CHAPTER 9

PHENOMENOLOGY AND
SOCIOLOGY:

DIVERGENT INTERPRETATIONS

OF A COMPLEX RELATIONSHIP
Thomas S. Eberle

Based on Alfred Schutz’s life-world analysis, there is an ongoing debate on the
relationship between phenomenology and sociclogy. Each new publication on
this topic has rendered the relationship ever more complex, adding different
facets and considerations to the debate. As a result, the debate has become more
and more intransparent. Nevertheless, it is basically structured by two divergent
approaches: Either phenomenology and sociology are interpreted as two differ-
ent enterprises that, however, can be related, or a “synthesis” is proclaimed un-
der the label of a phenomenological sociology. The first approach interprets
Schutz’s life-world analysis as protosociology, the second one as sociology.
Interestingly, the two versions have different geographical disseminations: the
first approach is above all advocated in Germany, the second one in the United
States. And the development in other countries depends on which traditions
scholars orient to: the German or the American alternative,

Both approaches have a prominent representative. Thomas Luckmann inter-
prets Schutz’s analysis of the structures of the life-world as a protosociology.
This interpretation can be found in the structure of Berger and Luckmann’s So-
cial Construction of Reality, and it is widespread among German sociologists
because of the eminent influence of Luckmann in Germany. In this interpreta-
tion, phenomenology is a philosophy and as such presociological or protoso-
ciological, while sociology is an empirical enterprise explaining the features of
society. The two can be related, but in essence they proceed with two com-
pletely different methods. A “phenomenological sociology” is therefore, in
Luckmann’s eyes, a misnomer.

George Psathas is the most prominent representative of a phenomenological
sociology. Like most US sociologists, he learned about Husserl and Schutz from
the writings of Harold Garfinkel. He was strongly influenced by ethnomethod-
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ology and described ethnomethodology as a phenomenological approach in the
social sciences. Of course, he was aware of the differences between phenome-
nology and ethnomethodology but preferred to emphasize the commonalities.
He understood phenomenological analysis as an empirically oriented research
enterprise and conducted his own analyses.

In the debate on the relationship between phenomenology and sociology,
Luckmann and Psathas can be seen as antipodes and their approaches represent
the corner posts of the debate. Each further position can be located somewhere
in between: Either you consider phenomenology and sociology as two different
enterprises or you argue for some kind of synthesis. The aim of my contribution
is to delineate the two contrasting approaches and to assess some implications
and merits of each.

PHENOMENOLOGICAL LIFE-WORLD ANALYSIS AS
PROTOSOCIOLOGY

Schutz’s key concern throughout his life was the methodology of the social sci-
ences (Schutz, 2010; Eberle and Srubar, 2010). His most systematic, concise and
thorough argumentation is still found in his early book, The Phenomenology of
the Social World (1967), whose translation into English remains unfortunately
unsatisfying. There he states quite clearly the goal of his analysis: a philosophi-
cal foundation for Max Weber’s approach of an action-based interpretive sociol-
ogy. In contrast to Carnap’s Logical Structure of the World ([1928] 1967) he
pointed out the meaningful structure of the social world (1967). Weber ([1922]
1978) founded a convincing, interpretive sociological approach that Schutz in-
tended to strengthen by his phenomenological analyses. Schutz detected several
equivocations in Weber’s concepts and wanted to eliminate them by carefully
describing the meaning structures of the life-world, the method of understanding
the other, and the difference between the common-sense constructions in every-
day life and the constructions of the social scientist (first and second order con-
structs). This basic goal remained the same even if his later works have manifold
ramifications and diverse topics. The overall unity of his work is well demon-
strated by Schutz’s plan to tie everything together in his two-volume book The
Structures of the Life-World, its table of contents, and his index cards. Luck-
mann’s posthumous edition of this book in two volumes differs in some aspects
from the original plan as Luckmann acted as co-author, but it manifests how rich,
detailed, and systematic Schutz’s life-world analyses altogether were (Schutz
and Luckmann, 1973, 1989). Luckmann’s decision to omit the final chapter on
methodology from this edition was, however, rather unfortunate as Schutz’s
original goal to elaborate a philosophical foundation of the methodology of the
social sciences thereby was lost sight of.

Schutz’s reflections built extensively on Husserl’s phenomenology. Husserl
had intended to remedy the Crisis of the European Sciences ([1936] 1970) by a
phenomenological life-world analysis. As Husserl was not familiar with the
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problems of the social sciences, Schutz had to ponder how the latter could be

fit from a phenomenological investigation. When discussing the relations;:F-
!Jet\\(een }"henomenology and the Social Sciences, Schutz explicitly says: “f:s
inquiry will be made concerning the contribution which phenomenoiojé.s; can

make to their concrete methodologi »
; gical problem 5 T
the “picture book phenomenology” of . ¥ (1962: 119). He then eriticizes

the first group of Hus.ser[’s close personal students [who] believed that concrete
problems of" the social sciences could be solved by direct application of the
method of eidetic r'eduction to unclarified notions of common-sense thinking or |
to lcc!ually unclarified concepts of the empirical social sciences [Egith

Stein’s] and Gerfia Walther’s naive use of the eidetic method in anal)‘/-z-iln the

problem§ of social relations, of community, and of the state led them tg th
formulation of certain apodictic and purp i Jhich
have contributed toward discrediti
(Schutz 1962: 140-141).

Schutz suggests taki di .
g ng a different road and relies on Scheler (1922) who pointed

sociology has to be founded upon a fully elaborated philosophical anthropol-
ohgy...[and th_at] the general thesis of reality in the natural attitude and its an-
thropomorphic character, as well as the structure of the “relative natural con-

ception of the world,” accepted as gi i
\ E given and unquestioned, can be analyzed
phenomenological methods, The content of this relative natural attitudz hml:f)-(

ever, changes from group to ithi i
ver, group and within the same gr
historical evolution. To describe its fea 4L i hat

Schutz follows Scheler and sees his task as developing a philosophical an-

ttlf.lropt(‘Jlogy. }_{e thus goncludes “that the empirical social sciences will find their
ue foundation not in transcendental phenomenology, but in the constituti
Ip{henom,e:no[ogy of the natural attitude” (149). At the same time he acce ‘;:
thusserl § argument “that anajlyses made in the reduced sphere are valid also f[?or
e realm of the natural attitude” (149). Schutz found the link between ph
Ir:o?enology and sociology in the meaning (sense) of social action. Max Wzb:;
azt‘ shown that al! phenomena of the socio-cultural world originate in social
ion and that sociology must grasp its subjective meaning (sense). Schut
ogmzled that a phenomenological analysis of i - vith the
meaning structures as found in the lived experience of actors. Husserl (1970)

are universal and invariant. The
pology: mundane phenomenology

describes the universal formal structures of the life-world, while it is the task of

‘t:he empirical socr?l Sciences to research the historical and cultural variety of
mo;:(crete cont?nts. For an illustration: Every (“normal™) actor on earth will
L : t:ise of his or her‘ subject‘lve, biographically determined stock of knowledge

Nd, use typifications guided by systems of relevances, orient in time and




138 Thomas Eberle

space, and rely on systems of appresentation in order to understand the other or
to relate to multiple realities. Such universal formal structures can be phenome-
nologically described and represent a philosophical anthropology, while the
concrete contents of stocks of knowledge, of typifications and systems of rele-
vances, and so on, are historically and culturally contingent and therefore re-
search objects of empirical sciences.

In sum, Schutz sees in the constitutive phenomenology of the natural atti-
tude a philosophical anthropology that provides a proper foundation for the em-
pirical social sciences. Likewise, Luckmann interprets the analysis of the struc-
tures of the life-world as a “protosociology” that works as a foundation to
“sociology.” Luckmann (1973; 1979a) distinguished the two concisely—either
you do phenomenology or you do sociology:

1. Phenomenology is a philosophy. It analyses phenomena of subjective
consciousness. Its perspective is egological and its method proceeds re-
flexively. Its goal is to describe the universal structures of subjective
orientation in the life-world.

2. Sociology is a science. It analyses phenomena of the social world. Its
perspective is cosmological and its method proceeds inductively. Its
goal is to explain the general properties of the objective world. '

The universal and invariant structures of the life-world represent a protosociol-
ogy in the sense of a mathesis universalis, a formal matrix that allows a solution
to the problem of measurement in the social sciences. They serve as a fertium
comparationis, i.e., they allow for translating propositions that are formulated as
empirical observations in a certain language into a proper formal language. Phe-
nomenological life-world analysis is able to provide such a matrix as the phe-
nomenological reduction allows in incremental acts of reflection an elucidation
of the conditions of its own method, the conditions of the provided evidence,
and the conditions of communicating this evidence to others. In Luckmann’s
view, Schutz has succeeded providing the scope of this proto-sociological ma-
trix; the details of it may be pondered and modified by further phenomenologi-
cal analyses.

How does Luckmann see the relationship between phenomenology and so-
ciology? In short: They must be compatible. If the structures of the life-world
serve as a protosociology, sociological concepts and theories must refer to these
basic structures. This compatability implies a preference for methodological
individualism and a dispreference for holistic constructions (unless they can, as
Schutz called for, be translated into human actions). A well-known example for
a clearly compatible sociological theory is Berger and Luckmann’s (1966) The
Social Construction of Reality. 1t consists of three parts: 1. The foundations of
knowledge in everyday life; 2. Society as objective reality; and 3. Society as
subjective reality. In the first part they present some key results of Schutz’s phe-
nomenological life-world analysis and characterize them explicitly as “philoso-
phical prolegomena” that are “presociological” and “not scientific” (1966: 20).
But they treat them as an apt “starting point for sociological analysis” (ibid.). In
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i : . g 2
k:sw\;\:(tizetl:}els: protr_)soc:oioglcal considerations, they design a sociology of
at consists of two perspectives: In “soci jecti

e, b At o - In Tsociety as objective reality”
of institutionalization and legitimation: in “soci

sl b e B 1 Hion egitimation, in “society as

: : processes of internalization and th i

tity. This book contains am i T e o e
ple reflections on how Schutz’ i

e o utz’s findings can be used

_ ysis and how other sociologi i

. an cal theo
interpreted in their light. It remains well worth readini SR

PHENOMENOLOGICAL SOCIOLOGY

G 4 ;
soi;?:,%; Ps’fltlk_}as is the most prominent representative of a “phenomenological
o gry. He used this label as title for an edited volume of contributions b
“Intr}:)dl; ;r;;lr:}in;pphle;c;r)n?l?loglsts and sociologists (1973; see especially hijs/
y - 1-21). The goal of this book was he dust j
offer “an advanced and com ive i o 1 e i
prehensive introduction” to th
derstand “the phenomenologi e
gical approach to social sci
search.” In his introduction Psathas desi e
esignates phenomenology “ i
method, and approach for social science” e ot
. i : cience” and Alfred Schutz is said to ide “
direct entry into phenomenological sociology” (Psathas, 1973: 7) (?cr)?nv[;g;n;

Psathas’ interpretation with
i that of Luckmann, we find the following differ-

L I;::S;?;ﬁ(;r?w:d xii) lsees the goal of his research as “the understanding
and analysis of the life-world as e i ’
live it.” While Luckmann i et e
; mterprets the phenomenologi i
. nann - gical life-world
sgilzs::ss asP a }:;'lotos(cl)!c;ologlcal foundation of the methodology of social
, Psathas 73; 1989) considers the i
73} phenomenological ap-
Egr:ta}c:] a; a new ;_)arad1gm th?t offers an alternative to the restrgicted ps-
1al of positivist perspectives—at the time behaviorism and
tural functionalism. e
2. i i
gg;:nil;cgﬁinn as:selrts that sociology should analyze the objective
e social world in a cosmological i
fore cannot operate with i g Ll
out ontological assumpti P i
“For the sociologist, a i g e o
‘ » @ phenomenological approach to observi
cial world requires that he bre e ki
ak out of the natural attitud i
the very assumptions that str i Rt i
ucture the experience of i
of everyday life” (1973a: 14). F s o ey
- 14). For Psathas, phenomenological soci
ogy offers a fresh, open, and innovati : e
: 3 ; ve approach that encoura; -
pension of the natural attitude, seei = o
Sic , seeing the phenomena-as-they-
avoiding preconceived sociologi i 4 g
: . gical notions and concepts as well as
. \e;;a_ll)hshed recipes and formulas of research procedureg. e
: = Crtf in Lluck.mann s view the phenomenological method proceeds
o );'ego Ogle':lHy, analyzing how the intentional processes of the
Jeéctive consciousness are constituted, Psathas additionally suggests
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that “my careful, systematic, and wide-ranging questioning must allow
me to discover what they are experiencing, how they interpret their ex-
periences, and how they themselves structure the social world in which
they live” (1973: 15). Luckmann argues that only one’s own subjective
experiences can be phenomenologically analyzed as the experiences of
others are not directly available. Understanding others would be a her-
meneutical act and pose different methodical problems, and in this re-
gard he would certainly agree with Psathas that one should not accept
“the statements respondents make as the literal and sufficient explana-
tions of their conduct, beliefs, values, or knowledge” (1973a: 16).

4. While Luckmann argues that phenomenology is philosophy and that a
phenomenological sociology is an impossible construct, Psathas draws
the line between philosophy and sociology differently. He distinguishes
“petween the study of the life-world as it is experienced by ordinary
human beings living in it and questions about how the life-world is
possible, how one can know another’s mind, whether society is objec-
tively real, and so forth” (1973: 16). These are the very same questions
that Schutz (1967) left to Husserl when he proposed a mundane phe-
nomenology of the natural attitude.

There are clear-cut differences between Luckmann and Psathas. Luckmann
proclaims that phenomenology and sociology should be interrelated and com-
patible, but he distinguishes the doing of phenomenology from the doing of so-
ciology: If you do a phenomenological study you act as a philosopher who ana-
lyzes the constitution of phenomena in his or her subjective consciousness. This
procedure can produce results that are very valuable to sociology, as Schutz as
well as Berger and Luckmann have shown, but phenomenological insights are
not sociological themselves. If you do a sociological study you analyze the
properties of society in the objective world; you undertake, for instance, ethno-
graphic research of social interactions and organizational arrangements in a spe-
cific field of society.

Psathas, on the other hand, asserts that phenomenological sociology repre-
sents a new paradigm and an alternative to the well-institutionalized positivist
approaches. 1 agree with Bird (2009) that much of what was said about phe-
nomenological sociology at that time was strategic: the goal was to get it in-
cluded in the discipline of sociology. Psathas explicitly states that because the
phenomenological paradigm is not accepted yet “[t]here are still justificatory
arguments, programmatic statements and exhortations to the reader, and expla-
nations of why it is important that this approach be used” (1973:17). Of course,
if Psathas and his peers had argued that phenomenology is 2 philosophical
method to analyze just one’s own subjective experiences, there would have been
no chance for acceptance in the US sociology of the 1970’s. It was crucial to
proclaim that phenomenological analysis is a new approach that also studies
how others experience and structure the social world in which they live.

This view is fundamentally different from Luckmann’s and not for just stra-
tegic reasons but primarily because of a different interpretation of phenomenol-
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ogy. I?sathas legrned about Schutz and Husserl from Harold Garfinkel, as h

exp‘llculy states in his autobiographical notes (Psathas, 1989: x). This enn:é s
typical for a whole generation of sociologists. Garfinkel hO\;»'e\;er from the ks
set gave the phenomenological life-world analysis a soc;ological r;w'st' e

l. Ina f:aref}ll analysis Garfinkel (1952) confronted Parsons’ structural
functionalism with Schutz’s phenomenological studies and interpreted
the latter as an alternative approach to explain the problem of social or-
def. Schutz’s conception of the actor, in contrast to Parsons’ norm
guided role-player, did not make the actor a “judgmental dope .
Garfinkel (1967) showed by his incongruity experiments that the sol::iél
order does not break down when norms get violated but only whe
p;ao'phil do n‘ot manage to make sense of the situation. Therefore he exr-l
l:e?,::m:iig_ order not by normative but by constitutive rules and by
Thls view implied a methodological re-orientation: Ethnomethodolo
mvestlgat.es sens‘e-.making not egologically in the subjective consc:iougs)i
ni:ass but in fempmcal setting§ that are intersubjectively available. Not
ti:i :olllastltutwe acts of consciousness are the topic of study but the em-
fecoganiia%?:?rvable accounting practices whereby actors make sense
3. Galff'mkel does not treat Schutz’s structures of the life-world
validated insights but seeks the answers himself. He uses Schutz’s ar?é
ofher phenomenologists’ analyses only as inspiration and starts a new
kind of res.earch from scratch. The basic question, however, remains the
same: asking for the how, the know-how, and investi atin’ th i
tution of social phenomena. ’ SIS SED

Schutz did not succeed in convincing Parsons that linking hi i i
;c;?l:el:pti in The Structu:ve gf Social fliction (Parsons [1937] 13621)8;0;:}:21?1?:::
Sponde};;cissgi of subjective consciousness would be relevant, as the corre-
- tl:lt zen the two‘ has.ma‘m[fested (Schutz and Parsons, 1978). But
o succeedgin the two are, in pr1nc1ple,_c0fnpatible. Garfinkel, on his part, did
prr— v exp]c;lr;;:ﬁu:g :Shceh:;tfozl;at h1sfl1fe—}~;)r!ddanalysis could serve as an
between the two reveals (Psathas, 2053-3).0 ij: (}::: mc;‘n:r’ ;Si u COFFeSPQHdeHCG
nomethodology as an accepted sociological a roachgel bt s
Garfinkel did not designate his research as “phel::[c))meno‘lo Tlic‘;?ftfan e

: : b
Ega:?tesl, H\:thnomzthodology,“ a.nd used a different languagge than lgh?:;lxieilgi‘:
SCioﬁsneS:vggmr;\iA; a:} 21::;;:1 12;1; tg/eih:}iln?ting kt)he category of subjective con-
! . ertheless, by researching the constituti
tfie:rfgi'essozfi‘os]oclal phenomena this egterprise was fairly differint from cgrtlli't;:
wiid o ogy. Ethnomethodologists stressed this point emphatically and
ed that it is they who do proper sociology while conventional sociology is

0]0 th t = p i
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Psathas is clearly influenced by the ethnomethodologfcal tradition (Psathas,
1989: x) but developed a position of his own. When I studied ethnometh.odology
in California in the early 1980s, I did not meet many ethnomethodologists whg
were really knowledgeable about Schutz’s wor‘ks. On the contrary, most ha
decided to convert to conversation analysis, which se;emed to provide th'e most
prolific results. In other words, ethnomethodologists increasingly lost thellr. r_ela-
tionship to phenomenology. And those who still read Schutz usually criticized
him as insufficient and used his findings to prove that they were on a more pro-
ductive track (Lynch, 1993; Sharrock, 2008). Psa'thas' r.emallned one of the few
who kept close ties to phenomenology while mamt.ammg tle:c, to EM and CA,
which is manifested by his committed involvemfmt in the Socnt?ty for thanome-
nology and Existential Philosophy as well as in the International Institute of
Ethnomethodology and Conversation Analysis. It may ha\.fe been th.rough ttfe
influence of Herbert Spiegelberg, whose seminars at Washington University in
St. Louis he attended, that Psathas saw phenomenology as a broad movemer{t
rather than a single strand. In fact, Spiegelberg’s account of the Phenomenologi-
cal Movement (1982) dedicated just two pages out of 768 to Ali_’red Schutz and
mentioned many other phenomenological approaclies. In th1§ vein, Psathas kept
an integrative position or, as Bird (2009) calls it, an assllmllatwe appr-oac;l.
Psathas explicitly calls ethnomethodology a phenomenc?logmal appro:?ch in the
social sciences (Psathas, 1989: 79-98) and carefully discusses the differences
and commonalities between Schutz’s phenomenology, ethnomethodology, and
other versions of a sociology of knowledge (Psathas, 1989, 2?04, 2009). In con-
trast to all the common practices of demarcation and exc]usllon, he emphasized
the commonalities without disregarding the differences. This stance was a for-
midable prerequisite for an editor of Human Studies.

Frances Waksler, one of Psathas’ early doctoral students at. Bc::ston
University, wrote an unpublished but very thoughtful paper on the .questlon Isa
Phenomenological Sociology Possible?” (1969) which aptly.r lllustr'ates the
discussion at the birth of the term. She defines “phenomenological som.oioggf as
a synthesis of phenomenology and sociology” and argues that :ocu.alogl.czft
theories have not only an implicit theory of personality but also “an implicit
theory of the nature of reality and of knowle.dge, an embedded. ontology and
epistemology™ (1969: 2). She makes the po'mt that every so_cmlogy.can be
preceded by a “philosophical adjective,” and, in corlltrast to many—for ms.ta.nce
positivist social theories—phenomenological sopl?]ogy does so .expllc:tly.

Phenomenology allows sociologists “to make explicit all the assumptlf)ns_ about
reality and knowledge” that they hold. As it focuses on the constitution .of
phenomena, “it also becomes possible to study social structures, social
institutions, and large-scale phenomena in terms of how they come to be con-
stituted” (1969: 3). Static macro-sociological concepts get -replaced by a
perspective that investigates the interactions of ir.wolved_ participants. Waksl_er
leaves no doubt that at the time symbolic interactionism fit best w'xth
phenomenological sociology as its sociological analysis starts by observing
social interactions in concrete, real-life settings. Ir_l regard to methodology. s.‘,he
proposes the descriptive methodology that is basic to phenomenology, citing

*
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Spiegelberg (1982). Phenomenological sociology is said to have an “enlight-
ened” methodology as it asks “How do we know what we know?” and thereby
questions implicit assumptions. Garfinkel serves as an example, as he
investigates “phenomena which in the past have been viewed as ‘given,’ e.g.,
gender dichotomy, age categories™ (1969: 5).

Waksler’s reflections elucidate what phenomenological sociology is: It
works with different assumptions than positivist science; it questions implicit
assumptions about reality and knowledge with which sociologists operate; it
asks for the constitution of social phenomena that previously were seen as
“given.” She makes clear that if sociologists would only explicate their assump-
tions, they might end up as phenomenologists and would at least adopt some
philosophical perspective (1969: 3). Phenomenological sociology includes, in
other words, a phenomenological constitutive analysis of the phenomena under
study but also an empirical investigation of how social phenomena get consti-
tuted. Phenomenological sociologists in this sense do both: phenomenology as
well as sociology.

In her recent book on The New Orleans Sniper: A Phenomenological Case
Study of Constituting the Other (2010), Waksler presents a perfect illustration of
how phenomenological sociology proceeds. The researched event happened in
1973 when a sniper in New Orleans shot sixteen people, seven of whom died,
before he was eventually shot by the police. But the shooting went on the next
day as there presumably existed a second sniper; seven more policemen were
wounded but the second sniper was never found. Waksler ponders the thrilling
research question of “how the second sniper was first constituted and later un-
constituted” (2010: 3). The case is particularly interesting as the existence of the
second sniper was problematic and ambiguous. For this reason “the work of
constituting the other becomes evident” (3). Waksler draws on Husserl’s phe-
nomenological analyses of the constitution of the other in the transcendental
sphere and shows that they “can be directly applied to a particular instance of a
problematic other and can illuminate the intricate processes whereby the Other
is constituted” (3).? Like Psathas, she uses phenomenological insights to inter-
pret people’s actions sociologically: “how people, with their general procedures
and resources, use them to constitute an other in a specific situation” (3). In
other words, she uses Husserl’s insights where applicable, but, unlike Husserl,
she investigates the givenness of the other not egologically in the sphere of tran-
scendental reduction but as a social process that can be reconstructed on the ba-
sis of empirical data. The question is how ofhers constitute—and later unconsti-
tute—the other, i.e., the second sniper. This question is a genuine sociological

one but inspired by phenomenology.

In sum, phenomenological sociology asks how concrete social phenomena
are constituted that are usually seen as “given.” It draws on phenomenological
analyses, by Husserl, Schutz or other phenomenologists, and ponders if they are
helpful for studying empirical social phenomena. Phenomenological sociologists
do not rely on analyses in an egological perspective only but investigate
empirically how people out there constitute social phenomena, like the modes of
givenness of the second sniper. Their question about the constitution of social
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phenomena is phenomenological, but their research is based on tlem;;:tllf:lllda’:]a:;
too, and they trust that these data reveal as well how pe?lp e memloy -
mundane reasoning. In contrast to ethnc_;metl?o'do.ngy,f p e.ml)semn Sg .
sociologists not only observe and ponder th_e lntel[lgl!)lllty 0 t;ocu:‘ o 5 ],e i
they also research other’s subjective expen':ances._Th%s way, they g A
about the constitution of social ;;henomena in sub{:::;v;hceogi(:loiu::m ,h i

t empirical social processes in society. | t, -
ztl(l,sgr(l;i:il:a zb;;ﬂ:so];hical foundation o_f thE'! methodology of soc:lal sizznczls-;;;}i
goal is to reach sociological insights, inspired by a phenomenological p

tive.

PHENOMENOLOGY AND SOCIOLOGY: DUALISM OR
SYNTHESIS?

Luckmann makes a clear distinction between phenomenology anddsozﬁ(l:?ﬁ}(; on
methodological grounds: either you dg phenomenology or yo:in 01010 Eﬁt
Psathas and Waksler suggest a synthesis qf phenome?nqlogy ;nl sochicalsc,ryr,lot .
they are both aware that a phenomenolog_lcal analys[s is a phi otsop what’ e
sociological enterprise and that sociological f'm_alyms‘mvestlkga es e
people do. In that respect, there is no contradiction with Luckmann. b
“phenomenological sociology” sayfi we should dto t?]zthtgghﬂ?;‘;l:mgdisﬁn-
ciological analysis—and interconnec - Lt .
glfilslh:ss t}i: two gs separate projects: eithe.r you wor!< on the phllosophlcia:ilefo;lri:
dation of sociology or you do a sociological investigation. Let us cons
i i it further. ' ' .

pomii:l:trrag:: re-enforces Husserl’s and Scl‘mtz’s aim to provide thelso?;:i
sciences with a proper philosophical foundat_lon through a phenl(zme_:lc‘:,csy,‘:{3 .
life-world analysis. Schutz’s structures of ‘the 11fe;world are, in Luc mzﬁonis);m,
just such a protosociology, a mathesis universalis and fertium col;n;txf: e
the social sciences. This project can be elaborated and ref'me:, ut i B
project of establishing a foundation for the methodology .of the S?C;,a ; i Cen;
However, has this project not become obss)lete at the b.egmn!ng o“ the Mg
tury? Who, after the wave of postmodemlsrr‘l, still belleve§ ina propr) f{erme-
“apodictic” (Husserl), philosophical foundation of the social sc;encefr.e -
neutic philosophy (Bollnow, 1970) has asserted for several deca' esfa o ykind
there is no archimedic point of cognition and no stable foundation for any

o reﬂ:xﬁgnn acknowledges the problem of epistemologis;al reﬂe}-.uv?ty: Ph:(i
nomenological analysis cannot avoid usiqg language. fm" its descrgn::;lnsifihe
cannot strip itself completely from a specific colloquial anguage. ot
method of phenomenological reduction allow§ the systematic stripping o Sgure
tion from the historically and culturally spemﬁc_ elem'ents., hf)w c’z;nT we e
that we have reached that plane of universal and invariant insights? To solv
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problem, Knoblauch suggests—in line with Luckmann— a triangulation of three
different methods: the phenomenological method is

to be corrected and complemented by two other methods: (a) the “cosmologi-
cal” methods of the sciences studying the human body, on the one hand, and (b)
the sciences studying the variety of human culture and social structure, on the
other. [Thereby] the findings of phenomenological introspection are related to,
corrected by and complementing...our knowledge of cultures, societies and
their differences. As this comparison gets rid of the “culture dependence™ of
phenomenology, the findings on the physical conditions of consciousness and
culture allow for the comparison to other species” (2011: 140f.).

Knoblauch points to the fact that Luckmann (1979b) actually used this kind
of triangulation when pondering the problem of identity. If triangulation is ac-
cepted, Luckmann’s dualistic methodological distinction between phenomenol-
ogy and science still holds, but the sciences then are included in the foundational
project, at least for correction and complementarity.” And Dreher reports that
Luckmann called for a “parallel action” of phenomenological and social scien-
tific research (2007: 9f., 2009). Luckmann’s dualistic conception is built on the
distinction between phenomenological methods and the “cosmological” methods
of the sciences. However, there is more to Schutz than a phenomenological
analysis of intentional processes in the subjective consciousness. As Srubar
(1988, 2007) has convincingly shown, Schutz’s life-world analysis has not only
this subjective but also a pragmatic pole. The life-world is not only perceived
and experienced in subjective consciousness; it is also constituted by pragmatic
social actions. Social phenomena always have noetic as well as noematic aspects,
While the question “What can I know?” makes us consider the noesis, the ques-
tion “Why do we see something as something?” leads to the noema, to the
meaningful actions that constitute the social world. Garfinkel’s question “What
makes jurors ‘jurors’?” is therefore a genuine phenomenological question. But
Garfinkel researched the pragmatic pole of the life-world: the life-world as con-
stituted in interactions. He abandoned Schutz’s analysis of the polythetic acts in
the stream of consciousness and focused on the analysis of sequentially orga-
nized (inter)actions in everyday life. However, a constitutive analysis should
encompass both: the subjective pole as well as the pragmatic (or social) pole.
And the method of phenomenological description of the natural attitude can be
used for both,

Srubar (2007) has published many articles on what he terms “the pragmatic
theory of the life-world.” He shows how Schutz contributed to it by his idea of
the auto-genesis of social reality and his analysis of the systems of appresenta-
tion, and he finds many parallels in Luhmann’s theory of social systems (Srubar,
2009: 259-274). His interpretation of Schutz’s theory of constitution links the
subjective pole with the social (pragmatic) pole. Consequently, he does not dis-
tinguish between (phenomenological) protosociology and (cosmological)
sociology but between social theories of constitution (Schutz, 1967; Luhmann
[1984] 1995; Giddens, 1984) on the one hand and (empirical) theories of society
on the other hand. Like Luckmann, Srubar (2005) interprets Schutz’s theory of
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the life-world as a fertium comparationis and demonstrates how it can serve as a

i i | comparison. o .
baSlSPf;?;‘n!;ls;l;llt;;;;; sol:iology consists in constitutive analyses; it investi-
gates the how of social phenomena. As ethnomethodology loom's Igrge in
Psathas’ reflections on phenomenological socioIc‘agy, I would like to give it sl?me
consideration. Psathas (1989) and others, including r.nyse]f (Eberle, 2008)il a\:e
written detailed accounts of the commonalities and differences between Sc uttz i
life-world analysis and Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology. In the present context,
would like to make just the following brief comments:

1. Ethnomethodology investigates “the formal properties of c.ommon;
sense activities as a practical organizational accomplishment
(Garfinkel, 1967: viii) and the meth_ods memt'aers use “for that
accomplishment. It pursues a constitutive ana_‘lys,ls as it “seeks t_o
discover how members construct, produce, and interpret, th:f)ugh their
actual ongoing activities, what they take to bf.B ‘socl'al fact (Psati;a's,
1989: 99). Ethnomethodological studies of .soc:la_l sett!ngs have’ muc ;n
common with “phenomenological description” mﬁpnegelberg s (1982:
681f.) sense. They have taught generations of sor_:lologlsts how to careé
fully describe what they see and h(l)(w they see it, attend to detail an

icate how they know what they know.

2, Efll:rllfr?:emodo]ogzz is a sociology insofar as it ana.lyzes how rqembers
of a social setting do what they do in concerted actions. Interactions are
seen as communicative acts; they are not only perceived but also pro-
duced by members and made recognizable as what they are or, in
Garfinkel’s words, they are made “accountable.” o

3. Schutz described the life-world on an abstract and general level in his
search for universal and invariant structures. Ethnome'tl?odology‘, on the
other hand, has produced a myriad of singular empirical studies tl}&t
somehow stand for themselves and have not.prqduced—{'lot even .tr}ed
to produce—general features of reality constitution. ]?lM is not'stn.vmgl
for a theory of constitution but for concrete, empirical coHstxtuu?nad
analyses. The theoretical status of the found.“ethljlomethods remanr;e
unclear: Are they meant to be universal and mvarlant'or ?re”they rather
context-specific, as Garfinkel’s “unique adequacy crlterlon‘ may sug-
gest? Or are they both? In analogy to Husserl‘s‘ philosophia perenmsk,

ethnomethodology pursues a sociologia perennis. Tt could be. the taii
of phenomenological sociology to integrate ethnometl‘lod‘olog{cal ﬁnl(;
ings into the larger theoretical framework of a constitutive life-wor

analysis (cf. Eberle, 2012).

In sum, I think it is helpful to distinguish between socia_] theories of COI.lStltutIC;S
and theories of society. Both, however, are tasks of: sociology. As thv_a l1fe-wior_

has not only a subjective but also a social (plragmat‘lc) po.le, constitutive ;l}a {‘s;s
spans both: the constitution of phenomena in the. intentional acts of subjec ive
consciousness as well as the constitution of social phenomena by human (in-
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ter)actions. Phenomenological sociology aims at constitutive analyses of social
phenomena® but does this with a broader framework than ethnomethodology.

CONCLUSION

I have started with the statement that phenomenological life-world analysis as a
“protosociology” is widespread in Germany while “phenomenological sociol-
ogy” has disseminated in the United States. Of course, this contrast was painted
in broad strokes and the reality has many more facets, In Germany, if we restrict
our attention to Schutz’s legacy, there are three main strands: Luckmann and
many of his students adhere to the idea of a protosociology. Srubar and his stu-
dents emphasize more the pragmatic than the phenomenological aspect of
Schutz’s life-world analysis. A third strand is the “social phenomenology™ of
Richard Grathoff (1989) who feared that Schutz’s structures of the life-world
had become reified and called for concrete phenomenological studies of social
milieus. All these strands have multiplied in ways that are presented in a recent
book on Phenomenology and Sociology (Raab et al., 2008).

There is no room here to go into further detail about this debate—I have
sketched some of the new developments elsewhere (Eberle, 2010). Let me rather
take up the main thread again: What implications can be discerned from the
concept of a phenomenological protosociology versus the concept of a phe-
nomenological sociology? Luckmann decided to distinguish phenomenology
and sociology on methodological grounds. The implication is that sociologists
should not just do (phenomenological) constitutive analyses but explain the ob-
jective properties of society. On the other hand, why should a sociologist study
Schutz if not to do a “better” sociology? Berger and Luckmann showed how this
can be done by developing a sociology of knowledge on the basis of Schutz’s
life-world analysis. Both see a prolific relationship between phenomenology and
sociology, but they would not call their theory a “phenomenological theory of
knowledge” but rather a “phenomenologically based sociology of knowledge.”
They prefer to be methodologically precise, even at the cost of a clumsy desig-
nation. At the same time they advocate a sociology that refers to the explicated
structures of the life-world, as demonstrated in the Social Construction of Real-
ity. And as Luckmann has shown by his own example when editing the Struc-
tures of the Life-World and in later studies, it is a proper task for a professor of
sociology to engage in phenomenological constitutive analyses,

What then, in essence, is the difference between this view and the kind of
phenomenological sociology of Psathas and Waksler, who also advocate that
sociologists should do phenomenology as well as sociology? Firstly, the goal is
different. For Luckmann, phenomenological life-world analysis is pursued in
order to provide an adequate foundation for the methodology of the social sci-
ences. The goal is not to apply phenomenological explication directly to socio-
logical analysis. Secondly, the phenomenological method is restricted to the
intentional processes in subjective consciousness. To analyze “what they are

ﬁ__ﬁ
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experiencing, how they interpret their experiences, and how they themselves
structure the social world in which they live,” as Psathas (1973: 15) proposes
and as Waksler (2010) illustrates in her sniper study, is in this perspective not a
phenomenological, but a hermeneutical, enterprise. There is no direct access to
other people’s experiences; they can be mediated only by appresentative systems,
such as marks, indications, signs, symbols, etc., and therefore require a herme-
neutic interpretation. This difference between phenomenology and hermeneutics
is emphasized especially by those who are convinced that the direct access to the
lived experience in subjective consciousness allows for grasping experiential
sense before it is transformed into language and text. Once it is transformed into
language and text, it is the object of hermeneutical interpretation, and this is
different from the direct access of the phenomenological method.

Luckmann (2007: 127-137) therefore distinguishes, thirdly, in line with the
Social Construction of Reality, between constitution and construction. Phenom-
ena are constituted by intentional processes in subjective consciousness. Social
“facts” are constructed by observable social (inter)actions. In this terminology,
Psathas and Waksler investigate how people construct their reality. The second
sniper was certainly constituted in many a subjective consciousness, but Wak-
sler actually investigated the descriptions and accounts that participants made in
newspaper and police interviews. In Luckmann’s terms, she researched how the
second sniper was constructed, and later deconstructed. She does not deal with
the pre-predicative level of perception in subjective consciousness but with the
predicative level of judgment by actors (Husserl, [1939] 1975), as the existence
of a second sniper was assumed by inference based on different kinds of evi-
dence. This case study is, in Luckmann’s terms, a sociological study of knowl-
edge. And the same applies to ethnomethodological studies.

How important such methodological distinctions actually are can be as-
sessed differently. Psathas’ conception of phenomenological sociology is looser
and is guided by a different thrust: it is an invitation to do a new kind of sociol-
ogy that is open, creative, and innovative, and which does not see social reality
through the eyes of preconceived theoretical concepts. He emphasizes that phe-
nomenology can inspire sociology. He is well aware of the differences between
phenomenology and sociology, between analyzing one’s own experiences and
analyzing the experiences of others, between phenomenology and ethnomethod-
ology, and others, and he spent a considerable amount of reflection on analyzing
them. But he, like Waksler, keeps the label “phenomenological sociology” to
cover them all, emphasizing their commonalities.

The comparison of Luckmann and Psathas may also point to different cul-
tural traditions of national sociologies. In Germany, theoretical and methodo-
logical reflections are much more important than empirical research. In the
United States, it is just the other way around. In Germany, it is still common to
write a Ph.D. thesis on theory or methodology, while in the United States it is
usually required that one undertake an empirical study. Against this background,
it comes as no surprise that theoretical and methodological distinctions play a
major role in the German debates, while US sociologists are more interested in
how they can seminally study empirical objects and events. If we look at Schutz

*
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critically, his findings are presented on
he rarely demonstrates how a concrete i is i ’

phenomenological
' sathas attempts to
ue a creative, innovative way of socio-
r research on the second sniper in New
Sts are strong in theoretical and methodo-
m much from the creative empirical re-

analyses by deliberately “misreading” them. In this vein. P
lear'n from phenomenology how to purs ’
logical analysis, as does Waksler in he
Orl'eans. In my view, German sociologi
logical debates, but they still can lea
search of American sociologists.

In the end, both Luckmann and Psathas and many others agree that

E?efo}’:lemfogy ]iS fruitful for sociology—so why not use the handy designation
phenomenological sociology”? After L i : »
could serve as a quality Ia%)i all, “phenomenological sociology

g ; ?
ol ool B or detailed, methodologlcally adequate,

‘ : phenomena that are, one the one h

. - . 2 an
exp.enepced in -subj?ctlve consciousness and, on the other hand produced fi’
social (inter)actions in the reality of everyday life. , "

NOTES

1. i i T
he form!:1 psltnloszophlcal anth'ropology in this sense Tepresents a fertium comparationis:
ructures of the life-world that are universal and invariant i.e., that apply to

, allow the relation of specific historical
everyone.

2. On the aporia in Husser!’s study of the other see Nasu (2006).

3. Merleau-Ponty (1962 ienti i in hi
.. ty ( ) used many scientific findings in his phenomenology of

4. For a broader inte
coming),
5. Even nowadays, the US phenomenolo

who provide inspiring examples of h
can be pursued. g e

rpretation of phenomenological sociology see Nasu (forth-

gi_st Lester Embree (201 1) is one of the few
owing Schutz, concrete “reflective analyses™
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