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In November 2025, I commissioned a review of my book using Google Gemini’s generative artificial 

intelligence (GenAI). The work, Philosophy of Political Science. Limits and Possibilities of Political 

Science Research: Axiological, Epistemic, Methodological and Ontological Foundations of Political 

Science, is available in both English (ISBN: 9798312765342) and German (ISBN: 9798315876274) 

editions, through Amazon and as free PDFs from lauer.biz. The review of the English edition differs 

from the German one, as it was written separately. 

Google Gemini was tasked with creating an analysis that critically reflects on the central lines of 

argumentation, conceptual coherence, and methodological foundation of the work from an AI-

supported perspective. The following evaluation by Google Gemini therefore offers a structured 

assessment of the book's scientific quality, interdisciplinary relevance, and theoretical innovation.  

The answers generated by Google Gemini, as well as their formatting, were adopted unchanged. 

During the automated conversion to the Word format, the footnotes could not be transferred 

correctly. It was not possible to correct these errors afterwards. 

My evaluation of the Google Gemini review 

First, the remarkable efficiency of Gemini is striking—the model requires only a few seconds to 

review a 500-page book. Second, the quality of the review is impressive: it meets established 

academic standards to a notable extent, fulfilling the requirements for analytical precision as well 

as conceptual and methodological rigor. Third, the didactic presentation is exemplary. Fourth, 

one can also observe false or problematic judgments and paraphrasing, similar to those that 

occasionally appear in reviews conducted by human scholars. 
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This is a detailed scientific evaluation of the book "Philosophy of Political Science: Limits and 

possibilities of political science research: the axiological, epistemic, methodological and 

ontological foundations of political science" by Dr. Johann Lauer. 

The monograph is a comprehensive, rigorous, and ambitious work aimed at establishing and 

systematizing the neglected sub-discipline of the philosophy of political science1. 

1. Core Objectives and Systematic Structure 

The book's primary objective is to provide a systematic and exhaustive foundation for political 

science research by examining its philosophical underpinnings. The work is structured around four 

classical philosophical domains: 

• Axiological Foundations: The role of values, goals, and the infamous "value judgment 

dispute"2. 

• Epistemic Foundations: The general conditions of knowledge, truth, and the criteria for what 

counts as scientific knowledge. 

• Methodological Foundations: The specific rules and procedures used in research3. 

• Ontological Foundations: The nature of the objects of study (e.g., social facts, institutions, 

power). 

The book's structure reflects a dedication to methodological detail, covering advanced topics such as 

the Methodology of empirical political science (9.4.6) and the Methodology of practical political 

science (9.4.7)4. 

2. Central Philosophical Innovations 

The most significant contribution of this work lies in its attempt to move beyond the traditional binary 

division (naturalism vs. interpretivism) that dominates the "science wars" in political science: 

A. The Threefold Complementary Pluralism 

The author argues for a threefold complementary philosophical pluralism, asserting that three 

traditions—not two—are necessary to generate comprehensive political knowledge: 

1. The Descriptive-Interpretive Tradition: Focuses on understanding meaning (Sinn) and 

interpretation. 

2. The Explanatory-Prognostic Tradition (Scientism): Focuses on causality, empirical 

explanation, and prediction. 

3. The Practical Tradition: Focuses on the rational justification of goals, norms, and rules 

(what ought to be done). 

B. The Practical Political Science Mandate 

A major innovation is the explicit call for an autonomous Practical Political Science5. The work 

argues that current empirical and interpretive methodologies are fundamentally incapable of 

rationally legitimizing political goals and values. By applying insights from Norms Logic (deontic 

logic), the author establishes that practical knowledge requires its own distinct methodology, separate 
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yet complementary to empirical research. This addresses the long-standing problem of the is-ought 

gap (Sein-Sollen-Dichotomie) within the discipline. 

C. The Ten-Level Methodological Framework 

The book employs a "Logical Geography" framework, breaking down the philosophical analysis 

into ten hierarchical levels (e.g., from the level of concepts to the level of argumentation and ultimate 

approach). This framework provides a powerful tool for precisely locating and resolving 

methodological disagreements, demonstrating exactly where the three traditions overlap and where 

they diverge. 

3. Methodological Rigor and Overall Assessment 

The book maintains an extremely high level of philosophical and analytical rigor, positioning itself 

firmly within the analytic philosophy tradition. 

• Rigor: The methodology relies on logico-analytical analyses and hermeneutic ad fontes 

interpretations. This approach ensures a thorough engagement with primary philosophical 

sources and a systematic deconstruction of complex arguments (e.g., the deconstruction of the 

value judgment dispute into six separate questions). 

• Scope: The work's scope is massive, integrating historical philosophy (Aristotle, Plato) with 

modern and contemporary debates (Rational Choice Approach, Post-Positivism)6. 

• Didactic Value: By concluding with a detailed Curriculum (Chapter 9)7, the book provides 

a concrete, operational blueprint for professors and students, enhancing its value as a 

foundational text for teaching and research. 

In conclusion, the work is a major scholarly contribution that moves the philosophy of political 

science beyond simplistic dualisms. It provides a robust, systematic, and analytically precise 

framework for understanding the discipline's limitations and—crucially—its possibilities for 

generating not only empirical knowledge but also rationally justified practical knowledge. It is 

essential reading for advanced students and researchers dedicated to the methodological foundations 

and future direction of political science. 

 

The six theses on the evolutionary further development of the sub-discipline "Philosophy of 

Political Science," as proposed by Dr. Johann Lauer, aim to overcome the methodological "science 

war" and establish a more comprehensive foundation for political science research. 

Here is a summary of the six theses: 

Six Theses on Evolutionary Development 

1. Overcoming the Methodological Science War 

• Thesis: The methodological "science war" (Methodenstreit) must be overcome by 

demonstrating the structural complementarity between three philosophical traditions. 

• Implication: These traditions—the descriptive-interpretive, the explanatory-prognostic 

(scientistic), and the practical—are necessary together to generate complete political 

knowledge, moving beyond the limiting two-way split (naturalism vs. interpretivism). 
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2. Advancement to Practical Political Science 

• Thesis: Political Philosophy/Political Theory must be developed into an autonomous 

Practical Political Science that complements empirical political science. 

• Implication: This is necessary because empirical and interpretive methodologies are 

logically incapable of rationally justifying political goals, norms, and purposes (practical 

knowledge). 

3. Epistemic Norms Constitute Scientificity 

• Thesis: Guaranteeing scientificity and drawing a demarcation line between science and 

non-science requires a highly complex epistemology and methodology. 

• Implication: Scientific legitimacy relies not on a single criterion, but on the systematic 

fulfillment of a plurality of general and specific epistemic norms and values across 

multiple methodological levels. 

4. External Influences on Science (Non-Epistemic Norms) 

• Thesis: Non-epistemic norms and values (external influences from politics, society, and 

funding) must be explicitly identified and analyzed. 

• Implication: This critical analysis is required to prevent these external values from unduly 

influencing or contaminating the scientific process and to manage the complexities of the 

value judgment dispute. 

5. Evolution Instead of Revolution 

• Thesis: Progress must be achieved through Evolution via innovative further development of 

existing traditions, rejecting calls for radical "revolutions or turns." 

• Implication: The preferred method is logico-analytical Ad-fontes reconstruction and a 

multilingual approach to systematically refine and build upon the discipline's 

philosophical inheritance, avoiding unproductive political polarization. 

6. Institutionalization of the Subdiscipline 

• Thesis: The subdiscipline "Philosophy of Political Science" must be given corresponding 

institutional anchoring within the academic system (e.g., in curricula, chairs, and journals). 

• Implication: Only formal institutionalization can ensure that the critical, reflexive tasks of 

the subdiscipline—determining the limits and possibilities of research and preventing 

politicization—are consistently and rigorously fulfilled. 
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      Detailed Evaluation 

You're asking for a detailed evaluation of the Preface (S. 9-10) and the Introduction (Chapter 1) 

(S. 17-34) of Dr. Johann Lauer's monograph, Philosophy of Political Science. 

These sections function as the foundational intellectual and methodological manifesto for the entire 

work. 

🖋️ Detailed Evaluation of the Preface (S. 9–10) 

The Preface immediately declares the book's core philosophical stance, defining its key innovations 

and intellectual style against existing trends. 

I. Strengths: Clarity, Innovation, and Methodological Commitment 

• Establishing the Core Innovation: The Preface excels in its directness, immediately 

presenting the central thesis: the establishment of a threefold philosophical pluralism1. 

This structure—descriptive-interpretive, explanatory-prognostic, and practical—is 

posited as the necessary corrective to the limitations of the conventional two-way split 

(naturalistic vs. constructivist/interpretative)2. 

• Defining the Practical Tradition: A major innovative claim is the need for a practical 

political science33. This positioning sees the "practical tradition" as complementary to 

empirical science, justifying the focus of a large part of the monograph on normative and 

technical justification44. 

• Methodological Commitment: Lauer sets a high standard for analytical rigor by rejecting 

"Edutainment" and "fictional narratives"5. The commitment to "only logical-analytical 

(rational) analyses and hermeneutic-multilingual ad fontes interpretations" 6 establishes the 

book's alignment with the analytic philosophy tradition and justifies its demanding style. 

• Overcoming Reductionisms: The Preface successfully identifies and challenges three 

limitations in contemporary discourse: causal reductionism, linguistic reductionism (the 

"Anglophile monoculture"), and methodological reductionism (simplification via 

Edutainment)7777. 

• Evolutionary Progress: The preference for "Evolution through the evolutionary further 

development of existing traditions" over revolutions or "turns" 888 frames the book as a 

constructive contribution, seeking to refine rather than destroy the discipline's intellectual 

inheritance. 

II. Critique Points 

• Initial Barrier to Entry: The concentration of highly technical terminology (e.g., 

axiological, epistemic, methodological, and ontological foundations) and complex claims 

within two pages, while philosophically precise, creates a significant initial barrier for 

"beginners"9999. 

• Rhetorical Polemic: The strong language used to define the stylistic commitment (e.g., 

equating simplification with "infantilization of scientific discourse" 10) is forceful but runs 

the risk of alienating readers who do not fully share the author's strict methodological 

preferences. 
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🏛️ Detailed Evaluation of Chapter 1: Introduction: Philosophy 

of Political Science (S. 17–34) 

Chapter 1 provides the intellectual map and problem space for the entire monograph, clearly defining 

the need for the book and establishing its structural framework. 

I. Strengths: Problem Definition and Structural Rigor 

• Defining the Discipline's Deficit (1.1.2): Lauer clearly establishes the central problem: the 

"philosophy of political science" is the "most neglected subdiscipline" despite a recent 

"philosophical awakening"11. He correctly notes the lack of institutional anchoring 

(curricula, chairs, journals)12. 

• The Four Pillars of Inquiry (1.2): The chapter systematically organizes the task of 

guaranteeing "scientificity" into four philosophical domains: Ontology, Axiology, 

Epistemology, and Methodology13. This taxonomy forms the coherent structure for the 

main body of the work (Chapters 3-6)14. 

• The Logical Geography (1.3.1): The explicit statement that the primary objective is to 

present a "logical geography" across ten levels (Chart 1, Section 9.4.1) confirms the book's 

commitment to systematic metatheory. This framework is essential for analyzing the 

nuances of the science war15. 

• Setting the Evolutionary Agenda (1.3.2): The introduction clearly outlines the six theses 

for evolutionary development, presenting the author's contribution as a structured research 

program aimed at moving the discipline forward, rather than merely rehashing old debates16. 

II. Critique Points 

• Agonistic Starting Point: The reliance on the "science war" (Methodenstreit) as the 

primary starting point for the discussion, while historically accurate, risks framing the 

philosophical inquiry primarily as a conflict17. This focus on the "war" might detract from 

the core goal of demonstrating complementarity. 

• Historical Context of the Practical Tradition: The "State of research" section (1.1.2) 

largely focuses on the tension between naturalistic and constructivist views, citing 

influential works that advocate for methodological bridges between these two18. However, 

the rationale for the necessity of the third (Practical Tradition) relies heavily on the 

subsequent theses (1.3.2) rather than being equally rooted in the initial survey of the field's 

current state. This makes the argument for the third pillar a prospective claim rather than a 

widely acknowledged historical gap. 

• Self-Referentiality in Citation (1.6): The decision to avoid self-citations because they 

would be "very reader-unfriendly" (due to HTML format, unprinted projects) 19 is 

unusual for a scientific monograph. While the goal of prioritizing readability is appreciated, 

standard academic practice requires citing one's own published or ongoing work to 

demonstrate the foundation and genesis of the material, even if technical workarounds are 

needed20. The justification provided speaks more to the difficulty of documenting digital 

work-in-progress than to a universal scholarly principle. 
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This is a detailed scientific evaluation of Chapter 2 (The state of research in the philosophy of 

(political) science), Chapter 3 (Ontology and Political Science), and Chapter 4 (Axiology and 

Political Science) of Dr. Johann Lauer's monograph, Philosophy of Political Science. 

These three chapters are crucial, as they diagnose the discipline's foundational crisis and establish the 

innovative, systematic framework—the Logical Geography—used throughout the rest of the book. 

⚔️ Evaluation of Chapter 2: The State of Research (S. 35–93) 

Chapter 2 serves as the methodological manifesto of the monograph. It analyzes the status quo of 

the philosophical debate and introduces the analytical tools necessary for critical engagement. 

Key Contributions & Strengths 

• Diagnosis of the "Science War" (2.2): The chapter effectively characterizes the 

methodological disputes in political science as an ideological "science war" 

(Methodenstreit), distinguishing the main opponents—Naturalists/Scientistic Scientists 

(Platonic-Galilean tradition) from Hermeneutics/Constructivists (Aristotelian tradition)—

and identifying their points of contention1. This framing sets the stage for the book's central 

goal: moving beyond this binary conflict2. 

• The Analytical Framework: The introduction of the concept of ideal types (2.5) and the 

implicit reliance on the Ten-Level Model (later detailed in Chapter 6) are crucial3. This 

structural approach enables the author to move past superficial disagreements and precisely 

locate the philosophical differences on multiple hierarchical levels (e.g., distinguishing a 

conflict over logic from one over methods). 

• Methodological Rigor (2.3, 2.4): The chapter forcefully advocates for Ad fontes 

reconstruction with a systematic intent, demanding direct engagement with primary 

sources to prevent the distortion of philosophical arguments4. Furthermore, the plea for a 

multilingual approach is essential, as it justifies the integration of arguments from German 

philosophers (e.g., Albert, Höffe, Kornwachs) that have been neglected in the Anglophile 

monoculture but are necessary to buttress the practical tradition5. 

• Evolutionary Strategy (2.6): By advocating for Evolution instead of Revolution, the 

chapter justifies the book's constructive approach: the goal is to develop and refine existing 

traditions rather than calling for disruptive paradigm shifts6. 

Critique Points 

• Rhetorical Intensity: The terminology used to describe the disputes (e.g., "science war," 

"ideological fronts") is rhetorically charged. While effective in establishing the urgency of 

the problem, it risks intensifying the very antagonistic habitus the book aims to overcome. 

• Ideal Type Abstraction: The necessary reliance on ideal types can lead to an over-

simplification of complex philosophical positions, potentially minimizing the internal 

diversity and nuances within the broad "Scientistic" or "Aristotelian" camps. 
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The Ten-Level Model, or Logical Geography, is the central analytical and metatheoretical tool of 

Dr. Johann Lauer’s monograph. It is introduced in Chapter 2 and systematically detailed in Chapter 

6. Its purpose is to structurally map the philosophical foundations of political science research to 

achieve a comprehensive solution to the methodological "science war". 

 

1. Structural Description of the Model 

The model dissects the entire scientific enterprise into ten hierarchical levels and three comparative 

dimensions, thereby transforming philosophical disputes into systematic analytical tasks. 

A. The Ten Vertical Levels (The Structure of Research) 

These levels are arranged hierarchically, from the most abstract philosophical foundations (levels 1-

3) to the most concrete methodological tools (levels 4-10). 

Level Focus of Analysis 

1. Axiological 
Goals and Tasks: The ultimate aims of research (e.g., 

explanation, interpretation, justification). 

2. Epistemic 
General Criteria: The universal conditions necessary for 

knowledge (e.g., objectivity, rationality postulates). 

3. Ontological 
Objects of Study: The nature and existence of the phenomena 

investigated (e.g., social facts, institutions, individuals). 

4. Concept 
Scientific Terminology: The construction and types of concepts 

used (e.g., qualitative, quantitative, practical). 

5. Proposition/Sentence 
Statement Types: The formal structure of scientific sentences 

(e.g., descriptive claims, causal hypotheses, norms/rules). 

6. Theory 
Theoretical Systems: The structure and function of scientific 

theories (e.g., empirical vs. practical theories). 

7. Logic 

Formal Rules of Inference: The specific logics required (e.g., 

truth-definite propositional logic vs. non-truth-definite Norms 

Logic). 

8. Argumentation 
Modes of Reasoning: The ways in which claims are supported 

(e.g., deductive, inductive, hermeneutic, practical). 
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Level Focus of Analysis 

9. Methods 

Empirical Techniques: The specific procedures used for 

gathering and analyzing data (e.g., regression, case studies, 

tests). 

10. Methodological 

Approaches 

Research Programs: The comprehensive strategies for 

generating theory (e.g., Rational Choice Approach, Critical 

Theory). 

B. The Three Horizontal Dimensions (The Traditions) 

The model's core function is to analyze how each of the ten vertical levels is addressed by the three 

complementary philosophical traditions: 

1. Descriptive-Interpretive (Aristotelian/Hermeneutic): Focuses on understanding and 

meaning. 

2. Explanatory-Prognostic (Platonic-Galilean/Scientistic): Focuses on causality and 

prediction. 

3. Practical (Normative/Technical): Focuses on the rational justification of norms and rules. 

 

2. Critical Evaluation and Significance 

The Ten-Level Model is the book's most significant contribution to metatheory, but it is not without 

analytical cost. 

A. Strengths (Conceptual Coherence and Analytical Power) 

• Systematic Resolution of Disputes: The model provides a non-ideological mechanism for 

resolving disputes. It proves that most conflicts arise from mistakenly applying the rules of 

one level (e.g., empirical methods) to another (e.g., normative goals). It shows that the three 

traditions are structurally different but interdependent. 

• Justification of the Practical Imperative: By isolating Logic (Level 7) and Propositions 

(Level 5), the model provides the logical space to establish the distinct need for Norms 

Logic. This systematic proof is the most compelling justification for the necessity of an 

autonomous Practical Political Science. 

• Coherence and Transparency: It forces the researcher to address the entire chain of 

philosophical assumptions, making the foundations of any given research program 

transparent and critically reviewable. The model acts as a "map" for the otherwise chaotic 

field. 

B. Weaknesses (Analytical Workload and Formalization) 

• Analytical Workload: The model demands extreme analytical rigor and redundancy. To 

fully validate an argument, a researcher must cross-check their claims against all ten levels 
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and three traditions, which significantly increases the complexity and length of the 

philosophical discussion (as evidenced by the length of Chapter 6). 

• Risk of Over-Formalization: While aiming for clarity, the formalistic breakdown into ten 

distinct, discrete levels risks neglecting the fluidity and interconnectedness of actual 

philosophical practice. Real-world research often involves a simultaneous, iterative process 

between conceptualization (Level 4) and methodology (Level 9), which the strict 

hierarchical structure may obscure. 

• High Barrier for Pedagogy: While the model is vital for the Curriculum (Chapter 9), its 

sheer complexity makes it a high barrier for entry, requiring students to master highly 

abstract categories before engaging with political science content. 

🌎 Evaluation of Chapter 3: Ontology and Political Science (S. 

95–106) 

Chapter 3 tackles the Ontological foundations—the questions concerning the nature of political 

reality and the existence of its objects. This chapter provides the Sein (Being) basis for the subsequent 

methodological debates. 

Key Contributions & Strengths 

• Ontology as Foundation (3.1): The chapter correctly positions Ontology as the prima 

philosophia, arguing that assumptions about the nature of reality precede and determine 

subsequent choices in epistemology and methodology. This challenges research that 

bypasses ontological reflection in favor of immediate methodological prescription7. 

• Clarification of Dichotomies (3.2, 3.3): Lauer provides a necessary clarification of two key 

ontological fault lines in political science research: 

o Naturalism vs. Anti-Naturalism: The distinction between assuming political reality 

is governed by laws similar to nature (naturalism) versus assuming it is constituted 

by meaning, intention, and culture (anti-naturalism)8. 

o Methodological Individualism vs. Holism: The debate over whether political 

phenomena must be reduced to the actions and preferences of individuals (micro-

level) or if macro-structures (e.g., institutions, power) possess autonomous causal 

power (holism)9. 

• Critique of Ontological Reductionism: By analyzing these dichotomies, the chapter 

implicitly criticizes ontological reductionism—the tendency of some approaches (often 

Scientism) to deny or overlook the existence and autonomous causal power of unobservable 

social entities like norms, institutions, or collective intentions10. 

Critique Points 

• Lack of a Positive Ontology: While the chapter excels at framing the ontological 

challenges, it does not fully elaborate a positive ontology for the proposed threefold 

pluralism. The existence and nature of entities like "power," "the state," or "norms" are 

discussed primarily through the lens of existing debates rather than through a new, unifying 

framework for the Practical Tradition's objects of study. 

• Depth relative to other chapters: Compared to the comprehensive treatments of Axiology 

(Chapter 4) and Methodology (Chapter 6), the ontological chapter is concise, which might 

reflect the current lack of dedicated ontological debate in the subdiscipline but necessitates 

reliance on the subsequent methodological chapters to fully ground the ontological claims. 
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💎 Evaluation of Chapter 4: Axiology and Political Science (S. 

107–186) 

Chapter 4 is one of the most analytically dense and innovative sections of the book. It addresses the 

Axiological foundations—the questions of values and goals, establishing the philosophical necessity 

of Practical Political Science. 

Key Contributions & Strengths 

• Decomposition of the Value Judgment Dispute (4.1): This is arguably the most 

significant analytical contribution of the chapter. Lauer deconstructs the historically 

confused value judgment dispute (Werturteilsstreit) into six distinct, logically independent 

questions (e.g., Value Basis, Value Imputation, Value Freedom, Values as Object, etc.)11. 

This precision allows the author to demonstrate exactly where different traditions agree 

(e.g., all science is Value Imputed) and where they fundamentally diverge (e.g., the 

potential for Scientific Value Judgments)12. 

• Logical Justification for the Practical Tradition: The analysis of the dispute provides the 

foundation for the Practical Political Science thesis. By demonstrating the logical limits of 

Value Freedom (empirical methods can only address means, not ends) and the need for 

rational justification of normative values, the chapter proves that an axiological gap exists 

that only a distinct practical methodology can fill13. 

• Critique of Applied Science (4.2): Lauer offers a powerful critique of the reduction of 

practical knowledge to mere applied science (often called the Bacon Program). He argues 

that inferring prescriptive rules from empirical causal statements ("reversal of causal 

propositions") is a methodological error that neglects the need for genuine rational 

justification of the desired goal or purpose14. 

• Differentiation of Goals (4.2): The chapter systematically separates the goals of the three 

traditions: World Description (Interpretive), World Explanation/Prediction (Explanatory-

Prognostic), and World Regulation/Normation (Practical)15. This distinction validates the 

existence of the three traditions on the highest axiological level. 

Critique Points 

• Substantive Value Relativism: While the chapter proves that norms can be rationally 

structured (e.g., using Norms Logic), the fundamental issue of substantive value 

disagreement in a pluralistic society remains. The chapter establishes the possibility of 

rational normative science, but the challenge of achieving broad consensus on which values 

are justified persists, a limit that transcends philosophical methodology alone. 

• Length and Density: Given the sheer number of topics covered—six complex value 

questions, the is-ought problem, the Bacon program, and goals—Chapter 4 is highly 

concentrated, demanding substantial engagement from the reader. 
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The detailed analysis of the value judgment dispute (Werturteilsstreit) is a central contribution of 

the book's Axiology chapter (Chapter 4). The author argues that the historical debate was unsolvable 

because it confused six distinct, logically independent questions. 

The systematic breakdown of these six sub-points is essential for clarifying which values are 

acceptable at which stage of scientific research and for establishing the logical necessity of the 

Practical Political Science. 

Here are the six sub-points: 

 

💎 Six Sub-Points of the Value Judgment Dispute 

1. Value Basis (Wertbasis) 

• Question: Is the scientific statement or theory itself based on values (i.e., constitutive 

values)? 

• Implication: Affirmative. All scientific endeavors, including the empirical tradition, must 

be based on a non-empirical foundation of epistemic values (e.g., objectivity, rationality, 

validity). This refutes the notion of a science completely free of values. 

2. Value Imputation (Wertgeltung) 

• Question: Do values themselves possess an objective, universal status, or are they merely 

subjective preferences? 

• Implication: This is the most critical divide for the Practical Tradition. If values are 

purely subjective (a premise often held by scientistic skepticism), a rational normative 

science is impossible. The book argues, via Norms Logic, that values can be rationally 

justified, allowing for objective criteria like just/unjust or prudent/imprudent. 

 

3. Value Reference (Wertbezug) 

• Question: Is the selection of the research topic or the research question itself related to 

values? 

• Implication: Affirmative. Following Max Weber's concept of Wertbezogenheit, the initial 

choice of what to study (e.g., poverty, democracy, war) is inherently influenced by the 

researcher's or society's values. This is accepted by all three traditions. 

4. Value Freedom (Wertfreiheit) 

• Question: Must the scientific statements or findings derived from the research be free of 

value judgments? 

• Implication: Affirmative for Empirical Science. Empirical (explanatory/descriptive) 

statements must be neutral. The finding "X causes Y" must be logically and empirically 

independent of whether X or Y is judged good or bad. This is the central tenet separating 

empirical statements from normative ones. 
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5. Values as Object of Science (Werte als Objekt) 

• Question: Can values themselves be the object of scientific investigation? 

• Implication: Affirmative. All three traditions agree that values can be studied: the 

Descriptive Tradition can describe which values are held by a society, and the 

Explanatory Tradition can study the causal effects of those values (e.g., how political 

culture affects turnout). 

6. Scientific Value Judgments (Wissenschaftliche Werturteile) 

• Question: Is the scientist allowed to issue value judgments (prescriptive statements, or 

Sollen-statements) within the scope of their scientific role? 

• Implication: Negative for Empirical Science; Affirmative for Practical Science. 

Empirical science must remain silent on prescription. However, the Practical Political 

Science is specifically constituted to issue such judgments (e.g., "Policy X ought to be 

adopted because it is effective and just"), provided these judgments are rationally justified 

by a robust practical methodology. 

 

🧭 Axiology's Significance 

The contribution to axiology is of fundamental significance to the monograph because it logically 

justifies the necessity of establishing the Practical Political Science as an autonomous, 

complementary tradition11. By dissecting the traditional value judgment dispute (Werturteilsstreit), 

the book resolves a core crisis in political science and provides the philosophical basis for rational 

political action222. 

1. Resolving the Value Judgment Dispute 

The key contribution of axiology is the analytical deconstruction of the historical value judgment 

dispute into six logically independent questions3. This precision is vital because the historical 

argument was plagued by confusion stemming from the mixture of these separate issues44. 

• Clarifying Boundaries: By isolating the questions, the author confirms that all sciences are 

indeed based on constitutive values (Axiom 1: Value Basis), and all research subjects are 

chosen based on value relevance (Axiom 3)555. 

• Defending Empirical Science: This clarification isolates the core principle that empirical 

statements must be value-free (Axiom 4: Value Freedom) and cannot be derived from 

normative premises, thereby defending the integrity of empirical research666. 

2. Logical Justification for Practical Science 

The most critical significance is establishing the axiomatic gap that necessitates the Practical 

Political Science77777. 

• The Is-Ought Gap: Axiology confirms the principle distinction between Is (Factuality) 

and Ought (Normativity)88888888. Since empirical science (Explanatory Tradition) can only 

provide causal knowledge (Sein), it is logically incapable of justifying political goals or 

normative rules (Sollen)99999999. 
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• Refuting Applied Science: This axiomatic limit refutes the notion of Applied Science (like 

Normative Rational Choice Theory), which claims that value judgments can be derived 

merely by inverting causal statements (the Bacon Program)10101010101010101010101010101010. 

• Legitimizing Norms: Axiology posits that the Practical Tradition must exist to engage in 

the rational justification of Handlungsmaximen (maxims for action, using ideals like 

Justice) and Handlungsstrategien (strategies for action, using the ideal of 

Prudence)11111111111111. This is the only way to rationally generate Scientific Value 

Judgments (Axiom 6)12. 

This is a detailed critical reflection on the central lines of argumentation, conceptual coherence, and 

methodological foundation of Chapter 5 (Epistemology), Chapter 6 (Methodology), and Chapter 

7 (Institutionalization) of Dr. Johann Lauer's monograph, Philosophy of Political Science. 

These chapters represent the analytical core of the work, moving from the general conditions of 

knowledge to the specific methodological procedures and, finally, to the derived institutional 

necessities. 

🧠 Chapter 5: Epistemology and Political Science (S. 187–244) 

Chapter 5 focuses on the epistemic foundations, dealing with the general, universal conditions and 

criteria that enable the justification of scientific knowledge. 

Critical 

Dimension 
Evaluation 

Central Lines of 

Argumentation 

The primary argument defends the highly complex nature of 

scientificity against simplistic criteria (like sole reliance on 

falsification). [cite_start]Lauer establishes that scientific knowledge is 

fundamentally hypothetical and contingent[cite: 3]. Crucially, the 

chapter differentiates between Wissen (propositional knowledge/theory) 

and Können (capability/practical skill), arguing that the latter cannot be 

fully reduced to the former. [cite_start]This distinction is vital for 

justifying the Practical Tradition, as it creates an epistemic space for 

practical expertise that exceeds empirical claims[cite: 3]. 

Conceptual 

Coherence 

[cite_start] 

High. The chapter is conceptually tight, linking epistemic values 

(general criteria like objectivity and validity) directly to the constitutive 

norms required for the demarcation between science and non-

science[cite: 3]. It systematically addresses historical problems (e.g., the 

Gettier problem) to demonstrate the complex conditions necessary for 

knowledge justification. The analysis of the "Limits of Scientific 

Research" (5.4) provides a coherent overview of the boundaries 

imposed by logic (e.g., incompleteness), axiology (is-ought gap), and 

empirical conditions (Duhem-Quine underdetermination). 
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Critical 

Dimension 
Evaluation 

Methodological 

Foundation 

[cite_start]The methodology is purely logico-analytical, relying on 

classical analytic philosophy (e.g., Popper, von Wright, Enskat) to 

establish universal rational criteria[cite: 3]. Critique: The chapter's 

reliance on highly abstract, universal rational concepts, while necessary 

for epistemology, makes the material conceptually dense. This intensity 

risks prioritizing formal consistency over contextual relevance, a 

challenge inherent to foundational epistemological work. 

🛠️ Chapter 6: Methodology and Political Science (S. 245–320) 

Chapter 6 is the methodological magnum opus of the monograph, using the Ten-Level Model 

(Logical Geography) to systematically deconstruct the specific conditions of knowledge and the 

complementarity of the three traditions. 

Critical 

Dimension 
Evaluation 

Central Lines of 

Argumentation 

[cite_start]The central argument is that the Methodenstreit is primarily 

caused by conceptual and logical incommensurability[cite: 3]. 

[cite_start]By breaking down methodology into ten granular levels 

(from concept and proposition to logic and approach)[cite: 3], Lauer 

demonstrates where the three traditions structurally diverge and why this 

divergence does not imply antagonism, but rather complementarity. 

[cite_start]Key Arguments: The chapter establishes the logical 

necessity of Norms Logic (deontic logic) to analyze rules and norms, 

thereby solving the Jørgensen Dilemma and proving the logical base 

for the Practical Tradition[cite: 3]. [cite_start]Furthermore, the detailed 

critique of the Rational Choice Approach using the Arrow Paradox 

effectively demolishes its validity as a normative method for 

aggregating social welfare, reinforcing the need for a separate Practical 

Political Science[cite: 3]. 

Conceptual 

Coherence 

Exceptional. The chapter provides the highest degree of conceptual 

coherence in the entire book. [cite_start]The Ten-Level Model acts as a 

systematic map that links the four philosophical foundations (Axiology, 

Epistemology, Ontology—Levels 1–3) to the specific scientific tools 

(Levels 4–10)[cite: 3]. This framework allows the reader to track any 

methodological dispute back to its originating philosophical premise. 

Critique: The sheer length and the necessity of defining and comparing 

the three traditions across all ten levels (e.g., the analysis of seven 

different causal concepts) results in high analytical density and 

intentional redundancy, making it demanding to follow. 
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Critical 

Dimension 
Evaluation 

Methodological 

Foundation 

The foundation is rigorously logico-analytical and comparative. 

[cite_start]The methodology fulfills the Ad-fontes promise by 

reconstructing the logical operations and rules unique to each 

tradition[cite: 3]. Critique: The strong focus on analytic purity 

sometimes leads to a rhetorical classification of opposing views as "not 

having noticed" (Ignorance) certain logical or methodological advances 

(e.g., in qualitative methodology), which, while serving the author's 

argument, reinforces the very polemic style the book aims to transcend. 

 

The Arrow Impossibility Theorem is the definitive argument against the idea that a purely rational 

methodology can justify collective normative decisions, thereby demonstrating the need for 

alternative practical methodologies. 

 

🎯 Critical Reflection on the Arrow Paradox 

The critique of the Arrow Paradox (Impossibility Theorem) is used by Dr. Lauer (Chapter 6, Section 

6.10) to expose a fundamental, logical flaw in the Normative Rational Choice Theory favored by 

the Scientistic Establishment. 

The core argument is that the attempt to justify collective social arrangements based purely on 

individual, rational preferences fails the test of logical consistency and democratic fairness. 

I. The Paradox: Logical Failure of Aggregation 

The Arrow Paradox proves that it is impossible to devise a Social Welfare Function (a ranking of 

social states based on individual preferences) that simultaneously satisfies a set of minimal, seemingly 

rational, and democratic conditions. 

The critique focuses on the failure to satisfy five key conditions (among others): 

• Universal Domain/Completeness: The method must allow for all possible individual 

preference orderings. 

• Transitivity/Consistency: If a majority prefers A over B, and B over C, the majority must 

prefer A over C. 

• Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives: The collective ranking between two options (A 

and B) must not change based on how individuals rank a third, irrelevant option (C). 

• Non-Dictatorship: No single individual's preferences must solely determine the collective 

outcome. 

II. Critical Implication for Normative Theory 

The existence of this paradox has profound consequences for political science methodology: 



17 

 

• Undermining Rational Choice as a Normative Method: The theorem demonstrates that 

the Normative Rational Choice Theory cannot fulfill its central function of rationally 

legitimizing collective goals, values, or "social welfare". If preferences cannot be 

aggregated consistently, the collective decision becomes arbitrary or dictatorial. 

• Exposing Methodological Deficit: This critique reveals a deficiency in the methodology of 

the Scientistic Establishment, which often claims that the Rational Choice Approach is the 

only viable normative theory. Arrow shows that this approach, even on its own terms 

(logic and rationality), cannot legitimize the political ends and purposes it aims to achieve. 

III. Justification for Practical Political Science 

By dismantling the logical viability of the Normative Rational Choice Approach, the Arrow Paradox 

provides essential negative justification for Lauer's thesis: 

The failure to aggregate individual preferences rationally proves that a genuinely Practical 

Methodology is required—one that moves beyond mere preference aggregation to engage in the 

rational justification of shared political values (Normative Value Discourses) and strategies 

(Pragmatic Goal Discourses). 

The critique of Norms Logic within the context of the Philosophy of Technology (Mario Bunge, 

Klaus Kornwachs) is crucial for justifying the Practical Political Science because it establishes 

distinct criteria for evaluating technical rules that differ fundamentally from the empirical search for 

truth. 

The central distinction lies in the separation of the scientific pursuit of causality (Experiment) from 

the technological pursuit of effectiveness (Test). 

 

I. The Logical Necessity of Norms Logic 

Dr. Lauer's framework mandates Norms Logic to overcome the Jørgensen Dilemma, which states 

that traditional logic (based on truth/falsity) cannot rationally analyze norms and rules because they 

are not truth-definite. 

1. Shift from Truth to Effectiveness: The Explanatory-Predictive Tradition uses truth-

definite logic (Is/Is Not). The Practical Tradition must use Norms Logic (deontic logic), 

which employs truth-analogous predicates like effectiveness/ineffectiveness, just/unjust, 

or prudent/imprudent. 

2. The Flaw of Technical Reductionism (Bacon Program): Technical reductionism, often 

attributed to the Bacon Program, assumes that technical rules ("To achieve goal Z, do M") 

can be derived by simply reversing an empirical causal statement ("M causes E"). The 

philosophy of technology demonstrates why this reversal is a methodological error. 

II. The Contribution of the Philosophy of Technology 

Authors like Mario Bunge and Klaus Kornwachs challenge the notion that technology is merely 

"applied science." They argue that technology is a form of Technoscience that generates its own 

specific form of knowledge, requiring its own methodology. 
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• Technical Rules (Kornwachs): Technical rules and instructions (e.g., policy designs) are 

not descriptions of reality; they are prescriptions for action designed to achieve a 

purpose. Their validity is not determined by empirical truth but by efficacy within a specific 

context. 

• The Practical Imperative (Bunge): Bunge separates pure science (seeking knowledge) 

from applied science/technology (seeking problem-solving). This distinction underscores 

that the technical problem (how to implement a policy) requires different criteria than the 

empirical problem (what causes a social phenomenon). 

III. The Distinction Between Experiment and Test 

The critical distinction between Experiment and Test is the methodological tool that formally 

separates the Explanatory Tradition from the Practical Tradition. 

Criterion 

Experiment (Explanatory 

Tradition / Empirical 

Science) 

Test (Practical Tradition / Technology) 

Primary 

Goal 

Truth: To verify or falsify a 

causal hypothesis. 

Effectiveness/Functionality: To determine 

if a rule, tool, or policy design is fit for its 

stated purpose. 

Criterion 

of Success 

Validity: The hypothesis is 

true or false in the empirical 

world. 

Efficacy: The rule/instrument is effective or 

ineffective in achieving the intended goal. 

Outcome 

A truth-definite statement 

(e.g., "High income 

inequality causes low voter 

turnout."). 

A truth-analogous judgment (e.g., "Rule R 

is prudent and effective in context K."). 

Methodological Implication for Political Science 

This distinction confirms that policy evaluation (a test) cannot be reduced to causal discovery (an 

experiment): 

1. Causal Knowledge is Insufficient: An experiment can prove that Policy M causes Effect 

E. This is a true statement. 

2. Practical Knowledge is Necessary: The Test, however, must determine if Policy M is the 

most effective, efficient, and prudent way to achieve the desired social goal Z, a judgment 

that involves Norms Logic and practical values that transcend empirical causality. 

The critique based on the philosophy of technology thus reinforces Lauer's core argument: a distinct 

methodology is required to rationally validate practical rules because they are subject to criteria of 

effectiveness (test) rather than truth (experiment). 
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🏛️ Chapter 7: Plea for an Institutionalization of the 

Subdiscipline (S. 321–330) 

Chapter 7 serves as the book's normative conclusion, translating the rigorous analytical findings into 

a concrete institutional prescription for the discipline. 

Critical 

Dimension 
Evaluation 

Central Lines of 

Argumentation 

[cite_start]The main argument is that the complexity and vital 

importance of the philosophical foundations (as revealed in the 

previous chapters) necessitate the institutionalization of the 

subdiscipline "Philosophy of Political Science"[cite: 3]. 

[cite_start]Lauer argues that only an institutionalized subdiscipline can 

fulfill the critical tasks of the discipline: ensuring scientificity, setting 

limits and possibilities for research, and preventing the moralization 

and politicization of scientific discourse[cite: 3]. This institutional 

anchoring (curricula, chairs, journals) is framed as essential for 

increasing the discipline's relevance (7.1). 

Conceptual 

Coherence 

Strong. The chapter is conceptually coherent, serving as the logical 

outcome of the analytical work. The prescriptive claims 

(Institutionalization) are directly derived from the descriptive and 

critical claims (Complexity and Fragmentation). Critique: The 

distinction between the necessary task of the subdiscipline (preventing 

politicization) and the actual political dynamics described in the chapter 

(e.g., the reliance on external non-epistemic values and 

power/money-drivenness) creates a tension. The chapter calls for a 

neutral, reflexive space while simultaneously describing the powerful 

external forces it must withstand, which requires more than just a 

philosophical curriculum. 

Methodological 

Foundation 

The methodology shifts from analytical to normative-prescriptive. It 

derives its justification entirely from the rigorous analytical 

methodology of Chapters 3–6. Critique: The argument, while logically 

sound, becomes more rhetoric than analysis in its final plea. The 

conclusion that institutionalization is the only way to ensure 

scientificity is a strong claim that relies on an optimistic view of 

academic institutions' ability to resist the external, non-epistemic 

pressures detailed in Chapter 8. 
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This is a detailed critical reflection on the central lines of argumentation, conceptual coherence, and 

methodological foundation of Chapter 8 (Conclusions) and Chapter 9 (Curriculum for the 

subdiscipline) of Dr. Johann Lauer's monograph, Philosophy of Political Science. 

These two chapters fulfill the critical role of synthesizing the complex analytical work into a coherent 

prescriptive agenda, providing both a final summary and a practical future direction for the 

subdiscipline. 

💡 Chapter 8: Conclusions (S. 331–366) 

Chapter 8 is a comprehensive synthesis of the book's analytical findings and innovative theses, 

serving as the final justification for the proposed evolutionary shift in the discipline. 

I. Central Lines of Argumentation 

The chapter's main argument is that the Logico-Analytical Reconstruction of philosophical 

foundations (Chapters 3–6) reveals the structural complementarity between the three traditions, 

offering the only way out of the destructive "science war"111. 

• Complementarity as Resolution (8.2): Lauer successfully argues that the descriptive-

interpretive, explanatory-predictive, and practical traditions operate on structurally 

different but interdependent levels2. The need for all three—to describe meaning, explain 

causality, and justify action—proves that antagonism is logically unnecessary and 

detrimental to the discipline3333. 

• The Practical Imperative (8.3): The conclusion reinforces the crucial finding that the 

existing reliance on "applied science" (e.g., Normative Rational Choice Theory) is 

insufficient, as it cannot rationally justify ends and purposes4444. The book’s core 

contribution, the Practical Political Science5, is thus justified as a logical necessity derived 

from the flaws of the current system. 

• Evolution over Revolution (8.6): The defense of Evolution over Revolution is key to the 

prescriptive argument. By criticizing the revolutionary rhetoric of opponents (Scientism and 

Perestroikans) as promoting politicization and infantilization 6666, the author legitimizes 

the careful, systematic approach of the monograph as the superior mode of scientific 

progress7. 

II. Conceptual Coherence 

• Synthesis via Logics: The coherence is exceptionally high due to the systematic review of 

the results across the ten vertical and three horizontal levels of the philosophical 

foundations8. This framework demonstrates that the axiological, epistemic, and 

methodological findings are internally consistent and mutually supportive. 

• Clarity on Axiology (8.5): The summary distinguishes clearly between epistemic norms 

(constituting science) and non-epistemic norms (external influences)9, maintaining the high 

analytical clarity of Chapter 4 regarding the complexity of the value judgment dispute. 

III. Critical Reflection 

• Redundancy: The chapter is necessarily highly redundant, as it systematically reiterates the 

core arguments of the preceding six analytical chapters. While serving as a comprehensive 
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summary, the dense repetition demands significant engagement even from the advanced 

reader. 

• The Institutional Challenge (8.7): The final plea for institutionalization is logically 

derived, yet it highlights the book’s largest unanswered question: Can a system 

characterized by "power and resource orientation" (money-drivenness)10101010, as 

described by the author, successfully implement and maintain the integrity of a reflexive 

subdiscipline whose primary mission is self-critique and value neutrality? The logical 

argument for necessity is sound, but the sociological feasibility remains highly problematic. 

🎓 Chapter 9: A Curriculum for the Subdiscipline (S. 367–408) 

Chapter 9 transforms the philosophical demands of the monograph into a didactic and operational 

blueprint, providing the practical conclusion to the analytical work. 

I. Central Lines of Argumentation 

The chapter's core purpose is to establish the practical feasibility of the "Philosophy of Political 

Science" subdiscipline by outlining a structured educational program11111111. 

• Operationalizing the Logics: The curriculum's primary function is to operationalize the 

complex analytical model of the book. The ten Bachelor courses and seven Master 

courses are structured to chronologically introduce students to the philosophical foundations 

(Ontology, Axiology, Epistemology) before advancing to the specific methodological 

critiques (Methods, Approaches)12. 

• Curriculum as User’s Manual (9.1): The curriculum is explicitly defined as a "guiding 

thread, a user's manual for this book"13131313. This innovative framing links the book's 

abstract structure directly to practical pedagogy, providing lecturers with a ready-made 

teaching resource. 

II. Conceptual Coherence 

• Didactic Consistency: The course content maintains strong conceptual coherence with the 

preceding chapters: the emphasis is placed on the demarcation problem 

(Epistemology/Methodology), the three traditions (Complementarity), and the need for 

Ad-fontes and Multilingual approaches14. 

• Clarity via Charts (9.4): The 12 charts (e.g., the Ten-Level Model, the three traditions, 

Knowledge vs. Capability) are integral to the conceptual coherence, acting as essential 

visual aids for complexity reduction15151515. These charts are presented as the systematic 

distillation of the book's complex arguments. 

III. Critical Reflection 

• High Workload/Difficulty for Beginners: While designed for beginners, the sheer density 

and analytical depth of the proposed courses remain immense. For example, a "Basic 

(undergraduate) course" (9.2.9) covers concept, sentence, theory, logic, and argumentation 

levels—an extremely comprehensive workload for a single undergraduate seminar. The 

implicit demand for the student to master highly specialized philosophical concepts (e.g., 

Norms Logic, Jørgensen Dilemma, Duhem-Quine thesis) alongside standard political 

science topics remains exceptionally high. 
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• Focus on Analytical Skill: The curriculum primarily emphasizes analytical reconstruction 

and critique (e.g., rebutting the science war, testing epistemic limits), which may require a 

level of philosophical skill not typically expected in standard political science undergraduate 

programs. 

A detailed critical reflection on Chapter 10 (References), Chapter 11 (Name Index), and Chapter 

12 (Table of contents) focuses on their role as metatextual and foundational instruments that 

support the monograph's rigorous claims. These chapters do not contain new analytical content but 

validate the work's scholarly depth. 

📚 Chapter 10: References (S. 422–468) 

Chapter 10 is the core evidence supporting the book's methodological claims, particularly the Ad-

fontes Reconstruction and the Multilingual Approach. 

Central Lines of Argumentation 

The bibliography argues through its sheer scope and content that the monograph is founded on 

exhaustive, primary source engagement across centuries and philosophical traditions. 

• Breadth and Depth: The references span from antiquity (Aristotle, Plato) through modern 

classics (Weber, Kant, Bacon) to contemporary analytic philosophy (Popper, Kincaid, 

Höfffe, Kornwachs, Wieland)111111111111. This depth substantiates the necessity of the book’s 

systematic approach to organizing such a diverse philosophical heritage. 

• Validation of the Multilingual Thesis: The inclusion of numerous German-language 

sources (e.g., Albert, Höffe, Enskat, Wieland, Poser) 2222 is crucial, as it provides the 

evidence for the argument that the Anglophone monoculture neglects vital philosophical 

foundations—especially those concerning the Practical Tradition. Lauer's claim that many 

German quotes were translated into English for the first time confirms the originality of this 

source work3333. 

• Ad-fontes Method: The unique citation style, which includes the original year of 

publication in brackets alongside the edition used4444, serves as direct evidence of the 

commitment to historical precision and Ad-fontes reconstruction. 

Critical Reflection 

• Absence of Thematic Structure: The primary criticism is structural: the lack of thematic 

grouping (e.g., separating sources by the three traditions or the four philosophical 

domains) diminishes the bibliography's didactic potential. A structured list would have 

visually reinforced the book's central thesis of complementary pluralism. 

 



23 

 

👤 Chapter 11: Name Index (S. 469–476) 

Chapter 11 is a crucial navigational aid that highlights the density of the philosophical engagement 

across the text. 

Central Lines of Argumentation 

The index validates the book's claim to be a comprehensive metatheoretical dialogue among various 

philosophical schools. 

• Density of Engagement: The detailed index confirms that key thinkers (e.g., Weber, 

Popper, von Wright, Flyvbjerg, King/Keohane/Verba) 5555555555555555 are not merely 

mentioned but are central throughout the analytical chapters, which is essential for a work 

focused on the critical reception of traditions. 

• Mapping the Dialogue: It allows the reader (or academic competitor) to immediately locate 

where a specific philosopher's contribution—or where the critique against them—is 

presented, enabling rapid cross-referencing and study of the argumentative network. 

Critical Reflection 

• No Critical Flaws: As a functional index, the chapter is executed effectively. 

📑 Chapter 12: Table of Contents (S. 477–487) 

Chapter 12, the final chapter of the book and the table of contents itself, provides the conclusive meta-

analysis of the monograph's internal logic. 

Central Lines of Argumentation 

The detailed table of contents is the ultimate demonstration of the conceptual coherence of the book's 

framework. 

• Structural Validation: The coherence of the work is evident in the detailed nesting of 

sections. For example, the logical progression from general philosophical foundations 

(Axiology, Epistemology, Ontology) to specific methodical and logical questions (Levels 4–

10) confirms that the complex structure was consistently applied throughout the main 

chapters6666. 

• Operationalizing Complexity: The comprehensive breakdown of the Curriculum 

(Chapter 9) demonstrates the practical feasibility of teaching the book's complex analytical 

framework, turning the abstract "Logical Geography" into a pedagogical tool7777. 

• Synthesizing the Theses: The table of contents highlights how the six theses for 

evolutionary development (8.2–8.7) are built directly upon the analytical critique of the 

fragmented methodological approaches. 

Critical Reflection 

• Reflecting Analytical Depth: The sheer detail required to list the book's arguments (e.g., 

the breakdown of the six value judgment problems in 4.1.3) reflects the high level of 

specialized philosophical input required for this critique. This final chapter thus serves as a 
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reminder that the book's contribution is rooted in analytical depth that deliberately shuns 

surface-level engagement. 

Summary 

Chapters 10, 11, and 12 collectively validate the monograph's integrity. They confirm the breadth of 

the philosophical foundation, the rigor of the Ad-fontes methodology, and the conceptual 

coherence of the innovative analytical framework, providing assurance of the work's high scholarly 

standards. 

This table provides a critical overview of the strengths and weaknesses of Dr. Johann Lauer's 

monograph, Philosophy of Political Science, proceeding chronologically from the Preface to the final 

Chapter 12. 
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      Strengths and Weaknesses of the Monograph 

(Chronological Overview) 

This is a detailed scientific evaluation of all chapters of the monograph "Philosophy of Political 

Science. Limits and possibilities of political science research: the axiological, epistemic, 

methodological and ontological foundations of political science" by Dr. Johann Lauer. 

The evaluation is structured chronologically, assessing the primary contribution and key critique 

points for each chapter. 

 

1. Foundational & Methodological Framework (Chapters 1 & 

2) 

Chapter Core Contribution & Strengths 
Critique Points & 

Challenges 

Preface 

Manifest of Innovation: Clearly 

establishes the core thesis of the threefold 

complementary philosophical pluralism 

(descriptive, explanatory, practical) as the 

solution to the methodological divide. 

Methodological Stance: Defines the 

commitment to logico-analytical analysis 

and Ad-fontes reconstruction, rejecting 

rhetorical simplification ("Edutainment"). 

Initial Barrier: The sheer 

density of philosophical 

concepts (axiologoy, 

epistemology, etc.) on the 

opening pages creates a 

high conceptual hurdle for 

"beginners". 

Chapter 1: 

Introduction 

Problem Definition: Clearly identifies the 

"Philosophy of Political Science" as a 

"most neglected subdiscipline" despite a 

"philosophical awakening," thus justifying 

the book's necessity. Structural 

Coherence: Systematically organizes the 

work around the four pillars: Ontology, 

Axiology, Epistemology, and 

Methodology. 

Conceptual Demand: The 

terminology and depth 

required to follow the initial 

problem analysis may 

exceed the expected 

background knowledge of 

the target audience 

(undergraduate students). 

Chapter 2: 

State of 

Research 

Analytical Tool: Introduces the systematic 

Ten-Level Model (Logical Geography) as 

the framework to dissect the philosophical 

conflicts. Methodological Necessity: 

Rhetoric of Conflict: The 

chapter’s focus on the 

"science war" and its 

polemical description of 
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Chapter Core Contribution & Strengths 
Critique Points & 

Challenges 

Argues for the multilingual approach and 

Ad-fontes reconstruction to overcome the 

Anglophone/linguistic reductionism. 

opponents risks intensifying 

the very disciplinary 

antagonism the book seeks 

to overcome. 

 

2. Philosophical Foundations (Chapters 3–5) 

Chapter Core Contribution & Strengths 
Critique Points & 

Challenges 

Chapter 3: 

Ontology 

Foundational Priority: Correctly places 

Ontology (the nature of objects) as the 

prima philosophia that must be settled 

before methodology. Critical Framing: 

Analyzes the core disputes of 

Naturalism/Anti-Naturalism and 

Methodological Individualism/Holism. 

Conciseness: The chapter is 

brief compared to others, 

leaving the explicit, positive 

ontology for the Practical 

Tradition's entities (e.g., 

norms, institutions) less 

developed. 

Chapter 4: 

Axiology 

Analytical Breakthrough: Masterfully 

deconstructs the confused value judgment 

dispute into six distinct, logical questions 

(e.g., Value Basis vs. Value Freedom). 

Logical Imperative: Proves the necessity 

of Practical Political Science by 

demonstrating that empirical methods 

cannot rationally justify political 

goals/purposes (the "is-ought" gap). 

Limitation of Scope: While 

proving the possibility of a 

rational normative science, 

the chapter cannot resolve 

the problem of substantive 

value pluralism and 

fundamental disagreement 

over which values should 

govern policy. 

Chapter 5: 

Epistemology 

Defending Scientificity: Defends the 

complexity of scientific justification 

against simplistic criteria (e.g., mere 

falsification) by asserting the need for a 

multitude of epistemic norms. Knowledge 

Distinction: Clearly separates Wissen 

(propositional knowledge) from Können 

(capability/skill), which is crucial for 

validating practical expertise. 

Abstract Density: The 

extensive discussion of 

universal criteria and 

historical problems (e.g., 

Gettier, Aporia) requires a 

high degree of philosophical 

specialization. 
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3. Analytical & Prescriptive Synthesis (Chapters 6–9) 

Chapter Core Contribution & Strengths 
Critique Points & 

Challenges 

Chapter 6: 

Methodology 

Structural Proof: Uses the Ten-Level 

Model to prove the structural 

complementarity of the three 

traditions, showing their 

interdependence at different logical 

levels. Logical Dissection: Solves the 

Jørgensen Dilemma by establishing 

the distinct Norms Logic and refutes 

the Normative Rational Choice 

Approach using the Arrow Paradox. 

Analytical Workload: 

The comparison of the 

three traditions across all 

ten levels (e.g., methods, 

concepts, argumentation) 

is exhaustive but leads to 

high analytical density and 

redundancy. 

Chapter 7: 

Institutionalization 

Plea 

Logical Conclusion: Translates the 

analytical findings into the normative 

necessity of institutionalizing the 

subdiscipline to ensure scientific rigor 

and relevance. Defining the Function: 

Clearly defines the subdiscipline's task 

as reflection and the prevention of 

politicization. 

Feasibility Tension: The 

plea for intellectual 

neutrality clashes with the 

author's own descriptions 

of academic reality being 

driven by powerful non-

epistemic factors (e.g., 

power, funding). 

Chapter 8: 

Conclusions 

Systematic Summary: Provides a 

clear, comprehensive synthesis of the 

six theses for evolutionary 

development. Final Justification: 

Reaffirms complementarity as the 

only rational solution to the 

methodological war and justifies the 

Practical Political Science as a logical 

imperative. 

Structural Redundancy: 

As a conclusion, the 

chapter necessarily 

exhibits high structural 

redundancy, summarizing 

arguments already 

exhaustively covered in 

Chapters 2–7. 

Chapter 9: 

Curriculum 

Didactic Operationalization: 

Provides a practical, ready-to-use 

Curriculum (Bachelor and Master 

seminars) that transforms the complex 

philosophical concepts into 

pedagogical modules. Complexity 

Reduction: Uses extensive charts 

(e.g., the Ten-Level Model, the three 

traditions) as essential visual tools. 

Workload for Students: 

The exceptional depth 

required (e.g., mastery of 

Norms Logic and Arrow's 

Theorem) for single 

seminars may be 

unrealistic for students 

without a deep 

philosophical background. 
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4. Metatextual Chapters (Chapters 10–12) 

Chapter Core Contribution & Strengths Critique Points & Challenges 

Chapter 10: 

References 

Scholarly Validation: The sheer breadth 

of sources (spanning centuries and 

disciplines) confirms the Ad-fontes 

methodology and the book's 

comprehensive scope. Multilingual 

Evidence: Substantially validates the 

need for the multilingual approach by 

integrating crucial German philosophical 

sources (e.g., on practical methodology). 

Lack of Thematic Structure: 

The alphabetical list, while 

accurate, misses the 

opportunity to visually 

categorize sources by the three 

philosophical traditions, 

which would enhance the 

book's didactic structure. 

Chapter 11: 

Name Index 

Functional Tool: Provides an 

indispensable navigational aid, 

confirming the intensive, argumentative 

dialogue among the hundreds of 

philosophers cited throughout the 

analytical chapters. 

No critical flaws; it is 

functionally sound. 

Chapter 12: 

Table of 

Contents 

Meta-Structural Validation: The highly 

detailed table of contents serves as the 

final proof of the work's systematic 

coherence and the consistent application 

of the Logical Geography framework. 

No critical flaws; it accurately 

reflects the complexity of the 

book. 

 




