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Reflection on Fleck's Ideas: Interpretation and Adaptation across the Fields
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Ludwik Fleck and Thomas Kuhn:
Similarities and differences in two
concepts of the philosophy of science

In the preface of his book The Structure of Scientific Revolutions
edited in 1962, Thomas Samuel Kuhn calls Fleck's most important
work “an essay that anticipates many of my own ideas.” Fleck's work
was so important for Kuhn that the next few years he worked on
translating it into English. In 1976 Fleck's most important philosophi-
cal work Genesis and Development of a Scientific Fact was edited with
Kuhn's foreword. In The Structure of Scientific Revolutions Kuhn used
the German version of Genesis and Development of a Scientific Fact.
So great diligence to Fleck’s work evidences that Kuhn's philosophical
system couldn't have come about without Fleck’s work. The topic of
this presentation is the research of analogies and differences of both
philosophical systems. Our opinion is that Kuhn took Fleck's most
important ideas but rethought every one of them.

The first analogy between both systems is Fleck's “thought
style” and Kuhn's “paradigm.” Both concepts have the same at-
tributes. The difference between these concepts is the scope of
application. In Fleck’s opinion, there are so many thought styles
in the life of every person, depending on how many cognition

areas a person parts on. Thought styles can be very different:

Oner LLleneTtak
(KvilBCbkuit yHIBEpCUTET iMeHi bopuca MpiHyeHKa)

Y BCTYNi A0 CBOET KHUIM «CTPYKTYpa HayKoBUX PEBOIOLLi», BUAAHOI B
1962 poui, Tomac Cemroen KyH Ha3BaB HalBaxuBiLLy poboTy Jlto/iBika
dneka «eceem, AKui BUNepeamuB 6arato Moix BNlacHuX ifelt». PoboTa

J1. ®neka byna Taka Baxmea ans T. KyHa, L0 BiH Yepes fekinbka
POKIB iHil|itoBaB 1l nepeknag aHrniicbkoto. Y 1976 poui HaliBaxnuBiLly
dinocodebky npauto Noasika dneka Jk noctae i po3BUBaETHCSA HAYKO-
Bt (hakT ByNno BUAAHO 3 NepefiHiM cnoBoM ToMaca KyHa. ¥ CTpykTypi
Haykosux peostouivi T. KyH nocnyroByBaBcs TeKCTOM Ak 0CTae i
DO3BUBAETLCA HAYKOBUI (paKT Y HIMELIbKOMOBHOMY BUAaHHI. TeMoro
LieT npe3eHTaLlil € JOCNiAXeEHHs aHanorii i BigMIHHOCTEN LX ABOX
dinocodebkux cucTeM. Ha Halle nepekoHaHHsl, Tomac KyH nepeiHss
HaliBaxnMBiLLi inel Jlioagika Gneka, NpoTe NEPEOCMUCTUB KOXHY 3 HUX.

Meplua aHanoris Mix gBoMa cuctemamu — Lie OnekiB «<MUCIeHHe-
BUI1 CTWMb» | KyHOBa «napagnrmar. 061aBa KOHLENTU MatoTh Ti
caMmi aTpubyTu. BiAMIHHICTIO LMX 1BOX KOHLENTIB € cdhepa IXHbOro
3acTocyBaHHs. Ha aymky JloaBika ®neka, B XXMTTI KOXHOT oau-
HW DYHKLIOHYE CTINbKW MACNEHHEBUX KONEKTHUBIB, 10 CKiNbKOX
cdep nisHaHHA BOHa HanexuTb. MUCNEHHEBUIA KONEKTUB MOXe
6yTW Ay>Xe Pi3HUIA: HAyKOBe 3HaHHSA Ta JOCNIAHNLBKI MeToaw,
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scientific knowledge and research methods, basic religious be-
liefs, political and social ideologies, philosophical systems, etc.
Kuhn didn't want to create an all-encompassing system. He was
a researcher in the area of philosophy and history of science.
Kuhn's paradigm has the same attributes as Fleck's thought
style, but it is realized only in the area of science.

The second question. Fleck didn't see the difference between
normal science and proto-science. Fleck wrote in German and
Polish and used the words Wissenschaf and nauka. These words
have different concepts than the English word science. This is
why Fleck couldn't see the difference between normal science
and proto-science. The demarcation between scientific cogni-
tion and other types of cognition in Fleck's conception isn't as
strong as in Kuhn's one. Thought style must answer questions,
which people have for the world. There are no strong rules for
all types of thought styles. Mythologies, political ideologies, and
scientific theories are thought styles, but every one of them has
particular rules.

The third question is the role of thought style or paradigm in
the creation of the outlook of members of a thought collec-

tive or scientific community. Fleck and Kuhn are sure that the
outlook is only a product of community. Fleck wrote that most
knowledge is a result of learning but not a result of discovery. If
somebody wants to be a member of a thought collective, he has
to learn the thought style. Kuhn presented the same opinion. He
wrote that if somebody wants to be a scientist, he has to learn

PeniriiHi 6a3oBi NepekoHaHHs, MOAITUYHI i coLlianbHi iaeonorii,
dinocodebki cucTemm Tolwo. Tomac KyH He nparHyB CTBOPUTH
BCEOXOMHOI cucTemu. BiH ByB fOCAIAHVK Y LapuHi dinocodii Ta
icTopii Hayku. KyHOBa «napafurma» Mage Ti cami aTpubyTy, Lo |
OreKiB «MUCIEHHEBWIA CTUMb», ale BOHA Pearti3yeThCs BUHATKOBO
Y LapWHi HayKu.

[pyre nutanHs. Ntoasik Gnek He 6aunB pisHNLI MiXX HOPMasbHOK
HayKoro Ta MPpOTOHayKot0. BiH McaB HiMELIbKO | MObCbKO0

Ta BXnBaB cnosa Wissenschaft i nauka. Lli cnosa MatoTh iHLe
3HaYeHHs, HiX aHrincbke science. Came ToMy GreK He Mir 6aunTy
PI3HNLIi MiXX HOPMAasIbHOK HAYKOK Ta POTOHAYKOK. Po3pisHeH-

HS1 HayKOBOTO Mi3HaHHA | IHLWMX TUMIB Ni3HaHHS B KOHLENLT
Jltoagika ®neka He e TakMM BUPa3HUM, K Y KOHLenLiT Tomaca
KyHa. MucneHHeBWA CTU/b MOBUHEH BiANOBIAATW Ha MUTaHHS, AIKi
NHOAM CTaBNATH A0 CBITY. HeMage YiTKux NpaBua Ans BCIiX BUAIB
MUCTIEHHEBWX CTWAIB. MITOMOIT, NOAITUYHI ifeonorii Ta HayKoBI
Teopil € MUCNEHHEBMMM CTUAAMM, NPOTE KOXEH i3 HUX Mae BNACHI
npasuna.

TpeTe NUTaHHs CTOCYETbCS POSi MUCNEHHEBOTO CTUIKO UM Napa-
JUTMI Y TBOPEHHI CBITOMMSAY YeHIB MACTIEHHEBOTO KONEKTUBY
a6o HaykoBoro cniToBapucTga. Jtoasik ®nek i Tomac KyH bynu
BNEBHEHi, L0 CBITOMNAA — Lie BUHATKOBO KONEKTUBHMIA MPOAYKT.
®nek nucas, Wo 6iNbLUICTb 3HaHb € Pe3yAbTaToM HaBYaHHS, a

He BIAKPUTTS. AKLLO XTOCh X04e ByTH UNEeHOM MUC/IEHHEBOTO
KOMNEKTHBY, BiH NOBUHEH BUBUNTY MUCTIEHHEBII CTUMb. KyH
npe3eHTyBaB Taki cami NepekoHaHHs. BiH nucaB: AKILO XTOCh Xoue
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a paradigm and to work for it all his life. There is no scientist
without a paradigm.

The fourth analogy between both systems is Fleck’s thought
collectives and Kuhn's scientific community. Fleck writes about
two parts of thought collectives: an esoteric circle and an
exoteric one. To the esoteric circle belong only the professionals
who create the thought style. For example, only great academics
belong to an academic thought collective. All other people who
believe in this theory belong to the exoteric circle. The members
of an exoteric circle don't give new ideas for the improvement

of the thought style and don't protect it. Everyone is a member
of many thought collectives, but they can belong to an esoteric
circle in only one thought collective. Many people belong to

an exoteric circle in different thought collectives, but are not a
member of a single esoteric circle.

The fifth question. There's a difference between Fleck and Kuhn
in the interpretation of scientific revolutions. Fleck didn't write
about scientific revolutions or the turn of thought styles. This
idea is very important for Kuhn but it isn't for Fleck. Kuhn found
the idea of scientific revolutions in Alexandre Koyré's work.

OYTH HayKOBLIEM, TO MOBUHEH BUBUYUTY NApaAUrMy i Liine XuTTs
npautoBaTh 3apajn Hel. He GyBae BUeHMX, KOTpi 61 He BUBUMIMN
napagurmu.

YeTBepTa aHanoris Mix ABoMa cuctemamu — Lie Gnekis «<MucneH-
HEBWIA KonekTMB» | KyHoBa «HaykoBa peBontoLis». JtoaBik drnek
nncaB Npo AABa CErMEHTH MUCIIEHHEBOIO KONEKTMBY: €30TepnyHe
KOO 1 eK30TepuUHe Kono. [1o e30TepUYHOr0 KoMa HanexaTb AuLle
npodecioHanu, KOTpi TBOPATb MUCNEHHEBMIA CTUAb. Hanpuknag,
110 aKaIeMiYHOr0 MUCIEHHEBOTO KONEKTUBY HanexaTb BUHATKOBO
BENMKI BYEH. YCi iHLWi NHOAK, KOTPI BU3HAKOTb TXHI TEOPIl, HanexaTb
110 eK30TEPUYHOr0 Kosla. YneHn ex30TepUYHOro Kona He npogy-
KYIOTb HOBWX ifiel Ans NOrnBAEHHS MACNEHHEBOTO CTUMIO i He
3axulLatoTb 1Horo. KoxHa NtofuHa e YneHoM 6araTbox MUCTEeH-
HEBWX KOMEKTUBIB, ale BOHA MOXE HanexaTt 10 e30TepUYHOro
Kona TifibKn OAHOr0 MUCNIEHHEBOTO KONEKTUBY. baraTo mofel
HanexaTb [10 eK30TePUYHIX Kifl PI3HUX MUCTIEHHEBWX KONEKTUBIB,
afne B XOJHOMY 3 HUX BOHU He € YNieHaMu e30TEPUYHOTO Kona.

M'aTe NUTaHHA. € BiAMIHHICTb MiX JTroaBiKoM Gnekom i Toma-
coM KyHoMm B iHTepnpeTaLii HaykoBoi peBoAtoLii. ®ek He nucas
Mpo HayKoBY PEBOMIOLIO YK NPO 3MiHW MUCAIEHHEBKX CTUAIB.
Ls ines 6yna ayxe Baxnuea ana KyHa, npote He ang ®neka.
KyH nepeitHsB ifeto HayKoBWX PeBONtOLi i3 Npallb Anekcanapa
Koipe.
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