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CONTEMPORARY SCIENCE STUDIES WITH
OR WITHOUT HIDDEN MARXIST ROOTS?
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ment, Saint Petersburg, scientific theory competition protects from judgmental relativism in
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ECTb INY COBPEMEHHbIX UCCNELOBAHUN
HAYKWU CKPbITbIE MAPKCUCTCKUE KOPHU?"

Lnnosanosa /laga Bna- B cTaTbe onucbiBaloTCA A4Ba BO3MOMHbIX CNeacTsus obpalleHus
AUMMPOBHA — JOKTOP Pu- K MapKCUCTCKUM KOPHAM COBPEMEHHbIX UCCNefO0BaHUI HayKu,
NOCODCKUX HAYK, LOUEHT. O KOTOpbIX nuuweT B. JInHy. Bo-nepBbix, y4eT MAPKCUCTCKUX MO-
CaHKT-MNeTepbyprckuii rocy- 3UUMIA, NOAYEPKMUBAIOWMX 3HAYEHWE OTPaKEHUA peasbHOCTU
[APCTBEHHbBIV YHUBEPCUTET. WU ee COLMANbHOTO KOHCTPYMPOBAHUA, MOXET BHECTU BKNAL, B
Poccuitckan depepaums, aKTyasibHble AMCKYCCMM MO BONPOCY O CTATyce pernpeseHTaumi B
199034, CaHkT-MNeTepbypr, HayKke. Bo-BTOpbIX, MapKcUCTcKoe 0BOCHOBaHME KOHKypeHuuu
YHuBepcuTeTcKasa Hab., 4. 11; Pa3NNYHBIX HAYYHbIX NOAXOA0B U36aBNAET OT PeNATUBM3MA, KOTO-

e-mail: l.shipovalova@spbu.ru PbIi MOXKET BO3HUKHYTb B C/ly4ae NpU3HaHUA Ux npoavdepauuu.
Kpome Toro, BHUMaHWe K UCTOKam OBHapyKMBaeT nepecevyeHus
MeXAy PasNMYHbIMU UCCNEef0BAHUAMM HAYKK, @ 3HAUMUT, CAYKUT
YC/0BUEM WX BO3MOMXKHOIO KOHCTPYKTUBHOTO B3aUMOZAENCTBUA.

Kniouesvie cnosa: MapPKCU3M, Hay4yHble penpe3eHTaunuun, penatm-
BU3M, UCTOPUYECKaA aNNCTemonorma

The article by Prof. W. Lynch “Imre Lakatos and the Inexhaustible Atom:
The Hidden Marxist Roots of History and Philosophy of Science” focuses
on the relationship between the Hungarian period of Lakatos and his
subsequent ideas in the field of philosophy of science. The former were
prety clearly of Marxist nature, especially the missing 1947 Hungarian
dissertation “On the Sociology of Concept Building in the Natural
Sciences”. The latter are observed in relation to the works of Karl Popper,
Paul Feyerabend, Thomas Kuhn and their studies of the development
of scientific knowledge. At first glance, it may seem that the Lynch's

*  Crarbs nofrotosieHa npu nopuepxke POOU, nmpoekr Ne 18-011-00281 «McTopruec-
Kasi SITUCTEMOJIOTUSL: TEOPETHIECKHE OCHOBAHMS U ICCIIE[OBATENIBCKUE TIEPCIIEKTHBED).
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article is mostly historiographical. In fact, it also scrupulously discusses
important factors, affected the process of shaping the contemporary
scientific research. Here, historiographic facticity explores not only sanity
of modern philosophers of science and their unambiguous impression
of Lakatos as internalist, reacting to the B. Hessen's externalism and the
T. Kuhn's relativism. Drawing on the origins of the modern research of
science, Prof. Lynch encourages the rethinking its current issues. In turn, I
would like to briefly outline two complementary topical issues, which are
implicitly presented in the Lynch's article. They receive a new stimulus for
development thank to the ideas given in his work. Noteworthy, discovering
Marxist origins is of important matter not only for the contemporary
sociology of science but also for the historical epistemology.

The problem of scientific representations and
elaboration of the terms “internalism — externalism”

Scientific knowledge as a representation of scientific activity is con-
nected to both the world existing independently of us, and social struc-
tures, which define how the knowledge of this world is constructed. Thus
“external” can characterize both the society and its contradictions, which
cause the appearance of scientific representations, as well as the represented
reality itself. Accentuating one or another side forms either the position
of social constructivism or vulgar materialism. In the latter case, a single
representation overshadows the reality!. Prof. Lynch emphasizes that
Lakatos considered “both the material determination of thought and the
dialectic between social causes and scientific representations”. Lynch also
quotes 1. Hacking, who contends that “Lakatos sought ‘to provide a theory
of objectivity without a representational theory of truth’’2. Therefore,
the specified duality of the basis problematizes the concept of scientific
representations. These two parts of the duality are: firstly, the material side
of the reflected subject; secondly, the structures of society, which define the
actor of cognition. Various Marxist viewpoints which put emphasis either

U Prof. Lynch emphasizes that vulgar materialism, unlike Marxism and fallibilism,

equates reality (matter) to our current scientific conception of it. For the discussions
about to the status of representations in sciences, see [Coopman, 2014].

The production of knowledge, resulted in its alienation, rather than the reflection of
reality and its representation as a socially distributing believe, serves for the description
of scientific activity. For the production of scientific knowledge in this context see i.e.
the ideas of Russian philosopher M.A. Rozov: “Cognition is not the reflection but, first
of all, the construction, the construction of new types of activity, which is real or at
the level of thought experiments <...> The term ‘reflection’ has another meaning here:
reflection as description of activity that we create in co-authorship with the world”
[Rozov, 2012, p. 123].
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on reflection of reality or the process of its social construction, can both
contribute to the current debate on the status of representation in science. In
Marxism, partly followed by Lakatos, the fallibility, the changing process
of disclosure of reality and the recognition of the inexhaustibility of reality
itself discredit any attempts to follow a single ultimate description of reality.
Similar attitude towards reality as an undefined characterizes contemporary
historical epistemology. Investigating objects of the research at the stage of
discovery, H. J. Reinberger calls them epistemic things. Such things present
themselves in a “characteristic, irreducible vagueness. This vagueness is
inevitable because, paradoxically, epistemic things embody what one does
not yet know” [Reinberger, 1997, p. 28]. In the case of epistemic things,
there is no priory relation between concept and its referent, reality is
necessarily conceived as indefinite and inexhaustible. When Marxist ideas,
mentioned by Lynch, complement these ideas, inexhaustibility as a feature
of reality not only manifests itself at the stage of discovery but accompanies
the development of science, serves as the condition of this development.

The problem of relativism in science

W. Lynch mentions a well-known connection between Lakatos and Fey-
erabend and their shared interest towards dialectical philosophy of science
influenced by Marxist ideas. Away from Marxist connotations, the idea
of proliferation of scientific theories or multiple scientific perspectives
[Lakatos, 1978, p. 29] can be construed as judgmental relativism, which
proclaims equal legitimacy of different descriptions of reality*. Conversely,
considering Marxist roots of these ideas, the preservation of different
theories and the recognition of different approaches can be interpreted
as a cause of the competition between them, a struggle, which supports
the development of science. Hence, for a reason Feyerabend, as Lynch
notes, criticizes the insufficient permeability for critics from the outside
of the successful methodological program of Lakatos, betraying the
position of fallibilism. Impossibility for the mutual criticism of Kuhn’s
incommensurable paradigms but not the incommensurabilty of co-existing
approaches, capable of enriching each other in the course of critical
discussions, creates the danger of relativism. The dominance of a single
scientific paradigm, its closeness to critic in this respect can be interpreted
as ideological and supporting disparities of intellectual power*. The legiti-

3 On the difference between epistemic and judgment relativism see [Lynch, Fuhrman,

1991, p. 236].

On the relation between concept of ideology and the analysis of scientific knowledge
see [Lynch, 1994]. One historical example of competition between different descrip-
tions of scientific objects ones can find in the article of B. Latour [Latour, 1999].
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mization of scientific theory competition protects from judgmental relativ-
ism and underscores the idea of inexhaustible reality that transcends any
description’. Similarly, according to Lakatos, “the real history of science
is always richer than its rational reconstruction”. This is why for mature
Lakatos preservation of various approaches to reconstruction and the
continued competition between them is necessary. And his work “History
of Science and Its Rational Reconstructions” serves this purpose.

In conclusion, I would like to highlight two more lessons which we
learn from the appeal to the Marxist thought. First lesson is the importance
of the normative sometimes neglected by the contemporary social and
historical studies of science, when they insist on the descriptive nature
of their own research strategies. The normative considerations mean here
the determination of the bases of one’s own position, distinguishing and
limiting it from the others. Secondly, the reference to these origins reveals
the intersections between various scientific studies, and therefore serves as
a condition for their possible constructive interaction.
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5> That is why contemporary sciences studies emphasize the importance of communica-

tion between different approaches in the evaluation and production of knowledge and
the participation in these processes of various actors, including not professionals, inter-
ested outsiders. [Kasavin, 2017; Lynch, Fuhrman, 1991, p. 244-245].
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