
Kuhn and the Philosophy Of Social Science

One of the reasons why Kuhn’s ideas were so influential on the social sciences was because these were already much interested in turning themselves into proper scientists, under the guidance of the philosophy of science. 
Thus, there was abundant enthusiasm in some circles for Popper’s advice: sociologists and their like should become scientists by ensuring that they developed proper theories, ones that could be refuted by evidence. Kuhn’s message must have seemed reassuring in this way: it strongly reinforced the idea that the social sciences could really be sciences.
Kuhn showed how the natural sciences have been transformed, how a Newton, a Galileo perhaps  has succeeded in entirely reshaping their area of inquiry, turning it into a unified discipline. There must, then, be hope for the social sciences: their present condition is just like that of many scientific pursuits before they developed unity-around-a-paradigm. 
How much do economists or sociologists -- or physicists or geologists -- really know about science? How much does anyone really know about science in either the sense of knowing how science is actually done and actually works, or in the sense of knowing what it is about the things that scientists do that make them scientific? 
So, social scientists are going about things in entirely the wrong way insofar as they are guided by the idea of attempting to turn what they do into sciences. This kind of argument is very strongly put by Kuhn with respect to the social sciences [so called] in his argument about the futility of the methodological imperative to quantify
Kuhn argues that the attempt to build a science through quantification is entirely futile, and that the history of science shows this. The history of science shows that quantification often arises out of a rich and detailed qualitative knowledge of the phenomena in question. Creating methods of measurement independently of one’s understanding of the phenomena one is attempting to investigate just is an unproductive exercise. 
The pro-Kuhn camp takes the message of this to be 'We just need a paradigm -- if we enforce agreement on a paradigm, then we can be a proper science. There's nothing more to being a proper science than that.' The anti-Kuhn camp takes the message to be 'Kuhn legitimates relativism and mob rule.
Let us sum up the above. Kuhn’s fans’ say: Social science needs a paradigm (that may noy exist yet). We say: Social science is about, among other things, finding paradigms that exist already, in social settings.


