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Abstract

In this paper | identify a tension between the sets of works by Kuhn regarding the genesis
of the “new historiography” of science. In thesfjrit could be said that the change from the
traditional to the new historiography is strictlpdmgenous (referring to internal causes or
reasons). In the second, the change is predonyrexdgenous. To address this question, |
draw on a text that is considered to be less impbramong Kuhn’s works, but which, as
shall be argued, allows some conthaetween Kuhn’s two approachem Koyré. | seek to
point out and differentiate the roles of Koyré atuhn — from Kuhn’s point of view — in the
development of the historiography of science asda aomplement, present some reflections

regarding the justification of the new historiogngp
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1. Introduction

It has been said that Thomas Kuhn's first sentenc&he structure of scientific
revolutionsis “perhaps the most famous sentence in the plblosof science of the second
half of the twentieth century” (Richardson 2003,vj))." The sentence, it is worth noting,
does not refer to the theory of paradigms, the neément inStructurethat had such
widespread repercussions, but rather to histony;itais a methodological observation, in two
senses: it refers to the method of the historgcténce (proposes a change in methods, a new
historiography of science) and, at the same timéhé method of the philosophy of science

(proposes a role for the new historiography ofrsméein the philosophy of science).

! The sentence is the following: “History, if viewed a repository for more than anecdote or chrgypleould
produce a decisive transformation in the imagect#ree by which we are now possessed” (Kuhn 19708).



Kuhn said thaStructuredepends on the new historiography of science,| dredieve |
can justify my investigation into the theme alsotbg importance it attributes to the history
of the historiography of science (Kuhn, 1977, p).xuhn demonstrates this through his
frequent autobiographical references to the episioaieled him from science to its history, as

well as writings devoted directly to the genesishef new historiography of sciente.

Speaking of genesis, the idea of the present essayged from a comparison of these
writings by Kuhn regarding the NHS in which two Weémarcated sets can be observed.
The first includes Sections | and VI ®he structure of scientific revolutionand an article
published the same year (1962), “The historicalcstire of scientific discovery”. On the
other side is the article “History of science”,ginally published in 1968 and included in the
1977 collection of article¥he Essential TensionWhat called my attention, and suggested
this demarcation, was that the two sets of writioffjsr entirely different explanations for the
genesis (and justification) of the NHS. In thestfiset, we could say that the change in the
historiography of science is understood as strietidogenous (related to internal causes or
reasons). In the article from 1968, the prevadgmroach is clearly exogenous.

One way to deal with this difficulty would be tosasne that the more recent text offers
the “up-dated” explanation, and that Kuhn abandbesearlier one. The fact is that he does
not even refer to the earlier version, nor doeexpicitly discard it, which leaves a margin of
doubt. In addition, he republishes the article frb®62, as well as the one from 1968, in his

1977 selection of writings.

Another way to understand this question would bguxtapose the two explanations,
which are not actually incompatible. This is tipp@ach of Hoyningen-Huene, who sees no
tension between the texts, and only comments irota that whileStructure “lists only
troubles internal to the historiography of sciendéie text inEssential tension“treats the
broader complex of factors involved in a more be¢ghmanner” (Hoyningen-Huene 2003, p.
16).

However, as we saw, the fact that Kuhn does noh eeder to the endogenous
explanation in the more recent text makes it diffito accept this approach. Kuhn appears to
be simply abandoning the first explanation. Andrethough he reproduces the 1962 text in
Essential tensignas though he were endorsing it in 1977, in hefgme to the book, Kuhn
refers only to the 1968 text when discussing theeges of the NHS (classifying it among the

2 Abbreviated from here on as NHS.

% Published as an entry international Encyclopedia of the Social Scien@elsere Kuhn refers to himself in the
third person), the 1968 article is the most specifid comprehensive text by Kuhn on the historscignce.



“historiographic studies” that compose the firsif lod the book). The 1962 text, on the other
hand, is classified among the “metahistorical gsitiof the other half of the book, and is not
even mentioned with respect to the genesis of th8.N

As a way of outlining an explanation for this sgiarsituation, or pointing out a path for
clarifying what Kuhn thinks about the genesis of tiHS, | call the reader’s attention to
another article by Kuhn which is considered to é&slimportant (in that Kuhn chose not to
include it in the 1977 collection of writing$).For our purposes, it is a strategic text, among
other reasons, because it came after the otherallmes some contadietween Kuhn’s two
approaches. The text | refer to was published9i@0las a review article in the journal
Encountey entitled: “Alexandre Koyré & the history of scm — On an intellectual

revolution”?

In all of Kuhn’s writings cited thus far, as wefl athers, he affirms the importance of
Koyré for the NHS. However the text | refer to, igthis the only one specifically about
Koyré (with the exception of two brief reviews ihet 1950s, Kuhn 1957 and Kuhn 1958),
contributes to a clearer and more critical undediteg of the role of Koyré in the NHS, from
Kuhn’s perspective, and from that, | believe, tbedter understanding of Kuhn’s conception

regarding the genesis of the NHS.

I will thus organize the present paper as follows: section 2, below, | present the
endogenous approach of Kuhn to the emergence dlitdte (referring to internal causes or
reasons) and the predominantly exogenous approadhat in which there is, in any case, no
reference to the reasons alluded to previouslythénthird section, | present the 1970 article
and distinguish the role of Koyré from that of Kuhmthe development of the NHS - in
Kuhn’s point of view. | complement the work with larief reflection regarding the

justification of the new historiography.

2. The nature of the historiographic change
2.1. An endogenous change

In well-known passages of Section I1Stfucture Kuhn briefly describes the traditional

historiography of science in these terms:

“ |t should be taken into account, however, thatéxe was not disqualified by Kuhn, as he doesrrefét in the
1977 book (p. 150, note 15). Hanne Andersen alé® athention to this text in Andersen 2001.

® Review article by Koyré 1968All six articles, among others, were publishedrianch in Koyré 1973.



If science is the constellation of facts, theorgsd methods collected in current texts,
then scientists are the men who, successfully grhave striven to contribute one or
another element to that particular constellation) (And history of science becomes
the discipline that chronicles both these successierements and the obstacles that
have inhibited their accumulation. Concerned witiestific development, the historian
then appears to have two main tasks. On the ond hanmust determine by what man
and at what point in time each contemporary sdientact, law, and theory was
discovered or invented. On the other, he must des@nd explain the congeries of
error, myth, and superstition that have inhibited tnore rapid accumulation of the
constituents of the modern science text. Much rekdaas been directed to these ends,

and some still is (Kuhn 1970a, pp. 1-2).

However, Kuhn emphasizes the need for a reactidhisopractice, and suggests that

some historians of science have already respordied t

In recent years, however, a few historians of sg@drave been finding it more and more
difficult to fulfill the functions that the concepf development-by-accumulation assigns
to them. As chroniclers of an incremental proctssy discover that additional research
makes it harder, not easier, to answer questites When was oxygen discovered?
Who first conceived of energy conservation? Indregg, a few of them suspect that
these are simply the wrong sorts of questions ko (@as) The same historical research
that displays the difficulties in isolating indiwdl inventions and discoveries gives
ground for profound doubts about the cumulativecess through which these indi-

vidual contributions to science were thought toeheen compounded (Kuhn 1970a,
pp. 2-3).
Thus, for Kuhn, the result of this reaction wasfstoriographic revolution in the study
of science”. According to him:
Gradually, and often without entirely realizing yhare doing so, historians of
science have begun to ask new sorts of questioddairace different, and often
less than cumulative, developmental lines for ttiersces. Rather than seeking the

permanent contributions of an older science toprasent vantage, they attempt to

display the historical integrity of that scienceit® own time (Kuhn, 1970a, p. 3).

This endogenous explanation is complemented by Histerical structure of scientific
discovery” and Section VI dbtructure from which Kuhn said he extracted the main ideas
the former. | give special attention to the aetiblere because it was endorsed by Kuhn by
republishing it inEssential tensian In it, Kuhn establishes a distinction between types of
discoveries, seeking to point out more precisely kdficulties in traditional historiography,

to which he refers in Section | @tructure emerge.



Kuhn saw no difficulty with the type of discoverfpr example, of the neutrino, radio
waves, or the missing elements in Mendeleiev's qoiiei table. According to him, the
existence of these objects “had been predicted frauary before they were discovered, and
the men who made the discoveries therefore knem fitee start what to look for” (Kuhn
1977, p. 167). In such cases, therefore, thetipeaof the “old” traditional historiography

would be perfectly admissible and feasible.

Many scientific discoveries, however, “particularlshe most interesting and
important”, Kuhn stresses, are not of this type arwould not be appropriate to ask when
and where they occurred and who was responsiblethiem. Even if all the relevant
information were available, he says, “those questmould not regularly possess answers”.
More complex discoveries of this type include oxygthe electric current, X-rays, and the
electron, which according to Kuhn “could not bediceed from accepted theory in advance
and which therefore caught the assembled professicgurprise” (Kuhn 1977, p. 166). And

further on he adds:

there is no single moment or day which the histgrleowever complete his data, can
identify as the point at which the discovery wasdemaOften, when several individuals
are involved, it is evemmpossibleunequivocally to identify any one of them as the

discoverer (Kuhn 1977, p. 174, my emphasis).

A passage istructureallows us to compare the two types of discovar@ssidered by
Kuhn directly. He asks: “Why could not X-rays kdween accepted as just one more form of
a well-known class of natural phenomena? Why wieeg not, for example, received in the

same way as the discovery of an additional chersiemhent?” His answer:

New elements to fill empty places in the periodiolé were still being sought and found
in Roentgen's day. Their pursuit was a standarfpgtrfor normal science, and success
was an occasion only for congratulations, not twpsse.

X-rays, however, were greeted not only with sugptisit with shock. Lord Kelvin at
first pronounced them an elaborate hoax. Othemgin they could not doubt the
evidence, were clearly staggered by it. Though y&ravere not prohibited by
established theory, they violated deeply entrenehgekctations (Kuhn 1970a, pp. 58-
59).

The discovery of a new element in the periodiceabdr example, corresponded to a
“standard project for normal science”. Whereastiier second, more complex type, like the
discovery of x-rays, despite being an accidentstaliery, it could, in principle, induce a
subversion of normal scientific practice, in thensaway the discovery of a chemical element
with unexpected characteristics could lead to &eration in the periodic table. As Kuhn
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wrote:

Previously completed work on normal projects woualnv have to be done again
because earlier scientists had failed to recogmizkecontrol a relevant variable. X-rays,
to be sure, opened up a new field and thus addedetgotential domain of normal

science. But they also, and this is now the mommant point, changed fields that had
already existed. In the process they denied prseiyoparadigmatic types of

instrumentation their right to that title (Kuhn 187 p. 59).

And it is worth emphasizing, with Kuhn, to compléite comparison between the two

types of discoveries, that

discovering a new sort of phenomenon is necessarippmplex event, one which
involves recognizing botthat something is andgvhatit is (...) But if both observation
and conceptualization, fact and assimilation toothe are inseparably linked in
discovery, then discovery is a process and must tiake. Only when all the relevant
conceptual categories are prepared in advancehichvwase the phenomenon would
not be of a new sort, can discoveritiat and discoveringvhat occur effortlessly,
together, and in an instant (Kuhn 1970a, pp. 55-56)

Thus, according to this first perspective of Kukgarding the historiographical change,
traditional historiography of science was in no dition to respond to the difficulties
presented by the second type of discovery in itdecd, or to be practiced according to the
cumulativistic proposals that defined it. It soudgb respond to two distinct types of
discoveries in the same way, as though there welye ane type. The change to the NHS
would therefore signify necessarily overcoming éhdsficulties or anomalies which emerged

in the effective practice of the ‘old historiograph

2.2 An exogenous change

However, in the 1968 article “The history of sciefcrepublished in 1977 in
Essential tensign Kuhn offers another explanation for the genesisttee NHS; a
predominantly exogenous explanation in which theneo reference to previous writings or

to causes and reasons evoked by them. He writes;

Only in this century have historians of sciencedgadly learned to see their subject
matter as something different from a chronology acumulating positive
achievement in a technical specialty defined bydsight. A number of factors
contributed to this change (Kuhn 1977, p. 107).

And Kuhn quickly lists four factors:



The first factor, which he highlights as “probakiye most important”, was the
influence of the history of philosophy which begainthe end of the 19th Century. The
attitude of “hypothetical sympathy”, as he saidri@usly referring to Russell (who is no
model of historian of philosophy), or of methodadtaj sympathy in relation to past
thinkers, emerged in the history of science vidgauphy. It was learned from men such as
Lange, Cassirer, Burtt, and Lovejoy, “who dealtttrically with people otideas that were
also important for scientific development”, as wadl “neo-Kantian epistemologists” like
Brunschvicg and Meyerson. Kuhn does not cite Kdyeée, although he can certainly be
included in this tradition, having been an historid philosophy before becoming an historian of
science (Cf. Kuhn 1977, p. 107-108. Compare KubhrOb, pp. 67-68, quoted below).

This influence of the history of philosophy, acdaglto Kuhn, was reinforced by
“another decisive event in the emergence of théeooporary profession”. the recognition,
with the work of Pierre Duhem, of the importancetioé Middle Ages for the history of
science, albeit almost a century later in relatmrvhat occurred in general history. Despite
the continuist positions that are often attributedduhem, as opposed to the discontinuist
theory associated with the NHS, Kuhn believed Dulhaih a positive influence in the advent
of the historiographic revolution. It was a lesgearned from Duhem, according o Kuhn,
that the science of the %Century could only be understood “if medieval scie were ex-
plored first on its own terms and then as the frase which the ‘new science’ sprang”. And in
this way, “more than any other”, emphasizes Kuhthat’ challenge has shaped the modern
historiography of science”, and the work of hishos like Koyré became models of the new

historiographical practice (GKkuhn 1977, p. 108).

The third factor highlighted by Kuhn is “a repeatedistence that the student of
scientific development concern himself with postiknowledge as a whole and that general
histories of science replace histories of spea#nges”. According to him, the name of
Auguste Comte was historically associated with tphi®ject, and recently and more
effectively, the works of Tannery and Sarton. &swnot a successful experience, Kuhn says,
but “the attempt has been crucial, for it has hggfited the impossibility of attributing to the
past the divisions of knowledge embodied in contemagy science curricula”, revealing
ruptures Kuhn 1977, p. 109).

The fourth and final factor, which is more recdstthe so-called external history of
science. This refers to “an increased concernyidgrpartly from general history and partly
from German sociology and Marxist historiographyithwthe role of nonintellectual,

particularly institutional and socioeconomic, fastan scientific development”. According



to Kuhn, at the time he was writing, this influeriwed not yet become well-defined due to the
resistance of followers and practitioners of therimal history, such as Koyré himself, who saw
it as a threat to the objectivity of science. HegreKuhn had already called attention to the fact
that joining internal history and external histarguld be the greatest challenge facthg
profession. And he noted, optimistically, thatéttb are increasing signs of a response”
(Kuhn 1977, p. 109-110).

As can be seen from this brief presentation ofrifleential factors in the genesis of the
NHS, which Kuhn himself does not expand on much,dkplanation he provides in his 1968
text (and reiterates in 1977) is essentially argerous explanation. In fact, of the four sets of
factors, three are external or have origins whiehexternal to the traditional practice of the
history of science. Only the third factor can bhedgo be endogenous, as Hoyningen-Huene
appears to admit, without revealing, however, as sa&, the tension between the
perspectives of Kuhn iStructureand Essential tensiofCf. Hoyningen-Huene 1993, p.
16).

It is worth remembering, moreover, that even thelogenous factor is not
explicitly present in the text dtructure® On the other hand, there is no mention in the
1968 text of the difficulties pointed out so empbally by Kuhn in the previous
approach, particularly with respect to the two typd discoveries. Nevertheless, this
distinction is important for the description of tpeactice of science (in its normal and
extraordinary phases), as well as for the chareteon of intertheoretical

incommensurability.

3. The new historiography of science: Koyré and Kin

Seeking to clarify these issues, | turn to the texthe journaEncounter Published in
1970, “Alexandre Koyré & the History of Science: @m Intellectual Revolution” is a review
of Metaphysics and MeasuremerEssays in the Scientific Revolutjgrublished by Koyré in
1968. Placing the text in context, Kuhn referswioat he considers to be an intellectual
revolution that began in the 1940s — a revolutiorthe historiography of science still in

progress in 1970.

® |t is the theme of the article “Mathematical versexperimental traditions in the development of gitsl
science”, published in 1976 and re-edited in Kui7l
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Kuhn identifies two stages in this transformatiofhe first, which he considered to be
consolidated already at the time of his writingsvessociated with those historians who saw
the history of science as essentially the histdrydeas (the so-called “internal history”
mentioned above). The second stage, still beingldped at that point in time according to
Kuhn, referred to those historians of science whoedel was social and cultural history (the

so-called “external history”).
As a result, Kuhn writes, it is possible

for the first time to see science as having a histar at least one capable of interesting
a contemporary historian. During the long years mwiseientific development was
viewed as the routine result of applying "the stifienmethod," most history of science
inevitably looked like mere chronology. Its concernwhat else was there fits
practitioners to do? — wasdate and describe the emergence of the main com{zook
objective method and to chronicle their triumph rogeperstition and error (Kuhn
1970b, p. 67).

However, more recent work in the history of scierssd Kuhn, obeys a much more

diverse model, in which the role of Alexandre Kogtands out:

Trained as a philosopher and historian of philogoptoyré’s transition to the history
of science was marked by the publication in 1939his three brilliantEtudes
galiléennesWithin a decade of their appearance, they and utiseqjuent work pro-
vided the models which historians of science ingiregy aimed to emulate. More than
any other single scholar, Koyré was responsible fioe first stage of the
historiographical revolution mentioned above. (..0yké showed how sympathetic and
extendecexplications de textesould transform our image of the Scientific Revimat

of the seventeenth century and of the men who ritgehn 1970b, pp. 67-68).

Thus, it was Koyré, among others, who brought ® liistoriography of science the
approach which Kuhn, in the preface Essential tensionteferred to as hermeneutic; and
which, according to him, was a habitual part of fpinecess of educating historians in other

fields, with the significant exception of histor&@af science’

The importance of Koyré for the NHS is affirmed Kyhn in many of his writings,
generally in passing. However, in the text we rréfein Encounter unlike the others, there
are also criticisms and reservations regarding oguch as his disagreement with Koyré’s

" Having had access to Koyré shortly thereafter Kbhn 2000, p. 285), Kuhn said that, “as a physicie had

to discover “the hermeneutic method” on his owihisTis the personal experience he tells aboutémptieface to
Essential tensigrand various other places, of a re-interpretatibtihhe physics of Aristotle. He felt the episode
led to a decisive change in his view of sciencehil/discovering history, | had discovered my fissientific
revolution” (Cf. Kuhn 1977, p. xiii).



statement that “good physics is madgriori” (p. 68). Kuhn questions how Koyré could have
failed to discuss the role played by the obsermatd pendulums in Galileo’s argument,
commenting “That is no trivial slip, and it illuates something else about Koyré. He did
exaggerate the universality of his insights, anddite make mistakes, very occasionally

egregious ones” (Kuhn 1970b, p. 69).

But there are two more criticisms which | consitieibe particularly relevant for my
purposes here. Kuhn said that most traditionalbhans of science, knowing beforehand
what constitutes scientific knowledge, felt authed to select the works of those whom they
had studied and to pick out the passages whichlibbgved contained lasting contributions
to science. “The discovery of such contributionsswheir ultimate goal” (Kuhn 1970b, p.
68).

And Kuhn compares:

Koyré's aim was very similar, occasionally too mgchBut for him the undertaking

was far more problematic. To find out what, saylil&a had contributed to the

development of science, he had first to set Galitehis own time, to discover what
Galileo had taken science to be, what problemsseathed to him central, where his
view of science and its problems had come from,\ahdt alterations he had imposed
upon that heritage. That task, Koyré felt, could be done without immersion in an
entirecorpus that of Galileo and those of his immediate predsors, contemporaries,

and successors (Kuhn 1970b, p. 68, my emphasisp@eniKuhn 1970a, p. 3).

It can be said, then, that for Kuhn, Koyré is net fully a new historian of science. |
think that, in the above passage, Kuhn affirms Kayré has the same intentions and thus
faces some of the same difficulties in practicihg told historiography’ of science as the
historians Kuhn refers to generically 8tructure(in his strictly endogenous explanation).
However, Koyré was able to begin to resolve thesblpms, perhaps due, essentially, to his

background as a historian of philosophy (accordinguhn’s exogenous explanation).
With respect to the second criticism of Koyré’sthwggraphical practice, Kuhn writes:

| began by crediting Alexandre Koyré with a dominaoie in the first stage of an

historiographical revolution. Reading these essslfysuld give substance to that
attribution, but it will also illustrate how littlplace he left for the second stage. Partly
because of his philosophical concern with ideas artly because he dealt with men

whosework was comparatively little affected by the new socetmnomic climate of
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post-Renaissance Europe, he had little sympathytfose scholars who aimed to

explain scientific development in social terms (Ku970b, p. 69.

However, Kuhn emphasizes, Koyré knew there werélpnos in this regard. At the
end of his life (he died in 1964), he spoke of hdeased he was with a book that seemed to
“fill the hiatus between the history of sciencesagh and social history”, which until then

“were miles apart” from each other (Kuhn 1970b69).

The book to which Koyré referred, Kuhn later redeay wasStructureitself. Very
modestly, Kuhn omits this from the text publishedEncounterin 1970°, but he reveals the

fact informally in an interview in 1995, publishedThe Road since Structure

Another story out of sequence | don't want to farghortly before Alexandre Koyré
died -- which is now a good many years later, leel dihortly afteStructurecame out -

- | had a last letter from him. (...) He said, “I''teen reading your book,” and | don't
know what adjective he used, but it was a thorouglgreeable one. He said, and again
| had not seen this coming - when | thought abgutthought he was right - he said,
“you have brought the internal and external his®of science, which in the past have
been very far apart, together.” Now, | hadn't tHdugf that at all as what | was doing. |
saw what he meant, and coming from him it was palgrly agreeable because he had
been so anti-external history; his gifts were asaaalyst of ideas. And that made an

impression, or at least it pleased me tremenddislitn 2000, p. 286).

In this context, given the assessment of Koyréle,rwe can also understand Kuhn’s
role in the NHS, from his own perspective. In finst place, he deliberately avoids posing
certain questions and seeking certain answersadsgiaonal historians did, including Koyré.
As he writes irStructure

Was it Priestley or Lavoisier, if either, who fidiscovered oxygen? In any case, when

was oxygen discovered? In that form the questiamdcbe asked even if only one

claimant had existed. As a ruling about prioritydasate, an answer does not at all

® This does not mean that Koyré fails to attribuaesfgnificant role in scientific development to rascientific
ideas. What Kuhn emphasizes is that, like other intéists, Koyré resisted giving attention to socioemmic
and institutional factors, unlike authors like Rdbilerton, for example. This is what Kuhn saidamote,
which was also important for an assessment he magsding the distinction between internal ancemdl
histories (Kuhn 1977, p. 32).

° Perhaps it is not only a question of modesty,absn of initial surprise or disagreement with resge Koyré’s
observation. After all, in a text from 1979, Kuktill writes of the intrinsic impossibility of amiegration
between internal and external history. In thig,tee explicitly considers himself an internali€f.(Kuhn 1979,
pp. 123 and 125). And he makes the same affirmatérospectively abouStructurein The road since
Structure “l thought of it as pretty straight internalidt. constantly surprises people in England that &m
internalist. They cannot get their heads aroundKtihn 2000, p. 287). And perhaps an intermedparsition
can be seen in the 1968 text. As we saw, he wifiterse optimistically that “there are increasingrs of a
response” regarding integration, although he alsimtg out that “any survey of the field's presetdts
must unfortunately still treat the two as virtuadlgparate enterprises” (Kuhn 1977, pp. 109-110).
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concern us. Nevertheless, an attempt to producewdlhélluminate the nature of
discovery, because there is no answer of the Kiatlis sought. Discovery is not the

sort of process about which the question is apjmtgly asked (Kuhn 1970a, p. 54).

In the second place, Kuhn admits, with Koyré, aindlfy acknowledges in the 1995
interview mentioned above, that his theory comediltathe void between internal and
external histories. It is not fitting here to sigavhat this fusion or this bridge would be,
nor is it so important at this moment in time, wherlear distinction between the genesis

and justification of knowledge is no longer prebked.

I limit myself to remembering that, in an intervigrublished in Borradori 1994 (p.
157), Kuhn goes so far as to say that he wouldgparitlassifyStructureas a work in the
sociology of knowledge, which certainly emphasities importance of studying scientific
communities as producers and legitimaters of kndgde with their psychological,
sociological, and historical differences. For hiscjentific knowledge “is intrinsicallya
groupproduct” and “neither its peculiar efficacy noetimanner in which it develops will be
understood without reference to the special natdiréhe groups that produce it”. In this
sense, says Kuhn his work “has been deeply soctalipdput not in a way that permits that
subject to be separated from epistemology (Kuhrv 197xx).

By the way, Hoyningen-Huene said in a note thatiKatheorycan play a potentially
important role in the integration of internal amxteznal factors withirhistoriography.For
Kuhn's theory identifies a central point of conthetween science and society: scientific
values” (Hoyningen-Huene 2003, p. 19, note 70. &se pp. 147-154). And Philip Kitcher
may summerize most effectively what is in questwhen he states that, for Kuhn,

“justification is always justification in a partitar historical context” (Callebaut 1993, p. 45).

4. Final considerations

| would like to conclude with a word about the sga, somewhat schizophrenic
manner in which Kuhn deals with the genesis ofNKS through two sets of writings which
are not integrated and which do not appear to agletge one another. My hypothesis is

that the difficulty is related not to the genesrectly but to the justification of the NHS.

With respect to the genesis, the two explanati@msbe suitablyntegrated. As with
the emergence of a new scientific theory, accordinguhn, an internal anomaly would be
the engine for change in the historiography of rsoge as well, complemented by external

influences, such as, in this case, the historidgyay philosophy. But the apparently natural
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transposition of Kuhn’s model of science to hisigraphy of science seems to present a
problem. From the perspective of the justificatitice two explanations appear to lead to
very different results.

The justification of the NHS associated with thacsiy endogenous explanation is
much stronger than that which follows from the mmadhantly exogenous explanation. In
the latter, the NHS would be merely an alternatovéraditional historiography, and not the
necessary way of practicing a truly historical tigigraphy of science, as Kuhn would seem
to demand. It happens that the proposal has aesimathtle result, and could have led Kuhn
to decrease his emphasis on the idea of endogehange, as presentedStructure in the
case of science, the discarded theory is not axsiicein itself, whereas in the case of the
history of science, the traditional historiograpifyscience, linear and cumulative, would be

ahistorical . . .

Kuhn is unequivocal with respect to this $tructureas well as in other texts. In
Structure for example, he writes: “even from history, hawee that new concept will not
be forthcoming if historical data continue to baugbt and scrutinized mainly to answer
questions posed bihe unhistorical stereotypdrawn from science texts” (Kuhn 1970a,
p.1, my emphasis). In fact, the ahistorical charackterads beyond scientific textbooks. It
includes, according to Kuhn, the texts which asseiminated and philosophical works based
on the textbooks (Cf. Kuhn 1970a, p.136). “All thref these categories” are responsible for
the problem Kuhn calls “the invisibility of revoilohs”, precisely because of their ahistorical
approach. He addresses this issue in a separaptechfrom which | quote the following

excerpt, which summarizes well what is of intetests here:

Textbooks thus begin by truncating the scientsisse of his discipline's history and
then proceed to supply a substitute for what theyeheliminated. Characteristically,
textbooks of science contain just a bit of histaigher in an introductory chapter or,
more often, in scattered references to the greatekeof an earlier age. From such
references both students and professionals confeetdlike participants in a long-
standing historical tradition. Y¢the textbook-derived tradition in which scientistene

to sense their participation is one that, in faotver existedrFor reasons that are both
obvious and highly functional, science textboaksd too many of the older histories of
sciencé refer only to that part of the work of past stists that can easily be viewed as
contributions to the statement and solution oftihds' paradigm problem®artly by
selection and partly by distortipnthe scientists of earlier ages are implicitly
represented as having worked upba sameset of fixed problems and in accordance

with the sameset of fixed canons that the most recent revaiuiio scientific theory
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and method has made seem scientific. No wondertéxibooks and the historical
tradition they imply have to be rewritten after leascientific revolution. And no
wonder that, as they are rewritten, science onasmagmes to seem largely cumulative
(Kuhn 1970a, pp. 137-138, my emphasis).

One could add the word “ahistorical” to the endtis passage with no risk of
rejection: upon being re-written, science comesegem largely cumulative and ahistorical,
the legitimate product of an ahistorical historeygny. Elsewhere, Kuhn calls Whig

historiography (Cf. Butterfield 1931), as in theference to Sarton in the 1995 interview:

My notion was that there was a sort of history ofsce to do that Sarton wasn't
doing. | mean, | would not have said then the softthings | would say now about
him, and | recognize that in some very importamiseehe was a great man, but he
certainly was a Whig historian (...) | could haverte=d a lot of data from Sarton but |
wouldn't have learned any of the sorts of thingshted to explore. (...) There were a
number of other people who taught it within one amother of the science
departments. But what they taught ofteas not quite history in my terms, at least, not
quite history it was textbook historyl have sometimes said that some of the greatest
problems that I've had in my career are with s@&wvho think they are interested in
history (Kuhn 2000, p. 282, my emphast8).

One should not lose sight of a fact that John Brestlls attention to: that there are
still those who defend the idea of a cumulativegpess in the history of science, and mainly,
that “[Kuhn’s] accusation that cumulativists damke the history of science seriously fails to
register the interpretive latitude available whexing history of science. Neither continuity
nor revolution is written on the face of scienced do suppose otherwise is to fail to take
account of the fact (of which Kuhn was elsewherd ew@are) that history is an interpretive
(and therefore partly philosophical) discipline’réBton 2008, pp. 19 and 54).

One of the “elsewhere’s” Preston refers to is aeitdhe Section | oStructure In the

final pages, Kuhn writes about the genesis-justifon distinction, understanding it as an

10 K uhn writes inEncounter as we saw above, that with the emergence of th® Nit is possiblefor the first

time to see science as having a histany at least one capable of interesting a conteanpdistorian” (Kuhn
1970b, p. 67, my emphasis). He makes referendbetnatural disinterest of the historian in an t@inisal
discipline, as the history of science would haverbprior to the NHS. The idea that the ‘old higtgraphy’ of
science was abhistorical is also present in theingst of other authors. See, for example, Kraghp,vdthoing

the Kuhnian critique, writes that Sarton’s view ‘syaat least by modern standards, somewhat naive and
surprisingly ahistorical”. He also cites Rupertlhtého asks, “with all respect” regarding Sartotif,He was ever

a historian at all”. And also Butterfield, who sfs of Whig historiography as “unhistorical history writing”
(Kragh 1987, pp. 18, 93 and 198, note 43).
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integral part of a particular conception of sciend&hat he says there also gives substance to

what we said earlier about his integration of in&drand external histories (emphasized by

Koyré):

History, we too often say, is a purely descriptdiscipline. The theses suggested
above are, however, often interpretive and sometinmmative. Again, many of
my generalizations are about the sociology or dqusgchology of scientists; yet
at least a few of my conclusions belong traditibywab logic or epistemology. In
the preceding paragraph | may even seem to havateib the very influential
contemporary distinction between “the context cfadivery” and “the context of
justification” (...) Having been weaned intellectualbn these distinctions and
others like them, | could scarcely be more awareheir import and force. For
many years | took them to be about the nature adwkadge (...) Yet my
attempts to apply them, evegrosso modoto the actual situations in which
knowledge is gained, accepted, and assimilated hmsxle them seem
extraordinarily problematic. Rather than being etemtary logical or
methodological distinctions, which would thus beioprto the analysis of
scientific knowledge, they now seem integral paofs a traditional set of
substantive answers to the very questions upon twtiiey have been deployed.
That circularity does not at all invalidate thenmutBt does make them parts of a
theory and, by doing so, subjects them to the saonetiny regularly applied to
theories in other fields (Kuhn 1970a, pp. 8-9).

Another pertinent passage is found in the texthlemnhistory of science published

in 1979:

What, then, has made fruitful interactions betwistory and philosophy of science so
rare? Much of the answer is that they have, in, faeen infrequent only within the
English-speaking or, more accurately, the logicapkicist tradition. Most of the men,
who provided internal historians with their primanpdels, were neo-Kantians of one
sort or another. The philosophers who have recéotlgd history of science relevant to
philosophy are outside the logical empiricist ttimth. What has seemed to separate
history from philosophy of science is not, | thimktrinsic to either field but rather to a
particular philosophical tradition, one largely @aed in this century to the English-
speaking world. No equivalent separation has besible on the Continent (Kuhn
1979, p.125).

It is curious to observe Kuhn’s difficulty in coast with Koyré. Koyré seems to

consider traditional, owhig, historiography as merely another possible histoaplyy, which

for Kuhn, at least in the case of science, sigaifi@ ahistorical activity, which is not even

possible to practice effectively. Koyré writes:
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The disdain to which the eighteenth century hasnbeebjected can only be
explained by the fact that it was vanquished. this victors that write history, and it
is the representatives of this victory, represéveat in particular, of the Romantic
reaction, and especially of the German Romanticctrea, who have largely
determined our historical judgments and our vergception of history. They are
also the men who have convinced us that the eigtheeentury disregarded these
ideas of ours.

Nothing seems more untrue to me than this assertlicseems to me indefensible,
unless we accept the Romantic conception of histiéryn the contrary, we do not
share this idea, we should find that it is to thghteenth century that we owe the
discovery, or rather the rediscovery, of history )(.Quite true, the men of the
eighteenth century did not have the regard, theeasand the reverence for history that
the Romantics had. Nor is there any doubt that ttiely not have the religion of
scholarship, and that they often disregarded th&ilddand even more than the details)
of the past. They felt no nostalgia for the pdite- the Romantics. On the contrary, they
were concerned primarily with the future (Koyré 89gp. 132-133).

It is worth saying that these exemplarily toleraatrds of Koyré come precisely from a
text about Condorcet, an author who, for Kuhn,ns of the historic champions of the idea of
cumulative progress . . . And | am reminded thahiKwas once called a romantic ... But

that is another and longer stoty.
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