary political philosophy, it is essential to know both history of philosophy and
history of political science. This research is important not only because it can help to
evaluate more clearly the input of Strauss‘s ideas to the development of contemporary
political philosophy, but also because it allows to realize better the peculiarity of modern
political philosophy which developed affected by political science, and the political
science which was formed and evolved with influence of modern political philosophy and
positivism.

Researchers analyze Strauss‘s raised theologico-political problem only in the
context of relation between philosophy and theology or politics. There were not found
any attempts to invoke the analysis of this problem in order to purify the tension between

the political philosophy and political science and to reveal the importance of this tension
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for contemporary political philosophy and political science. Terence Ball has spoken
about the importance of this tension for political philosophy (Ball 2007) and Benjamin
Barber has talked of its benefit to political science (Barber 2006). However, the
mentioned researchers have not even raised an idea that it can be analyzed (and probably

clearly revealed) by researching theologico-political problem.

The Structure of the Study

The first chapter of this dissertation is intended to analysis of the basic
assumptions of the new discipline — political science — and its separation from political
philosophy. Firstly, it is analyzed how the attitude to both human nature and politics and
opportunities of human and social world research and specifics started to change after the
beginning of modern political philosophy. Later, the effect of science revolution in the
XVIIh century and also the effects of Enlightenment in the XVIIIth century to the change
of scientific knowledge aims, to the new approach on how to scientifically analyze the
world of nature and even more importantly, the social world; to the emergence and
development of new social sciences is being analyzed. The first section of the first
chapter is concluded by the analysis of the impact of positivism to political philosophy
and to the development of political science. It is explained that new political science has
taken and further developed many underlying premises of positivism and its
methodological principles.

In the first section of the second chapter the main attention is paid to the analysis
of institutionalization of emerged political science and to the development of relations
with political philosophy. In the first subsection of this section it becomes clear that in
just emerged political science the various aspects started to show, which evaluates the
importance of political philosophy to the development of the new discipline differently.
In the second section, the political scientists’ notably critical estimation of the political
philosophy and importance of methodical and scientific political research for the
development of political science are being analyzed. The first chapter of this work is
ended by the analysis of the most important differences of political science and political
philosophy that became clear during the development of the new discipline which lasted

more than one hundred years.
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In the second chapter of this work Leo Strauss‘s critics concerning political
science and his attitude to political philosophy is being analyzed. After the short
discussion about the most meaningful Strauss‘s academic activity aspects and
philosophical contexts of his ideas in the first chapter, the essential defects of political
science are analyzed in the second section: the dissociation of facts and values, the
importance of strict method and historicist attitude to knowledge. The possible
discrepancy of these presumptions of political science and dangerous implications (the
discredit of philosophical and scientific knowledge, the distortion of the understanding
the most important political matters and problems) is analyzed.

As an alternative for this political research based on, in Strauss‘s opinion,
defective presumptions, Strauss proposes philosophic way of researching social world.
The specifics of political philosophy, its basic assumptions and the most important
problems (the human nature, the natural law, the best regime, the common good) are
analyzed in the first section of the third subsection. In the second subsection of this
section, the notably important for Strauss‘s philosophy theological-political problem is
analyzed. Its analysis not only allows to reveal the especial importance of political
philosophy for the whole philosophy, but also helps to understand better the significance

of the tension between political philosophy and political science.

Conclusions

The analysis performed in this work allows to state that the aim to make the
research of political things more scientific, originated much earlier than the new
discipline of political science did emerge. The originators of the modern political
philosophy had intentions to make sciences about human and social world more precise
than they were before. Their ideas became basic premises of new social sciences several
centuries later. At the moment of the turning-point of the political philosophy tradition,
during science revolution in the XVIIth century, in the Age of Enlightenment and in the
positivism in the XIXth century, not only the fundamental principles of new political
science developed gradually, but also the dissatisfaction of the traditional philosophical
methods of research on political things started to increase. The successful development of

exact sciences promoted an idea that traditional Aristotelian method of research on world
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and human is probably exactly what prevents the human studies to reach similar progress
to exact sciences. It was increasingly considered that at the research of human and social
world the old universal philosophical method should be changed to other universal
natural science method. The more achievements of modern science astonished the world,
the more often it was said that for the successful research on human and social world, the
academic disciplines more similar to the exact sciences than to philosophy are necessary.
Consequently, political science is based on ideas of both the modern political philosophy
and the Enlightenment and positivism. In the XIXth century those ideas became the basic
presumptions of new discipline.

New discipline was not unanimous from the very beginning: different tendencies
started showing in political science, and political scientists valued differently the
importance of the methodological premises offered by positivism. Whither the “weight”
of the political philosophy tradition was felt the most — which was in Europe — the
institutionalization processes of political science lapsed the latest and political science
was related at longest with such traditional disciplines as political philosophy, history or
law. Nevertheless, even in the United States of America which can be reasonably called
the “homeland* of the political science as the independent academic discipline (but not of
the idea of political science), alongside the political scientists that required strict
autonomy of their discipline from the political philosophy, there has always been
traditionally oriented political scientists who claimed that too deep prominence given to
the empirical facts will disturb to notice the most important “facts* — the values, spiritual
experiences and expectations. The traditionalists stood for keeping the political science in
close contact with history and political philosophy. In the 6th decade of last century, in
the beginning of the behavioral movement the scientifically engaged political scientists’
ranks started to increase, though even then there were political scientists-traditionalists
that opposed to behavioralists. Accordingly, the initial premise was proved — Strauss‘s
conception of political science was really too unifying and inhibiting from noticing the
variety of presumptions and opinions lying in the discipline. Only radical political
scientists-behavioralists considered the political philosophy to be old-fashioned and
pseudoscientific form of knowledge which’s aim to formulate universal propositions or
categories was, in principle, impracticable and which needed to be replaced by new

progressive political science. Consequently, the radical critics of political philosophy
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were using historicist arguments. All those behavioralists’ premises became the main
objects of critical analysis in Strauss’s philosophy.

Strauss criticized strict dissociation between facts and values in political science.
He considered the value neutrality principle to be a mistake. According to Strauss,
political scientists make mistakes not only because when researching political things is
extremely difficult (and sometimes even impossible) to see the difference between pure
factual propositions and pure normative ones, but also because even the attempt to
distinguish them distorts the understanding of political things and finally discredits both
the value of the rationality itself and scientific knowledge, and also the authority of
normative political philosophy. Still, it is important to say that Strauss gave too much
prominence for the meaning of value neutrality principle in political science. Not all
political scientists were persuaded that it is necessary to distinguish the values and the
facts strictly when researching political things. Even those who stood for this idea have
not thought that in reality facts and values may be distinguished: it should be done rather
by logical considerations because the empirical methods are not equally suitable to
analyzing the problems of a different nature. Moreover, not all political scientists
considered the values to be worthless in the scientific sense or absolutely subjective. The
presumptions that Strauss attributed to all political scientists, in very truth were typical of
behavioralists — the exponents of the radical trend in political science. Many other
political scientists and especially traditionalists neither stood for the categorical demand
to distinguish facts and values, nor criticized political philosophy as scientifically
worthless, appealing to the principle of the value neutrality.

During the analysis of the idea that only methodical research on the social world
can guarantee the reliable knowledge, Strauss came to a conclusion that the importance of
methodology in social sciences is strongly overestimated. According to Strauss, the belief
which was taken from the positivists that only scientific knowledge is the only true
knowledge, dominates in the political science. Consequently, the thought that all
understanding of political things which is not obtained by defined scientific procedures is
cognitively worthless belongs to political scientists. For this reason political scientists
while trying to be more scientific together seek to reject the knowledge of political
things, dictated by the subjective ordinary experience or simply by the common sense.

Nevertheless, in Strauss‘s opinion, these presumptions which partially suit the exact
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sciences, are absolutely not suitable for social sciences. These presumptions entangle
political science in self-contradictions and finally discredit their scientific achievements.

Political scientists® attempt to get their discipline closer to exact sciences and
this way to improve the knowledge of political things, Strauss considered being a
contradictory misunderstanding. That is so because the main aim of modern science is not
the wisdom but power. The scientific knowledge undoubtedly expands the limits of
human power, but still it does not provide knowledge on what purposes these powers
may be used. Besides that, modern science not just reveals the researched reality or
improves its understanding, but also science transforms it and explains its scientific
construct. With ambitions to be scientific, political scientists can contribute to the larger
expansion of human power, but in Strauss‘s belief, the deeper understanding of human,
society and politics cannot be reached. This is so, because the methodical research is
necessarily simplifying and rejecting subjects that cannot be reasoned or researched in the
frames of the method. In other words, the methodical research overlooks what does not
pass into the “visual angle” of that method. In social sciences it is not secondary but
essential elements of the social world. Consequently, the more political scientists seek to
be methodical, the more they recede from political philosophers who‘s main aim is not
the understanding of the separate details of social world, but of the whole social world.
However, at this point (the same as in the case of critics on value neutrality principle) the
view of Strauss‘s political science was too homogeneous. Strauss did not take into
account those political scientists who frankly stated that the scientific knowledge must
start from the understanding of the social world dictated by common sense. The premise
which Strauss ascribed to all political scientists was actually typical of behavioralists,
though even some of them tempered their radical attitudes when the behavioral
movement had ended.

Strauss strictly criticized the historicist premises of political science. According
to him, by referring to historicism political scientists have criticized political
philosophers® (especially classics’) aim to formulate universal principles constituting the
political reality, the desire to discover the truths that stands for all eternity, and the
attempts to know the whole of the political reality. When denying the opportunity to
understand the whole historicism rejects the opportunity of philosophy’s existence itself.

If the classics understood the philosophical thinking as the way to come out of the cave
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and to reach real knowledge purified from traditional or historical impurities, then the
historicism allows one to understand that this kind of getting out of a cave is impossible.
Nevertheless, Strauss considered both political science referring to historicism
(historicism also denies the especial role of scientific research) and historicist premises
itself to be contradictory. Firstly, the historical experience not proves but denies the
historicist statement that there is nothing changeless: the existence of fundamental
philosophical problems is a great example that some things can overcome their historical
limits. Whereas the changeless philosophical problems remain, the opportunity to reach
the truth remains also. Furthermore, the historicism cannot deny the possibility of the
existence of the universal principles without contradicting itself. That is so because
historicists state that they have just discovered one universal principle: no matter how
human knowledge would change, it will a/lways remain historic. As historicists are not
able to be consistent, they cannot rationally ground the historicity of philosophy. For this
reason, political scientists’ arguments based on historicism became also contradictory: by
denying the ability of political philosophy to the universality, political scientists
formulate the propositions pretending to universality about historical political philosophy.

When many political scientists have frankly spoken about the end of political
philosophy, Strauss not only tried to show that political scientists themselves do not see
the discrepancy, narrowness or dangerous implications of their propositions, but also
sought to ground the exceptional meaning of political philosophy. Strauss considered
political philosophy to be superior to new political science in all senses and even actually
came to a conclusion that political philosophy is the most important part of philosophy,
as it researches the conditions which make possible the existence of the whole
philosophy. Strauss claimed that many fundamental political problems related to the
human nature, the natural law, the best regime, the common good can be analyzed only
by political philosophy, as political science is not able to do it because of inherent
scientistic and historicist premises.

According to Strauss, the theologico-political problem reveals the peculiarity
and importance of political philosophy best. The analysis of this problem enables one to
highlight the underlying tension of the West World, which is unfolding between two
antagonistic spheres of belief and knowledge. Strauss has aimed to show that this tension

is firstly rising from the antagonism between philosophy and politics, for this reason
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exactly the political philosophy must discuss it. When analyzing the theologico-political
problem, political philosophers must necessarily consider the question how to legitimate
the philosophy and to research the limits of philosophical knowledge. Nevertheless,
Strauss fails to purify the different concepts of religious belief, trust and non-reflexive
confidence therefore all of them were fused to one concept of belief. This
notwithstanding the self-reflection of political philosophy, the understanding of own
limits, which emerges from various and inhomogeneous tensions between philosophy and
religion, philosophy and pre-theoretical knowledge or political community, according to
Strauss, is one of the biggest its advantages to political science. When the basic
presumptions are not considered, political scientists are doomed to uncritically rely on
science and do not notice that the bases of not only their discipline but of the entire
modern science are not strong enough as they seem to be for them. Strauss was sure that
deeper studies of philosophy would help political scientists to evaluate more critically the
fundamental premises of their discipline. Consequently, political philosophy can help
political scientists to understand their discipline better. The fact, that in political science
after the behavioral revolution it was started to pay more attention to political philosophy,
allows to expect that (not without Strauss‘s help) political scientists started to realize the
benefit of political philosophy for their discipline.

The experience of the XXth century has evidenced that the tension between
political philosophy and political science can be as important as the tensions discussed on
Strauss‘s analysis of the theologico-political problem. Strauss‘s statements are great
example that political philosophy can also radically criticize the basic premises of
political science and doubt the importance of the new discipline. The consequences of the
tension between those disciplines are also similar to the ones emerging from political
philosophy and political community. Political philosophers are forced to justify the
necessity and importance of their discipline and to consider the limits of philosophical
knowledge. The question “why the political philosophy?” naturally guides to the other
existentially important philosophical question “why philosophy?” In fact, Strauss has
treated political science in the too generalizing way (to be more precise, he identified the
whole political science with behavioral political science). As he tried to contradistinguish
it with (especially classical) political philosophy, he was not inclined to accept some

likenesses existing between them. Nevertheless, as he tried to ground the importance of
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political philosophy, Strauss made the essential impulse for the revival of one of the
oldest philosophical discipline. Maybe the new political science contrary to Strauss‘s
belief, was more useful for political philosophy than harmful (in fact, a little benefit of
political science for political philosophy — the primary consideration of the political
subjects and the accumulation of the empirical data — Strauss had acknowledged, but it
has not matched the amounts of the harm, raising from the discredit of the authority of
philosophy). By creating the new tension political scientists implicitly and probably with
no intensions to do it, have made the biggest favor to the political philosophy. The
theologico-political (and probably already) scientific problem has justified Strauss‘s

given name of the main spring of the vitality of political philosophy.
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Temos pagrindimas

DvideSimtas amzius politinei filosofijai buvo ypatingas. Dar devynioliktame
amziuje atsiradusi politikos mokslo disciplina daugelio tyrinétoju isitikinimu turé¢jo
pakeisti naujy moksliSkumo reikalavimy neatitinkancia politing filosofija. Taciau kaip
niekad astrios kritikos politiné¢ filosofija sulauké daug véliau nei atsirado politikos
mokslas. Labiausiai politinés filosofijos reikSminguma ir net prasminguma kvestionavo
politikos mokslininkai-bihevioristai SeStajame ir septintajame pra¢jusio amziaus
deSimtmetyje. To meto bihevioristinio judéjimo politikos moksle atstovy netenkino
disciplinos buklé: ju isitikinimu, politikos mokslas galéty pasiekti panaSios pazangos,
kokia pavyko pasiekti tiksliesiems mokslams, tac¢iau tam trukdo du tarpusavyje susije
dalykai: menkas disciplinos moksliSkumo lygis ir jos pernelyg glaudus rySys su politine
filosofija. Kitaip tariant, buvo manoma, kad politin¢ filosofija yra biitent tai, kas politikos
mokslui trukdo prilygti tiksliesiems mokslams. Manyta, jog jei politikos mokslas ketina
zengti pazangos keliu, jis turi atsiriboti nuo politinés filosofijos. Sis atsiribojimas, be
jokios abejonés, turéjo buti racionalus ir moksliskai pagristas. Tokiu budu daug politikos
mokslininky pagrindini démesi sutelké ne i politiniy reiSkiniy tyrin¢jima, bet i politinés
filosofijos reikSmes ir jos formuluojamy teiginiy prasmingumo analizg.

Neprireiké daug laiko ir politikos mokslininky svarstymai apie politinés
filosofijos svarba sulauke politikos filosofu atsako. Leo Straussas buvo vienas ryskiausiy
SeStojo ir septintojo pra¢jusio amziaus deSimtmecio politikos filosofy, ypatinga démesi
skyres santykio tarp politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo aidkinimui. Sis dviejy
discipliny santykio apmastymas pasirodé esas itin reikSmingas tiek politikos mokslui, tick
ir politinei filosofijai. Jis leidzia iSskirti ir kritiSkai (vertinti pamatines discipliny
prielaidas, socialinés tikrovés tyrin¢jimo ribas. Kitais Zodziais tariant, politinés filosofijos
ir politikos mokslo santykio analizé skatina autorefleksyvy abieju discipliny pagrindy ir
perspektyvy apmastyma. Gali biiti, kad prasidéjusi santykio tarp politinés filosofijos ir
politikos mokslo analizé svariai prisidéjo tiek prie politinés filosofijos ,atgimimo* XX
amziuje, tiek prie radikalios politikos mokslo krypties — biheviorizmo — nesékmés
bandant disciplinoje itvirtinti scientistines ir antifilosofines nuostatas. Juk pirminio

bihevioristinio judéjimo politikos mokslo tikslo — jvykdyti revoliucija politiniy dalyky

26



tyrimo srityje (biitent todél bihevioristinis judé¢jimas buvo ir kartais tebéra vadinamas
,bihevioristine revoliucija) — igyvendinti nepavyko.

Daznai yra teigiama, kad politinés filosofijos istorija yra itin reikSminga politinés
filosofijos dalis, kurios neiSmanant sunku, o galbiit ir neimanoma suvokti Siuolaikines
politinés filosofijos problemas. Pagrindinis Siuolaikinés politinés filosofijos konkurentas
— politikos mokslas — padaré didelg itaka Siuolaikiniams politikos filosofams. Norint
suprasti XX amziaus politinés filosofijos specifika, politikos mokslo nebegalima
ignoruoti, nes santykiy tarp politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo aiSkinimasis tapo

reik§minga Siuolaikings politinés filosofijos istorijos dalimi.

Saltiniy ir tyrinéjimy apZvalga

Strausso filosofinis palikimas yra itin gausus. Taciau Siame darbe diZiausias
démesys buvo kreipiamas tik { tuos darbus, kuriuose mastytojas daugiau ar maziau
paliecia arba politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo santykio problema, arba atskirai
analizuoja Sio darbo rémuose reikSmingas problemas: politikos mokslo trikumus,
politinés filosofijos svarba, klasiky reikSme, mokslinio ir filosofinio pazinimo ribas,
teologing-politing problema. Knygoje Kas yra politiné filosofija? (What Is Political
Philosophy?, 1988 [1959 — ¢ia ir kitur pirma karta minint lauZtiniuose skliaustuose
nurodomi pirmieji leidimo metai ty Strausso darby, kuriy veélesniais leidimais remiamasi
disertacijoje]). Straussas analizuoja tiek, jo nuomone, reikSmingiausius naujo politikos
mokslo trikumus (fakty ir vertybiy atskyra ir i§ jos kylant; nihilizma, perdéta
metodiSkumo sureik§minima, istoricistines socialiniy moksly nuostatas), tiek politinés
filosofijos — specifinio siekio pazinti politiniy dalyky visuma — reik§minguma, tiek Sios
filosofijos Sakos iSskirtinuma. Tiesa, minéti klausimai $ioje knygoje aptariami itin
koncentruotai ir glaustai, Siek tiek truksta i§samesnio Strausso teiginiy pagrindimo. Kitas
Strausso veikalas, itin reikSmingas S§io darbo kontekste — Prigimtiné teisé ir istorija
(Natural Right and History, 1971 [1953]). Jame mastytojas iSsamiai kritikuoja véberiska
fakty ir vertybiy atskyrima bei socialiniams mokslams biidinga istoricizma, analizuoja
vienos svarbiausiy politininés filosofijos problemy — prigimtinés teisés — galimybeg,
reikSme ir genealogija. Knygoje Antikinis ir modernusis liberalizmas (Liberalism Ancient
and Modern, 1995 [1968]) Straussas analizuoja klasikinés politinés filosofijos ir naujojo

politikos mokslo skirtumus, siekia parodyti, kad politikos mokslininkai, deklaruodami
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vertybinj neutraluma, i§ tikryjy remiasi moderniosios politinés filosofijos suformuluotais
vertybiniais principais bei nuostatomis (lygiai taip pat, kaip ir, siekdami buti moksliski
bei atsiribodami nuo kasdienio, sveiko proto padiktuoto politiniy dalyky supratimo, vis
delto remiasi ikimokslinémis Ziniomis). Teologing-politing problema Straussas i§samiai
analizuoja straipsniuose ,,Protas ir apreiSkimas* (Reason and Revelation, 2007), ,,Jeruzalé
ir Aténai“ (Jerusalem and Athens, 1967), ,,Teologijos ir filosofijos jtaka viena kitai‘
(Mutual Influence of Theology and Philosophy, 1979). Kitomis Strausso knygomis ir
straipsniais Siame darbe remiamasi Siek tiek maziau.

Tiek politikos mokslo institucionalizacijos, tiek Strausso politinés filosofijos
analizei skirty tyrimy gausa leidZia paminéti tik tuos veikalus bei straipsnius, kuriais
Siame darbe remiamasi daugiausiai. Tiesa, lietuviy kalba néra né vieno darbo, skirto
apmastyti Strausso idé¢jas, lygiai taip pat kaip néra iSversta i lietuviy kalba né viena
Strausso knyga. Lietuvos tyrinétojy darby nei apie Strausso politing filosofija, nei
specialiai skirty politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo santykiui gvildenti néra. Tiesa,
Alvydas Jokubaitis vienoje savo knygos Politika be vertybiy (2008) dalyje analizuoja
rySkiausius politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo skirtumus. Taip pat biitina paminéti
Evaldo Nekraso monografija Pozityvus protas (2010), kurioje autorius tyringja
pozityvizmo raida bei itaka kitiems mokslams. Kadangi politikos mokslo atsiradimui
didziausia jtaka padaré biitent pozityvizmo filosofija (pozityvizmas, beje, veiké politikos
moksla ir Siam atsiradus), knyga buvo labai vertinga analizuojant politikos mokslo
formavimosi ir institucionalizacijos procesus. Be to, pozityvistiné naujy socialiniy
moksly metodologijos samprata puikiai atsiskleidzia Johno Stuarto Millio veikale
Silogistinés ir indukcinés logikos sistema: bendras poZiuris | pagrindimo principus ir
mokslinio tyrimo metodus (A System of Logic, Ratiocinative and Inductive Being a
Connected View of the Principles of Evidence and the Methods of Scientific Investigation,
1916).

Politikos mokslo atsiradimo filosofines prielaidas, naujos disciplinos
institucionalizacijos ir raidos procesus analizavo Jamesas Farras savo straipsniuose
,Politikos mokslas ir entuziazmo ApSvieta® (Political Science and the Enlightenment of
Enthusiasm, 1988a), ,,Politikos mokslo istorija® (The History of Political Science,
1988b), ,Prisimenant revoliucija: biheviorizmas Amerikos politikos moksle*

(Remembering the Revolution: Behavioralism in American Political Science, 1995),
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,Politinés minties kaip disciplininio zanro istorija® (The History of Political Thought as
Disciplinary Genre, 2006). Juose iSryskintos Skoty ApsSvietos mastytoju idéjos apie naujo
politikos mokslo biitinuma, aptariamos scientistinés tendencijos politikos mokslo raidoje,
bihevioristinio judéjimo specifika, analizuojama politikos mokslo bukle nusligus
bihevioristiniam jkar$¢iui. Gabrielis Almondas straipsnyje ,,Politikos mokslas: disciplinos
istorija” (Political Science: The History of the Discipline, 1988) taip pat apzvelgia
svarbiausius politikos mokslo raidos aspektus, o straipsnyje ,,Atskiri stalai: mokyklos ir
sektos politikos moksle* (Separate Tables: Schools and Sects in Political Science, 1988)
analizuoja skirtingas disciplinos tyrin¢jimy kryptis ir konstatuoja, kad prieSingai nei
tikéjosi bihevioristai, politikos mokslas netapo metodologiskai vieningas.

Johnas Gunnelas straipsnyje ,,Politiné teorija: disciplinos dalies evoliucija“
(Political Theory: The Evolution of a Sub-Field, 1983) analizuoja vienos i§ politikos
mokslo daliy — politinés teorijos — raida ir fiksuoja rySkenius evoliucijos epizodus
(treCiaji, SeStaji praéjusio amziaus deSimtmeti). Kadangi politin¢ teorija ilga laika buvo
tapatinama su politine filosofija arba ja tiesiog rémési, $i analizé buvo svarbi aiSkinantis
politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo santykiy raida. Kitame straipsnyje ,,Europietiska
Amerikos politikos mokslo kilmeé*“ (The European Geneses of American Political
Science, 2006) Gunnelas analizuoja, kokias europietiSkas idé¢jas bei nuostatas perémé
amerikietiSkas politikos mokslas. Tyrinétojas akcentuoja, kad vienpusiSkas naujo
politikos mokslo tapatinimas vien su Jungtinémis Amerikos Valstijomis yra visiSkai
nepagristas. Nors politikos mokslas, kaip akademiné disciplina atsirado ir sparciausiai
plétojosi biitent Amerikoje, pagrindinés ji subrandinusios ir véliau svarbiausius raidos
posukius lémusios idéjos buvo grynai europietiSkos. Tiesa, Europoje politikos mokslo
institucionalizacijos procesai uztruko daug ilgiau nei JAV, salygodami kiek kitokios
politikos mokslo sampratos susiformavima senajame Zemyne. Tai analizuoja Dirkas
Berg-Schlosseris straipsnyje ,,Politikos mokslas Europoje: jvairove, meistriSkumas,
relevantiSkumas* (Political Science in Europe: Diversity, Excellence, Relevance, 2006),
Tomas Boncourtas straipsnyje ,,Politikos mokslo evoliucija Pranctizijoje ir Britanijoje:
dviejy politikos mokslo Zurnaly lyginamoji studija® (The Evolution of Political Science
in France and Britain: A Comparative Study of Two Political Sceince Journals, 2007).

Charleso Merriamo straipsniuose ,,Dabartin¢ politikos studijy bukle* (The

Present State of the Study of Politics, 1921) ir ,,PaZzanga politiniuose tyrimuose* (The
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Progress in Political Research, 1926) nesunku pastebéti svarbiu poky¢iy politikos moksle
pradzia: Merriamas vienas pirmyjy i§ politikos mokslininky tre¢iajame pra¢jusio amziaus
deSimtmetyje émé kalbéti apie metodologijos reikSme disciplinos pazangai ir siilé
daugiau démesio skirti politinio elgesio tyrin¢jimui. Jo idéjas toliau plétojo Haroldas
Lasswellas. Straipsniuose ,,Freudo izvalgos interviu nauda socialiniams mokslams* (The
Contribution of Freud's Insight Interview to the Social Sciences, 1939) ir ,,Psichologija
zvelgia 1 moralg ir politika“ (Psichology Looks at Morals and Politics, 1941) jau
akivaizdziai pastebimas politikos mokslo artéjimas prie to, kas SeStajame deSimtmetyje
buvo pavadinta bihevioristiniu jud¢jimu. Lasswellas siiilé politikos mokslininkams labiau
remtis psichologijos mokslo pasiekimais, moksliSkai tyrinéti politini elgesi ir daugiau
démesio skirti mokslo metodologijos apmastymui. Tac¢iau Wodrow Wilsono straipsnis
,Désnis ir faktai“ (The Law and the Facts, 1911) dar akivaidziau parodo, kad
scientistiSkai orietuotiems politikos mokslininkams nuo pat mokslo atsiradimo egzistavo
opozicija — politikos mokslininkai-tradicionalistai — nuolat sitile 1 politines problemas
zvelgti placiau ir neapsiriboti siauru empirizmu.

Bihevioristinio jud¢jimo principai ir negatyvus politinés filosofijos vertinimas
atsiskleidzia Davido Eastono straipsnyje ,,Moderniosios politinés teorijos nuosmukis*
(The Decline of Modern Political Theory, 1951). Eastonas pabrézé, jog politinés teorijos,
kuri remiasi politine filosofija, menkas moksliSkumas ir negeb¢jimas aiSkiai nustatyti
politikos mokslui naudingos metodologijos gairiy trukdo sékmingai disciplinos plétrai.
Esminius biheviorizmo principus Eastonas analizuoja straipsnyje ,,Dabartiné
,biheviorizmo* reik§me politikos moksle* (The Current Meaning of “Behavioralism* in
Political Science, 1962), o kiek netikétai kritiSkas atsiliepimas apie pagrindinius
bihevioristinio judéjimo trikumus (pats Eastonas buvo laikomas bihevioristu) aptinkamas
jo straipsnyje ,,Nauja revoliucija politikos moksle* (The New Revolution in Political
Science, 1969). Itakingy politikos mokslininky (Iano Shapiro, Almondo, Gunnelo, Johno
Cropsey ir kt.) straipsnyje-diskusijoje ,,Siuolaikinio politikos mokslo prigimtis: apvaliojo
stalo diskusija® (The Nature of Contemporary Political Science: A Roundtable
Discussion, 1990) apmastomos bendros politikos mokslo tendencijos ir perspektyvos
nusliigus radikaliems judéjimams. Galimos politikos mokslo ir politinés filosofijos
santykiy raidos perspektyvos svarstomos Avnerio de Shalito straipsnyje ,,Politiné

filosofija ir empirinis politikos mokslas: nuo priesy iki draugy?* (Political Philosophy
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and Empirical Political Science: From Foes to Friends?, 2009) ir Terence'o Ballo
straipsnyje ,,Politin¢ teorija ir politikos mokslas: ar §i santuoka gali biti iSsaugota?*
(Political Theory and Political Science: Can This Marriage Be Saved?, 2007). Jei Shalitas
viliasi, kad itampos tarp $iy discipliny jau yra pra¢jes nenaudingas juy santykiy raidos
etapas, tai Ballas yra linkes Sias jtampas laikyti itin reikSmingomis, vertingomis (jos
suteike ,,nauja kvépavima* XX amziaus politinei filosofijai) ir nesunaikinamomis, nes jos
atskleidzia prieSingas pamatines politikos mokslo ir politinés filosofijos nuostatas.

Bendra pagrindiniy Strausso idéjy apie klasikinés politinés filosofijos reikSme,
klasikinés ir moderniosios politikos sampratos skirtumus, moderniojo mokslo ribotuma
apzvalga pateikiama Anne Norton knygoje Leo Straussas ir Amerikos imperijos politika
(Leo Strauss and the Politics of American Empire, 2004). Knygos autore¢ siiillo brézti
aiSkesng ribg tarp Strausso idé€jy ir jo pasekéjy — strosininky — minciy ir tuo labiau tarp
Strausso ir konservatyviy Amerikos politiky. Tyrinétoja aiskiai parodo, kad Strausso ir jo
»sekeéju poziiiriai daugeliu aspekty yra demiatraliai prieSingi, nors labai daug (ypac
radikaliy) Strausso kritiky pac¢iam filosofui neretai priskiria strosininky paZzitras. Tedas
McAllisteris savo knygoje Maistas pries modernybe: Leo Straussas, Ericas Voegelinas ir
postliberalios tvarkos paieska (Revolt against Modernity: Leo Strauss, Eric Voegelin,
and the Search for a Postliberal Order, 1995) analizuoja Strausso pozitri i modernybg,
fakty ir vertybiy atskyra, jo istoricizmo samprata bei istoricistinio pozilirio | prigimting
teisg¢ kritika. McAllisteris bando Strausso politing filosofija priskirti konservatyviajai
politinei minciai ir akcentuoja mastytojo poZzitri | kasdienio, ikimokslinio politinés
tikrovés supratimo reikSme siekiant gilesnio, filosofinio politiniy dalyky supratimo.

Strausso idéjy analizei buvo vertinga straipsniy, parengty Strausso atminimui
skirtoje konferencijoje skatyty praneSimy pagrindu, rinktiné¢ Leo Strausso magstymas:
kritinio susidoméjimo link (Leo Strauss’s Thought: Toward a Critical Engagement,
1991), kuria sudaré Allanas Udoffas. Darbui reikSmingiausius $ios knygos straipsnius
biitina trumpai paminéti. Richardo Kenningtono straipsnyje ,,Leo Strausso Prigimtiné
teiseé ir istorija® (Leo Strauss's Natural Right and History) daugiausia démesio skiriama
Strausso idéjy apie prigimting teis¢ ir istoricizmo prieStaringuma analizei. Autorius
Strausso atsigrezima i prigimtinés teis€s problema laiké itin reikSmingu ir vertingu, nors
kartu pabréze, kad pati prigimtinés teisés idéja ir nuo jos neatsiejama teleologiné tikroves

samprata atskleidziama kiek pavirSutiniskai. Kenningtonas itin palankiai vertino Strausso
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istoricizmo kritika ir istoricizmo suprieSinima su prigimtinés teisés idéja. L Bernsas
straipsnyje ,,Jkimokslinis pasaulis ir Istoricizmas: keletas pamastymuy apie Straussa,
Heideggeri ir Husserli* (The Prescientific World and Historicism: Some Reflections on
Strauss, Heidegger, and Husserl) analizuoja, kokia itaka Straussui padar¢ Husserlio
kasdienio pasaulio samprata ir jos reikSmé moksliniam mastymui bei Heideggerio
egzistencinis mastymas, kuri Straussas vadino radikaliai istoricistiniu. Bernsas tyringjo,
kaip Straussas vertino modernyji moksla ir stengési paaiskinti, kod¢l filosofas tiek daug
démesio skyré pirminiy mokslo prielaidy apmastymui. Stanley Rosenas straipsnyje ,,L.eo
Straussas bei klasiky ir moderniyju gincas“ (Leo Strauss and the Quarrel Between the
Ancients and Moderns), analizuodamas Strausso filosofijos iStakas, parodo mastytojo ir
Nietzshes (kuri Straussas grieztai kritikavo) idéju panaSumus. Rosenas tvirtino, kad
kritikuodamas moderniuosius politikos filosofus Straussas pats daznai rémési
modernistinémis nuostatomis. Tyrinétojas Siek tiek palieté ir Strausso teologining-politing
problema bei analizavo itampos tarp filosofijos ir politinés bendruomenés priezastis.
Strausso teologinés-politinés problemos analizei neabejotinai vertingiausia buvo
Heinricho Meierio knyga Leo Straussas ir teologiné-politiné problema (Leo Strauss and
Theologico-Political Problem, 2007). Joje tyrin¢tojas detaliai analizuoja teologini ir
politini problemos aspektus bei siekia irodyti, kad Straussas reikSmingesne ir pirmesne
laiké itampa tarp politinés bendruomenés ir filosofijos. Meieris aiSkiai parodo, kaip
teologiné-politiné problema Straussui leidzia atskleisti ir pagristi iSskirting politinés
filosofijos reikSme visai filosofijai. Nors Straussas ne karta ir labai skirtingai sieke
1SrySkinti ypatinga politinés filosofijos svarba, tafiau teologinés-politinés problemos
eksplikavimas leido filosofui suformuluoti solidZiausius argumentus. Sioje knygoje, beje,
spausdinami ir du Strausso straipsniai, kuriuose mastytojas analizuoja teologing-politing
problema: jau apzvalgoje minétas ,,Protas ir apreiSkimas®“ ir ,,Aktualios vokieiy
pokarinés filosofijos problemos* (Living Issues of German Postwar Philosophy*).
Radikaliausia Strausso politinés filosofijos kritika pastebima Shiadia'os Drury
tekstuose. Savo straipsniuose ,,Ezoteriné Leo Strausso filosofija“ (The Esoteric
Philosophy of Leo Strauss, 1985) ir ,Leo Strausso klasikinés prigimtinés teisés
mokymas* (Leo Strauss's Classic Natural Teaching, 1987) tyrinétoja bando paciam
Straussui priskirti ezoterinio mokymo atstovo varda. Pasinaudodama jo id¢ja, kad daug

i8kiliy praeities mastytoju dél politinio ar religinio susidorojimo pavojaus savo tekstuose
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pagrindines mintis iSsaké ne tiesiogiai, o ,tarp eiluciu®, Drury Strausso tekstuose taip pat
tarp eiluiy bando perskaityti tikrasias filosofo mintis. Tokiu biidu beveik visos
svarbiausios Strausso id¢jos ,,apverciamos aukStyn kojom* ir Straussas parodomas kaip
nycCisSkasis antzmogis ar makevialiSkas pilkasis kardinolas, kurio tikrasis troSkimas yra
galia ir vie§patavimas. Siy Drury i§vady moksliné verté labai abejotina, daug vertingesné
jos tyrin¢jimy pradzia, t.y. dviprasmiSky ar migloty Strausso politinés filosofijos idéju
pasteb¢jimas. Kai kuriy teiginiy neapibréztumas Strausso filosofing pozicija daro
nesunkiai pazeidziama, i§ dalies legitimuodamas net ir paradoksaliausias interpretacijas.

Johno Shaaro ir Sheldono Wolino straipsnis ,,Es¢ apie mokslinj politikos tyrima
kritika* (Essays on the Scientific Study of Politics: Critique, 1963) — praktiskai vienintelé
paciy politikos mokslininky reakcija { Strausso politikos mokslo vertinima, i$sakyta
paskutingje knygos Esé apie mokslinj politikos tyrimq (Essays on the Scientific Study of
Politics, 1962), kurig sudaré Herbertas Storingas, dalyje ,,Epilogas®. Po keleto mety
(1968 m., kai pasirod¢ pirmasis leidimas) Sis Siek tiek pakoreguotas Strausso straipsnis
buvo itrauktas i jo knyga Antikinis ir modernusis liberalizmas. Shaaras ir Wolinas puikiai
atskleidé Strausso pernelyg apibendrinta ir todé¢l ne visai tiksly poziiiri i politikos moksla.
Pasak tyrinétojuy, filosofas nepastebi politikos moksle egzistuojancios poziiiriy 1
vertybinio neutralumo principa ar kasdienio pasaulio supratima ivairovés. Tyrinétojai
pamini politikos mokslininkus, kuriy poziiiris yra prieSingas tam, kurj Straussas priskiria
politikos mokslininkams, parodydami, kad mastytojas kartais pasiduodavo pagundai
kalbéti naujos disciplinos kritikams patraukliais, ta¢iau ne visai tiksliais apibendrinimais.
Be to, Shaaras ir Woolinas kvestionuoja Strausso klasikinés politinés filosofijos samprata
ir siekia iSryskinti ne tik Strausso akcentuojamus (ypac klasikinés) politinés filosofijos ir
naujo politikos mokslo skirtumus, bet ir disciplinas jungianc¢ius panasumus.

Visuose S$iuose tyrimuose daugiau ar maziau analizuojamos arba apskritai
politikos mokslo iStakos, raida ir sasajos su politine filosofija, arba apmastomas Strausso
poziiiris 1 politikos moksla ir politing filosofija, ju santyki ir reikSme. Taciau neteko
aptikti studijos, kurioje jvertinamas Strausso idéju pagristumas remiantis platesne dvieju
discipliny santykiy raidos analize. Be to, apmastant Strausso iSrySkinta politikos mokslo
ir politinés filosofijos itampa niekada nebuvo remiamasi teologine-politine problema.

Taciau gali biti, kad bitent Sios, Straussui itin reikSmingos problemos analizé gali
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labiausiai padéti atskleisti politikos mokslo ir politinés filosofijos itampos specifiSkuma ir

reik§minguma.

Tyrimo tikslas ir uzdaviniai

Pagrindinis Sio darbo tikslas yra iSanalizuoti ir kritiSkai ivertinti Strausso idéjas
apie politikos moksla, politing filosofija ir Siy discipliny santyki. Straussas buvo
isitikings, kad politikos mokslas remiasi ydingomis filosofinémis prielaidomis. Svarbus
Sio darbo uzdavinys — iSsiaiSkinti, kokios tai prielaidos ir kodél jos yra nepriimtinos
tyrin¢jant socialini pasauli. Taciau prie§ imantis $io uZdavinio, pirmiausia bandoma
i$siaiskinti, ar 1§ tiesy bihevioristiSkai orientuota (ir antifilosofiskai angazuota) politikos
mokslo kryptis ir apskritai visas politikos mokslas yra moderniosios politinés filosofijos
HKirinys®, t.y. ar politikos mokslas i§ tikryju remiasi tam tikromis filosofinémis
prielaidomis. Kadangi dauguma politikos mokslininky savo disciplinos filosofiniy Sakny
nebuvo linkg pastebéti ir kritiSkai apmastyti, o politikos filosofai iki Strausso taip pat
nesigilino | naujo politikos mokslo filosofinius pamatus, iSsiaisSkinti Siuos klausimus yra
vienas pirmyju Sio darbo uzdaviniy. Atliekant pirming Strausso idé€ju apie politikos
moksla analizg, susidaré ispiidis, kad Sio mastytojo politikos mokslo samprata yra
pernelyg apibendrinta ir supaprastinanti, tod¢l ne visai tiksli. Siekiant iSsklaidyti arba
patvirtinti prading nuomong, buvo iSkeltas uzavinys iSanalizuoti naujos akademinés
disciplinos susiformavimo prielaidas, apzvelgti institucionalizacijos ir santykiy su
kitomis disciplinomis raidos procesus. Paskutinis Sio darbo uzdavinys — iSsiaiSkinti, ar
Straussui pavyko nuosekliai pagristi politinés filosofijos reikSminguma ir vertinguma tiek

politikos mokslui, tiek visai filosofijai.

Ginami teiginiai

1. Politikos mokslas remiasi tiek tam tikromis moderniosios politinés filosofijos,
tiek ApSvietos ir ypac pozityvizmo idéjomis, kurios tapo naujos disciplinos pamatinémis
nuostatomis.

2. Strausso politikos mokslo samprata yra pernelyg unifikuojanti ir

supaprastinanti, neleidzianti pastebéti disciplinoje glidin¢iy nuostaty ir nuomoniy
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tvairovés: ji puikiai atspindi bihevioristiSkai orientuota politikos moksla krypti, bet ne
visa politikos moksla.

3. Straussas pamatines politikos mokslo prielaidas — vertybini neutraluma,
griezta metodiSkuma ir istoricistini poziliri | pazinima — laiké prieStaringomis ir
diskredituojan¢iomis mokslinj socialinés tikrovés pazinima.

4. Straussui politiné filosofija yra disciplina, tyrin¢janti pamatinius politikos
aspektus ir reikSmingiausias politines problemas, kurias politikos mokslas, del jam
budinguy scientistiniy ir istoricistiniy nuostaty, néra nei pajégus deramai suvokti, nei
analizuoti.

5. Politing filosofija Straussas ne tik laiké visais atZvilgiais pranasesne uz nauja
politikos moksla, tafiau ir vertindamas jos svarba visos filosofijos mastu Straussas
politinei filosofijai suteiké reikSmingiausios filosofijos dalies, tyrin¢jancios tas salygas,
kurios daro imanoma visos filosofijos egzistavima, statusa.

6. Straussui politinés filosofijos savitumg ir reikSminguma geriausiai atskleidzia
teologiné-politiné problema, nors pats mastytojas ja analizuodamas neatsizvelgia 1
tikéjimo savokos daugiareik§miSkuma. Teologinés-politinés problemos analizés
kontekste gerai iSryskeéja ir itampos tarp politikos mokslo ir politinés filosofijos specifika

bei nauda abiems disciplinoms.

Darbo metodologija

Disertacijoje placiai naudojami kritinés ir istorinés analizés bei rekonstrukceijos
metodai. Detaliai eksplikuojami tiek Strausso argumentai prie§ politinés filosofijos ir
politikos mokslo atskyra, tiek jo prieSininky kontrargumentai. Analizuojamas ir
vertinamas vieny ir kity svarumas bei pagristumas. Analizuojant politinés filosofijos ir
politikos mokslo bei klasikinés ir moderniosios politinés filosofijos pagrindinius
skirtumus naudojamas lyginamosios analizés metodas. Rekonstruojant Strausso bei jo
kritiky idéjas darbo eigoje neretai griztama prie ty paciy problemy ir jy analizé papildoma

jau atlikto tyrimo rezultatais.
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Mokslinis disertacijos naujumas

Strausso politin¢ filosofija uzsienyje yra placiai analizuojama, nors jo idéjoms
apie politikos mokslo ir politinés filosofijos santyki skiriama ne itin daug démesio
(daZniausiai apsiribojama arba Strausso kritikuojamy scientistiniy politikos mokslo
nuostaty analize, arba atskirai tyrin¢jamas Strausso pozilris 1 politing filosofija). Taciau
Lietuvoje Strausso idéju analizei néra skirta né vieno straipsnio. Sis faktas Siek tiek
stebina, nes Straussas néra vienas 1§ daugelio ne itin reikSmingy XX amziaus politikos
filosofu. Per pastaraji deSimtmet; JAV ir Europoje pasirod¢ daug straipsniy ir
monografijy, kuriose analizuojamos Strausso id¢jos. Susidomejimas juo veikiau auga nei
blésta, jo atminimui organizuojamos konferencijos, Cikagos universitete veikia Leo
Strausso centras (Leo Strauss Center), jau nekalbant apie tai, kad kaip ir kity i$skirtiniy
XX amZiaus mastytojy, Strausso itaka ir charizma paskatino atskiros mokyklos —
strosininky — susiformavima.

Visgi bandymy iSsamiai analizuoti Strausso id¢jas ir apie politinés filosofijos
reikSminguma, ir politikos mokslo ribotuma aptikti nepavyko. Darby, kuriuose, siekiant
tvertinti Strausso teiginiy pagristuma, atliekama politikos mokslo institucionalizacijos ir
santykiy su politine filosofija raidos analizé taip pat néra. Todé¢l analizuojant politikos
mokslo institucionalizacija ir rySio su politine filosofija raida darbe buvo atskleistas
bitent politikos mokslo poveikis dvieju discipliny tarpusavio santykiams. Jei antroje
darbo dalyje politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo santykis buvo analizuojamas
zvelgiant 1§ Strausso politinés filosofijos perspektyvos, tai pirmoje darbo dalyje
pagrindinis démesys buvo kreipiamas | tai, kaip patys politikos mokslininkai §j santyki
suprato ir kaip tas supratimas keitési vystantis politikos mokslui. Toks tyrimo kelias,
kurio nepavyko aptikti kituose Strausso politinei filosofijai skirtuose darbuose, padé¢jo
tiek aiSkiau jvertinti §io mastytojo idéju naujuma, tiek ir jzvelgti kai kuriy i§ ju
neatskleistus aspektus.

Straussas ne karta teigé, kad tinkamas politinés filosofijos istorijos iSmanymas
yra biitina tiek adekvataus politiniy problemy, tiek Siuolaikinio politikos mokslo ir
Siuolaikinés politinés filosofijos supratimo salyga. Siame darbe buvo papildyta ir i§plésta
Si filosofo mintis: norint suprasti Siuolaiking politing filosofija biitinas ne tik politinés
filosofijos istorijos, bet ir politikos mokslo istorijos i§manymas. Sis tyrimas reik§mingas

ne tik tuo, kad jis gali padéti aiSkiau jvertinti Strausso id¢jy indélj i Siuolaikinés politinés
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filosofijos raida. Jis apskritai leidzia geriau suvokti Siuolaikinés politinés filosofijos, kuri
plétojosi veikiama politikos mokslo, ir politikos mokslo, kuris formavosi ir vystési
veikiamas tiek moderniosios politinés filosofijos, tiek pozityvistinés filosofijos, savituma.

Strausso iSkelta teologiné-politiné problema tyrinétojy analizuojama tik
filosofijos santykio su teologija ar politika kontekste. Bandymy §ios problemos analize
pasitelkti siekiant labiau iSgryninti jtampa tarp politinés filosofijos ir politikos mokslo bei
atskleisti Sios jtampos reik§me¢ Siuolaikinei politinei filosofijai ir politikos mokslui taip
pat néra teke aptikti. Apie Sios jtampos reikSme politinei filosofijai yra kalbéjes Terencas
Ballas (Ball 2007), o apie jos nauda politikos mokslui — Benjaminas Barberis (Barber
2006). Taciau mineti tyrinétojai net nekele minties, kad ji gali biiti analizuojama kartu

tyrin¢jant teologing-politing problema.

Darbo struktura

Pirmasis Sio darbo skyrius skirtas naujos akademinés disciplinos — politikos
mokslo — susiformavimo filosofiniy prielaidy ir atsiskyrimo nuo politinés filosofijos
proceso analizei. Pirmiausia aiSkinamasi, kaip nuo moderniosios politinés filosofijos
atsiradimo émeé keistis pozilris tiek | Zmogaus prigimti ir politika, tiek { Zmogaus ir
socialinio pasaulio tyrinéjimo galimybes bei specifika. Véliau analizuojamas XVII
amziaus mokslo revoliucijos ir XVIII amZiaus ApSvietos poveikis mokslinio Zinojimo
tiksly pasikeitimui, naujo pozitrio, kaip turi buti moksliskai tyrin¢jamas gamtos ir,
svarbiausia, socialinis pasaulis, atsiradimui ir naujy socialiniy moksly formavimuisi.
Pirmo skyriaus pirmas poskyris baigiamas pozityvizmo filosofijos poveikio politinei
filosofijai ir politikos mokslo formavimuisi analize. Jame iSsiaiSkinama, kad naujas
politikos mokslas perémé ir toliau plétojo daug pamatiniy pozityvizmo nuostaty ir
metodologiniy socialinio pasaulio tyrimo principy.

Antrame pirmo skyriaus poskyryje pagrindinis démesys skiriamas jau atsiradusio
politikos mokslo institucionalizacijos ir santykiy su politine filosofija raidos analizei.
Pirmame Sio poskyriaus skirsnyje paaiskéja, kad vos susiformavusiame politikos moksle
eémé rysSkéti skirtingos kryptys, nevienodai vertinancios politinés filosofijos reikSme
disciplinos plétrai. Antrame skirsnyje analizuojamas politikos mokslo raidai reikSmingo
bihevioristinio jud¢jimo metu iSrySkejes itin kritiSkas politinés filosofijos vertinimas ir

mokslinio bei metodisko politikos tyrin¢jimo sureikSminimas. Pirmas darbo skyrius
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baigiamas svarbiausiy per daugiau nei Simta mety trukusia naujos disciplinos raida
iSrySkéjusiy politikos mokslo ir politinés filosofijos skirtumy analize.

Antrame Sio darbo skyriuje tyrinéjama Leo Strausso politikos mokslo kritika ir
jo pozitris 1 politing filosofija. Pirmame antro skyriaus poskyryje trumpai aptarus
reikSmingesnius Strausso mokslinés veiklos aspektus ir jo i1déju filosofinius kontekstus,
antrame poskyryje analizuojami Strausso nuomone esminiai politikos mokslo trikumai:
fakty ir vertybiy atskyrimas, griezto metodiSkumo sureikSminimas ir istoricistinis
poziliris 1 paZzinima. Tyrin¢jamas galimas §iy pamatiniy politikos mokslo nuostaty
prieStaringumas ir pavojingos implikacijos (filosofijos ir mokslinio pazinimo
diskreditavimas, svarbiausiy politiniy dalyky ir problemy supratimo iSkraipymas).

Kaip alternatyva S$iam, Strausso pozitriu, defektyviomis nuostatomis
besiremian¢iam moksliniam politikos tyrinéjimui Straussas pateikia filosofini socialinio
pasaulio tyrimo biida. Politinés filosofijos specifika, pamatinés prielaidos ir svarbiausios
tyringjamos problemos (Zmogaus prigimtis, prigimtinés teis¢, tinkamiausias rezimas,
bendrasis géris) analizuojamos tre¢io poskyriaus pirmame skirsnyje. Antrame $§io
poskyriaus skirsnyje analizuojama Strausso filosofijai itin reik§Sminga teologiné-politiné
problema. Jos analizé ne tik leidZia atskleisti ypatinga politinés filosofijos reikSme
apskritai visai filosofijai, bet ir padeda geriau suprasti itampos, kylancios 1§ politinés
filosofijos ir politikos mokslo, specifiSkuma bei reikSme tiek politinei filosofijai, tiek ir

politikos mokslui.

ISvados

Darbe atlikta analizé leidZia teigti, kad siekis politiniy dalyky tyrima padaryti
labiau moksliska atsirado gerokai anks¢iau nei susiformavo nauja politikos mokslo
disciplina. Jau moderniosios politinés filosofijos pradininkai tur¢jo intencijy mokslus apie
Zmogy ir socialinj pasauli paversti daug tikslesniais, nei buvo iki tol. Jy iSkeltos id¢jos po
keleto amziy tapo kertinémis naujy socialiniy moksly nuostatomis. Tiek politinés
filosofijos tradicijos liZio momentu, tiek XVII amZiaus mokslo revoliucijos metu, tiek
Apsvietos amziuje ir XIX amziaus pozityvizmo filosofijoje pamazu formavosi ne tik
pamatiniai naujojo politikos mokslo principai, taciau éme vis labiau rySkéti ir

nepasitenkinimas tradiciniu filosofiniu politiniy dalyky tyrimo biidu. Sékminga tiksliyju
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moksly plétra sufleravo mintj, kad tradicinis, aristoteliSkas pasaulio ir zmogaus
tyrin¢jimo budas galbiit yra biitent tai, kas neleidzia humanitariniams mokslams pasiekti
panaSios pazangos, kokia pasieké tikslieji mokslai. Vis labiau buvo manoma, kad
tyrin¢jant zmogy ir socialini pasauli senaji universaly filosofini metoda reikéty pakeisti
kitu universaliu — gamtamoksliniu metodu. Ir kuo daugiau pasaulj stebino moderniojo
mokslo, kurio geriausias pavyzdys ilga laika buvo fizika, laiméjimai, tuo dazniau buvo
teigiama, kad sékmingesniam Zmogaus ir socialinio pasaulio tyrimui reikalingos 1
tiksliuosius mokslus labiau nei filosofija panaSios naujos akademinés disciplinos. Taigi,
politikos mokslas remiasi tiek moderniosios politinés filosofijos, tiek ApSvietos ir
pozityvizmo id¢jomis, kurios tapo naujos disciplinos pamatinémis nuostatomis.

Nauja disciplina nuo pat pradziy nebuvo vieninga: politikos moksle i§ karto émé
rySketi skirtingos kryptys, kuriy atstovai nevienodai vertino tiek pozityvizmo ir jo
pasitilyty metodologiniy nuostaty, tiek ir politinés filosofijos palikimo reikSme naujai
akademinei disciplinai. Ten, kur antikos laikus siekiancios politinio mastymo tradicijos
»Svoris® buvo jauciamas labiausiai — Europoje — politikos mokslo institucionalizacijos
procesas baigési véliausiai ir ¢ia politikos mokslas buvo ilgiausiai susijgs su tokiomis
tradicinémis disciplinomis kaip politinés filosofija, istorija ar teis¢. Taciau net ir
Jungtinése Amerikos Valstijose, kurios visiSkai pagristai gali biiti vadinamos politikos
mokslo, kaip savarankiskos akademinés disciplinos (bet ne politikos mokslo idéjos)
»gimtine®, greta scientistiniy pazitiry politikos mokslininky, reikalavusiy grieztos ju
disciplinos autonomijos nuo politinés filosofijos, visada buvo tradicionalistiSkai
orientuoti politikos mokslininkai, tvirting, kad per didelis empiriniy fakty sureikSminimas
neleis pastebéti paciy svarbiausiy ,fakty“ — vertybiy, dvasiniy patirciy ir lukesciy.
Tradicionalistai pasisaké uz glaudZiy politikos mokslo rySiy iSlaikyma su istorjja ir
politine filosofija. Seitajame pra¢jusio amziaus deSimtmetyje, bihevioristinio judéjimo
pradzioje scientiSkai angazuoty politikos mokslininky gretos émeé stipriai didéti, taciau
net ir tada buvo politikos mokslininky-tradicionalisty, kurie oponavo bihevioristams.
Taigi, pirminé iZvalga pasitvirtino — Srausso politikos mokslo samprata i§ tiesy buvo
pernelyg unifikuojanti, neleidZianti pastebéti disciplinoje glidin€iy nuostaty ir nuomoniy
tvairoves. Tik radikaliis politikos mokslininkai-bihevioristai i politing filosofija zZvelge
kaip 1 pasenusia, pseudomoksling zinojimo forma, kurios siekis formuluoti universalius

teiginius ar kategorijas yra i$ principo neigyvendinamas ir kuria turé¢jo pakeisti naujas
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pazangus politikos mokslas. Taigi, kritikuojant politing filosofija buvo remiamasi tam
tikromis istoricistinémis prielaidomis. Sios politikos mokslininky-bihevioristy nuostatos
tapo pagrindiniais Strausso kritikos objektais.

Kritikuodamas politikos moksla, vienu didziausiy jo trilkumuy Straussas laiké
griezta fakty ir vertybiy atskyrima. Vertybinio neutralumo principo taikyma socialiniuose
moksluose mastytojas laiké klaida: politikos mokslininkai, pasak jo, klysta ne tik d¢l to,
kad tiriant Zmones ar juy tarpusavio saveika yra be galo sunku (o kartais ir nejmanoma)
atskirti, kokie teiginiai yra grynai, faktiniai, o kokie — grynai normatyviniai, bet ir tod¢l,
kad vien jau bandymas juos atriboti iSkraipo politiniy dalyky supratima ir galiausiai
pakerta tiek paties racionalumo, mokslinio Zinojimo ir tiesos ieSkojimo vertg, tiek
normatyvinés politinés filosofijos autoriteta. Taciau reikia pabrézti, kad Straussas
pernelyg sureikSmino vertybinio neutralumo principo reikSme politikos mokslininkams.
Ne visi politikos mokslo atstovai palaiké minti, kad tyrin¢jant politinius reiSkinius bitina
aiskiai skirti faktus ir vertybes. Net ir tie, kurie Sia mint; palaiké, neman¢, kad tikrovéje
faktai ir vertybés gali biti atsieti: tai veikiau turi biiti atlickama loginiais sumetimais, nes
empiriniai metodai nevienodai gerai tinka analizuojant skirtingo pobiidzio problemas. Be
to, ne visi politikos mokslininkai vertybes laiké bevertémis moksline prasme ar visiskai
subjektyviomis. Nuostatos, kurias Straussas priskyré visiems politikos mokslininkams, 1§
tiesy buvo bidingos bihevioristams — radikalios politikos mokslo krypties atstovams,
taCiau daugelis kity politikos mokslininky ir ypac tradicionalistai nei palaiké kategoriSka
reikalavima skirti faktus ir vertybes, nei kritikavo politing filosofija kaip moksliskai
beverte remdamiesi vertybinio neutralumo principu.

Analizuodamas politikos mokslininkams budinga nuostata, kad tik metodiskas
socialinio pasaulio tyrimas gali garantuoti gilesni jo supratimg ir iSmanyma, Straussas
pri¢jo iSvados, kad griezto metodiSkumo svarba socialiniuose moksluose yra stipriai
pervertinama. Politikos moksle, pasak Strausso, vyrauja i§ pozityvisty perimtas
isitikinimas, kad tik mokslinis Zinojimas yra vienintelis tikras Zinojimas. I$ Sio isitikinimo
nuosekliai iSvedama mintis, kad visas politiniy dalyky supratimas, kuris néra pasiekiamas
1§ anksto apibréZtomis mokslinémis procediiromis, yra pazintine prasme bevertis. Todél
politikos mokslininkai, siekdami savo tyrimams suteikti kuo daugiau moksliSkumo, kartu
stengiasi atmesti subjektyvy, kasdieninés patirties ar tiesiog sveiko proto padiktuota

politiniy dalykuy zinojima. Taciau Sios nuostatos, i§ dalies tinkancios tiksliesiems

40



mokslams, Strausso isitikinimu, visiSkai netinka socialiniams mokslams: juos {painioja i
vidinius prieStaravimus ir galiausiai sumenkina jy mokslinius pasiekimus.

Politikos mokslininky pastangas savo discipling kuo labiau priartinti prie
tiksliyju moksly ir tokiu btidu pagilinti ar patobulinti politiniy dalyky supratima Straussas
laiké prieStaringu nesusipratimu. Juk moderniojo mokslo pagrindinis tikslas yra ne
iSmintis, o galia. Mokslininis Zinojimas neabejotinai iSplecia zmogaus galiy ribas, taciau
jis nesuteikia zinojimo, kokiam tikslui tos galios turéty biiti panaudotos. Be to,
modernusis mokslas ne tiek atskleidZia tyrin¢jama tikrove ar patobulina jos supratima,
kiek ja transformuoja ir paaiSkina mokslini jos konstrukta. Siekdami buti moksliski,
politikos mokslininkai gali prisidéti prie didesnio ZmogiSkyjy galiy iSplétimo, taciau
gilesnis zmogaus, visuomeneés ir politikos supratimas, Strausso isitikinimu, negali biti
pasiektas. Taip yra todél, kad metodiSkas tyrimas neiSvengiamai yra supaprastinantis,
atmetantis tai, kas negali buti pagrindziama ar objektyviai tyrin¢jama. Kitaip tariant,
metodiSkas tyrimas nepastebi to, kas nepatenka | metodo ,regos lauka“. Socialiniy
moksly atveju tai gali biiti ne Salutiniai, o esminiai socialinio pasaulio elementai. Todél
kuo labiau politikos mokslininkai siekia biiti metodiski, tuo labiau jie tolsta nuo politikos
filosofu, kuriy svarbiausias tikslas yra ne atskiry socialinio pasaulio detaliy, bet socialinés
visumos supratimas. Taciau Sioje vietoje (lygiai taip pat, kaip ir vertybinio neutralumo
principo kritikos atveju) Strausso politikos mokslo vaizdas buvo pernelyg homogeniskas.
Straussas neatsizvelgeé i tuos politikos mokslininkus, kurie atvirai teige, kad mokslinis
Zinojimas privalo prasidéti nuo sveiko proto padiktuoto socialinio pasaulio supratimo.
Nuostata, kurig Straussas priskyré visiems politikos mokslininkams, buvo tikrai btidinga
bihevioristams, taciau net ir dalis juy atsliigus bihevioristinio judéjimo ikarSciui suSvelnino
radikalias savo paZziliras.

Straussas grieztai kritikavo istoricistines politikos mokslo nuostatas. Pasak jo,
remdamiesi istoricizmu politikos mokslininkai atmeté politikos filosofu (ypac klasikinés
politinés  filosofijos atstovy) sieki formuluoti universalius politing tikrove
konstituojancius principus, troskima atrasti visiems laikams galiojancias tiesas ir
pastangas paZinti politinés tikrovés visuma. Neigdamas galimybg suvokti visuma,
istoricizmas, pasak Strausso, kartu atmeta ir pacia filosofijos galimybe. Jei klasikai
filosofini mastyma suvoké kaip biida iSeiti 1§ olos ir pasiekti tikra, nuo tradiciniy ir

istoriniy priemaiSy apvalyta Zinojima, tai istoricizmas leidZia suprasti, kad toks i§¢jimas
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1S olos yra nejmanomas. Taciau tiek politikos mokslo rémimasi istoricizmu (istoricizmas
kartu neigia ir mokslinio tyrin¢jimo iSskirtinuma), tiek pacias istoricistines nuostatas
Straussas laiké prieStaringomis. Pasak jo, pirmiausia istoriné patirtis ne patvirtina, bet
paneigia istoricistini teigini, kad néra nieko nekintanc¢io: fundamentaliy filosofiniy
problemy egzistavimas yra puikus pavyzdys, kad kai kurie dalykams jmanoma perzengti
savas istorines ribas. O jei iSlieka nekintancios filosofinés problemos, islieka ir galimybeé
pasiekti tiesa. Be to, istoricizmas negali sau neprieStaraudamas paneigti universaliy
principy egzistavimo galimybeés. Juk istoricistai kaip tik teigia atrade¢ viena universaly
principa: kad ir kaip keistysi Zmogaus mastymas, jis visada isliks istoriSkas. Negalédami
biti nuoseklis, istoricistai negali racionaliai pagristi ir filosofijos istoriSkumo. Todél
paremti istoricizmu, politikos mokslininky argumentai taip pat tampa prieStaringi:
neigdami politinés filosofijos apeliavima 1 visuotinuma, politikos mokslininkai
formuluoja 1 visuotinuma pretenduojancius teiginius apie politinés filosofijos
1storiSkuma.

Kai daug politikos mokslininky atvirai kalbéjo apie politinés filosofijos pabaiga,
Straussas ne tik stengési parodyti, kad patys politikos mokslininkai daugeliu atveju
nemato savo teiginiy priestaringumo, ribotumo arba pavojingy implikacijy, taciau ir sieké
racionaliai pagristi iSskirting politinés filosofijos reikSme. Politing filosofija mastytojas ne
tik laiké visais atZzvilgiais pranaSesne uz nauja politikos moksla, taciau net vertindamas
jos svarba visos filosofijos mastu Straussas pri¢jo iSvados, kad politin¢ filosofija yra
reikSmingiausia filosofijos dalis, nes tyrin¢ja tas salygas, kurios daro imanoma visos
filosofijos egzistavima. Straussas tvirtino, jog daugybe pamatiniy politiniy problemy apie
Zmogaus prigimti, prigimting teisg, geriausia rezima, bendraji géri gali analizuoti tik
politin¢ filosofija, nes politikos mokslas, d¢l jam biidingy scientistiniy ir istoricistiniy
nuostaty arba yra nepajégus ju analizuoti, arba Siy problemy nelaiko tikromis politinémis
problemomis.

Geriausiai politinés filosofijos savituma ir reikSminguma, Strausso isitikinimu,
atskleidzia teologiné-politiné problema. Sios problemos analizé leidzia isryskinti
pamating Vakary pasaulio itampa, kuri skleidziasi tarp dviejy skirtingy, viena kita
eliminuoti siekian¢iy sri¢iy: tikéjimo ir Zinojimo. Straussas sieké parodyti, kad §i jtampa
pirmiausia kyla 1§ filosofijos ir politikos prieSpriesos, tod¢él ja apmastyti turi bitent

politin¢ filosofija. Politikos filosofai, analizuodami teologing-politing problema,
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neiS§vengiamai turi svarstyti filosofijos reikalingumo pagrindimo klausima ir aiSkintis
filosofinio pazinimo ribas. Taciau Straussui nepavyksta iSgryninti skirtingy religinio
tik¢jimo, pasitikéjimo ir nereflektuoto isitikinimo savoky, todél visos jos kiek
pavirsutiniskai jo tekstuose ,,sulydomos® i viena tikéjimo savoka. Siaip ar taip, politinés
filosofijos savirefleksija, savyju riby isisamoninimas, kylantis 1§ jvairiausiy ir
nevienartsiy filosofijos itampuy su religija, ikiteoriniu mastymu ar politine bendruomene,
pasak Strausso, yra vienas didZiausiy jos pranaSumuy prie§ politikos moksla.
Neapmastydami pamatiniy savo disciplinos nuostaty, politikos mokslininkai yra
pasmerkti nekritiSkai kliautis mokslu ir nepastebéti, kad ne tik juy disciplinos, bet ir viso
moderniojo mokslo pamatai néra tokie tvirti, kaip kad atrodo $io mokslo atstovams.
Straussas buvo isitikings, jog gilesnés politinés filosofijos studijos padéty politikos
mokslininkams kritiSkiau ivertinti pamatines juy disciplinos nuostatas. Taigi, politiné
filosofija gali padeéti politikos mokslininkams geriau suprasti savo disciplina. Faktas, kad
nusliigus bihevioristiniam judéjimui 1§ tiesy politikos moksle pradéta daugiau dométis
politine filosofija, leidZia tikétis, kad (ne be Strausso pagalbos) politikos mokslininkai
pradéjo suvokti politinés filosofijos nauda ju disciplinai.

XX amziaus patirtis parode¢, kad jtampa tarp politinés filosofijos ir politikos
mokslo gali buti tokia pat reikSminga, kaip ir Strausso teologinés-politinés problemos
analizéje aptartos itampos. Strausso 1zvalgos — puikus pavyzdys, kad ir politiné filosofija
gali radikaliai kritikuoti pamatines politikos mokslo nuostatas ir abejoti naujos disciplinos
reikalingumu. Siy discipliny jtampos pasekmés taip pat panagios i pasekmes, kylandias i3
itampos tarp politinés filosofijos ir politinés bendruomenés: politikos filosofai yra
priverCiami pagristi savo disciplinos reikalinguma ir apmastyti filosofinio mastymo ribas.
Taigi, klausimas ,,kodél politiné filosofija?* natiiraliai veda prie kito, visai filosofijai
egzistenciSkai reikSmingo klausimo ,,kodél filosofija?*. Straussas i tiesy politikos
moksla suvoké pernelyg apibendrintai (tiksliau tariant, jis visa politikos moksla tapatino
su bihevioristiniu politikos mokslu) ir, bandydamas jam radikaliai prieSinti (ypac
klasiking) politing filosofija, nebuvo linkes pripazinti kai kuriy tarp ju egzistuojanciy
panaSumy. Taciau siekdamas pagristi politinés filosofijos reikSme, mastytojas dave
reikSminga impulsa vienos seniausios filosofijos Sakos atgimimui. Galbiit naujas politikos
mokslas, prieSingai nei mané Straussas, buvo daugiau naudingas politinei filosofijai nei

zalingas (tiesa, nedidele politikos mokslo nauda politinei filosofijai — pirmini politiniy
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dalyky apmastyma ir empiriniu duomenuy kaupima — Straussas pripazino, tadiau ji
neprilygo zalos, kylancios i§ politinés filosofijos autoriteto diskreditavimo, mastams).
Sukurdami nauja itampa politikos mokslininkai netiesiogiai ir tikriausiai patys to
nenorédami padaré didziausia paslauga politinei filosofijai. Teologiné-politine-(ir galbut
jau) moksliné problema ,,pateisino* Strausso jai suteikta pagrindinio politinés filosofijos

gyvybingumo Saltinio varda.
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