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Summary. Diagnosis of the identity crisis of political sc@nas an academic discipline is the
starting point in the article for reflection on tbiscipline’s methodological condition. The paper
consists of three parts. Part One discusses tlitutitnal determinants of the science of polifics
Poland and in the United States. Part Two pregbetarguments ultimately leading to the defini-
tion of the science of politics add&cursive platformPart Three explains the mechanisms respon-
sible for the unification — in the form of the gtaim — of the science of politics. This takes place
on two levels (treated as conjunctive or disjuretivresearch practice): 1) as part of object meth
odologies of individual subdisciplines, which rejéte positivist doctrine of ‘pure facts’ as wedl a
the distinction between empirical theory and noiveatheory; 2) as part of research pragmatics —
pragmatism and hermeneutics — which free politicabry from metaphysical errors and set the
standards of its scientificity.
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INTRODUCTION

The present paper seeks to answer the questiomisviie science of politics
or political science? This is the question of aaseientific nature. To answer it
exhaustively would require a vast study. In anygssa cannot avoid simplifica-
tions. However, | choose to accept them for attlees reasons. Firstly, because
in the Polish political science literature there axtremely few metatheoretical
studies. Secondly, because | came to the conclubinthis state of research
should be compared with its counterpart in the Bhghanguage literature.
Given the fact that the size of the latter is tinfpressive, | found it a mitigating
circumstance to the extent that it will absolvefroen both the charge of not having
studied it exhaustively enough and from the sketohy of my presentation.

The question posed here concerns applied scienttee @cience whose pur-
pose is to serve man through the methodical inéépion and rational explana-
tion of what he/she experiences in the politicalitg and to help him/her under-
stand his/her participation in the collectif@m of life, which is politics, and
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thereby facilitate opening to the world and commation with others. The
problem lies, however, in that politics is a higklymplex and pluralistic sphere
of human activity. Scientific reflection on it, ledore, must necessarily be also
diversified. The more so that science itself isseabiguous concept, understood
and practiced in diverse ways, and governed bywuarconventions in the form
of methodological rules. Specialists in generaémiific methodology claim —
and they have to be trusted in this — that thesenarnon-historical or universal
criteria of scientificity. Therefore, by definitipthere cannot be only one answer
to our simple question. Nevertheless, for all thdgferent, currently existing
and prospectively possible answers, | can findrtaite broad (in terms of de-
scription and explanation), collective categoryha form of the metaphor of a
discursive platformwhich gives a special unity (synthesis) to theotietical
approaches and research disciplines that meet ®hatlatter, which are essen-
tially subdiscipline®f political science, are sometimes calseience(s) of poli-
tics or political science The concept ofliscursive platformwill allow me to
give up the plural number to subsume all theseisaiplines under onscience
— a field of scientific writing, united by certafanctional, linguistic (especially
semantically) and epistemological/general-philoscgdhelements. While these
ties are not too strong, they are effective endoghllow us in practice to justi-
fiably apply the joint name o$cience of politicer political science

The present paper is divided into three parts. ®ag shows the institutional
determinants of political science, which influerthe way of understanding and
pursuing it both in Poland and in the United StaRest Two reminds us of the
double rationality of this discipline, combiningetbretical and practical, descrip-
tive and normative, and social and humanistic studkrinally, Part Three pre-
sents strictly methodological reflections, focusmd showing and explaining
mechanisms that take part in the unification ditigal science in the form and
on a scale of thplatform

SCIENCE IN THE FETTERS OF INSTITUTIONS

Political science is an academic discipline in dentity crisis. This is the
case both in Poland and in the Western world: Euapd the USA. There are
different reasons for this state of affairs at h@and abroad: they partly overlap,
and partly they have their local specific charabteth here and there.

One of the leading Polish political scientists, §§ae/ Mojsiewicz, in his
1996 reportPolitologia w Polsce na etapie transformagiolitical science in
Poland at the stage of transformation), says thiatdiscipline is a part of the
humanities made up of sixteen ‘specialfiebi the same report, its author, when

! These are: 1) international relations, 2) politibaory, 3) history of political thought, 4) padil
doctrines, 5) contemporary political history, 6)ifical sociology, 7) social politics, 8) economic
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discussing the condition of scholarly studies cateld in this field in Poland,
stresses new dangers they are facing today — new anthe stage of transfor-
mation of the political system, and therefore with ideological and political
constraints, which were the determinant of sciendeoland in the cold war era.
Characteristically enough, Mojsiewicz sees theswées from the standpoint of
the functioning of the state institution that desdvho deserves (and who does
not) to be awarded the postdoctoral degree (hateitit doctor) or the title of
professor in political science. Revealing the cidteised for this purpose by the
Central Qualifying Commission for Degrees and Fftlae names as the first of
these dangers ,the blurring of boundaries betwe@nsfic disciplines related
to political science, mainly political history, ttsgience of state and law, and
sociology versus political scienceThis type of ascertainment, understandable
form the standpoint of a decision-making institotio the sphere of science,
which, by nature, is governed by the need to masrformalization of knowledge,
is surprising from the methodological point of viedow should we understand
it then? Are the sciences ‘closely’ related to fxdi science, called ‘specialties’
earlier in the text, each taken separately, somgithifferent from political science
itself? What would it be without them then? If, lewer, they are its constituents,
how is it possible that they can, let us say thisconstruct’ it, deprive it of dis-
tinctive features. Perhaps the concept itselfsafience of politics/political science’
was clandestinely treated as hypostasis, i.e. $t@ad construction, independent
of research practice? There are more and more slabbut it. One things seems
certain, though: the rationality of the decisionking institution concerning
political science clashes with the rationality afestific cognition employed
(also) in politics.

In other words, the Central Commission’s criteri@ &rational from the
methodological point of view, according to whichesce cannot essentially be
controlled because originally it denotes the prsaafscreative cognitidh The
criteria are (can be) rational from the standpointheory or sociology of sci-
ence, which apply the term science to the whole fi¢ culture consisting of all
the objective results of cognitiom the form of methods, theories, institutions,

politics, 9) political geography, 10) political sophy, 11) political psychology, 12) theory cdtest
13) theory of communication, 14) political systeds) international economy, 16) press systems.

2 This has been its full name since 2003. Obsenadeéntally, that Mojsiewicz himself be-
longs to the elite circle of its members divided, the discipline key, into permanent sections
elected democratically by all senior (independawsgdemics, employed at the appropriate facul-
ties of all higher education institutions in Polan@ihe institutional classification of sciencesoint
fields and disciplines within their scope comearfrthe Central Commission. Thus, for example,
according to the Commission’s classification, huitiemis afield, while political science is discipline

3 Cz. Mojsiewicz Politologia w Polsce na etapie transformafiolitical science in Poland at
the stage of transformation) [indem Od polityki do politologii(From politics to political sci-
ence), Tora 2004, pp. 230-231, 237.

4 5. Kamfiski, Pojecie nauki i klasyfikacja naukThe concept of science and classification of
sciences), Lublin 1981, p. 18.
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etc. This is a perspective on the practice of pogsacience and the social, or-
ganizational, or financial (etc.) mechanisms goweynit. In practice the ‘ra-
tionality’ of political science as an academic gtine is determined institution-
ally in Poland. It consists in the conformance witk interests and viewsf a
group of people who perform the role ghtekeeperswho decide directly or
indirectly about filling the professorial poststhe political science faculties at
universities and colleges. Tipeactical answer to the question ‘what is political
science’ corresponds from their perspective withl Ka Feyerabend’s descrip-
tion: ,science is what | do, what my colleagues alod what the likes of us to-
gether with the majority of society regard as ‘atific’ ” °.

And Czestaw Mojsiewicz answers the question: wha litical scientist?,
formulating the following three criteria: 1) setfantification with political sci-
ence, by which he understands a political scieraehing-research institution
(faculty, institute, department/chair at a univigrsir college), 2) completion of a
political science degree program or a related ¢a&)( and a doctoral or post-
doctoral degree, 3) scholarly achievements thatttaeegrounds for awarding
professorship in ,humanities on the basis of admesnts in political scienc®”
This is a classic tautological definition in thestitutional version: all the three
criteria are purely formal in the institutional sen In short, a political scien-
tist/political science is one who/which has a dgtroperties that allow him/it to
seek this appellation, conferred upon him/it byspas acting in the name of a
particular social institution functioning (in a giv country, place, and time) with
the status and under the aegis of political science

As | said at the beginning, this situation of poét science is by no means
only a Polishspecificum It also looks the same in other countries, inclgdhe
oldest democracy or the United States, where, alffuthe analogous function
of gatekeepers is not exercised by any federad/statnmission. This status is
held however by the leading organization calledAhgerican Political Science
Association. It publishes themerican Political Science Revigmumber one out
of 79 periodicals in this field according to thetetion of being cited as an-
nounced by thdournal Citation Reportor 2004), which, alongside themeri-
can Journal of Political Scienc@vhich in turn advertises as the most widely-

5 pPK. FeyerabendPrzeciw metodzjetransl. by S. Wiertlewski, Wroctaw 2001, p. 240.
(Against Methodl.ondon, Verso 1993).

% Cz. Mojsiewicz,Problemy programowe i kadrowe politologii wisgych szkotach niepub-
licznych (Problems with the curricula and teaching stafihon-public higher education institu-
tions) [in:] idem Od polityki do politologii(From politics to political science), p. 260. Omere
conclusion by this author:

The future of political science in Poland are thademic teachers educated at the faculties (itestitof
political science and bound to their workplace bgtdral and postdoctoral degrees in political smefhis is
the goal we have to reach in order to build thergdic level of the political science disciplin@d avoid
dispersing political science among other discigife social sciences and humanities. We must fotlosv
example of other scientific disciplines on the regments who can be a lawyer, historian, philosophe
economist, etcilfidem pp. 260/261).
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read political science journal in the USA) is retgd as the most important peri-
odical in this domain. Ipractice the two periodicals determine the criteria of
scientificity of political science studies in th&s and they are believed to have
a de factodecisive impact on the employment policy at p@&itical science
departmentsThey do so in an arbitrary way, promoting fir§tadl positivist
methods in research, which are essentially orietttedrds generalization and sta-
tistics. Figures show for example that in the A#8% of papers in 1975-1979
were written with a behaviorist approach or usedgérspective of rational choice
theory, in 1997-2001 the respective coefficienhyp&i1%, while in the APSR the
percentage of positivist papers during the saniegsewas 76 and 63%.

The domination and privileged status of positivimapecially behaviorism
and the rational choice theory, in American paditiscience (including interna-
tional relations; the same phenomenon being alserghble to a lesser extent in
the UK) are criticized by many. Some of them do sotmuch challenge the
importance of positivist studies as they mildlymiabut the need to accept epis-
temological pluralism in social sciences. Theyirahus that not all social rela-
tions can be directly observed and presented urdiy that empirical ‘results’
can be interpreted in many ways, depending on lieerétical assumptions
adopted by a research schal#ther critics of this state of affairs point dbe
paradoxes accompanying it. Ido Oren, when writingstory of American po-
litical science in his boolOour Enemies and US: America’s Rivalries and Mak-
ing of Political Sciencg2003), exposes its ideological leanings entangted
scientistic rhetoric. Now American political scienenaking the picture of itself,
insists that it is an ‘objective science independ#rits national origin and his-
torical context’ and at the same time a sciencencitied to ‘freedom and de-
mocracy’. This involvement, Oren believes, undemmsiits objectivity, which he
demonstrates especially by the example of modifinat which political science
made in the content of the definition of democra&tyeach stage of its history
since the World War I, it emphasized similaritlestween the US and its allies,
the similarities that are expected to distingutsinam the competitors of Amer-
ica. It turns out, however, that they are employetrumentally, serving to le-
gitimate US foreign policy, providing it with theek concept of ‘democratic’
peacd which in reality denotes the international ordesed on the terms im-
posed by the US. Sometimes it is directly cajpast AmericanaAnother para-
dox in the history of American political sciencessen in connection with the
thought of Isaiah Berlin, also important for itsdli his main 1962 essay with
the characteristic title questiddoes Political Theory Still Exi8tBerlin main-
tains that political theory will never become scierbecause of the nature of

" See: D. Marsh and H. SavigrBplitical science as a broad church: the searchdqguluralist
discipline,,Politics”, 2004, vol. 24 (3), pp. 155-168.

8 Shown after: R. Adcock, M. BevifThe history of political sciencegPolitical Studies Re-
view”, 2005, vol. 3, pp. 11-12.
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guestions it asks. Among others, he meant normagtirestions, which, he says,
remain ‘obstinately philosophical’ while, he beksy what is ,characteristic of
specifically philosophical questions is that theyrbt ... satisfy conditions re-
quired by an independent science, the principalrgnwehich is that the path to
their solution must be implicit in their very formation”. This refers to the con-
ditions set forth in the positivist methodologystfidies, satisfied both by formal
and empirical sciences but, as Berlin holds, ntisfsad by political theories.
Forty years later, American scholar Ruth W. Gramdld that in the past period
political theory developed much faster in the USApalitical science depart-
ments, where 81% professional political theorists employed today, than at
departments of philosophy

Let us return to the situation in Poland. It reskEmibhe American situation in
that Polish representatives of social sciences ebibit positivist preferences.
The essential difference appears to be that threferpnces in Poland are gener-
ally of Marxist provenance. Therefore, this is,itagrere, second-hand positiv-
ism, inherited from the scientistic Marxist scendtystill shows its vitality to-
day: from the dissemination of bizarre if methodpdally naive maxims, like
for example the one about the scholarly text, wimakst not be written in the
first person, to the ultra-optimistic belief thatliical science is following only
one path to scientificity, defined by the dialeatitriad: from the stage apis-
temological eclecticisr{the rise of the discipline in the pre-theoretage: intui-
tive association of phenomena) to the stageegistemological heterogenism
(integration of individual sciences around one igigee, which is the science of
politics) to epistemological autogenisrpolitical science becomes a theoretical,
autonomous discipline, integrated on the basisndbum and specific assump-
tions. When this idea dawned on Polish politicémsitsts in 1982 (historically
this was the start of martial law in Poland), thlegn answered consistently that
those assumptions, certainly, could be satisfiegfitst of all, the philosophy of
historical materialism, which was a general coricapdf society as a whol&”
This pattern of the discipline’s development, atikee in its simplicity and
based on the conviction that analytical-empiricatmads of natural sciences can
and should be applied in social sciences, outlitgedra. It can be found intact as
late as in 1998 in one of the best studies in Ralis the problems of political
decision making. Having referred to it, the exptarafollows that ,as a result
of such an evolution, biochemistry arose, for exlafﬁh then the reader be-

9 R.W. GrantPolitical theory, political science, and politicsolitical Theory”, 2002, vol. 30,
no. 4, p. 577.

10'M.A. Falinski, K. Misiura, Przetom teoretyczny w badaniu polityki — istotaapst procesu
(Theoretical breakthrough in research into politicthe essence and stages of the process) [in:]
J.P. Gieorgica (ed.\Wprowadzenie do teorii polityKintroduction to political theory), vol. I,
Warsaw 1982, pp. 44-47.

117.J. Pietra Decydowanie polityczng@olitical decision-making), Warsaw 1998, p. 14.
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comes immersed in excellent reading based almdselgnon ... the American
(positivist) literature on the subject!

The spirit of Marxism is therefore still taking Enge even, as we see, in this
unthinking and apparently innocent (theatrical) waly Polish humanities tor-
mented by ideology, trying to arouse in us irragilofears of ‘metaphysics’,
dooming to infamy all qualitative studies — studasthe subjective aspect of
social reality. All these in order to promote ‘@elics’ — only one analytical-
empirical model of science, the only one worthyta$ name. (Empirical studies
were traditionally commissioned and funded in Pdlag the institutions of the
communist state. The academic circles even todag hetained the attitude of
submission to the authorities — the successiveyngimg political parties at the
helm of the state. Thisubjectiveremark can be made ‘scientific’ and treated
favorablyas the effect of the participating observatiomtegue employed by its
author). In this way, the aforementioned ‘spirlsaslows down the free develop-
ment of political science, causing it to try totingionally ensure imaginary
epistemological purity for itself, which is alsondended by Czestaw Mojsiewicz
(referred to above). | am afraid, however, thaséhare futile efforts, doomed, as
we shall see, to face unrelenting resistance botthe part of the character of
political science itself and its area of subjecttaraextremely complex, requiring
different research perspectives and diverse coincepiof science associated
with them. Both these elements together make tlieorscientific reflection on
political science a difficult and unrewarding ocatipn. This is evidenced, for
example, by comprehensive, usually joint studiespited in Poland, under the
heading ‘Introduction to the science of state aalitips’ or ‘Fundamentals of
political science’. They lack any general metatke&oal reflection that would
show at least some pretense of integration ofipaliscienc¥.

The question about the condition and identity aftemporary political science
inspires, however, systematic reflection initiatéth an almost regular frequency in
the English-speaking countries. The collective-dléction of political science
takes place there more or less every decade uhdeauspices of the already
mentioned American Political Science Associdtipthe organization founded
in 1903, currently with over fifteen thousand mensb&fom eighty countries.
For understandable historical reasons, Poland abljaloes not have such tra-
ditions'“.

The Anglo-American example confirms my belief tila¢ aforementioned
difficulty and unrewarding nature of meta-politicatience reflection does not

12 See for example: B. Szmulik and Mmigrodzki (eds)Wprowadzenie do nauki o fstwie i
polityce (Introduction to the science of state and poljfitsiblin 2002; K.A. Wojtaszczyk and W.
Jakubowski (eds)Spoteczéstwo i polityka. Podstawy nauk polityczny(®ociety and politics.
Fundamentals of political sciences), Warsaw 2002.

13 See: R. Adcock, M. Bevinp. cit.,pp. 1-16.

14 Although we have the Polish Political Science 8tycin this country, its stature and schol-
arly impact are far smaller than that of its Amarnicounterpart.
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mean that it is impossible. Employing the Anglo-Aioan assistance, therefore,
| shall seek to demonstrate this below, in my owaywfully aware of all my
limitations, which should probably also include mlilosophical education.
| hope at this point that the presented theoret@ientific argumentation will be
able to neutralize not only post-Marxist prejudiegsl misconceptions among
political scientists, but also the (far more sesijofear of the loss of identity of
their discipline. Ultimately, the point is that thehould accept its specificity.

DOUBLE RATIONALITY

The science of politics is determined on two siteth by its subject and ob-
ject. This double determination translates intsi@m that arises between reason
and reality, i.e. between our notions or image&leél life and social organiza-
tion, and the realities, the practice of sociad Kfith its limitations and con-
straints. The task of science, traditionally uniers as the domain of ideal con-
cepts, is to legitimate practice (some, as weseill, have serious doubts about this),
which denotes here concrete political orders. Tlag rproblem with the accom-
plishment of this task in modern times lies, itegms, in keeping a balance between
the two sides: between facticity and validity. @esfidence in empirical studies is
harmful to practical science just as is too mucisttin intellectual constructs that
connote ideal legal and economic communities & &ed equal citizens. One must
admit that the latter arouse more concerns, algbencontext of the problem of
identity of political science. Intellectualizatioationalization is usually (ultimately)
associated here with the destructive tendency tsn@etaphysical thinking. When,
for example, lan Shapiro, a Yale University padtiscientist, asks himself the ques-
tion today: what's wrong with political science amtat to do about it?, he sees the
reason for this state of affairs precisely in thizdency — our intellectual inclination
to look for the foundations. He describes it aloes:

It seems to be an endemic obsession of politidehtists to believe that there must be general
explanations of all political phenomena, indeedubsume them into a single theoretical program.
Theory-drivenness kicks in when the pursuit of gality comes at the expense of the pursuit of
empirical validity. ‘Positive’ theorists sometimassert that it is an appropriate division of labor
for them to pursue generality while others worrgabvalidity.

That controlling through theories, i.e. by ratigtyabutside politics, which is
harmful to knowledge about it (to understandingtsl) has been known for a
long time. Michael Oakeshott, reflecting in his T9%xt on the rationality of
both politics itself and studies of it, comes te ttonclusion that wrong is he
who tries to reduce all knowledge of politics tohriques — to knowledge that

15, Shapiro,Problems, methods, and theories in the study dfigglor what's wrong with
political science and what to do about,Rolitical Theory”, 2002, vol. 30, no. 4, p. 605.
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can be formulated ,in the form of rules, principl@sstructions, or maxims i.e.
in most general terms, in the form of propositiorf3litics reduced to engineer-
ing is, for the English scholar, ,politics of theltfneed”. Therefore, for politics,
the model situation of political life is a conditiof deficiency, or more exactly,
a condition of morbidity: a series of crises thaktd repairing. This is why it
creates demand for genuine ‘scholars’: econompstgchologists and other ex-
perts in particular selected problems, who, howewse one universal language
of quantitative studies. Oakeshott says that this Vision of politics of excellence
and homogeneity, according to which only the belstiions are taken into account
— it does not recognize accidental, local determtsyaand there is no room for
diversity in it. We should add that rationalismihe sense given to it by Oakeshott,
is the source of totalitarianism in politics. Thelgem is that any practical activity,
in this writer's view, assumes two kinds of knowded alongside technical
knowledge, it additionally contains practical kneddje. And the latter, as we
know from elsewhere, is not reflective, it cannet donstrained within some
rules, it is an art acquired in practice, requiringolvement, imagination, and
finally, courage. Without it, it is impossible nmtly to learn any skill but also to
pursue ,genuine scholarly activities”. Between podil science and the other
social sciences there is a quantitative rather thetitative difference: Oakeshott
believes that it is precisely political sciencewihich the double character is
vested to the extreme degree, associated withdimbioation of the two kinds
of knowledge. We could express it like this: pobii science is a praxeological
knowledge combining two components: scientistie, technical knowledge,
rational in the narrow sense, and humanistic,practical knowledge, adopting
the broad sense of reason. The former gives ubugion of certainty and self-
sufficiency. The latter, however, seems imprecisaertain, ,based only on
belief and probability rather than truth”. It isetlllomain of the power of judg-
ment, or, as Oakeshott says, it can be expressetebys of taste and connois-
seurship®.

Taste and connoisseurshiere used by the author to define the form of rea-
son that we use every day. Its (systematic ancieamry) extension is the science
of politics — the field of social life, sometimesrpeived, as we can see, even as
the least suitable to be treated in a rationalest.Wo pursue it thus requires not
only scientific reason — instrumental, calculatibet also (according to some:
essentially, strict proportions between the tweety/pf reason cannot be estab-
lished) practical reason, traditionally called ¢aftonesis prudence or power of
judgment. Both these types of reason actually firedr place in the etymology
itself of the phrasdheory of politics ¢r political theory) thus making it an
oxymoron (and thereby confirming Oakeshott’s obaton about the double
nature of political science, double to the ‘highdsgree’). Now, the Gredkios

16 M. OakeshottRationalism in politic{1947) [in:] Rationalism in politics and other essays
Liberty Fund, Indianapolis 1991, pp. 5-42.
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politikos, like the Latinvita activadenote the area of human affairs, changing
and accidental by nature. The Greek theoria relatethe other hand, to intellectual
cognition, which expresses that which is eterndl @amchanging, that which fills
in Plato’s world of ideas. Theoretical cognitiorthe result of the mind’s ‘eye’,
the contemplative viewing all by oneself of the teds, universal order of
things. One clashes with the other. Theory always at elevating that which is
here and now to the level of an absolute beingemiable only through the
mind’'s eye. Positivism, which disqualifies metapbysis, according to its critics,
an extension of the ideal of scientific cognitispgecified in metaphysical tradi-
tion as theoria. It is from there, starting wittate| that traditional political theory
(like the theory of each kind of studies) derivissmodel:polis is the reflection
of the universe — in either, the issue is harmong arder. The fundamental
issue of political theory is therefore the problefrsocial order. Thus tradition-
ally, as Adriana Cavarero observes, political themnsists in theorizing poli-
tics, which essentially denotes ‘depoliticizing’ pdlitics, i.e. reduction of poli-
tics to the principles afheoria. The present-day political practice (the crisis of
politics caused mainly by the conceptual crisi®eisged with the disappearance
of the category of national state in the age obglzation) demands that such a
theory be revised, that it return to political gree. In other words, as the Italian
author suggests, it demands that theory be ‘piakit™’.

A chance of this revision is seen today in prattieason. Just as scientific
reason is sometimes criticized and charged withathéhg theory from politics,
with non-political authorization of theory suppadi a fundamentalist political
culture, practical reason is treated as a toolfaking normative propositions
that avoid the fundamentalist separation from mslitlt is practical reason that,
according to some scholars, is to enable creatidapplied political theory*.
The fundamental difficulty of such a theory lieslat it is expected to be based
on the conception of reason, which is the sourceuch norms of activity of
individual and collective (state-social) entitiéat motivate those entities in the
manner free from coercion and from the impositibeantent-specified orienta-
tions binding on all. It appears that such critetiader the present socio-cultural
conditions, which | am going to discuss in Partéirare best fulfilled byrans-
versal reasol: it is responsible for transcending the separatiage of rationalities
governing the human world. It is therefore primaiiiterested not in content,
not inessences i.e. concepts, theories, intellectual represems — of politics,
economy, morality, or religion but icoincidences/intersections and transitions

17 A, CavareroPoliticizing theory,,Political Theory”, 2002, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 5C&:2.

18 3. SimonsThe exile of political theory: the lost homelandegfitimization ,Political Stud-
ies”, 1995, vol. XLIII, pp. 689-690.

19°0n this form of reason, see: W. Welstternunft. Die zeitgendssische Vernunftkritik und
das Konzept der transversalen Vernufitankfurt/M: Suhrkamp 1995. See also my remarks on
the subject inter alia [in:] J. HudzilRozum, woln&’, odpowiedzialn&’ (Reason, freedom,
responsibility), Lublin 2001, pp. 239-244.
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between them. Transversal reason is an instrunsectibnally strong and effi-
cient enough to help us move every day betweetigmlieconomy, morality ...
without mixing the orders of things (learnedly edllrationalities, discourses or
paradigms) on a local (community, group, or natipsgale and supralocal:
international, transnational, and global. Politicience as an extension of
transversalreason is thus practiced nowadays in an integisary or transdis-
ciplinary manner, its subdisciplines therefore liséet and overlap, and assume
one’s ability to move not only from one to anotbet also at their intersections
and between them. For that reason, in researchig@ait is impossible to treat
in entire isolation from one another for examplditipal theory and political
doctrines or history of political thought; interiwatal relations and international
economy, political sociology and (that which is nealled) cultural studies
communication theory and cultural semiotics.

I am presenting theoretico-scientific reflectiorhigh thus sustains coopera-
tion in the area of political science. The issaneniost general terms, is coopera-
tion between the aforesaid technical knowledge faadtical knowledge or, to
put it differently, between social studies, scistntally oriented, and humanistic
studies. The common formal object of either arati@hs — all kinds of relations.

Social studies, namely, discover cause-and-eftdationships formulated as
general laws. For example, the political-sciencedehoof decision-making
analysis looks then as follows: knowing the contird decision and implemen-
tation actions taken on its basis, ‘in accordand whe direction of fallible
reductive thinking’, we seek reasons (causes)ferdecision and, on the one
hand, laws governing internal political processesyvell as, on the other hand,
laws governing international procesSe#t should also be remembered that be-
cause of the ambiguity and conventionality of tens ‘cause’ and ‘effect’, the
methodology of social science today employs otlgegories, such as the con-
cepts of sufficient condition and necessary coodit- the view, according to
which scientific laws describe the sufficient orcassary conditions for the oc-
currence of given phenomena, is called conditisnafi

The purpose of humanistic studies is, however staldish the meaning and
significance of phenomena by means of interpretind historical methods.
Meaning also has a relational nature: somethinggéns to somebody. Likewise
with significance: the significance of somethingn ¢ established in relation to
what and why this something means to us. The asswesuch questions change
depending on who, where, and when asks them; treeyhas never final and
universally significarft. Oakeshott drew attention to the special preséoctne
‘highest extent’) in political science of knowledgequired in practice, some-

207.J. Pietrg, op. cit.,p. 19.

21 On causal explanation, see: B. Krauz-MoZe=orie polityki (Political theories), Warsaw
2005, pp. 121-124.

22 R.W. Grantpp. cit.,p. 581.
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times called ‘art’: as such it eludes general lal¥sere are serious consequences
of this practical character of political sciencéisTcan be seen both on its lan-
guage and explanation levels. The language ofigalliscience is close to the
language of political action, just as the languafethics is close to morality.
For when we talk about politics we mean the dongdimtentional, conscious,
reflective human behaviors. Without taking thistfémto consideration, i.e.
without making an effort to understand the selfenstanding of political actors,
all scholarly reflection on them would be inadeguat/hich is why political
scientists of different orientation agree that txdi theory at bottom ‘is an ex-
tension of a natural, daily activify’ that it is a ,methodological extension and
critical clarification of the already reflective édproblematized character of his-
torically situated practices of practical reasohffigEven ‘postmetaphysical’
discursive theory assumes (entirely metaphysigathét its fundamental com-
munication rationality is ‘set in the linguistielosof agreement’, which guides
anyone who usesatural languag€.

This relationship between facticity and validithdt which is binding or
normative) means that the world of politics is ajwaunderstandable and pre-
dictableto some extenthat general concepts used in the field of plltisci-
ence demonstrate in the empirical material — initivestigated decisions, ac-
tions, or phenomena, determined by context andiristances — some regulari-
ties and causal mechanisms. For that reason weotabriously speak about
cause and effect under these conditions in thelalesor ideal sense like in natu-
ral history. Social science seeks causal laws,retadeling them only as a methodo-
logical rule rather than an absolutely binding pgagen. Politicians follow di-
verse interests and motivations, owing to whiclpeeglly in democracy, they
take different stances in given cases. Therefareyder to understand them, to
feel their attitudes and motivations, it is not eglo to have general knowledge
only. To understand the whole of political lifeglitical choices, reasons for
making them and probable consequences, requiresfahe a synthesis of scien-
tistic approaches (once subsumed under nomothegnces) and humanistic
(idiographic) ones, i.e. a synthesis of both caasal interpretive explanations,
connected with reflections on their meaning anaifitance. The dividing line
between the two kinds of investigations is, as RithGrant says,permeable
And the writer goes on to explain:

The significance of something may well includecéaisal impact. Political theory as an enter-
prise assumes that interpretations, conceptuahnesgijudgments of significance, and ideas of all

2 |bidem p. 588.

243. Tully, Political philosophy as critical activity,Political Theory”, 2002, vol. 30, no. 4, p. 544.

% J. Habermasraktyczndé¢ i obowizzywanie. Teoria dyskursu wobec zagadmieawa i de-
mokratycznego pstwa prawnegptransl. by A. Romaniuk and R. Marszatek, Wars®052 p. 17.
(Faktizitdt und Geltung. Beitrdge zur diskursivenedtie des Rechts und des demokratischen
RechtsstaatsSuhrkamp, Frankfurt/Main 1992).
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kinds are themselves both causes and effects. if. odhler words, the study of politics needs both
to seek general laws to explain the causes ofigallibehavior and to develop interpretations of
the meaning and significance of political eventd aonceptual regimes to form evaluative judg-
ments of them. Political studies have both scienéind humanistic aim$

Acceptance of the methodological significance @& #fiorementioned coop-
eration in both types of studies in the field ofifocal science allows the politi-
cal scientist to consciously, competently (andauld be good if without fear of
institutional sanctions) utilize various methodsl aechniques appropriate to the
object and goal of investigations. As far as thigals concerned, it is becoming
increasingly synergetic today, it requires diveagproaches entering together
the area of political science. For example, trpdoder the phenomenon of state
and authority under the conditions of so-callediinfation society. To under-
stand it requires studies in sociology, scienceudilic organization, theory of
organization and management, and media theory.

SCIENCE IDENTICAL ON THE PLATFORM SCALE

| propose here theoretico-scientific reflection,iebhis intended to serve to
strengthen the belief in the need to conduct cohwrsive studies as part of
political science. | assume at this point that &tipal scientist can locate his
discipline in the system of sciences, which refldbe actual state of the unifying
ordering of knowledge. The system of sciences itigite up political science is
based on comparative methodology providing thepgofshe whole of science and
creating a widdaliscursive platformon which diverse specialists meet and conduct
studies both within their (usually/institutionabynd/or methodologically) specified
disciplines, telling one another about their resw@hd between these disciplines and
at their intersections — so-called inter- and tlasplinary studies.

In the case of political science we are dealindghwitvaried discipline, made
up of jointly occurring subdisciplines, closelyentonnected, mutually comple-
mentary in respect of 1) the subject matter, Zstaand 3) fragmentariness of
the types of cognition. In the first case theredasmplementation of objects of
scientific cognition having a general (e.g. poétitheory, political philosophy)
and particular (economic politics, social policyiacacter, and a qualitative (po-
litical theory, theory of state) and quantitativet¢rnational economy) character.
Regarding the tasks: social politics, theory ofestpolitical sociology and others
are praxeological sciences aiming at practical iegpbn, seeking optimum
means to reach specific practical ends, constgwamlues such as e.g. democ-
racy or welfare state. Besides them, there are thksoretical sciences, in the
normative, axiological sense, which seek justifaratvhy certain values should

2 R.W. Grantpp. cit.,pp. 589-590.
273, Kamiski, op. cit.,p. 257.
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be implemented, why one should act one way rath@n aanother in politics.
This is especially political philosophy (which, débusly, understands the notion
of justification itself in different ways: metaphgal, pragmatic, linguistic). Fi-
nally, political sciences complement one anotherespect of the fragmentari-
ness of utilized types of cognition, different retcase of quantitative and quali-
tative studies, historical and systematic studpesit{cal history and theory of
international relations), descriptive and explanasiudies (political geography
and political sociology), or with analytical andhdlyesis studies.

It follows therefrom that there are no formal, prdaral foundations of unity
for political science. Such (informal) factors he bbject, tasks, and fragmenta-
riness of cognition do not and consequently caaespite the expectations of
the Central Qualifying Commission members and esliod the aforementioned
American periodicals) bind political science styicgnough to avoid blurring the
boundaries between its subdisciplines. To confiryrsappositions | will refer to
the remarks of the methodologist Barbara Krauz-Moze

Political science is a synthesis of many discigineften with different, diversified object
methodologies, and it deals with everything thaifipolitical significance. This goal is too broad
and ambitious for political science to be treatedhaingle separate discipline with its own meth-
odology, hence this name is used with some exatigerdut it is owing to this that in political
science, like in no other discipline, there is aded the fundamental unity regarding the object of
study in social sciences, followed by common redegqroblems — these two are analyzed and
possibly solved by methodology sensu largo. Thustever important is established by general
methodology of sciences pertaining to the conditiohcognition in one of the social disciplines is
also significant for all the othéfs

What is so important that general methodology céremes finds concerning
political science? That it is above all a discipliof multi-faceted studies, today
referred to as inter- and transdisciplinary or rakwstudies, conducted with
various methods. That in most cases these studkem @ functional interrela-
tionship, or one that consists in that pursuing diseipline facilitates practicing
another, that one creates the conceptual appautitized in another, that it
draws heuristic or illustrative models from it. Whiis why, in my view, the
following general methodological reflection can B political science, to the
whole discipline and its particular subdisiciplines

What seems paradoxical is that the diversity itskHn individual discipline is an element that
binds it stronger with the whole knowledge. Theietgrof problems in some science or methods
used in solving it causes this science to be clasather sciences according to the affinity of
individual problems and methods. Which is why sbechtransitional, intermediate, intersected, or
borderline etc. disciplines not only do away withac-cut borderlines and isolation but they also
help find the ‘common interdisciplinary langudge

2B, Krauz-Mozerpp. cit.,p. 15.

2 3, Kamiiski, op. cit.,p. 255; also on the aspects and forms of unificatgee:ibidem
pp. 254-255.
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This is the case with political science: it is nuethlogically indeterminate
and open-ended in the sense that the number sifilidisciplines is not limited —
new ones keep arising and will do so (e.g. biojslibr European studies) in
response to the currently changing cultural-soodditical reality: to its non-
transparency, complexity, plurality, and homogeaneithat is why political sci-
ence so understood is described with the categoigeatity defined by means
of the term ‘insert’ in social studies. Insert itlgnis one that is always open to
new proposals of self-definition, always calculgtiwhat is the determinant of
its ‘being itself’.

In order to scientifically describe the reality guestion and explain it in a
practical way, i.e. one that allows us to progncste about its future, supervise
and control its processes,is necessary not only to redefine traditionalitcal
categories but also (humbly) accept the fact thatdegree of accuracy of our
cognition of them depends — and nothing has chaagedt this indeed since
Aristotle and Oakeshott — on thature of the object of cognitipwhile today
we also know that it depends on the instrumentherdanguage, that we use to
cognize it.

And there are now languages (of political scieragggnty because the object
itself is extremely (increasingly — this is a prsgecomplex, dynamic, variable,
synergistic, thereby allowing us even more so wasfthe truth, only roughly
and in general outlind®. Aimost twenty-five centuries after its emergerites
ancient maxim means the same to us today as #tdid beginning: that social
science is a special — methodological, explanatagxtension of reason, used in
everyday life. This reflection still holds true fpolitical science.

Since the expectations that political science weifich the stage @pistemo-
logical autogenisnare, as we have established, an ideological ditusinly (let
us repeat — speaking of its own ‘methodology’ ititjpal science is somewhat
exaggerated), we have to accept that we are dealthga synthesis of its kind
of many disciplines. Its specificity is a derivaiof this insert identity: for that
reason it is a rather loose whole because, as &es baid, it is linked by
(mostly) functional connections. There are no hehizal, structural interrela-
tions among them. Their suggestive image can tberdie theplatform, upon
which differentdiscoursesneet, or (in a spirit of Michel Foucault) the \gayf
producing knowledge through language, or, to puifierently: the ways of
giving a meaning to political phenomena and prastid his is how a number of
political science subdisciplines behave, which thelves are essentiallfransi-
tional, intersected, borderline disciplines withatlkéar-cut boundaries between
one anotherusinginterdisciplinary languagealways shared only partially.

It is as a discursive platform that political sa@eris naturally exposed to the
incessant concern about its unsinkability — theceom manifested in continuously

%0 Aristotle, Etyka nikomachejskéNicomachean ethics), transl. by D. Gromska, Wars882,
pp. 5-6 (1094 b, 11-25).
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repeated questions addressed to it about its otegrity and stability. In other
words, the concern about the bond — the commuiitgnguage, approaches and
research objectives that bind into one the matealwhich floats the ‘wreckage’
coming from other objects floating in the ocearhoimanities and social sciences.
The standpoint according to which one can uneqaliyodetermine the criteria,
necessary and sufficient conditions, for a givgretgf cognition to be political sci-
ence cognition, is sometimes termeturalizing it assumes that politics is a de-
fined object discipline, established regardles®wf experience (in this sense —
natural), which can be intellectually grasped/digred (with the mind's eye
like in Plato). The intellectual categories thusem allow us only then to make
political reality the object of empirical studieghis view has its sources in the
prejudice of hypostasis: politics becomes ontoledjzll phenomena associated
with it becoming seemingly natural. Then, for exésnphe object of political
science decision analysis will Ipslitical reality as suchrather than views, in-
terests, conditions, or the vision of reality etision-maker¥.

We deal with the problem of identity of politicatisnce when doubts arise
about the possibility of abstracting the bond tiaits it together, extracting it in
its pure state. Then one calls into question thstenxce both of some separate
object discipline and an intellectual program thauld comprehend it. Under
such circumstances there emerges the visiondidairsive platform- a labile
object, difficult to identify because it has thesertidentity. Certainly, one can
live on it permanently but also reside temporaréypter it legally and just as
legally leave it. No wonder such an image frighteragural dwellers’ — the per-
manent residents of the platform, who, deep-roatezhrd it, are hardly inclined
either to perceive or call their abode in this waugd they accuse of betrayal (of
the discipline) those who leave the platform, ahgatotage — all newcomers.

| assume that the acceptance of the platform-liiage of political science
stems from methodological maturity, from understagdhat such a form of
unification of sciences is characteristic of appigaxeological knowledge, with
ambitions not only to describe and explain but &tssupervise and control that
which occurs as a result of purposeful politicalces, and to forecast their effects.
Which is why all these properties at once justify se a somewhat different
language of description) the treatment of politiseience as a discipline with a
nature of an ‘unstable compound’, which is in facitcomplex set of practices,
whose unity, such as it is, is given as much byohisal accident and institu-
tional convenience as by a coherent intellectutibmale” (Stefan Collini¥.
Therefore, to show the methodological identityfdetton of such a discipline is, by

31 Such a perspective that naturalizes politicalrsmeas a scholarly discipline is believed to
prevail for example in the monograph devoted toRhiésh studies of 20th-century politics [in:]
(eds) J. Harward, B. Barry, A. Browithe British Study of Politics in the Twentieth Cepntur
Oxford University Press, 1999. See also: R. AdcdtkBevir, op. cit.,pp. 3—4. On political deci-
sion-making in this respect see: Z. J. Piging. cit.,pp. 39-40.

32 Quoted after, R. Adcock, M. Beviop. cit., p. 5.
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definition, extremely difficult. Theplatform seems an accurate metaphor to de-
termine the methodological status amddus vivendbf political science, not
only from a historical perspective (historicism)tB historians and systemati-
cians who try to show the thus understood unitgaditical science use therefore
such collective categories for the purpose as iticad, ‘language’, ‘dis-
course®, or most often in Poland — ‘thought’. By meanstiidse special tow-
ropes they pull representatives of various acadesiciplines aboard the plat-
form. The most accurate definition possible of tiwall science is thus as follows:
political science is a discursive platform, or & eétraditions, languages, ideas,
and practices, which provide the ways of speakimgua political objects — con-
crete problems and themes, and about the formemfledge and conduct asso-
ciated with them.

Owing to these ways of speaking, objects are iredud the political scien-
tist’s field of vision and thereby recognized aditially significant (valent) on
the basis of similarities obtaining between theftefd_udwig Wittgenstein) with a
structure ofamily resemblancelhis means that the compound whole in the case of
such an intellectual construction as political sceg does not require that its
individual constituents have some common (cruei@inent. In order to identify all
of them jointly aspolitical scienceit is enough to recognize their partial resem-
blances only, which in this case denote functi@afiihity, which obtains between
theseways of speaking, or ultimately the forms of radiigp. And the functionally
most efficient tool serving to penetrate into theersity and complexity of multiple
rationalities is, as has been said abdrasversal reasorn because it does not
apply directly to objects but to their representsd] i.e. intellectual images, whereby
it can successfully resist this metaphysical teoglénm seek the essence — the unam-
biguous distinctive feature of things. In other dgrthe notion of resemblance does
not apply here to the relation that obtains betwaeenodel and its copy, as is the
case with the assumption of a relationship betwsséence and reality based on
Plato’s ontology (metaphysics). This means thdbés not apply to simple, ideal
qualities, fictional beings that would unequivogadlefine both politics and the
science of it once and for all. In that case, eiogireality, as the object of po-
litical scientist’'s studies, can only imitate thdsgings better or worse — it will
never reach the ideal (in his eyes) anyway. A diffie thing is political science,
which we understand aspdatform, an unstable compoundit is based already
on different ontologiegertaining to man, society and the historical psste

33 |bidem pp. 5-6.

34 One of them is proposed by e.g. Adriana Cavarees.relasoning is as follows: if the new
ontology is to be the explanation of and justtfima for political institutions and activities iheir
present-day plurality and diversity, it must peveeihem as collective uncovering of the individ-
ual and the unique. That is why the Italian wrispeaks of ‘ontology of plural uniqueness’ (in
reference to Hannah Arendt's idea of the politicklpertains to entities — individual and collec-
tive — whose participation in politics is not detémed by having any identity: sexual, ethnic,
religious, class etc. It is assumed here that vehidite issue in politics is that entities commutéca
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What they potentially have in common is a formahwotion that politics is a
contextual relation, that it denotes the pluraishere of human activity, where
it is impossible to separate facts from their magsi(values). At the level of
scholarly reflection, this means that it is possital distinguish between, but it is
impossible to separate description from explanatioe. from theoretical
knowledge. This means that science does not knaes unot interpreted facts;
that its propositions make sense only within a githeeoretical system, in which
world-structuring categories are established.

Unification (making a synthesis) of political scienon a platform basis takes
place on two levels, which need not be separateutantice but can overlép
One of them is research practice in individual ssdidlines which, within their
own object methodologies, have overcome the labssssuffered as a result of
having applied the doctrine of ‘pure facts’ in thield and the accompanying
distinction between empirical theory and normativeory. Now it is important
for them to make boundaries between these the@meable’ so that they
have something to tell one another and can mettteosamelatform. The other
level covers political science studies based diremt specified philosophical
assumptions/pragmatics, which free political themfirom metaphysical errors
and thereby establish sufficiently broad-ranginglais of scientificity in politi-
cal science, which allow treating it precisely aglaform. | include here prag-
matism and hermeneutics.

THEORY ABOVE THE DIVISION
INTO ‘THE EMPIRICAL — THE NORMATIVE’

To illustrate the process of unification of pol#ticscience subdisciplines (in
the sense given to it by the platform metaphor)ill use the example of the
bifurcation of political theory and internationalations theory. When the two

to one another above all their uniqueness, whi¢hesabsolute, unclassifiable and unstructurable
difference. The value of uniqueness is the origpraiciple of the political scene, says Cavalero.
The crisis of the State model in the age of glabiin makes it easier, she believes, to see thédad
accidental nature of action, in which pluralitytie disclosure of uniqueness. See: A. Cavamogit.,

pp. 520, 528-529.

35 A unification perspective, of interest to us, whitombines the two levels in question is of-
fered by e.g. J. Habermas. His research projedsrea

Theory of politics and law, torn between facticépd validity, breaks up into factions, which hawdty

anything to tell one another. Tension between tirenativist approach, which is still exposed to damger of
losing contact with social reality, and the objeisti approach, which eradicates all normative aspean be
understood as an admonishment not to hold toolyigintto the perspective determined by one disaiplbut
to be open to different standpoints with regardntethod (participant vs. observer), to differentotfe¢ical

objectives (the understanding/explication of thesgeand conceptual analysis vs. description andriealp
explanation), to perspectives determined by differeles (those of judge, politician, legislatoliect, and
citizen), and to different attitudes in researchgpnatics (hermeneuticist, critic, analyst etc. Hdbermasop.

cit., p. 20.
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disciplines came to be treated as separate arestsidiés, political theory was
assigned to deal with normative issues such asahae of justice, freedom,
equality, or right life. Theories of internationalations, however, are usually
regarded as being free from normative problemssaijects. The metatheoreti-
cal argumentation for the separation of ‘shouldd ais’ was broadened with
historical reasons. From the World War Il on antérathe rise of the realistic
school, international relations theory focused drawis’, freed itself from the
vocabulary and concerns of political theory, togkthe issue of the survival of
state in the existing international realities. lirstway it rid itself of the burden
of normative involvement in strengtheniegerlasting peacecharacteristic of
the ‘idealist’ attitude of first-generation schaatealing with international poli-
tics as a reaction to the disaster of the World War

The observation of research procedures in poliicence dealing with various
types of interrelations between facts in the glag® and establishing their sig-
nificance shows the blurring of boundaries betwthentwo disciplines in ques-
tion. This happens in response to the actual bigrof borders between internal
politics and foreign politics, between that whichintra-state (domestic) and
international. Previously, these boundaries weearetut, based on the assump-
tion of stability of the Westphalian model of statéhich the realists adopted.
Today, bifurcations of political theory and intetinaal relations theory are be-
ginning to be criticized for that reason, it isibeéd (David Held) that it is im-
possible to explain the modern democratic statbawit studying the global sys-
tem and conversely; that ,the creation of a genexplanatory theory on the
borderline between political theory and internagiorelations theory is not only
necessary but also possible”. ,Such a theory”, BeihJacek Pietkagoes on,
,should at the same time cover two fundamental saxfathe state’s activity,
both activities undertaken in the centralized sphadrinternal relations and in
the decentralized sphere of international relatiGhs

| assume we are talking about the theory thatfssisheplatform require-
ments articulated above: 1) it is a methodologisdénsion of transversal reason;
2) it sets itself both causal and interpretive arplions as its objective; 3) it is
a politicized theoryin the sense of being applied, close to practoe, that, in
its pursuit of generality, does not lose sight wip&ical significance. This type
of theory does not therefore disregard changelldarsphere of internal relations
— it witnesses the gradual devaluation of fundaaledgmocratic principles: the
majority rule, agreement, self-determination, whaeh taking place today by the
impact of external forces operating under, abovel #rough the sovereign
state. The fate of a sovereign community depertsytanore and more on deci-
sions made by actors acting on a macropoliticdlesd®y non-state participants
in international relations, which are transnatianatitutions such as party inter-
nationals, corporations, non-governmental orgammat churches, suprana-

36 7.J. Pietrg, op. cit.,p. 19.
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tional organizations, e.g. NATO, WTO, the Europ&imior®’. This new situa-
tion compels redefinition of the classic categoégolitical science, such as
state or power, as a result of which a number of ocencepts emerge, and the
associated ways of analyzing political reality. @gvio these, the political plat-
form today is constantly under self-reconstructemmd probably this why it does
not lose its appeal and attraction, nor is it gamgink. These new categories, or
tow-ropes in our metaphor, are for example ‘cosnitggodemocracy’, ‘cosmo-
politan sovereignty’, ‘cosmopolitan reason’, ‘cogobitan state and civil
rights’, ‘political penetration’, ‘transnational ape’, or ‘network stat&®. All
these concepts refer to new orders of rationalitglations of power under the
conditions of the globalized world. They all deberthe (dynamic, vague, diffi-
cult-to-perceive) process of building up and sedfisforming of politics and
state in order to extend its possibilities of attio transnational institutions and
in the global society, which they serve.

THE MAKING OF PLATFORM BY FREEING POLITICAL THEORY
FROM METAPHYSICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Pragmatism

The fundamental challenge and task of politicadisce today is to retain the
plurality of the modern world of politics and prde knowledge of it, to be ap-
propriate to practice or to practical (applied)ijcdl theory. Separation between
theory and practice is usually blamed — as has ba&hbefore — on ontology,
which characterizes the correlates of evaluattaéesients as fictional (ideal)
beings, which are the rational, non-political jfistition for political reality. The
political culture based on them exhibits fundamittalaims. Philosophical
political theories were understood in that way fritve emergence of politics to
the attempts to undermine metaphysics in the tetimtientury, which arose as
part of critical philosophy, pragmatism, and phipky of language. Here, ‘the-
ory’ in reference to politics is almost synonymomgh metaphysical philoso-
phy; science based on it is ultimately normativdréats of how things should
be, for example what democratic institution shdotdlike of the necessity that
follows from the adopted theory of human nature.

Following the principles ofheoriameant seeking legitimacy, foundations of
political theory and practice — consequently, tlasulted in political theories

%7 See e.g.: B.C. Schmidtpgether again: reuniting political theory and imiational relations the-
ory, ,British Journal of Politics and Internationall®&ens”, 2002, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 121-122, 127.

% See e.g. U. Beck\tadza i przeciwwtadza w epoce globalnej. Nowa ekonpoligyki swia-
towej, transl. by J. Lodiski, Warsaw 2005, pp. 270-29Bl¢cht und Gegenmacht im Globalen
Zeitalter. Neue Weltpolitische Okonom@hrkamp, Frankfurt/Main 2002); J. Staniszkiadza
globalizacji(Power of globalization), Warsaw 2003, p. 17; Pi&tr&, op. cit.,p. 21.
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going too deep into the problems of epistemologgthmdology, and philosophy

of science or — generally — metascience, whicimaltely caused the separation
of political theory from politics. There are diftart ideas about how to bring
closer the two sides of this relation. One of theroffered by pragmatism. This

is a standpoint according to which political thediges not need to fulfill any

legitimating function, either in relation to pati#il practice or to empirical studies.
Only by giving up this founding ambitions can itee closer to the current prac-
tice and improve that which is defective in it. &tlvise, this threatens with

various pathologies, the basic one consisting mueatiously describing phe-

nomena only to prove the correctness ofariori theoretical standpoint. This

is a reductionist error: theory-driven studies leurdheir object only with one

type of description-explanation. They are, therefane-sided and inadequate,
they disregard other approaches, and do not wigfetdo know the achieve-

ments of a diversified group of scholars who dd#h them.

lan Shapiro distinguishes between investigatiorss #retheory ladenand
those that aréheory driven The former refer to the well-known methodological
principle, according to which there is no neutthkory-free and pure descrip-
tion of ‘facts’ and ‘figures’. Each description afgiven political activity or phe-
nomenon is theory laden, which can be observedcedlyewhen we ask it the
guestion ‘why?’. It then makes possible differgmes of explanations. A politi-
cal scientist has thus to decide which one is thstraccurate. In the latter case,
with theory-driveninvestigations, the choice of this explanatiet,us repeat, is
determined in advance by the adopted ‘favorite @ggr’. What should the task
of a pragmatist-political scientist then consis? iHow can he make theory re-
turn to public affairs, or, in other words, make@emic political theorists leave
their ivory tower and become involved in currenlifal disputes? This is what
Shapiro answers: for this purpose they have to ki the task of carefully
showing, exposing concealed preferences in pdliscéence studies for one
‘favorite’ theory or one model of explanation, esipdly if it is hegemonic, nor-
mative, already inherent in the formulation of greblem itself. Political theo-
rists have to speak on behalf of the wider demiogpablic, in which they succeed
when they test and expose theory-driven approaghdsffer alternative solu-
tions in place of them. The most important chajkethat political theorists face
today consists, as Shapiro puts it, in ,servingoasng ombudsman for the truth
and right by stepping back from political science acticed to see what is
wrong with what is currently being done and say aibrimg about how it might
be improved®.

This distance from a science based on the wrongiction that it seeks gen-
eral explanations for the phenomena investigated i& justification in
Shapiro’s view, apart from concerns for the ontaabcorrelates of explanatory
propositions, also in the characteristics of thétigal scientist’'s profession.

%9|. Shapiroop. cit.,p. 597.
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A pragmatist observes that it often happens thktiqad scientists produce their
theories, esoteric discourses, only to preventjalists who specialize in poli-
tics from having their say. They want to show iis tivay that they are better
than the latter. Shapiro condemns such motivatiposing the following task to
political theorists: ,When tackling a problem, weosld come to grips with the
previous attempts to study it, by journalists adl w® scholars in all disciplines
who have studied it, and then try to come up witraecount that explains what
was known before — and then soffie”

Theory should thus return to practice at the exp@fgiving up not only the
ambitions to legitimate it philosophically but alsocial and professional ambi-
tions of political scientists themselves.

Deconstruction of traditional political theory, dad out from the pragmatist
standpoint, ultimately leads to a new theory ofitwsl that does not have phi-
losophical foundations. Pragmatism in its theoceticientific reflection takes
the stance that all scientific search for the dbjectruth (i.e. the truth about
some independently existing metaphysical and/dgioels order) is unnecessary
and politically suspicious: for it always refledtse political interests of those
who do not discover the truth but shape it. Thisi-essentialist and anti-
fundamentalist attitude (e.g. in the version ofHaid Rorty’s or Stanley Fish’'s
contextualisrff) means, when applied to political science, thats no longer
concerned with explaining/presenting the world ofitis as itobjectively isIn
order to be objective, one has to view it from @eéswhich is impossible to do.
A purely mental experiment and nothing more. Aslieen said, political space,
especially that of today, is the area of activitijtmextremely blurred contours.
In developed countries and societies, termed latdemm or postmodern, the
situation of political science is also becomingitiddally complicated because
theoretical political cognition is losing its leigiacy. The advanced orders of
capitalist policy no longer (or, to put it more efully; less and less) need their
legitimacy for two essential reasons.

First, the state as the institution responsiblesfacial integrity, using coer-
cion in order to avoid a crisis of legitimacy, astbeen said, gradually ceases to
be a privileged political entity. Alongside ‘tewital democracy’, the global age
is witnessing the realization of ‘non-territorikansnational democracy’. Today,
also other mechanisms of social regulation begifutgtion, often more effec-
tive than state coercion. We are now governed niyt loy formal ‘practices of
governance’ of the representative national statealso in some other ways, for
example as employees, suppliers and consumerargn@ational corporations —
the ways combined with new forms of electronic camitation and the associated

“*Ibidem pp. 605/606.

4l See e.g.: R. RortyObjectivity, Relativism and Truth. Philosophicalfees vol. I, Cam-
bridge University Press 1991; S. Fishterpretacja, retoryka, politykdinterpretation, Rhetoric,
Politics), transl. by K. Abriszewsket al., Krakow 2002.
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patterns of behavior within education, politicst and, gender(culturally de-
fined sex), eté?

Second, in the so-called late modernity, which AnthGiddens defines by
means of the category of radical reflection, oneenievel of (political science)
reflection is no longer able to justify or put amyyg in order, creating rather
even greater uncertainty. Political scientists tlose their social raison é&tre,
becoming expendable. Their uncomfortable situatsoadditionally aggravated
by the growing process of absorption of sciencerénwoadly — the intellectual
domain or culture) by the market. The end of the afgideology, of legitimiza-
tion of the political order through ideas and tlglbwlemonstration and argumen-
tation techniques, is connected with the adverthefage oimagology(many
authors have grown fond of this concept of MilamBera’s): prevalence of persua-
sive images and communication techniques of sesuciome theorists, therefore,
take a stance that if the contemporary politicdkeoiis going through a legitimacy
crisis, then political theory cannot really helgéase it is in a crisis itsélf

Both these circumstances, inconvenient for pdliiceence understood inreatu-
ralist sense (the sense | gave this term above), are cioedto pragmatism.
According to this view, politics, just like the wlechuman world around it, does
not have its inner nature. Owing to this, it canaberibed to norms and standards,
both trans- and international, and local, commuaad} institutional. As a result,
political science is here a form of rhetoric addgdby given interpretive commu-
nities rather than an autonomous science equipgidnmaethods of disclosing
hidden universal laws/meanings governing both lagguand political practices.
These communities use variable paradigms and véaads) by means of which
they continually create and process their objeRtditical scientists, as these
itinerant advocates of truth and rightheet on the common discursive platform
when they behave professionally, i.e. when in thairk they observe the prin-
ciple of respect for diversity and plurality, expas seeming truths and plati-
tudes, hidden in scientific (and political) langaagwhich claim to be univer-
sally valid. They show the possibilities of improgithe life of particular com-
munities, where, according to accepted ways okthgnand/or recognized laws
of development (in economy, society.), there angend@hey form the platform-
domain of discourses in the public sphere, on wtliene is a climate conducive
to attitudes that express intellectual and emotidistance to the time-honored
orders of things: institutions, practices, valiegs,

Hermeneutic drifting on the platform

Categories like ‘discourse’, ‘language’, ‘vocabylafthought’, ‘interpretive
community’, which unite political science in theagibrm paradigm, are used for

42 See e.g.: J. Tullygp. cit.,pp. 538-539.
43 See: J. Simonsp. cit.,pp. 694-697.
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this purpose both by systematicians and by histeri&hey enable both kinds of
scholars to draw attention to different orders/ferof rationality, within (in the
presence of, versus, at the intersections of) whaillics is realized and which
influence both politics itself and understandingitofThey are established by
religious, literary, legal, or philosophical textghich originally control our every-
day acts of speaking and activity, including thtss have a political meaning.
These texts are constantly explained, commentedmhjnterpreted anew, and
in this sense they are constantly under transféomst constantly articulated
and realized, still remaining to be articulated sgalized**

This interpretive effort is also made by politicadientists, who understand
truth in a broader way than positivists conseqyethidy adopt a different model
of science than the latter. In accordance withhiiemeneutic model of scien-
tificity, the objective and task of political scemis not to explain political phe-
nomena but to describe and interpret in order ttetstand them. It is the repre-
sentatives of this orientation in political scierthat appear to be most comfort-
able as far as the problem of identity of theircifisne is concerned. Strictly
speaking, they do not see this problem at all. Thelieve that the distance be-
tween political theory and practice stems fromwineng recognition of the rela-
tion itself.

They maintain that first of all it is a wrong bédlibat the task of theory con-
sists in controlling investigations and thereby asipg alien, distorting catego-
ries upon reality. Theory, on the other hand, ashisiél Walzer explains, is more
concerned with interpreting political principlesgn in life forms than with discov-
ering or looking for politics as a set of rationahjiversal principles. Owing to this,
theory is closer to social criticism understoodresdomain of ethical imperatives
belonging to the ‘level of activity’, as a prodaétlocal values, practices, and moral
and political customs rather than philosophicatafaion. Political theory, under-
stood as social criticism, resembles discussiodénsociety, and distances itself
from relations of power and domination within aeaivgroup rather than from
practices and custoffis From this standpoint, there is no political thewith-
out social practice. Both theorists and practittsnéney all operate in the same
universe of norms and principles. Each politicaicachas thus an axiological
dimension: it is morally motivated and has a manabningd®.

44 See: M. Foucault_ordre du discoursParis, Gallimard 1971.
45 See: M. Walzernterpretation and Social CriticisnGambridge, Mass. 1993.

%8 This argumentation is believed to be developedtrmossistently by Charles Taylor. For
him, political theory consists in articulating setérpretations, which motivate political life in a
group and are its basis. These selfinterpreta@masorms and descriptions, whose value lies in
that practice becomes more predictable owing tonthén other words — Jon Simons explains —
given that humans are selfinterpreting beings, tdek of theory is to match interpretation as
closely as possible to action” (J. Simoap, cit.,p. 691). Out of the studies of interest authored by
Ch. Taylor see e.gocial Theory as Practidén:] Ch. Taylor,Philosophy and the Human Science,
Philosophical Papers,Zambridge University Press, 1985, pp. 91-115.
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Interpretive political theory, when articulatinglfsgefinitions formed in a
given culture (or, to put it differently: hermenieuself-reflections, which con-
tain the concepts of power, justice, equality et@tdelf changes, i.e. co-
constitutes its object of study. It corrects potiti activities at the level of self-
understanding of a political community so they vababrrespond with moral
motivations contained in them. Jon Simons obsetwas this is why it is not
accidental that many scholars of this orientatimmaso communitarians. They
are all united by the common will to find norms aradues in the existing socio-
political practice rather than by a fundamentalestd to regulate politics according
to non-political, rationally set standards. Letrapeat that theory is inseparably
linked here with practice — both are legitimatedlydry values contained in the
ways of life of given political communities. If, agerpretive theory would have
it, ,fact and value do not differ by anything fromach other, if studying politics
is interpretive and constitutive at the same tiraeadnse of its object, then em-
pirical and normative theory already constitute am®le™’. Under such condi-
tions, political science is floating on the surfadeolitical life, trying to take a
critical stance on it from inside. Instead of begantrolled, it chooses prudent
drifting.

Hermeneutic/communitarian theorists do not theeetmave grounds to feel
isolated from the surrounding world of politics. efhspeak out in the debates
going on in their political communities. They shamong others that the posi-
tivist model of political science is a Western prog a recurring illusion deter-
mined by the Western languages of political andad@®lf-understanding. As
such, this model cannot be therefore universal.afifestation of ethnocentrism
is the imposition of the model in question uporesce and societies, not only
non-European but also (from the Polish standpaipgn Central European. We
could point at many examples of the impact exedgoh Polish post-cold war
political science by American behaviorism with fitdlowance of the model of
natural sciences, confining itself to observablenagmena, to applied studies, whose
goal is to solve particular political problems, .efthe vision of an atomistic-
-instrumentalist political system, assumed in thge of studies, has hardly any-
thing in common with the conceptions held by thepbe in Poland, involved in
political practices over the last fifteen yearsluding the prior experiences of
the democratic opposition in the days of the conisturgime. Political science
devoid of such local connotations does not notalbseons/asymmetry that take
place between the realities (rationalities) of pmstcommunist state, economy
and market, and the logic of the neoliberal disseuNor can it, as a result, cope
with the problems prevailing in the public and stiléc discourse in Poland
over the last fifteen years. These occur accorttindichotomic categories of
‘national — European’, ‘the individual — communijtfundamentalism — liberalism’,
‘truth — freedom’.

47J. Simonspp. cit.,p. 692.
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There are very few examples of original politidabught that takes up these
problems drawing from native self-definitions. Susthdies assume that to un-
derstand political life is not possible withoutegfng to its various local and
supralocal factors, without examining the subject@spect of social reality, the
interests, motivations, needs and intentions afeéhgoverning and the governed.
For both sides, these are the starting groundpdbtical decisions (taken not
randomly) about to what extent and how their tradiand national identity are
to change, and about the type of community theyaesem for. Political science
hermeneutically oriented, or, more generally spegkione that assumes the
existence of gpermeableborder between positivist and humanistic studiéss
to articulate and reconstruct such decisions akagehdicate the lack of them.
Consequently, it tries to describe and explainghenomena that indicate the
deformation of public and scientific discourses #r&laccompanying manifesta-
tions of power crisis, political capitalism, desttion of the state, ritualization of
democracy, weakening of social bonds, the policyrifation of Western mod-
els, the imitative policy, externally controlled dernization, etc. But this is the
stuff for quite another story.

POLITOLOGIA: PROBLEM TQZSAMOSCI DYSCYPLINY.
ROZWAZANIA METATEORETYCZNE

Streszczenie Diagnoza kryzysu tsamdci politologii jako dyscypliny akademickiej stanowi
artykule punkt wyjcia do namystu nad jej kondyicmetodologicza. Artykut skltada si z trzech
czesci. Pierwsza zawiera rozwania na temat uwarunkowanstytucjonalnych nauki o polityce w
Polsce i w Stanach Zjednoczonych.e&zdrugs wypetnia argumentacja prowaga ostatecznie
do okrdlenia nauki o polityce jakplatformy dyskursywnejV czsci trzeciej wyjdniane § me-
chanizmy odpowiedzialne za unifikact w formie platformy — nauki o polityce. Dokonigie ona
na dwoéch ptaszczyznach (w praktyce badawczej tvegch hcznie lub rozicznie): 1) w ra-
mach metodologii przedmiotowych poszczegélnych gsbygplin, ktére odrzucajpozytywistycz-
na doktryre ,czystych faktow”, a wraz z nirozr&nienie medzy teora empiryczm a teori nor-
matywry; 2) w ramach pragmatyk badawczych — pragmatyzimerineneutyki — ktére uwalnigj
teorig polityki od bkdéw metafizycznych i ustakajvzorce jej naukowszi.

Stowa kluczowe:nauka o polityce, metodologia nauk spotecznychtf@ma dyskursywna, ro-
zum transwersalny, pragmatyzm, hermeneutyka



