SOCIOLOGY AS A SCIENCE
Positivist – society is an objective factual reality, nature is made up of objective, observable, physical facts, and the methods and logic of natural sciences can be applied to study of society. 
Postivists – reality not random but patterned and observable, real laws are discoverable, sociologists can discover laws that determine how society works using inductive reasoning. Induction involves gathering data about world through observation and measurement, as knowledge grows – general patterns are discovered. Because inductive reasoning claims to verify a theory, this approach is a called verificationism. Might explain the social fact of educational failure  in terms of another social fact such as material deprivation. Positivists seek to discover causes of patterns they observe – aim to produce general statements and these can be used to guide social policies. Positivists favour macro explanations of social phenomena such as functionalism or Marxism bc they see society and its strctures as social facts that exist outside of us and shape behaviour patterns.
Positivism – sociology should use the same experimental method as the natural sciences, allows researcher to test hypothesis in most systematic way, use quantitative data to uncover and measure patterns of behaviour – allows them to prouduce mathematically prcise statements about relationship between facts that they’re investigating, think we should be objective and shouldn’t let subjective feelings interfere, [might end up interviewer bias or we might contaminate the data
Positivists – favour experiments, questionnaires, structured interviews, structured non-participant observation, official stats e.g. Durkheim – suicide rates and official statistics, examined patterns in the suicide rated, claimed to discover a real law.
Interpretivists – believe that scientific method is inadequate to study human social behaviour, include action theories such as interactionism and ethnomethodology, subject matter of sociology is meaningful social action, fundamental difference between natural science and sociology [natural science = studies matter no consciousness, behaviour can explained straightforward, sociology = studies people with consciousness, meaningful actions, meanings internal to people’s consciousness] Mead – people interpret the meaning of a stimulus and then choose how to respond to it. 
Interpretivists – weber – verhesten / emphathetic understanding is necessary to understand the meanings people give to their actions, favour participant observation, unstructured interviews, personal documents, types of interpretivists [interactionism = causal explanations of human behaviour but Glass and Straus – favour grounded theory, ideas emerge from observations instead of having a definite theory [e.g. Douglas and suicide] phenomethodologist/ethnomethodologists such as Garfinkel reject possibility of causal explanations of human behaviour, social reality simply shared menaings or knowledge of its members. [e.g. Atkinson and suicide]
Postmodernism, feminism and scientific sociology – postmodernists = science is a meta-narrative, many different truths [multiple modernities], feminism = quest for single feminist theory is an attempt to dominate all feminist groups [difference feminism] science shouldn’t be a model for sociology bc of its risk factors e.g. Beck and the manufactured risks.
Karl popper – science governed by principle of falsificationism [link to science as a belief system] [proving a theory as false], rejects verificationism and inductive reasoning, main reason why we should reject verificationism is bc of the fallacy of induction [we can never prove a theory is true simply by producing more observations that support or verify it, no guarantee of knowledge-claims, science is a public activity, science thrives in open societies which encourages progresses, mny sociology is unscientific bc it consists of theories that can’t be falsified [e.g. Marxism predicts there will be a revolution but it hasn’t happened because of the false class consciousness so theory can’t be falsified] 
Kuhn – science instead governed by paradigms [set of shared norms and values that control the way scientists act], in normal science, scientists engage in puzzle solving activities within framework of paradigm, scientists usually don’t question the paradigm [can end up v badly, e.g. in case of Dr Velikovsky and theory] except in scientific revolutions, where faith in the paradigm is completely undermined by an accumulation of anomalies. 
Sociology currently pre-paradigmatic therefore pre-scientific, no shared paradigm – no agreement on fundamentals of what to study, how to study, on kuhn’s definition, sociology should only become a science if these basic disagreements are resolved, postmodernists say that paradigms are not desirable in sociology, sounds like a meta-narrative, and this could silence minority views.
Keats and Urry – stresses similarities between sociology and certain types of natural science, identifies closed systems [all variables can be controlled and measured,  typical research method is lab experiment] and open systems [researcher cannot measure or control all the variables so predictions cant be made], realists argue that socoologists study open systems and therefore there a limitiations to what can be studied e.g. crime rate predictions not precise bc there are too many variables involved.
Realists – science not only deals in observable phenomena as positivists argue, but also in underlying unobservable strtuctures e.g. social class, in this case Marxism and interpretivism may be seen as scientific, interpretivists wrong for assuming that sociology cannot be unscientific
[bookmark: _GoBack]So should sociology be a science?? Nah. 
