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Lakatos’s “Internal
History” as Historiography

Eric Paimer
University of Kentucky

Imre Lakatos’s conception of the history of science is explicated with the
purpose of replying to criticism leveled against it by Thomas Kuhn, Ian
Hacking, and others. Kuhn’s primary argument is that the historian’s
internal-external distinction is methodologically superior to Lakatos's
distinction because it is “independent” of an analysis of rationality. That
distinction, however, appears to be a normative one, harboring an im-
plicit and unarticulated appeal to rationality, despite Kuhn’s claims fo
the contrary. Lakatos’s history, by contrast, is clearly the history of a
normatively defined discipline; of science and not scientists and their
activities. How such history can be written, the historiographic and criti-

cal tools available for its construction, and its importance as history are

considered in detail. In an afterword, the prevalence of Lakatos’s treat-

ment of history in philosophical discussion is indicated: a related ap-
proach is shown to arise in social contract theory.

Long Live the Provisional Government! [ON a PLACARD in SERGEI
E1sENSTEIN'S Ten Days That Shook the World]

introduction

Imre Lakatos’s conception of the history of science, which he dubbed
“internal history,” has suffered much and varied criticism from philos-

Many thanks to Hannah Gay and to two anonymous referees at Perspectives on Science,
whose careful reading and detailed criticism of earlier drafts were immensely helpful;
to Béla Egyed, who introduced me to the subtleties of Lakatos’s thought; and to Philip
Kitcher and Robert Westman, whose work and attention have helped all of my work
immeasurably. Preliminary versions of this article were read at the University of Califor-
nia, San Diego, and the University of Utah. Support, in the form of a dissertation fellow-
ship, was graciously provided by the Department of Philosophy at the University of

California, San Diego.
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604 Lakatos's "Internal History” as Historiography

ophers and historians. lan Hacking calls it “an imaginative perversion
of history,” Thomas Kuhn suggests that it is “not history at all but
philosophy fabricating examples,” and Larry Laudan goes so far as to
write that “Lakatos nowhere establishes the necessity (or the desirabil-
ity) of making a reconstruction of the past which involves an inten-
tional warping of the historical record” (Hacking 1983, p. 252; Kuhn
1971, p. 143; Laudan 1977, p. 170; see also Holton 1978, pp. 106-8). But
is Lakatos simply so poor a historian that he does not see virtue in
keeping the historical record straight, or is he trying to attain some
goal with his “warping of the historical record”? Many authors, such
as Laudan, do appear to believe the former (Laudan 1977, p. 168).
Some others have attempted to explain Lakatos’s historiography and
have come up with more or less plausible explanations for why it dif-
fers so radically from other historical projects (see esp. Kulka 1977).
Hacking presents a particularly interesting and detailed interpretation
(Hacking 1979, pp. 392-99) but cannot abide some of Lakatos's more
serious departures from historical fact and so, in reference to one of
Lakatos’s case studies, presents the first remark quoted above!

I do not think Lakatos’s historiographic approach need be consid-
ered so absurd and perverse, however, and I will argue that internal
history can be a clearly defined and useful study of the past, represent-
ing one among many valuable historiographic approaches for viewing
the history of science. Lakatos’s internal history has received rough
treatment, by these authors and others, primarily because it is rou-
tinely compared with other genres of history that depend upon a
somewhat different internal-external distinction among explanations,
and is found to be lacking according to the historiographic criteria that
are used to judge such history! The projects embodied in Lakatos’s
internal history and in other internalist approaches, however, have very
different goals and standards, and I will suggest that Lakatos argues
effectively for a clear demarcation between them. Lakatos’s concerns
differ from those of intellectual historians, for example, particularly
because he is not concerned with interpreting the thoughts and behav-
jor of individual scientists.

I will go on to consider in more detail the character and goals of
internal history, for its distinctness is not so apparent without a clear
survey of its genuine advantages. Internal history will be shown to be

1. Though Lakatos adopts and alters a preexisting term (for a history of the term,
see Shapin 1992), here T will reserve the term “internal history” for Lakatos’s conception
of the internal history of science alone. Historians of ideas and others also present “inter-
nalist approaches” and make different internal-external distinctions, which 1 will ex-

plain presently.
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useful in explaining the retrospective importance of the history of sci-
ence to current practitioners; it is noteworthy in that it analyzes history
at.:cordmg to an assessment of growth and correct methodology pro-
vided .by philosophers and scientists together. I will also suggest }shat
t)thgr internalist approaches do not provide an ideal position from
wluch. to launch methodological criticisms of internal history, since in-
ternalism, at least as it is developed by Kuhn and Hackin:g retains
some fundamental methodological weaknesses of its own ’ Co;se-
quently, narrow criticism of Lakatos’s work from the approacl{ of intel-
lf}ctu.al history, or other approaches that utilize an internal-external dis-
tinction markedly different from Lakatos’s, is neither more nor le;:s
appmpriate than criticism from other approaches to history.

I will require significant license to present my interpretation of La-
katos: for example, I will disagree with some of his disparaging re-
mark§ regarding sociological explanation. This license 1 will aitgm t
to point out in footnotes, as Lakatos would have done. Nonethelesspl
believe that Lakatos had much the same project in mind. ’

Internal History versus Other Internalist Conceptions: The Root
Difference
La:lﬁatos’s internal history differs greatly from other approaches that
uti l.lZE an internal-external distinction because it is different at its foun-
dation: a clear historiographical (i.e., methodological) demarcation
separates the approaches. To construct a satisfactory argument in de-
fense of h.is project, this demarcation must be exposed.

’ To begin, we must address the concern that Lakatos is a poor histo-
rian, and consider the most prominent areas of disagreement between
L.akatt:)s and his critics. To the great discomfort of many, especiall
hlstorlaps, Lakatos makes a number of notorious claims, SL;C]‘I ;}s “unﬁ
way t? mfiicate discrepancies between history and its rational ;95011-
struction is to relate the internal history in the text, and to indicate in
%‘he footnotes how actual history ‘misbehaved”” and “history of science
is frequently a caricature of its rational reconstructions” (Lakatos
1971a, Pp- 120, 138).? He has also produced a small amount of historical
writing in the vein of rational reconstruction, committing himself in
the practice of writing history to positions complementary to those
he expresses concerning historiography: for example, he deliberatel
attributes a position to Niels Bohr thirteen years before Bohr held 1};

2. Pages cited for Lakatos 1970, 1971a, 1974, and 1976, and Lakatos and Zahar 1976

refer to Iep:mts of the articles within I Laka h hﬂdok? o i RE5EI:T?C;‘T
¢ f
os, The Met gl{ f Scier IﬁC



606 Lakatos's “Internal History” as Historiography

and notes the distortion in a footnote (Lakatos 1970, p. 61; see also
Lakatos 1971a, p. 119). The very presence of. that footnote, lﬁpwex:rer,
suggests that Lakatos cannot simply be dismissed as a poor 1st1(1}lr1a'r;
on these grounds. The note would appear to be exp‘lamab]e 0 ybll

Lakatos does have a sense of historical fact and so of history separable
from reconstruction; and indeed, Lakatos does spea.k of the “fact raf
Bohr’s knowledge as opposed to his own reconstruction (Lakatos 1?7 i
p- 61, n. 1). In reference to another reconstruction, Laka.tos w:rltes,
“Alas, all this is rational reconstruction rather than etctual. I.ustory’ (La-
katos 1970, p. 53, n. 1). At many places in Lakatos’s writing a :re:-:lder
can find reference to an “actual history,” understagdable and dist.mct,
and explicitly opposed to the rational reconstruction that rep:;e{t;\e;;'ltst
internal history (Lakatos 1970, pp. 52-53; Le.).katos 1971a, p. 102).> Wha
is the status, then, of a rational reconstruction? . ‘

The reason behind Lakatos’s curious project liesf in a difference l?e—
tween the theoretical foundations of his internal history and other in-
ternalist approaches. Intellectual history, as one prxan}ple of. a}l;l a]}j:'-
proach that maintains an internal-external .dlstmchlo:n, might be
conceived of as an attempt to detect and explalr} the lustom."ical orderi
ing, development, dissemination, and effec.ts of ideas and mtelleictuaf
traditions. Because the focus of the history is placed upon the roles o
ideas and beliefs in history, historians conceive of an mterr?al-extemal
distinction for explaining the historical change of ideas, in c‘)rd.er to
discern intellectual, as opposed to nonintellectual or extradisciplinary,

ations of change. .
foujsd a prtiude to cgriticizing Lakatos's concepti_on of h?stgry and‘ l'u}s;
internal-external distinction, Kuhn lays out a fair description of suc

a division:

In standard usage among historians, internal hist:ory is th.e sort
that focuses primarily or exclusively on the pmfess.lonal activities
of the members of a particular scientific community: What theo-
ries do they hold? What experiments do they Perform? How do-
the two interact to produce novelty? External hlfstor.y,‘ on the othe.l
hand, considers the relations between such .sc1ent1.f1t? communi-
ties and the larger culture. The role of changing religious or eco-
nomic traditions in scientific development thus belongs to exter-

nal history. [Kuhn 1971, p. 140]

3. Lakatos 1976 deals with this subject in great detail. Note L.hat whether. or not ths;
writing of “actual history” could possibly be a realizable enterprise—a subdlsmpl‘me ()f
history—is left undecided here. ] am inclined to believe that it stands as something o
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Though Kuhn does not represent the mainstream of intellectual his-
tory in some of his work—for example, “paradigms” internal to Kuhn's
approach may often be models or concrete instantiations, not ideas—
the distinction broadly sketched in this quote is intended to apply to
the “standard usage among historians” In its lack of specificity, it fairly
enough represents a variety of internalist approaches to history, includ-
ing intellectual history.*

Lakatos’s conception of internal history, however, is not at all that of
other internalists, such as the intellectual historian, as he explicitly
points out (Lakatos 1971a, p. 102, n. 1). Rather than basing the distinc-
tion in the professional activities of scientists, Lakatos wishes to
ground it instead in an understanding of what science is: that is, ac-
cording to a philosophical methodology (also called a theory of sci-
ence, logic of scientific discovery, theory of the growth of knowledge,
or theory of the rationality of scientific progress). Lakatos is engaged
in what he considers to be history of science, “science” being a philo-
sophical, normative category, which may be opposed to “ideas.” “His-
tory of science is a history of events which are selected and interpreted
in a normative way. This being so, the hitherto neglected problem of
appraising rival logics of scientific discovery and, hence, rival recon-
structions of history, acquires paramount importance” (Lakatos 1971a,
p- 121). “Theories of the rationality of scientific progress . . . [provide]
a theoretical framework for the rational reconstruction of the history
of science” (Lakatos 1971a, p. 118). Lakatos maintains that, because
science is a category defined according to a theory of science, the con-
tent of a written history of science must be intimately affected as a
result of which theory one chooses. Kuhn has sketched a distinction
between internal and external history that may be applied to history
of ideas; Lakatos’s internal history is a history of the scientific, and this
difference turns out to greatly affect the way in which history is writ-
ten, and the purpose, and use, of what is written.

Internal History as a Coherent Discipline: Writing Internal History

What does this imply for historical writing, then? That which is inter-
nal to the history of science, on Lakatos’s scheme, can only be what is
considered scientific, and so a theory of science and what it is to be

a regulative ideal for Lakatos, who maintained that “history without some theoretical ‘biag’
is impossible” (Lakatos 1971a, p. 120).

4. Thanks go to an anonymous reviewer at Perspectives on Science and Steve Fuller
for dlarifying the need to distinguish Kuhn’s internalist approach from intellectual his-
tory. For a detailed treatment of the internal-external distinction in history and sociology,
though not in Lakatos’s writing, see Shapin 1992 (N.B. pp. 336, 349-51).
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scientific is necessary to get internal history off the ground. Therefore,
the choice of a theory of science is of prime importance to the internal
historian, because it provides the criterion of demarcation and tells the
historian what is and what is not science, what does and what does
not belong in internal history. Different theories of science may provide
different accounts of what is scientific and present different historical
developments as representative of scientific growth. Thus, Lakatos
claims, conventionalists find the Copernican revolution to be a para-
digmatic case of rational growth, because it represents a triumph for
simplicity among otherwise closely matched rivals; inductivists, on the
other hand, find Kepler's discovery of the elliptical orbit from Tycho
Brahe’s observations particularly representative of growth. Each meth-
odology may provide a history that finds the other development to
belong to external history, however® The varied theories provide dif-
fering reconstructions of the history of scientific growth and differing
accounts of the contribution of historical events to that growth; it is
not surprising, then, that Lakatos has as a major purpose of the histori-
ography of science the evaluation of histories for the purpose of de-
termining the relative adequacy of different theories of science. How
the adequacy of a reconstruction may be judged will be considered
below, along with the rationale behind such an effort; assessing the
relative merits of theories of science from the historical cases is beyond
the scope of this article.

Internal history differs from other forms such as the history of ideas,
then, in that it is a history of the growth of scientific knowledge itself,
entirely pure of adulteration, according to the theory of science used
in the history’s construction. Lakatos makes his distinction between
the scientific and the nonscientific most evident by referring to a “third
world” to which this history is tied and in which knowledge resides
independently of the knower: “the—rationally reconstructed—growth of
science takes place essentially in the world of ideas, in Plato’ and Poppers
‘third world,” in the world of articulated knowledge which is indepen-
dent of knowing subjects” (Lakatos 1970, p. 92; see also Lakatos 19714,
p. 110). This third world is to be contrasted with the first (of material
objects) and the second (of psychology, beliefs, and ideas). It is “inde-
pendent” of the others in some sense; precisely what it consists of and
how it is independent will be considered shortly. In the light of Laka-

5. Lakatos (1971a, p. 116) shows a clear example of the way in which methodologies
will produce different internal histories. Different theories of science will also affect the
writing of external history according to Lakatos, and not merely insofar as they will
categorize internal and external explanation differently: they will affect the substance of
explanations as well; see Lakatos 1976 and n. 20 below.
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:;312 slci_ls;tinction among worlds, internal history is an attempt to present
term;st }?é);eolf th; development of this third world, in third world
: al subject matter of internal history is the histori
of scientific knowledge accordir S
; 1g to a methodology, and not i
ity of people at all. Lakatos i i o i meri
ity of : § constructing a history of science i
in a “world” perceived throu s el
a’ gh the lenses of a theory of sci i
within that world) i ) peas
,» populated only with knowled
not their ideas nor their acti i i Sy e el
! ons. History in that world is the hi
objective growth, and so the di 5555 o b
: 2 > difference between that hi
history of ideas, which i avlesrel Bt
S s focused more upon the histc f
world, is understandable. A i . fecton R i
, - Actual history and intell i
low time order, for ex ot o
¢ ample, whereas Lakatos suggests that objecti
growth need not, so it is not surprisi S i
. - prising that the histori
and tl.mtd worlds may not look the salie. TmEStte e
Ch;l;ii ;::;efr};r'efanor.\ exl_llalains why Lakatos is willing to discount the
Istory i the second world, the world of i
' n th _ , consciousness:
S;el glay ff)rsa.l<e the ordering of beliefs as they arise in the second world
2 k;lzcaslmg in _order tha}t he may write a history of the logical growth
imem(;vl-lei tge in Ehe third world. Niels Bohr, then, does not exist in
story—he and others are replaced by the Bohri ientifi
research program, accordin i etlp ol
" g to Lakatos’s preferred methodol
and what the person believed and i S Al
{ why he believed it are
nal to the history of the  sci o e
growth of science; they are matters of
: ! : 7 c sych 1-
ogy and situation, that is, matters of the second world. In th}?syligl{it

Lakatos’s explanation of why } i i
e h _ : L :
e a1)1}; € has written his history in this fashion

Internal histo'ry is not just a selection of methodologically inter-
preted facts: it may be, on occasion, their radically z'mpmzed ve
.:;:orli.ggne may illustrate this using the Bohrian programme Bol'ﬁ'-
:}; s H,en;:{j not have even thou ght of the possibility of electrm{
Ne\r‘er[hel ad more th_an enough on his hands without the spin.
e ess, the historian, describing with hindsight the
: ()hl"l&r-l programme, should include electron spin in it, since elec-
Bron spin fits naturally in the original outline of the programme
ohr might have referred to it in 1913. Why Bohr did not do s0,

is an interes ting problem which deserves t indi .
note. [Lakatos 1971a, p. 119]¢ es to be indicated in a foot-

6. In hi i Y
. l;t I;;sj:::t lijé':tcle, L‘akalis r.etracts the position embodied in this passage, refer-
i unsuceess ul }ok_e e such parodies may be written, and may even
bty " never said t}tat this is the way in which history actually ought to b
- Presumably, he also dissembles the earlier discussion of Bohr (Lakalgos 1917[)e



610 Lakatos's “Internal History" as Historiography

1 have attempted to sketch a coherent disciplinary structure for c11n-
ternal history. It might pass muster, making ful:ther pm‘*smt of the de-
tails of its methodology and purpose worthwhile, prowdef:l sense can
be made of the claim that objective growth. does not strictly follow
time order, yet still may be considered historical. If we take Lakatads to
intend that internal history is about the third worlc.l, about knowledge,
and not about psychology and individuals, then’hm e.szorts should n;:g
be construed as an attempt to brand scientists as 1rrat10n.a11; they shou 1
rather be taken as an attempt to elucidate and.expl.am the r.atlopa}
structure of scientific knowledge and the ratm_nahty of scientific
growth, taken impersonally. Lakatos disrupts the time 0@&r of the acg
quisition of beliefs by individuals, then, because of this goal, an
within his historiography he maintains that certain dev‘elopments in
the objective growth of knowledge may have occurred in the wrong

i istory. _
Ordlférﬁlt;?;ﬂrg is n?:eded to explain this extravagance with histolrlca}l
ordering, however. Lakatos appears to suggest tha.t science has a (slgj—
cal structure that history might on occasion have filled in out of order,
the disorder perhaps arising from sociological fac.tors. In‘ a metaphor,
a few bricks were missing in the original construction project and were
later tapped into place. Who tapped them in, and when, is lsssi im-
portant for Lakatos's history than the fact th.at they were pl.aceﬂ there,
and the building was completed. Can anything more bf said LOI‘ICE{'-I’I"‘l-
ing the “logical structure” of science, beyond metaghor. Laka.tus re elx dq
to both Plato and Popper as sources of his conception of a third wor
in which this structure resides, but the ideal worlds of the two a1..1th(.)r5
differ, particularly in that Popper’s world is populated .w1t}l1 ob]ectw%
knowledge—conjectures, theories, and argun.lents——\a\_rh ich is an emer
gent human product, and may be objective without be’mg true (P opper
1972, chap. 3; esp. pp. 112, 119-23). Taking up .Poppers concz!eptloniu?vg
find something by way of explanation of this structure: “The t’ I
world has grown far beyond the grasp not only of any man, but even
of all men (as shown by the existence of insoluble problems). Its action

upon us has become more important for our growth, and even fcgr its

own growth, than our creative action upon it” (Popper 1.97‘2, pt:l 1 1).
Popper particularly points to unsolved problems within t eon;ls,

such as Goldbach’s conjecture, and well-formed but unanswerable

pp. 61 £), noted above in this article. This surprising comment, in t_he C(mtfzxt o; :Ee
criticism from Kuhn that elicited it, will be considered in the follown.\g sectwl]‘: ok ; e
article and its footnotes; I close this section with an attempt to u.haracte’r:ze m::hat ; atos
saw as the useful positive historiographic program that underlies the joke,” producing
it as a natural, if spurious, outgrowth.
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questions (see, e.g., p. 161, n. 11), as examples indicating the structure
and mind-independence of the third world. Popper maintains that the
“objective logical content” of a theory may be greater than its develop-
ment in human minds in the second world, providing a property of
the third world that distinguishes it from the second (Popper 1972, pp.
155-56). Second world history, or psychohistory, follows time order,
or, alternatively, it is “causal” (Popper 1972, p. 114); third world history,
as a “radically improved version,” might not. The extent to which it
might diverge from time order, and the extent to which divergence
weakens an internal history, are indicated by the methodological con-

straints on writing internal history and its uses, which will be dis-
cussed below.

Defense of Internal History against Criticism of Kuhn and Hacking

I have attempted to convey what it is I think Lakatos is after in his
internal history; but a question still remains as to why one would want
to pursue history in the confines of the third world: the question raised
by Kuhn's review of Lakatos’s article. Kuhn, like most critics of Lakatos,
does not consider him to be pursuing history at all, because Lakatos's
internal-external distinction does not allow many of historians’ tried
and true methods of explanation, such as appeals to aspects of individ-
ual psychology, to count internally as explanation (for sentiments es-
sentially parallel to Kuhn's, see also Hacking 1983, p- 122). But is Laka-
tos's project nonhistorical? And are other internalist approaches
remarkably more robust?

First, let us note more precisely Kuhn’s criticism of Lakatos’s project.
Kuhn claims to detect a simple circularity and suggests that internal
history is a pointless endeavor: “If ‘internal’ [as Lakatos uses it] were
an independent term unequivocally applied, as it is for the historian,
then one could hope to learn something about rational methodology
from the study of internal history. But if ‘internal history’ is simply the
rational part of history, then the philosopher can learn from it about
scientific method only what he puts in” (Kuhn 1971, p- 141). Kuhn
claims here that Lakatos’s position, due to a fatal circularity, lacks the
critical power available on his own approach. From the quotation of
Kuhn's discussed in the second section of this article, it appears that
the shortcoming relates to the lack of attention to what Kuhn calls “the
professional activities” of scientists, which include (real) experiments
and the psychological idiosyncrasies of participants. The more tradi-
tional historian, then, can learn about methodology by studying scien-

tists’ professional activities; Lakatos’s historian cannot. Such are
Kuhn's doubts.
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I doubt that Kuhn has characterized Lakatos’s position correctly. The
argument from the beginning of the next section through the rest of
the article will provide a general response regarding the critical power
and practical usefulness of internal history. Before proceeding with
that task, however, Kuhn's internal-external distinction should also be
scrutinized, for Lakatos suggests that the independence that Kuhn
claims for the methodology of the history of ideas is available to no
historian (Lakatos 1971a, p. 120; Lakatos 1976, p. 192).

What, then, is the basis of Kuhn's distinction, which he has claimed
is “independent” of any analysis of rationality? Kuhn lists features of
internalist intellectual history—experiments, theories, intellectual idi-
osyncrasies, and so on—and external features—religion, technology,
and so on—and claims that “the internal-external distinction is not
always hard and fast, but there is wide consensus in its application
among historians” (Kuhn 1971, p. 140). He does not present a detailed
account of a reasonable grounding for that consensus, however, or
even a purpose for the distinction; so what is the basis of the distinc-
tion? For lack of an explanation from Kuhn, I move to speculation and
suggest that the distinction is maintained—albeit “not always hard
and fast”—Dbecause the “historians” harbor a lurking intuition that ex-
periments and theories are more appropriately relevant to the develop-
ment of ideas than religion and technology. But what is this relevance
relation? Religious belief has greatly affected the activities of scientists
and the history of science: it would be considered an internal feature
in some historical cases if Kuhn were to adopt the actors’ categories,”
and it is a sort of intellectual activity—so why is it ruled external on
Kuhn's demarcation of internalist approaches? Might it be that Kuhn
and others have a deep-seated, but unexamined, conception of rational
historical change in science and irrational sources of change, repre-
sented in the internal-external distinction?

Kuhn does not really enlighten us regarding the foundations of his
internal-external distinction; and Hacking, in a similar critique of La-
katos, does no better a job. He writes:

Lakatos begins with an “unorthodox, new demarcation between
‘internal” and ‘external” history” ([Lakatos 1971a] p. 102), but it is
not very clear what is going on. External history commonly deals

7. Few, I believe, would doubt that Newton was forthright in his assurance that,
“when T wrote my treatise [Principia] about our Systeme I had an eye upon such Prin-
ciples as might work wth considering men for the beleife of a Deity & nothing can
rejoyce me more then to find it usefull for that purpose” (Newton to Richard Bentley, 10
December 1692, in Newton 1959-77, vol. 3, p. 233).
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in economic, social and technological factors that are not directly
involved in the content of a science, but which are deemed to
influence or explain some events in the history of knowledge. . . .
Internal history is usually the history of ideas germane to the
science and attends to the motivations of research workers, their
patterns of communication and lines of intellectual filiation. The
distinction is not very clear. . . . But roughly speaking the distinc-
tion is clear enough. [Hacking 1979, p. 394]

On this conception, aren't religious beliefs “ideas germane to science”?
What patterns of communication and lines of filiation does Hacking
wish to include: do threats to tenure and nepotism fit here? They mat-
ter in history—if they do not fit, might it not be because they are ger-
mane to the history of science, but germane in the wrong way, ac-
cording to a particular preconception of the “intellectual” as a
normative category? If this is the case, then it would appear to compro-
mise Kuhn's explicit claim that his approach is independent of a theory
of rationality, as well as his implicit claim that his approach, unlike
Lakatos's, will allow back more in insight about rational methodology
than “what he puts in”

Given that they all choose to exclude some historical events as “ex-
ternal,” the disagreement between Lakatos and these other authors
comes down to the issue of how such exclusion is to be accomplished.
Lakatos appears to have the advantage here, at least in that he ac-
knowledges the issue and is not willing to leave his historiography
with the claim that “roughly speaking the distinction is clear enough.”
Lakatos criticizes Kuhn for his claim regarding independence from a
theory of rationality and uses his own theory of historiography and
the division of the three worlds to make the criticism explicit: “All
historians of science who distinguish between progress and degenera-
tion, science and pseudoscience, are bound to use a ‘third world’ prem-
ise of appraisal in explaining scientific change. It is the use of such a
premise in explanatory schemas describing scientific change that I called ‘ratio-
nal reconstruction of the history of science” (Lakatos 1976, p. 191). This
precise demarcation of rational reconstruction is the product, first, of
Lakatos’s more general assertion concerning the theory-ladenness of
all empirical science, including explanation of historical change,® and,
second, his view that history of science is normative and that Kuhn is
also masking such a normative distinction. Lakatos allows for a clear

‘8. Sele L,alkelttos’s discussions, beginning with the claims that “history without some theo-
retical ‘bias’ is impossible” and “all histories of scierice are always philosophy fabricating
examples” (Lakatos 19714, p. 120; 1976, p- 192).
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distinction between internal and external explanations of historical
change for his internal history by distinguishing between second
world psychological claims about why actors maintain the positions
that they do with respect to contemporary theories and third world
claims about the objective scientific virtues of theories (where “objec-
tive virtues” are, of course, virtues as seen from the point of view of
particular historiographic research programs).’

Lakatos’s rational reconstruction, then, is clear at least insofar as
philosophical methodology, historical reconstruction, and the events of
actual history are distinguishable. Methodology (a theory) is present
in the third world, though it may impinge upon actors in the second
world. Since second world events that do not contribute to objective
growth by the lights of the theory have no appropriate third world
correlates, they are external, and do not belong within a rational recon-
struction; hence, a reconstruction will exclude some events of history.
Internal history, a form of rational reconstruction, is the linking of a
philosophical theory, or a logic of scientific discovery, to the second
world in an account of rational growth in the third world (Lakatos
1971a, p. 118; 1976, pp. 190-91)." What second world history should
be excluded, and how much that is included may be reorganized in its
time order, will be considered in the following section.

Lakatos's solution, of course, is not the only one that may be offered.
Many historians of late have suspected that the internal-external dis-

9. Note that internal history as we have developed it here is a more restricted class
than “rational reconstruction”: internal history is the history of the growth of knowl-
edge, whereas any sort of history that appeals to the third world in its explanations—
such as Kuhn's, or intellectual history—is rational reconstruction. Lakatos’s internal his-
tory might be considered the “image” as seen from the third world of the second world
history that Popper suggests in chap. 4 of his 1972 book, which is also rational recon-
struction. Popper presents an example of psychohistory in which the third world bears
upon Galileo’s thought (pp. 170-75), and also writes: “T suggest that one day we will
have to revolutionize psychology by looking at the human mind as an organ for inter-
acting with the objects of the third world” (p. 156).

10. On this accounting, I think, we can see what Lakatos is up to in his retraction of
his earlier “joke” that the misbehavior of actual history belongs in the footnotes of inter-
nal history (see n. 6). If “subjective factors are of no interest for any internal history”
(Lakatos 1971a, p. 118), then rational reconstruction only concerns the second world
insofar as the second world connects with the third, and footnotes pointing to “misbe-
havior” are spurious. Such footnotes do point to instructive historical possibilities not
achieved, perhaps because of sociological factors, but this should not be read as criticism
of “missteps” of historical actors, as the discussion of the next section should indicate.
Popper’s psychohistory, therefore, should be considered a more appropriate treatment
of historical actors on Lakatos’s scheme (see previous footnote).
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tinction as it is found in the history of ideas, and the intellectual-
nonintellectual distinction generally, are at root normative divisions.
Attempts to abandon these normative intellectual categories in the his-
torical explanation of culture, led by Michel Foucault and Clifford
Geertz, and more recently by the historians Roger Chartier and Carlo
Ginzburg, have blossomed in the 1980s and 1990s in the New Cultural
History and other historiographies." As their efforts testify, the prob-
lem of rationally grounding the internal-external distinction for the
intellectual historian remains a serious one. What can be said for Laka-
tos’s approach on this score?

The Critical Methodology of Internal History

Kuhn claims in the quotation above that Lakatos has thrown out so
very many often-used historians’ tools in his redefinition of internal
history that criticism of a theory of rationality—one of the main pur-
poses of Lakatos’s endeavor—has become impossible. And indeed, the
observation that Lakatos has expelled many methods is correct: So
upon what may criticism be based? What can be accomplished in inter-
nal history, and what that could not be done better along Kuhn's ap-
proach, or in intellectual history?

Internal history and its method of criticism, I believe, lead to a very
interesting conception of the growth of knowledge, quite different
from any that might be available from other internalist approaches.
Lakatos presents two clear criteria for discerning the relative merits of
reconstructions. First, a reconstruction is looked upon favorably if it
reconstructs relatively more of the history of science internally. That is,
a reconstruction is superior if it includes more activity in history
within the development of, for example, research programs or falsifi-
able theories or ... (choose your methodology), and so is within the
edifice of knowledge. This is essentially a normative constraint of max-
imal content on reconstructions: it is a virtue if a rational reconstruc-
tion can convert more “value-impregnated” history into the currency

11. Historians of ideas who do attempt to explain the distinction show its lurking
normative nature even more clearly. Thus, Gilbert (1971, pp. 93-94) indicates that intel-
lectual history is seen by practitioners as in competition with social history in its expla-
nations, and he wrestles with vague remnants of an isolated sphere of historical influ-
ence for ideas. Toews (1987) suggests a recent trend among historians toward the
abandonment of the history of ideas due to problems pertaining to the view of the
intellectual as separable from the social. Intellectual history is to be replaced with a
history of meanings that does not countenance the traditional internal-external distinc-
tion; instead, history is the analysis of semiological and nonsemiological forces affecting
meanings generally (p. 882).
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of the third world (Lakatos 19714, pp. 132-33).12 This criterion for criti-
cism is to be balanced with a second, that one methodology is to be
judged superior to another if it agrees to a greater extent with the
opinion of the current scientific elite regarding the “best gambits” of
scientific growth (Lakatos 1971a, p. 124)."* Lakatos maintains that,
though there is not widespread agreement among scientists on what
constitutes good methodology or progress, there is much agreement
regarding which were a few of the greatest achievements of a field. A
methodology should largely cohere with the opinion of the scientific
elite, and one is superior to the extent that it coheres better than others.
This is a constraint of fidelity to the opinions of the elite.

Kuhn appears to have mischaracterized Lakatos’s critical resources,
then, for he claims that Lakatos can learn nothing from internal history.
Strictly speaking, he is correct: a single rational reconstruction is noth-
ing more than a history constructed along the lines of a methodology.
But Kuhn neglects that the internal historian may, in assessing recon-
structions, utilize all of (1) the objective suitability of boundaries of
internal and external history, (2) the relative merits of two or more
internal histories with respect to time order, and (3) the opinions of
scientists. All of these are available critical tools, consequences of the
division of worlds and criteria of fidelity and maximal content. This
“pluralistic system of authority” (Lakatos 19714, p. 137) would appear
to provide a good deal of critical power."

12. Note that this should not be taken simply as a license to find all of the putative
history of science-—or all of history, for that matter-—rational, for the constraint of fidel-
ity to the opinions of the elite (see below) militates against it. In his 1976 postscript,
Lakatos presents another, simpler account, voicing the constraint of maximal content,
and leaving out the check provided by the constraint of fidelity (p. 192). This seems to
be a mistake, or at best an abbreviation, since it accords with neither the solution in
19714, discussed here, nor the solution in Lakatos and Zahar 1976, to which Lakatos
1976 is supposed to be a postscript. The problem of putting the brakes on internalization
is one that Garber 1986 points to: see n. 16 for a plausible solution.

13. That Lakatos is singling out the judgment of the current elite, with their retro-
spective view of events, and not the views held by the historical actors, will be main-
tained here; it is discussed below. The problem of determining who the elite are is a
knotty one, but one that I must leave aside entirely here, for the sake of brevity. See
Lakatos 1971a, pp. 124-25, esp. p. 125, n. 1.

14. For details of the critical relationship between the “statute law™”’ of rational meth-
odology proposed by the philosopher and the “case law” derived from the judgment of
the scientific elite concerning momentous achievements, see Lakatos 1971a, pp. 136-37.
The historiographic approach of Lakatos and Zahar 1976 suggests a replacement for the
constraints of maximal content and fidelity, which we will not deal with here but might
call the constraint of rational appraisal: a reconstruction is superior if it accords more
truly with current philosophical opinion regarding when in history a position is ratio-
nally tenable. So, in the case of the Copernican revolution, which is discussed there, a

rer
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But the critical power available to the internal historian is quite un-
like that available to the historian of ideas, for example, for it has noth-
ing to do with a grasp of human psychology, or with an intimate un-
derstanding of historical figures. The character of the tools will be
conveyed to their product: internal history is not adequately outfitted
to discuss the historical changes of ideas over time. What is it struc-
tured to examine? If current scientists as well as historians have input
as to what makes for a good history of the growth of knowledge, as
the fidelity criterion requires, then what is this history to look like?
How could current practitioners’ normative appraisals even be rele-
vant to a history?

One task that internal history is not designed for is the criticism of
the activity of actual scientists: if there is any place at all for such criti-
cism in Lakatos’s study of science, it is not there. The governing cate-
gory for internal history is “the scientific,” and fundamental to all of
Lakatos’s philosophy of science is the position that—on balance—sci-
entists know “instinctively” (cf. Popper 1972, p. 176) much better than
philosophers what is and what is not scientific: to think otherwise, he
states, would be “hubris” (Lakatos 1971a, p. 137). Though methodolo-
gists might compare historians’ rational reconstructions to the activi-
ties of actual scientists, their role is not to preach rules of method to
the scientists, nor to make funding and publishing decisions for them:
it is to suggest and to make appraisals, and to let the scientists work
out the solutions among themselves; and, for this position, Lakatos of
course received strong praise from Feyerabend (Lakatos 19710, p. 174;
Feyerabend 1976, p. 186). The only direct action that Lakatos recom-
mends that philosophers take in practical science is to give advice, and
“force a methodological debate” when they see a program as degener-
ating (Lakatos 1971a, p. 137)."" In abstract methodology, the philoso-
pher reigns; in practical science, the scientific elite reign; in history of

methodology that holds that the Copernican revolution was only rationally tenable in
the nineteenth century, as a result of the observation of stellar parallax, would be less
adequate than one that succeeded in locating rational belief in Copernicanism sometime
around the turn of the seventeenth century (but not before a specific time) (Lakatos and
Zahar 1976, p. 189).

15. See also Lakatos 1971a, p. 103, n. 1, and p. 117: Thus I take other recommenda-
tions of Lakatos—such as “editors of scientific journals should refuse to publish [papers
deemed the products of degenerating programs according to the methodology of scien-
tific research programs]”—to be recommendations from a philosopher touting a partic-
ular methodology that scientists and journal editors give his arguments a thought:
“should,” then, is to be read as an elliptical “should understand the argument and do
as they please if they disagree.” Given Lakatos’s other statements regarding the hubris
of philosophers of science, and the importance of not conflating “methodological ap-
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science as a normative history, there must be a balance between the
two, as well as the skills of the historian, to investigate, tell, and evalu-

ate the tale.

The Purpose of Internal History: Internal History as the “State of the
Union” for Science

As 1 suggested, the tools leave their marks on the product: there are
several odd features of internal history—we have already discussed
the disregard for time order—that might be properly classified as anti-
historical if compared to the standard of actual history that Lakatos
alludes to. Another surprising feature is that internal history requires
that we take the opinions of elite scientists into account; for clearly this
introduces a good deal of play into the system, as different generations
of scientists have had different heroes and have found different events
exceptional. These historiographical commitments, I think, indicate
that Lakatos’s internal history is intended to produce stories that reflect
and test particular conceptions of rationality, utilizing the abilities of
scientists, historians, and philosophers together, to provide the best
judgments that we have available concerning the rationality of histori-
cal development.

Differences in opinion among differently situated elite groups
should not be surprising: Lakatos stresses the importance of hindsight
in assessments of research programs, and it seems likely that scientists,
like methodologists, use a great deal of hindsight. Though Lakatos
holds that “there has been considerable agreement over the last two
centuries” (Lakatos 1971a, p. 124) concerning great achievements in
science, it should be clear that there is also significant divergence. Few
elite physicists of today, I expect, would consider Descartes a central
figure in their field, though his inclusion into the highest ranks of the
hall of fame would appear to have been more likely in the recent past.
This is not surprising because most scientists, including the elite in
physics, often prefer for their purposes to voice an admittedly distorted
view of the past, and provide few clues concerning the extent of their
acquaintance with history in any other form. If evidence is wanted,
consider Feynman’s popular exposition of quantum electrodynamics,
QED, in which he provides a mock warning for historians: “By the
way, what I have just outlined is what 1 call a ‘physicist’s history of
physics,” which is never correct. What I am telling you is a sort of

conventionalized myth-story that the physicists tell to their students,

praisal” and “heuristic advice about what to do,” Lakatos can be read as either blatantly
inconsistent or deserving of such a charitable reading.
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and those students tell to their students, and is not necessarily related
to the actual historical development, which I do not really know!”
(Feynman 1985, p. 6). In QED, Feynman begins the European history
of optics with Newton, excluding Descartes, as is the convention.

The elite of a particular period are, then, a source of knowledge
somehow related to the history of science; but what, more precisely,
can we say they are knowledgeable about? Lakatos provides us littlé
illumination in this area, focusing upon the importance of the opinion
of the elite as a check against irrelevance in philosophical theory (La-
katos 1971a, p. 125). The opinions of the elite regarding “best gambits,”
he argues, must be accorded weight as “case law” against the “statute
law” of the philosophers’ theories of rationality, keeping the philoso-
phers’ speculations concerning rational practice in check; but since
they are not expert in the facts of history, what sort of check does this
provide?

I expect that what the current elite are knowledgeable about is the
extent to which some scientific theories, and perhaps methods, as far
as they know them, have contributed to growth, and growth e;s seen
irom the contemporary scientist’s standpoint. The elite know their

textbook history”—that is, what passes for history in science text-
books, the sort that Feynman warns about above—but in good detail
and with a critical eye: textbook his tory is often rewritten, and the eIité
form their own opinion, from their working knowledge of a science
of what the really significant developments that led up to the curruné
state of the field were. Some might even have the historical facility to
510 some research of their own and to reconstruct and rehabilitate lost

scientists,” bringing them into the textbooks.'® The changing stories
of the elite’s textbook history, then, would provide instances of the
growth of the field to its present condition, instances that may have 1o
direct relation to actual history and historical actors.

With elite textbook history now identified, we can, I think, see our
way to a clear purpose for internal history as an interesting via media
bet_waen the scientists” constructions and other historiographies, such
as intellectual history. If the elite can provide information rega’rding
Instances of growth, then internal history becomes a retrospective ac-

1§, Likewise, some may be thrown out, and some may be marked as infamous. The
solut}on to the problem noted above by Garber (see n. 12) may be addressed in th; Ili ht
of .thS approach. There should be no more danger of including too much histor g":s
rational thap of including too little, provided the critical internal historian pays atten)tlic;n
(t:; 231;]; t};}ﬂ:}ltiv}e.aird _Hegﬂtfve assessments provided by scientists: in using the constraint
ity, the historian is e i i * its”
Ao i sy qually responsible for excluding the “worst gambits” on the
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count of the growth and content of scientific knowledge. The elite
point out the content of progressive science, and the philosopher tai-
Jors a methodology to explain this content: from these sources, an un-
derstanding of the nature of science, with respect to both its theoreti-
cal accomplishments (or instances of growth) and the process of its
growth, retrospectively conceived,” is achieved. The methodology
presents an analysis of the process of science, and the elite provide a
partial list of science’s product. The elite’s assessment of scientific con-
tent presents the necessary historical content that an internal history
must account for (or persuasively argue against); and a reconstruction
is superior to another if it can otherwise include as internal history
more putatively scientific historical activity.

What, then, is the useful contribution that internal history can hope
to provide? It is obvious from Lakatos’s writing that he intends that
internal history serve to reflect and test methodologies, and a rational
reconstruction provides an interpretation of history according to a
methodology. Another advantage is evident, however. The textbook
history of the current elite, when matched to theories of science that
present analyses of growth, can provide retrospective histories of the
current content and manner of growth of theoretical scientific knowl-
edge.”® Rational reconstructions, then, provide tests for deciding
among general methodologies, and the extent to which they match
actual history tells us the extent to which science has been method-
ological, to the best of our ability to construct theories of method. Like-
wise, the textbook history of an elite group or individual from the past,
coupled with methodologies that were also available or espoused, may
provide another closely related and useful field of study for history."

17. Such a conception does indeed provide a retrospective or “whiggish” historical

story, since events currently out of favor with the elite, or not in keeping with a method-

ology, are to be considered nonprogressive. Once this is understood, however, it should
present no problem, since internal history is not meant to assess the actions of individu-

als: it is intended to assess contributions to growth retrospectively considered. Thus,
aation in his internal history be-

charges that Lakatos provides for poor historical explar
cause he presents criticism according to methodologies not available to actors, and that
he allows the “winners” to retrospectively define what is rational action, miss the point
of the enterprise: history with a regard for the actors is not his topic.

18. Of course, a fuller theory of the content and growth of science, which would
include more aspects of the practice of science, such as experiment, questions explored,
and so on, is also conceivable. For fuller conceptions of scientific practice, see Kitcher
1993; Laudan 1984.

19. Garber (1986, pp. 95-96) argues that Lakatos's internal history does not provide
the tools necessary for appraisal of historical actors’ actions. The position developed
arber is correct, but only because that is not the purpose of internal

here suggests that G
entioned just above does fulfill Garber’s re-

history; however, the related approach m
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Of ¢ 5 i i
o pmc:;zsdeé gliflht }:;1 retrospective Iu§t0ry will not tell us how science
e . 1e past, r.lor _how it arrived at its current state, nor
! o n practice in the future: it will rather tell us what
b i otur th science is to the best of our ability to characterize
B oo Wﬁ:{lt;s of. .methodol‘ogy, and it may partially answer
el e hmtgry of sclence means and what it provides
ot i L)f y ﬁjresenh.ng an ideal of science, mediated by the
g il the;:vﬁmr:t)stop hers, SCIEII'[‘IS'IIS,. and historians. To the extent that
Apmmwimrirtsc Iwo regarFls, it is inferior Iu'story; to the extent that
b o l.e-tst two, it has some claim to being called history
B “stat.e " [hxe may pgrform much the same function for science
ot o L union’ ad’dre.:ss does for politics in the United
s 1 pos;_te insider’s view of the condition of the field, its
ccomy I;lay seri;c;lé Tent .methods, and, perhaps, its plans for the! fu-
yone o i e uc:;tmnal purposes as a tool for explaining to
e c{);lzj R per aps managers of science policy, the methods
) e ion of science. I}1ternal history may also serve sig-
s bpurpos.es, as I will suggest in the afterword, for it
e o est avallablg response to Feyerabend’s demand for a
s “w};n;arcanon for science, voiced in the eloquent challenge to
-~ t‘, a ssngreatgbozzt sczence?"(Feyerabend 1976, p. 203; a
phusticated challenge is provided in Feyerabend ]9871 jaje 29"7 frfn}?re

Ril’:t:r\:;rd: Rational Reconstruction and Political Theory
Sentzrd izgt htic: ;hriz_ 1;1terpretat.1on of.internal history that has been pre-
il a; ; 1-? e} such h{stcu_-y is not intended to be of use for dis-
e r; 2(1;15, Of past scientists, nor is it of use for providing much
e gl rx;lmenflahons regarding what scientists should do in
b w{.)rld - world of r.ahonal appraisal does not reach into the
s concems,e;n y saifs ?othmg about psychology; and internal his-
g A 1 eg ozogrowth, not the process of science as it is
e o y ._Llen sts. ; It§ comparison to a political state of the
address gives some indication of its purpose, and a further com-

quirement and appears to be essentiall
normative “i

procedure.”

20. That rati i i

Wit sel;a;:fdm:ioe:}l::gl;::siat}. hili; r:ﬁfhmg to dc.} with some (i.e., external) explanation
ot Lakams, i {t eonIyl major disagreement with Lakatos that this
e belan ?m ains that internal history of science determines the
e Pmserry C(]) science, and, acc.mtling to the position presented in this
ologies determine what isfci:gczlzs:ilesztél:t mt'emai i A e s o
external history of science should cover. Lakat:Sr,I?iIE: ;l:)itszfl?:r; iiznh.lxe}:ﬁte?;y c;hat

ed an

: y the same as the proj ic
i / . project which he sugge
ernal history grounded in an historical conception of ratjoneﬁgs:it:;lfitr‘li
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parison with political theory, I believe, also indicates both its historical
precedents and its methodological advantages over them.

Internal history has, I believe, a distinguished line of predecessors
in the natural law tradition of political philosophy perhaps best known
through the writings of Hobbes. The goal of most natural law argu-
ments for political organization is to show, from an analysis of the
characters and desires of people, that social organization, and specifi-
cally particular forms of government, provide the best conditions in
which those people can live. Hobbes and Locke go about this task
by invoking natural laws, which are laws that restrict the behavior of
individuals: the individuals obey them because it is in their interest, it
is rational, to do so. According to Hobbes, men are, in their natural
condition, in a state of universal war, but “reason suggesteth conve-
nient Articles of Peace, upon which men may be drawn to agreement”
(Hobbes [1651] 1914, p. 66), and individuals realize that they are better
off surrendering some of their freedom to a sovereign, forming cove-
nants, and erecting a commonwealth (Hobbes 1914, p. 87). Hobbes
constructs in Leviathan a quasi-historical argument for the foundation
of the state: he suggests that, perhaps at some time in the past amidst
the struggle, men paused to think, laid down their rights to complete
liberty, and followed these laws, which would allow them to preserve
themselves better than in individual struggle. The argument is quasi-
historical because Hobbes’s writing seems to suggest that such an
event may have actually occurred,” though he has no specific evidence
of its occurrence: Hobbes appears to have logical reasons, from his

internal-external distinction (see Shapin 1992), had a much more significant relation in
mind, however, as is suggested in his many invectives against sociology of science: La-
Katos conceived of internal and external history as somehow opposed, rather than inde-
pendent types of explanation (e.g., “Fashionable ‘sociologists of knowledge'—or "psy-
chologists of knowledge’—tend to explain positions in purely social or psychological
terms when, as a matter of fact, they are determined by rationality principles”; Lakatos
1970, p. 87; see also Lakatos 1971a, pp. 120-21; Lakatos 1976). My disagreement with
Lakatos on this count, at least with respect to the historiography of science, is reflected
in Kulka 1977, which brought the problem to my attention: “One can sympathise with
Lakatos’ contention that historians should try to explain as much of the history as pos-
sible internally. . .. However, if internal history is to be at all associated with theoretical
structures and contrasted with external empirical history, then the ratio of internal to
external explanations cannot be used as a test of rival methodologies. For internal his-
tory, so conceived, should always be compatible with any number of external empirical
explanations. The point is, which internal reconstruction is the most useful for the un-
derstanding of science and which external reconstruction is the closest to what has actu-
ally happened?” (p. 337).

21. Though the precise extent to which Hobbes wished his argument to be treated
as representative of history is quite open to debate, he certainly insisted that the state of
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analysis of human motivation, for believing that the event occurred
rather than historical evidence of its occurrence. o

H?bbes’:s primary purpose, of course, was not to tell history, but to
convince his contemporaries that reverting to a state of civil war’ would
be 1rrat}0nal action (Hobbes 1914, p. 391): that is, his purpose was
to provide a rationally compelling argument for government. Locke
too, ﬂ?tempted to couch his rational argument for the state in uasi:
historical terms; not until Kant, according to Otto Gierke, was tl:[e his-

torical fiction eliminated in a recogni T g =K
theory: ognizably similar strain of political

The majority of the natural-law theorists regarded the original
contracts which they postulated as historical facts, of which by
the mere play of accident, no historical evidence had been i)re—
sel_*ve'd.. The most they were willing to allow was that sometimes
primitive man, instead of making a definite contract, might hav;_-
n'.tade tacit agreements of union. ... But side by side with these
views anot}.ler began to make itself felt, which Kant was the fi:ist
to express in clear terms. According to this view, the political
contract had not the historical reality of ‘fact’: it had only the
practical r?ality of ‘an idea of reason.’ ... The distinction d);awu
by Kant disentangled the problem of the historical origin of the
.Sta te from the natural-law fiction [of its origin in a contract]; but
it onl.y did so at the cost of entangling the problem of the pi\ilo-
sophical explanation of the State’s legal basis (and entangling it

more deeply than ever) in the meshes of individualistic ficti
(Gierke 1934, pp. 10910} ividualistic fictions.

The similarities between natural law theory and internal histor

sbould be clear. To the extent that Hobbes attempted to construct 4
!nstory, it %1ad little to do with actual political history. Whal"he waz
mterestec'l in trying to explain was the rational basis of a form of olitil
cal organization, and in doing so, he found historical fictions hali'?d y- It

nature is a genuine historical possibility that has existed in some places and times, and
l‘hﬂfz ;()mmonwzealth can arise only through covenant (Hobbes 1914, ppi 65, 89) o
RaWIs. ;f;nl?itimf: TIfhanhar't auth?r who can be seen to relate closely to this traéition is John
hismri,o o ke .t?olry cf,: J’ustl::e (1971), a book published in the same year as Lakatos’s
i Ech}:)e:-, : }: icle. Rawls’s conception c?f the significance of the original position
e i le one presented ht?re fc.}r mtlema] history: “It is clear, then, that the
e al}:hou o isa pun;ly hyPc:thetlcal situation. Nothing resembling it need ever take
P réﬂect101\§ i fvs: can by deliberately fo_llowing the constraints it expresses simulate
i he parties, Tl*.fa conception of the original position is not intended to
p human conduct except insofar as it tries to account for our moral jud t
and helps to explain our having a sense of justice” (Rawls 1971, p- 120) PR
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was left to Kant to demonstrate that there really is no re?st(k)\n f.(sir 11;'111;:;38
SR i it
i ith its historical generation, if the idea !
the ideal of government wit : i mp—y
i i . So, by analogy, in the philosophic
is what is to be understood. So, By In the g
ifi 5 s often made tha P
i scientific growth, the assumption 1s o iy
i e d to its current state may be disre
by which science has progresse : . ‘ o
i i t ideal is under investig
ded if an understanding of its curren :
Ezi(atos’s internal history takes the lesson from Kant tllactla‘:t;lald}:f;o?;
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