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Abstract

This paper examines the relationships established between the fields of history of psychology, and science,
technology and society studies (STS). We first present a brief historical overview to situate the present
status of the field of psychology within the broad STS arena. We then describe the influence of STS
studies in the field of history of psychology through a literature review that emphasizes Ibero-American
productions in these areas. Our findings suggest that STS studies can contribute to the understanding the
historical issues in psychology through seven areas of intersecting sociological and historical research,
which involve the study of psychological objects, the history of psychological instrumentation, the
historical analysis of psychology as a discipline and the study of psychology teaching and education,
among others. The paper concludes that STS studies play an important role in advancing the production
of historical knowledge, shedding light on the conceptual frameworks used in historical research,
clarifying historical inquires, and assisting in the process to define psychological epistemic objects.
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Os Estudos de Ciéncia e Tecnologia e a Historiografia
da Psicologia: Uma Analise Critica

Resumo

Este artigo examina a relacdo entre os campos da historia da psicologia e os estudos sociais sobre ciéncia,
tecnologia e sociedade (CTS). Primeiro, apresentamos uma breve visao histdrica situando os objetivos
da psicologia no amplo campo da CTC contemporanea. Em seguida, descrevemos a influéncia da CTS
no ambito da historia da psicologia através de uma revisdo da literatura que enfatiza as producdes Ibero-
Americanas. Nossos resultados sugerem que as pesquisas realizados no campo CTS podem contribuir
para a compreensdo das questdes historicas que emergem na area da psicologia através de sete linhas de
pesquisa relacionadas a intersegdo de estudos socioldgicos e historicos, que envolvem o estudo de objetos
psicoldgicos, a historia da instrumentacdo psicologica, a analise histdrica da psicologia como disciplina
e o estudo do treinamento em psicologia, entre outros. O trabalho conclui que os estudos desempenham
um papel importante na produ¢do do conhecimento historico, destacando os referenciais conceituais na
pesquisa historica para esclarecer questdes historiograficas e auxiliar na defini¢do epistemologica de
objetos psicologicos.

Palavras-chave: Historia da psicologia, sociologia da ciéncia, historia da ciéncia, estudos sociais da
ciéncia e tecnologia.

Lo Estudios sobre Ciencia, Tecnologia y Sociedad
y la Historiografia de la Psicologia: Una Evaluacién Critica

Resumen

Este trabajo examina la relacion existente entre los campos de la historia de la psicologia y los estudios
sociales sobre ciencia, tecnologia y sociedad (CTS). Primero presentamos una breve panoramica
historica con los fines de situar el campo de la psicologia en la amplia arena de los CTS contemporaneos.
Luego describimos la influencia del campo CTS en el campo de la historia de la psicologia a través de
una revision de la literatura que enfatiza las producciones iberoamericanas. Nuestros hallazgos sugieren
que los estudios CTS contribuyen con la comprension de cuestiones historicas en psicologia a través
de siete areas de investigacion, que involucran el estudio de los objetos psicologicos, la historia de la
instrumentacion psicologica, el andlisis histdrico de la psicologia como disciplina y el estudio de la
formacion en psicologia, entre otras. El trabajo concluye que los estudios CTS juegan un rol importante
en la produccion del conocimiento histdrico, arrojando luz a los marcos conceptuales utilizados en
la investigacion historica, clarificando las preguntas historiograficas, y ayudando a definir objetos
epistémicos psicologicos.

Palabras clave: Historia de la psicologia, sociologia de la ciencia, historia de la ciencia, estudios
sociales de la ciencia y la tecnologia.

Over the past five decades, the field of
history of psychology has been advancing its
professional activities in the United States. Since
the beginning of the 1960s, the field has been
proposing the development of several formal
work groups, and organizing conferences, and
thematic seminars. It also produced repositories

and archives along with the establishment of
specialized journals, among many other activities
(Capshew, 2014). History of psychology gained
visibility in Latin American countries during the
80s, when the field organized conferences, and
supported the development of various research
groups (Fierro, 2018). Furthermore, it created
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scientific journals to publish timely studies
expanding the knowledge related to the history
of psychology in Latin America. Despite the
fact that research studies, addressing the field
of history of psychology, have a significant
presence in various academic journals, it is
important to note that the field only achieved its
professional status in the recent years.

Two academic fields have been of crucial
importance for the growth of the field of
history of psychology. The field of professional
history has been proposing essential scientific
procedures to access, retrieve and assess
historical sources in psychology. Similarly, the
field of the history of science has been developing
innovative frameworks to examine the historical
contexts of the psychology field. Professional
historians and scientists working in the field
of history of science followed parallel paths to
advance their respective fields. Yet, professional
historians neglected to study the field of history
of science. Consequently, the majority of the
professionals investigating the field of history
of science included philosophers, sociologists,
anthropologists, and psychologists.

During the first half of the 20th century,
the philosophy of science influenced the
development of history of science, while the
sociology of science had a relevant impact in
the field, during the second half of the century
(Lamo de Espinosa, Gonzalez, & Torres, 1994).
Until the 1960s, philosophers of science led
the field of history of science. Discussions in
the field highlighted the pragmatic nature of
research studies, scientific methodologies, and
the empirical validation of knowledge.

Conversely, the second half of the 20th
century, marked the introduction of sociological
approaches. The sociological approaches were
the result of the diligent work of a group of
social scientists committed to create innovative
perspectives to study and understand the field
of history of science since the 1930s. Such
perspectives aimed the analysis of critical
historical contextual factors (e.g., ideologies, and
social, political, and cultural structures) affecting
scientificinvestigations, researchers, andresearch
institutions. The new perspetives presented the

opportunity to examine the contextual factors
of many overlooked historical events. Until this
moment, the pragmatic logic was mainly used to
analyze the historical data, and it did not include
the investigation of the contextual factors
embedded in the historical events. It is important
to note that the establishment and expansion
of the field of science, technology and society
(STS) was dependent upon the arrival of the new
sociological perspectives. In essence, the rise
of these innovative sociological perspectives
facilitated the development of the field of STS,
and its promising scientific theories that were
critical to advance the analyses of science and
scientific knowledge.

This advent did not only affect the fields
of the history of science and professional
history. It also influenced the cross-disciplinary
fields of sociology, anthropology, psychology,
linguistics, and political science. Since the
1960s, the fields of history of science and
professional history have been receiving
considerable interdisciplinary contributions from
the social science disciplines. Such contributions
enhanced the process of examining history, and
expanded the knowledge of the theoretical and
methodological approaches, driving the work of
professional historians, in the areas of cultural
history, microhistory, social history, and history
from below (Burke, 1991). In turn, each of these
domains had a profound impact in the work of
professional historians. Currently, professional
historians acknowledge the existence of several
approaches to study historical events. This
new position was a departure from the main
traditional framework focusing only on the
pragmatic nature of phenomena to produce
knowledge (Dosse, 2006).

This brief historical overview aids the
understanding of the present status of the field
of history of psychology in order to examine
the various relationships that were and continue
to be established with this field of knowledge.
Nevertheless, common themes and groundworks
between STS studies and the history of
psychology are rarely analyzed in historical and
sociological scholarship, and thus are yet to be
clearly identified and described. With the aim of
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identifying and analyzing the diverse theoretical
and empirical areas in which sociologists
and historians of psychology can contribute,
this study identifies and examines several
intersecting areas of knowledge demostrating
the existing synergy between the fields of STS
and historiography of psychology.

The methodology of our study focused on
retrieving and analyzing specialized literature on
historical scholarship in psychology published
in relevant journals during the past decade,
emphasizing the researches generated in the
Ibero-America region. To this end, a literature
review including databases such as PsycNET,
Scielo, Redalyc, and Dialnet was conducted to
identify and retrieve existing relevant resources.
After examining the literature material, we also
identified and analyzed the references cited in
these sources discussing the fields of STS and
history of psychology. The final sample included
55 original articles.

One of the aims of this study is to discuss
the past and current positions of psychology in
regards to the field of STS. With this goal in
mind, we first describe psychology’s current
location within social studies of science. Our
second aim is to analyze the influence of STS
studies in the field of History of Psychology,
acknowledging and describing their contributions
in understanding historical issues in psychology.
We intend to raise questions concerning the field
of history of psychology and its relation with
the social studies of science. In doing so, this
study particularly examines seven intersecting
domains of knowledge between STS studies,
and the field of history of psychology: The
relationship between Psychology, Society and
State, The history of psychological objects, The
history of psychological instruments, tools, and
technologies, historical and epistemological
analyses of psychology as a discipline and a
profession, discussions on reflexivity, construc-
tivism and historiographic practices, quantita-
tive studies such as bibliometric measures,
scientometrics, and social network analysis
(SNA), and research on the professionalization,
education and training in psychology.
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Psychology, Historiography
and Social Studies of Science

What place does psychology have in the
field of STS? In order to respond this question,
one should have in mind that STS is a field of
research including various academic disciplines.
For example, the sociology of science, the
philosophy of science, the history of science,
political science, linguistics, anthropology, and
the field of psychology, among many others. As
such, the field of STS interacts with scientific and
technological organizations informing decisions
within the governmental and political spheres
(Lamo de Espinosa et al., 1994).

The establishment of STS, as a conceptual
framework, and as a field of research, dates
back to the 60s. During this time, a group
of professionals from diverse disciplines
developed innovative perspectives, as they
examined different approaches to generate and
validate scientific knowledge. The innovative
approaches produced new practices to improve
the understanding of science, and the impact of
past scientific events on society. In essence, the
work of Thomas Kuhn on scientific revolutions,
the Strong Programme in the Sociology of
Knowledge proposed by David Bloor, and his
colleague Barry Barnes, and the experimental
studies carried out by Bruno Latour, Michel
Callon, and Steve Woolgar solidified the field of
STS. Further, it is also important to acknowledge
the notorious work of Robert Merton, Karl
Mannheim, John Bernal, and Karl Polanyi,
during the 30s (Gallegos, 2013).

The field of STS is not a specific domain
of a given discipline, although, naturally the
sociology of science, and in particular, the
aforementioned Strong Programme in the
Sociology of Knowledge, clearly favored the
STS studies. The heterogeneous field of STS
does not situate psychology on its core, however,
it is not either placed on its periphery. In fact,
two distinct views have been appropriately
explaining the position of psychology within
the STS domain. The first one acknowledges the
contributions of the psychology field to the STS
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studies, while, the second view, recognizes the
advancements in the field of STS considering the
well-established psychological knowledge.

In the past decades, psychology has
gained important attention in the field of STS
in comparison to the other disciplines. The
contributions essentially came from Spiegel-
Rosing (1977) during the 70s, from the studies
published by Golinski (1990), and Weisz and
Kruytbosch (1982), during the 80s, and in the
recent years with the work of Martin, Nightingale,
and Yegros-Yegros (2012). Yet, the majority
of the STS scientific production still comes
from the fields of sociology, philosophy, and
history. The idea to develop an interdisciplinary
alliance between the fields of psychology, and
STS, gained strength during the discussions
held in the Society for Social Studies of Science
conferences. Nevertheless, it must be underlined
that the Society barely encouraged panel
discussions concerning the themes that were
fundamentally related to the field of psychology
(Fox Lee, 2015). The Website of Cornell
University’ also confirms the restricted interest
of the field of STS in producing psychological
knowledge!'. The website presents a list of 110
socio-professional, and postgraduate programs
in the field of STS available in 21 countries.
Among the 110 programs included in the list,
only nine addressed psychological topics or
offered students the possibility to conduct STS
studies concerning psychology-related themes.
These programs are exclusively available in the
United States, Canada, and the Netherlands.

Considering the list of institutions hosting
postgraduate programs, in the field of STS,
the most traditional programs regarding the
studies on meta-theory psychology with an
emphasis on historical contexts, are the master’s
degrees in Theory and History of Psychology
at the University of Groningen, and at the
Institute for Science and Technology Studies
(York University). Additional well-established
programs in the field include the History and

1 Cornell’s courses lists is available at http://sts.
cornell.edu/graduate/upload/STS-Programs-Ver-
IV-2.pdf

Philosophy of Science Technology & Medicine
studies at Duke University, the Conceptual and
Historical Studies of Science Program, and the
History of Science and Medicine Program. The
last two programs are available at the University
of Chicago.

Currently, the traditional Science Studies
unit at the University of Edinburgh supports the
development of research studies in several social
science disciplines excluding psychology. The
work of the researchers Crozier and Lafferton
are the only exceptions in the unit (Henry,
2008). The Science Studies unit is a historical
leading center of excellence generating social-
scientific knowledge since the 1970s. The center
was once the home of remarkable historians,
and epistemologists in the field of psychology,
such as Martin Kusch. Theoretically, all these
facts reflect a rather discouraging scenario for
the field of psychology, narrowing its synergy
and dialogue with the field of STS. They may
also suggest that the field of psychology did not
rise a true interest in the social science research
community limiting its potential to offer
interdisciplinary contributions.

The collaboration between the fields of STS
and psychology have been gradually gaining
strength in Latin America. Several STS research
studies conducted in Latin American countries
have been examining various psychology-related
constructs. Some of these studies had theoretical-
epistemological natures (Ferreira, 2015; Fierro,
2015b; Fierro & Brisuela Blume, 2016; Gallegos,
2014a), and examined organizational practices
within universities, and professional associations
(Benito & Garcia, 2010). Other studies analyzed
the factors contributing to expand the scientific
production and communication (Gallegos, Berra,
Benito, & Lopez Lopez, 2014; Jaraba Barrios,
2015; Jaraba Barrios & Mora-Gamez, 2010).

Nonetheless, the STS studies conducted
in the field of psychology still represent a very
small portion of the efforts between the fields of
STS and psychology. In general, the majority
of STS research studies address the fields of
biology, physics, and engineering (Pettit, 2015).
The so-called hard science disciplines are often
favored as objects of study when compared to
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the disciplines in the field of social and human
sciences. Most likely, this occurs because the soft
science disciplines usually produce the theories
and methods that are required to examine the
scientific procedures or occurrences. With that
said, one may question the use of the social and
human science theories, and methods, to analyze
the constructs produced in these very same fields.

Psychology and Social Studies
of Science and Technology

Historians have sociological and philo-
sophical research interests aligned with the goals
propose in the STS studies. Probably, the mutual
interests reflect the fact that historians employ
both normative and descriptive approaches to
examine psychological theories, epistemologies,
and methodologies. The common interests
may also speak to the fact that the fields of
historiography, sociology, and the philosophy
of science use logic and pragmatic frameworks
to produce knowledge (Blanco Trejo, 2002;
Rosa, 2008; Vera Ferrandiz, 2008). One of the
ongoing discussions addressing the definition of
psychology, as a discipline, serves as an example
to illustrate the case. Psychological textbooks
define the concept of psychology in multiple
ways.

Some consider psychology as a field of
natural sciences (e.g., biology and medicine),
while others describe the discipline as a field of
social and human sciences (Brock, 2016). As a
result, the definition of psychology learn towards
the disciplines of natural sciences or move in
the direction of social and human sciences,
depending on the focus, and perspectives
presented in the texts. As noted previously, the
interdisciplinary contributions from the fields
of psychology and STS are innumerous, despite
their slightly different positions, and research
interests. Consequently, one may expect that
historians of psychology would frequently
have collaborative dialogues with sociologists,
philosophers, and scholars in the field of STS.
Dialogues that could advance empirical historical
studies related to the nature and dynamics of
science. Against this expectation, STS scholars
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and historians of psychology have been working
in silos (Vaugh Blount et al., 2009).

The sociology of scientific knowledge
inspired and advanced the work of historical
revisionism in the field of psychology (Polanco
& Fierro, 2015; Talak, 1997). The contributions
of the notorious revisionist historian scholars,
Kurt Danziger and Allan Buss, were essential
to support the development of new ways to look
into the history of psychology, and other human
science disciplines (Fierro, 2016a). Undoubtedly,
the work of revisionist historian psychologists
in recovering hypotheses and perspectives of
STS studies was an important step towards the
recognition of the significant contributions from
the domain of historical revisionism. However,
in spite of such advancements, the progress
made in the field of social studies of science by
historians of psychology has been minimal to say
the least. The lack of progress may speak to the
fact that traditional STS disciplines still question
the status of psychology within the broader field
of social sciences. According to Pettit (2015), it
is still not clear to STS disciplines if psychology
is an interpretive tool or an object of analysis.

The field of history of psychology counts
with a small number of professionals. However,
in the past recent years, the field noticed a
relatively increase in the number of historians
psychologists (Capshew, 2014), particularly
in English-speaking countries. In order to
understand this scenario, Fierro (2016b) posits
that these countries provide several significant
academic and professional opportunities to
discuss the field of social sciences when compared
to non-English speaking countries. Usually, the
encounters highlight the contributions offered by
distinct disciplines to advance the field of history
of psychology. With that said, one may say that
the dialogues in these encounters can sparkle
the interest of students to become historians of
psychology, potentially increasing the number
of professionals in the field. Yet, the literature
concerned with the field does not properly
address the discussions held in the metings.

The massive contributions to the history
of psychology field came from the sociological
reconstruction of the field itself (Ben-David, &
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Collins, 1966; Danziger, 1979), rather than the
field of intellectual history, as one may think. Not
surprisingly, the decline of intellectual history
followed the rise of the social historiography of
science, and the recognition of the constructivist,
and anthropological perspective from the 1960s
(Christie, 2005). The emphasis on constructivism,
contextual factors, and on the social and
scientific historiographies, to examine new
post-Mertonian philosophies, and sociologies
of science, replaced the previous focus on
intellectual and conceptual historiographies.
This shift mainly defended the non-replicating
nature of scientific knowledge. It also recognized
that facts and occurrences are contingent upon
the historical development of science (Golinski,
1990). At around the same time, the field of
anthropology experienced several changes, as it
moved towards the direction of social and human
sciences. The transition introduced the era of the
new sociological perspective of science (Knorr-
Cetina, 1981; Latour & Woolgar, 1979) leading
discussions about the norms and the boundaries
of social science, along with, the resources
available in the cultures to develop their own
scientific practices.

The recent theories and methods presented
the opportunity to conceive, in different ways,
historical practices, artifacts and instruments
in the field of historiography of science. They
motivated the field of social, sociological,
and professional histories to conduct research
studies within the field of social studies of
science and technology (Fierro, 2015a). They
also encouraged the analysis of contextualized
histories, rather than intellectual histories
focusing on laboratory practices, the relation
between sciences and society, sciences and
internal cognitive structures, and the idea
that scientific knowledge mainly reflected the
interactions between human and non-human
actors (Lenoir, 1988).

The STS Perspective of the
Historiography of Psychology

What is the relation between history of
psychology and STS studies? What are the

convergentfields of study, problems, and research
topics proposed by historian psychologists,
sociologists, philosophers, historians, and
anthropologists of science, in the field of STS?
How STS research studies are influencing
the field of history of psychology, especially
regarding the studies including interpretive
hermeneutic methodological designs? To
respond these questions, it is important to have
in mind the relevant contributions generated
from the collaborative relationship between
the fields of STS and history of psychology,
previously discussed in this study. With
that in mind, one can clearly recognize the
evidences supporting the existence of a relevant
interdisciplinary relation between the fields.
In addition, the studies conducted by several
historian psychologist researchers concerning
the development of historical concepts, their
problems, and practices confirm the significant
synergy between the fields. However, in order
to continue progressing with this discussion, it is
essential to provide a critical and comprehensive
analysis of the themes and topics, examined
by the new perspectives proposed in the field
of history of psychology, with concrete focus
on STS. The following parts of this study will
present the themes and research topics reflecting
the influence of STS in the field of the history of

psychology.

Psychology, Society and State

Sociologists have always demonstrated
interest in correlating scientific and technolo-
gical advancements with diverse forms of
contextualized knowledge. In particular, the
knowledge related with political-state orga-
nizations and social dynamics. They also
have been applying this method to examine
the knowledge produced by other disciplines,
especially, the knowledge closely related to
the field of social sciences. This method dates
back many decades ago, from the periods of the
sociology of scientific knowledge led by Karl
Mannheim, the Mertonian sociology of science,
and the years that followed the postMertonian
scientific days. In order to advance the scientific
production generated in the field of history,
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historians decided to adopt the same method used
by sociologists. Scholars in the field suggested
that the ‘new historiography of psychology’
developed after the 1970s, reflected the social or
sociological history of psychology. As a result,
the new field of social or sociological history
of psychology presented the possibility to use
the sociological correlating methods in order
to produce knowledge concerning the relation
between psychology and society (Araujo, 2017;
Fierro, 2015b, 2016b).

The new STS theoretical approaches offered
unique opportunities to examine the professional
relations that psychology maintained with the
state, government and society. In fact, to study
the professional relations between psychology,
and the state was a mechanism of survival
for the psychology field. Most certainly, the
advancements of psychological practices were at
risk if the field had not acknowledged its relation
with the social and political domains (Gallegos et
al., 2014). Interestingly, during the 20th century,
the field of psychology publically recognized
that its growth was contingent upon its multiple
connections with the social, political, economic
and state spheres (Talak, 2010).

The strength of the approaches employed
by historian psychologists to examine the past
significantly increased when they decided to
use the conceptual frameworks of STS studies.
This was especially evident when they proposed
to study, in a systematic form, the impact of
psychology on society, and the manner in which
the discipline shaped its practices concerning the
social domains. As a result, the research studies
examining the contributions of specific sectors
(e.g., military, work, industry, health, and
education) and different governmental bodies,
to advance the professional development of
psychology, received important attention in the
scientific field (Danziger, 1979; Gallegos, 2014b).
The successful establishment of psychology,
as a profession, along with the recognition of
psychologists, as the professionals of the field,
was only possible because governmental bodies
offered political and state support. Certainly,
these institutions had influential roles in forming
psychologists since they needed professionals
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that could effectively intervene and solve social
problems and challenges.

History of Psychological Objects

The history of psychological objects is a
distinct line of research dedicated to investigate
psychological constructs. This line of research
is unique because it distinguishes critical his-
tory from classical history. It abandoned the
philosophical naturalism stance, which con-
ceives psychological phenomena as natural,
universal, and pre-determined events. Following
this rationale, psychological phenomena are
limited to simple expressions of inanimate
objects based on the hypothetical human
condition. In the history of psychological
objects domain, historian psychologists per-
ceive intelligence, memory, personality, the
unconscious, among others, as psychological
constructs. Psychological constructs that are
either partially constructed objects (Talak, 2003)
or comprehensively solidified by pragmatic
(social) or discursive (theories) scientific
practices (Loredo Narciandi, Sanchez, &
Fernandez, 2007; Rosa, 2008; Stam, 2015).

Historians consider the specific contexts
of scientific practices during the process of
examining psychological objects. In particular,
they analyze the contexts of the scientific
practices supporting the development of the
psychological objects. In order to have a
comprehensive view of the contexts influencing
the scientific practices, historians investigate
all the participating factors organizing given
societies and cultures. Specially, they access the
information about the manner the society has
been developing its own scientific knowledge.
Historians critically reflect about the origin of the
field of psychology along with its objects, giving
that psychologists were the main responsible
in establishing the conventions in the field and
claiming its ownership. In this sense, historians
are aware that the psychological knowledge, and
its applications represent the way psychologists
have come to understand society, societal norms,
and social practices. Historians also understand
that psychologists safeguard the psychological
knowledge, ultimately protecting their rights
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to produce the knowledge in the field (Stam,
2015). Most recently, Stam (2015) raised ethical
concerns related to the investigation of the origin,
nature and the development of psychological
objects. According to the author, the knowledge
of specific subfields of psychology should
belong to psychologists. Further, psychology-
related knowledge produced in other disciplines
cannot overshadow the consensus achieved by
psychologists about the very same topics. This
line of thought has its own value. To illustrate,
one should consider the contributions from the
subfields of psychology concerning the role of
psychology in understanding the subjective
development of human beings. This type of
research study must precisely operationalize,
and conceptualize the meaning attributed to the
construct of subjectivity (Pettit, 2015), ensuring
that the psychology-related definition of
subjectivity is not reduced to simple expressions
of power relations (Rutherford, 2014).

With all said, one can conclude that the
field of history is in fact a reliable repository of
data capable to respond philosophical questions.
To that end, the findings and inquires of
historians have the ability to reinforce or refute
the philosophical hypotheses (pertaining both
naturalist and constructivist positions) posed by
sociologists of science. As historians examine
the features of psychological objects, they
essentially contextualize the scientific practices
(e.g. research, professional or interdisciplinary-
related practices) used in the process. Their
practice often focuses on non-intellectual or
conceptual analysis of science and technology.
In this sense, historian psychologists invite
two critical lines of thought in the process of
examining epistemological objects. The first
one encourages the analysis of institutional and
discursive determinants of given psychological
objects. While the second questions the
definitions of the psychological objects.

History of Psychological Instruments,
Tools, and Technologies

Since the 1980s, the field of history of
psychology has been generating innumerous
research studies related to the history of

psychological  instruments, tools, and
technologies. In this sense, historians have
been further examining the psychological
research generated in the laboratories (Cirino &
Lopes, 2015; Escobar, 2016). For example, the
methodologies used to record psychobiological
phenomena (Borck, 2005), the equipment used
in the field of experimental psychology (Sokal,
Davis, & Merzbach, 1976), and the development
of instruments assessing intellectual and
cognitive mental functions (Samelson, 1979).
The methodological and theoretical frameworks
produced in the fields of sociology, and social
science, evidently enhanced the process of
examining or revisiting, the observations
proposed by historian psychologists, in the
domain of psychological instruments, tools and
technologies. Certainly, the investigation of the
cultural and contextual features of psychological
instruments, and technologies also expanded
the field of history of psychology. Nonetheless,
historian psychologists are not yet investigating
these topics in a comprehensive manner (Y oung,
2015).

In spite of that, historians have examined
several alternative approaches to explain the
ambiguities rising from the psychological
epistemologies, and the terms used in the field
to define the technological features of the
discipline. Because of these investigations,
significant perspectives emerged encouraging
the analysis of the several factors embedded in
the relation among objects, rather than, mainly
relaying on instruments or tools to provide
this information. Similar to what occurred
with the studies addressing government-
oriented disciplinary technologies emphasizing
the power and domination of governmental
institutions over human bodies, souls, and their
collective subjectivity. These studies mainly
relay on the ideas of Michael Foucault (Blanco
Trejo, 2002; Rose, 2011) to discuss the potential
political and moral implications of power and
domination. In the recent decades, several
scholars have been criticizing the predominant
focus of research studies on Foucault’s ideas to
reconstruct the history of Psychology (Lovett,
2006). Nonetheless, not all the research studies
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reconstructing the history of psychology used
Foucault’s ideas on power and domination.
Other interesting studies examined distinct and
overlapping arguments recognizing psychology
as a technological field (Collins & Stam, 2015).
Most likely, the perception of psychology as a
technological field relies on the way the field
shapes its practices, social discourses and
patterns, and on the fact that psychology has a
significant impact over society.

Historical and Epistemological
Analyses of Psychology as a Discipline
and a Profession

The history of the psychology is much older
than the history of psychology, as an academic
discipline. Psychology rose as an academic
discipline only in the last decades of the 19th
century. In this sense, the research studies in
the field of history of psychology should not
be limited to the emergence, development or
progress of psychology as a discipline. It is
important to examine the several historical
periods concerned with the development of the
human though (Ash, 2008).

The most common approach used to
analyze the extensive historical data related to
psychology, involve tracing distinct timelines
to identify the specific historical periods, when
important theoretical frameworks emerged. This
method assists in the process of pinpointing the
development of conceptual frameworks and the
establishment of disciplines to understand the
scope and delimitation of their boundaries. One
can say that the establishment of psychology,
as a discipline (including departments in uni-
versities and laboratories), and as a profession
(through professional associations and jour-
nals), represented a discontinuity in the history
of psychology. This is particularly true when
considering the scope of psychological tasks
and responsibilities, along with the development
of subfields of psychology, and their respective
psychological practices.

The field of STS supported the use of
the method to delimit the boundaries of psy-
chology, as a discipline. This procedure was
congruent with the work conducted by phi-
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losophers, sociologists and historians of
psychology. Perhaps, the work of psychologists
recovering the different epistemological theories
generated by Kuhn, Feyerabend, Lakatos and
Bachelard, to produce historical-epistemological
knowledge, in the field of psychology, was the
most important evidence illustrating the use of
this procedure and confirming the alignment
between the fields (Gallegos, 2014a). The field
of psychology gained its independent status
from the field of philosophy towards the end
of the 19th century. Since then, psychology has
been extensively using philosophical theories to
further the development of several psychological
constructs and frameworks. It is possible that the
studies in the field of STS leveraged the status of
psychology, as a discipline, because the field of
psychology demonstrated a significant interest
in using the philosophical theories to explain
the development of the field itself. One may
say that this interest advanced the recognition
of psychology, as an independent field of
study. As a result, the contributions from the
psychology field were no longer limited to its
interdisciplinary relations with the other social
science disciplines.

The fields of philosophy of science and
sociology of science have been traditionally
studying the scopes, delimitations, and boun-
daries of disciplines. Consequently, historical
research studies conducted in the field of
psychology investigated individual (O’Donnell,
1979), and collective psychologies emphasizing
institutional (Sokal, 2006), rhetorical (Leary,
1987), and interdisciplinary issues (Coon, 2002).
In the process of examining these domains, the
field of psychology essentially took the control
over the studies of the mind and behavior,
progressively excluding the other social science
fields deemed as competitor disciplines.

As the field of psychology gradually
progressed so did the academic training in
psychology. In fact, the academic training
in psychology was an important historical
occurrence delimiting the professionalization
of psychology, and the reproduction of the
psychological knowledge, as graduates of the
field entered the psychology job market. Market
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regulated by several structural factors, and
organizations, such as government regulatory,
and sponsoring agencies influencing the field of
STS. However, governmental organizations are
not the only ones modulating the psychology
job market. Universities also play a significant
role in regulating the psychology job market
since they are the driving forces managing the
knowledge offered to students.

In this sense, universities can either hinder
of facilitate the access to the comprehensive
content of psychological theories and practices.
Such theories and practices are considered
fundamental in Psychology graduate programs
in order to train psychology students to become
psychologists (Gallegos et al., 2014). Most
recently, internationally renowned historians,
such as Kurt Danziger, emphasized that the
emergence of psychology as an academic
discipline, and as a profession constituted
historical discontinuities of the 21st century,
which demanded proper comprehension of
the field focusing on its historical analyses
higlitening the contributions of sociological
frameworks (Danziger, 2013).

Reflexivity, Constructivism
and Historiographic Practices

Twodistinctpractices have been contributing
to improve the investigations conducted in the
field of history of psychology. The first practice
focuses on reflexivity, as a human cognitive
phenomenon, able to influence the production of
knowledge (Ashmore, 1989). The second relates
to the use of constructivism to analyze the process
generating scientific knowledge. Scholars in the
field of social sciences are aware of the fact that
psychologists-historians claim the ownership of
the practice of reflexivity (Pickren & Rutherford,
2010). Even though, they had slightly examined
their own reflexive process when researching
their objects of study (Smith, 2007). Most
recently, Brock (2016) has argued that historian
psychologists need to exercise reflexivity as they
investigate the past. This practice increases their
attention towards the contexts embedded in the
development of psychological knowledge. Most

importantly, it prevents historian psychologists
to fall into anachronisms.

The practice of (self-) reflexivity and the
use of constructivist approaches encouraged
the development of studies rethinking the
preconceived notions supporting the research
practices in the field. They also increased the
perception that the analysis of historical data
is partially contingent on historians’ interests
and methodologies (Rutherford, 2014). As the
practice of (self-) reflexivity and the use of
constructivist approaches became popular, the
field of history of psychology began to examine
their effectiveness to study historical data.
Especially the investigations concerned with the
process of ascribing meanings to the procedures
embedded in the research practices. The practice
of (self-) reflexivity and the use of constructivist
approaches also supported delimiting the
boundaries of the given psychological categories
examining past human behaviors (Blanco Trejo,
2002). Altogether, these procedures had the
ultimate goal to shed light into the methods used
by historians, and historical agents collaborating
to improve the understanding of human beings.
Furthermore, these two practices contributed to
solidify the application of the STS perspectives
and frameworks to criticize the work of
historians of psychology rather than build a ‘new
history’ of psychology, considering that recent
studies have questioned the very own existence
of'a ‘new history of psychology’ (Brock, 2017a,
2017b; Watrin, 2017).

Nonetheless, the advancements achieved
in the field of STS were not congruent with the
progress observed in the field to understand
the historical practices. In the field of history
of psychology, it is evident that the practices
adopted to expand the knowledge of conceptual,
theoretical, and methodological approaches
still deserve attention. For example, the studies
applying heuristic techniques to enhance the
knowledge related to historical practices are
scarce. In order to address this issue, historian
psychologists should exercise the practice
of (self-) reflexivity to maintain, reinforce
or challenge the boundaries of the several
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historiographic domains of study (Weidman,
2016).

Quantitative Studies: Bibliometric
Measures, Scientometrics, and Social
Network Analysis (SNA)

Since the middle of the 20th century, the
quantitative studies investigating the production
of knowledge, the impact factor of academic
journals, and the various different methods to
disseminate scientific knowledge have become
increasingly popular in the academic and
scientific fields. Specially, when the field of
science transitioned from the so called ‘small
science’ to be the ‘big science’ field (Price, 1973).
Big science reflected the period of large-scale
scientific projects. The technical instruments,
measures and methodologies developed during
this time supported the establishment of field
of studies concerned with the procedures of
describing, analyzing, elaborating, publishing
and disseminating the scientific knowledge.
The instruments and methods included the
bibliometric, socio-bibliometric, and sciento-
metric quantitative measures.

Several scholars from the field of STS have
been using these instruments and methods, to
expand the description of various disciplines, in
order to address their achievements, in a more
precise manner. The measures also increased
the scientific collaboration, and supported the
development of different work groups, including
the notorious Invisible Colleges. The field of
history of psychology decided to adopt the same
measures used by the scholars in the field of STS
(Carpintero & Peird, 1981). These measures
increased the ability of historian psychologists
to analyze the historical contexts of several
psychological journals (Carvajal & Matamoros,
2012; Gallegos, 2017; Marifelarena-Dondena &
Klappenbach, 2016; Polanco, Gallegos, Salas, &
Lopez Lopez, 2017; Ravelo, Mejia, & Gonzalez,
2016; Romero Croce, 2014; Salas et al., 2017).
They also facilitated the development of studies
addressing the quality of the psychological
journals, the journals’ visible, and their compe-
tence to reach the international academic public
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measuring the global impact of their periodical
publishing  production (Trzesniak, Plata-
Caviedes, & Cordoba-Salgado, 2012). The data
produced by historian psychologists permitted
the identification of the most cited scholars in the
field of psychology, and the ones with the higher
number of publications, in different areas of the
psychology field (Haggbloom et al., 2002).

The historiographic quantitative studies (e.g.
bibliometry, historiometry, and prosopography
methods) contributed to advance the approaches
developing and reconstructing empirical
historical indicators. According to Krampen
(2016), quantitative analyses complemented
the study of historiographic data in order to
enhance the study of the history of intellectual,
conceptual, social, institutional, biographical
and individual biographies data. The quantitative
methods proved their suitability to examine the
historical data of academic and social practices
presented in the STS studies.

Professionalization, Education
and Training in Psychology

During the 20th century, the professio-
nalization, education, and training in the psy-
chology field received considerable attention
from scholars. One may say that the dynamic
features of psychology, as a discipline, and as
a profession, were the most influential factors
enhancing the visibility of the field. Indeed, the
establishment of academic disciplines providing
psychological professional training offered the
opportunity to professionalize psychology. The
professionalization of psychology occurred first
in the United States, during the beginning of the
20th century, and later on, during the 1950s,
in European and Latin American countries
(Gallegos, 2014b, 2017; Stevens & Wedding,
2004).

The fields of sociology, social sciences,
and the evolution of the psychology field
itself, supported the progress of psychology,
as an academic discipline of knowledge, and
as a formal profession (Danziger, 1979).
The contributions from the field of history of
psychology were also essential in this process.
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From a historical point of view, the academic and
professional developments of psychology were
contingent upon its political and governmental
contexts. However, these were not the only
contexts impacting the establishment of the field
of psychology. Similarly, many other contextual
factors (e.g. rules, laws and regulating bodies),
along with diverse scientific academic disciplines,
and professional fields, have been influencing
the discipline, and the profession of psychology.
In order to have a better understanding of the
professionalization of psychology, historians
of psychology have conducted research on the
emergence and development of the professional
careers in psychology (Bazar, 2015; Vilanova,
1993). For example, the historical analysis of the
teaching of psychology along with the obstacles
encountered in universities to teach psychology,
and to train students to practice psychology
(Lloyd & Brewer, 2002).

Directly related with the discussions pre-
sented in the previous section, Ibero-American
countries, such as Argentina, have often used
quantitative approaches (e.g. bibliometrics) to
examine the historical research conducted to
advance the understanding of psychology as a
discipline and a profession. A recent scientific
article, surveying empirical studies addressing
the teaching of psychology in the past 30 years
in Argentina, comfirmed that Argentinian
researchers have the tradition to use qualitative
approach bibliometrics to discuss issues related
to the teaching of psychology (Fierro, 2019).
In this study, the author elected the qualitative
approach bibliometrics to analyze the theories
orienting the reading material included in the
syllabi of the undergraduate psychology classes
in order to identify if the literature was up to
date. The research study also had the goal to
identify the theories/authors with great impact
in the education of undergraduate psychology
students in Argentina. Argentinian researchers
commonly rely on quantitative indicators to
retrieve empirical data of studies concerned with
the teaching of psychology.

Several other studies in the field of teaching
psychology examined deontological ethics,
and the concerns related to the ethical code of

conduct for psychologists. Nonetheless, it is
important to mention that the vast majority of
the research conducted in the field of history
of psychology investigated the organizational
structures of academic institutions in the field
of psychology, psychology curriculum, and the
professional practice of psychologists.

Final Considerations

This study presented relevant perspectives
and meaningful analyses, supporting the con-
clusion that the social studies on science and
technology, addressed in the field of STS, had
a significant influence on the development of
studies in the field of history of psychology. Many
of these research studies examined the unique
domains in the fields of STS and psychology
adopting heuristic points of view to investigate
historical data in the field of psychology.

Certainly, the discussions offered in this
study demonstrated that the contributions pro-
duced by the field of STS have been supporting
the development of historiographic studies
concerned with the field of psychology. In this
sense, this study identified and examined seven
intersecting areas of knowledge to illustrate
the strong synergy between the fields of STS
and history of psychology. Of course, the
collaborations established in the fields are not
limited to these seven domains. Several other
interdisciplinary studies may also confirm their
close and collegial relationship.

Despite the significant progress and
achievements in the field of history of psy-
chology, much work remains, especially
regarding the practices of (self-) reflexivity and
the use of constructivism to analyze historical
data. Most certainly, future studies examining
the effectiveness of these practices can enhance
the work of historian psychologists in evaluating
the theoretical and methodological frameworks
driving the investigations in the field of history
psychology. To that end, future studies should
identify the most appropriate theoretical and
methodological approaches to investigate
research problems. Rather than adopting the
theories that have been traditionally contributing
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to the field of STS in order to improve the
historiographic practices examining the field of
Psychology.
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