
CHAPTER9 
PHENOMENOLOGY AND 
SOCIOLOGY: 
DIVERGENTINTERPRETATIONS 
OF A COMPLEX RELATIONSHIP 
Thomas S. Eberle 

Based on Alfred Schutz's Iife-world analysis, there is an ongoing debate on tbe 
relationship between phenomenology and sociology. Each new publication on 
this topic has rendered the re lationship 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 Iabel 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 Bergerand Luckmann's So­
cial Construction of Reality, and it is widespread among German sociologists 
because of the em inent 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 ofthe social sci­
ences (Schutz, 20 I 0; Eberle and Srubar, 20 I 0). 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 
unsatisf)'ing. There he states quite c learly the goal of his analysis: a philosophi­
cal foundation for Max Weber's approach of an action-based interpretive sociol­
ogy. In contrast to Camap's Logical Structure ofthe World ([1928] 1967) he 
pointed out the meaningful structure of the social world (1967). Weber ([1922] 
1978) founded a convincing, interpretive sociologica\ 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 ifhis later works have manifold 
ramifications and diverse topics. The overall unity of his work is weil demon­
strated by Schutz's plan to tie everything together in his two-volume book The 
Structures of the Life-Wor/d, its table of contents, and his index cards. Luck­
mann' s posthumous edition ofthis 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 ofthe Europeon Seiences ( [1 936] 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 Jatter cou!d bene­
fit from a phenomenological investigation. When discussing the relationship 
?etw.een ~henomenology and the Social Sciences, Schutz explicitly says: "an 
mqu1ry Wll~ be made concerning the contribution which phenomenology can 
make to the1r concrete methodological problems" ( 1962:. 119) He then 't' · 
th " · b · cn ICJZes e p1cture ook phenomenology" of 

the first group of Husserl 's close personal students [ who] believed that concrete 
problems o~ th: social ~ciences could be solved by direct application of the 
method of e1det1c r.eductiOn to unclarified notions of common-sense thinking or 
to .e~ually unclanfied concepts of the empirical social sciences .... [Edith 
Stem s] and Ger~a Walt?er's naive use of the eidetic method in analyzing the 
problem~ of soc1al relat10ns, of community, and of the state led them to the 
formulatJo~ of certain apodictic and purportedly aprioristic statements which 
have contnbuted toward discrediting phenomenology among social scientists 
(Schutz 1962: 140-141). 

Schutz suggests taking a different road andrelies on Scheler (1922) who pointed 
out that 

sociology has to be founded upon a fully elaborated philosophical anthropol­
ogy .. . [and t~at) the general thesis of reality in the natural attitude and its an­
thro~omorphJC character, as weil as the structure of the "relative natural con­
ceptiOn of the ~orld," accepted as given and unquestioned, can be analyzed by 
phenomenolog1cal methods. The content of this relative natural attitude, how­
e~er, ~hanges fr?m group to ~roup and within the same group in the course of 
h1~toncal evolut10n. To descnbe its features is the task of the empirical social 
sc1ences (Schutz 1962: 141-142). 

Schutz follows Scheler and sees his task as developing a philosophical an­
thropology. ~e thus :oncludes "that the empirical social sciences will find their 
true foundat10n not m transeendental phenomenology, but in the constitutive 
phenomenology of the natural attitude" (149). At the same time he accepts 
Husserl ' s argument "that analyses made in the reduced sphere are valid also for 
the realm of the na~ural a~itude" (149). Schutz found the link between phe­
nomenology and soc10logy m the meaning (sense) of social action. Max Weber 
ha~ shown that al~ phenomena of the socio-cultural world originate in social 
act1?n and that soc1ology must grasp its subjective meaning (sense). Schutz rec­
ogn1z~d that a phenomenological analysis of the li fe-world must start with the 
me~nmg structures as found in the .lived experience of actors. Husserl (1970) 
cla1med that the struc~ures. of the hfe-world are universal and invariant. The 
same. holds for ~chutz s phllosophical anthropology: mundane phenomenology 
descnbe~ ~he unJv.ersal formal structures of the life-world, while it is the task of 
the empmcal socJal sciences to research the historical and cultural variety of 
concrete cont~nts. 1 

For a? illustration: Every ("normal") actor on earth will 
make use of h1s or her subjective, biographically determined stock of knowledge 
at hand, use typifications guided by systems of re levances, 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: 

l. Phenomenology is a philosophy. lt analyses phenomena of subjective 
consciousness. lts perspective is egological and its method proceeds re­
tlexively. 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. lts 
perspective is cosmological and its method proceeds inductively. Its 
goal is to explain the general properties ofthe 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 problern of measurement in the social sciences. They serve as a tertium 
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 li fe-world analysis is able to provide such a matrix as the phe­
nomenological reduction allows in illeremental acts of retlection 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 sociolog.ical theory is Berger and Luckmann's (1966) The 
Social Construction of Reality. It 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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~~~w~~~et~~:~ :~~!~:t~c~~;:~a~e~~;:!~i~::~o;:· .. !he~ design ~ s~ciology of 

theb~ an.alyze the processes of institutionalizati.on and ol~lgez:astioobn~el~nt l~seocr~atylity" 
su ~ecttve reality " th . . • 1e as 
tity This book co,nt . e procelssestlof mternahzation and the evolvement of iden-

. ams amp e re ections o h s h • · 
for sociological analysis and how othern o~ c .utz s findl~gs can be used 
interpreted in their light. It remains weil wort~~~~~~i~~~.cal theones can be re-

PHENOMENOLOGICAL SOCIOLOGY 

George Psathas is the mo t · 
sociology." He used this I:ber~smtl·~tn~ repres~~tative of a "phenomenological 
many prominent henomenol . I e or an. e lt~d volume of contributions by 
"lntroduction " p: 1-21) Th oglstt ~n~. socwlogtsts ( 1973; see especially his 
offer " d , . e goa o t ts book was, as the dust jacket sa s to 

derstan~n '~th:an;~~n~~~~~~p~;~len:ive introduction." to t~ose who want t~ ~n­
search " I h. . d . g pproach to soctal sctence theory and re-

. n IS mtro uctwn Psathas designates phenomenol " . 
~ethod, and approach for social science" and Alfred Sch t ~gy .;s phtlos.ophy, 
dlrect entry into phenomenological sociolo " u z ts sal to provlde "a 
Psathas' interpretation with th t f L k gy (Psathas, 1973: 7). Comparing 
ences: a o uc mann, we find the following differ-

I. 

2. 

3. 

Psathas (1989: xii) sees the goal of his research " . 
description and analysis of the life-world as a~ thedubnderstandmg, 
I ive it " Wh ' J . expenence Y those who 

·. I e Luck~ann mterprets the phenomenological life-world 
an.alysls as a protosocwlogical foundation ofthe methodology of . I 
sclences, Psathas (1973; 1989) considers the phenomenolo ic:lo~la 
f:~t~~~ ;; ~::s~; ~a;adigm th~t offers an alternative to the restr~cted p~~ 
tural function~l::~. perspectlves-at the time behaviorism and struc-

While Luckmann asserts that sociology should analyze the ob' t' 
~~~~~rties of the social. world in a cosmological perspective ani;~e~:~ 
"For t:;~~~ i~f:~:: :~~~nut onto:og!cal assumptions, Psathas writes: 

chial world requires ;hat he b~:~n~u~~~;~:~~~~:::ta~itoubdseearvnt'dnge the ~o­
t e very assum r h xamme 
of everyday t ife.~o(t9~3at·s~~)ct~e the experience of actors in the world 
o offer a. . or Psathas, phenomenological sociol-

p~~sion 0

5
f ~h~e~~~u~~~e~~~t:~:n~~;i~t!v;h:p:~oach that encourages sus-

:~t~~/i~~e~r;~~inp~:i:~~ ~ocio to1 ~icafl notions a:~~:::~:ss~~e;~f;~s ~~~ 
Wh'! . ormu as o research procedures 

I e m Luckmann's view the h 1 . · 

stri~tly. egologic~lly, analyzing h~we~~:~~~~t~~~~l ;;~~~:se~r~~e~~~ 
subjeCtlve consclOusness are constituted, Psathas additional/y suggests 
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that " my careful, systematic, and wide-ranging questi?ning must ~llow 
me to discover what they are experiencing, how they mterpret thetr ex­
periences, and how they themselves structure the soci~l world in .wh~ch 
they Jive" (1973: 15). Luckmann argues that only one s own s~bJeCttve 
experiences can be phenomenologically anal~zed as the expenences of 
others are not directly available. Understandmg others would. be ~her­
meneutical act and pose different methodical problems, and m thts re­
gard he would certainly agree with Psath~s that one shou~d not accept 
" the statements respondents make as the hteral and suffictent explana-
tions of their conduct, beliefs, values, or knowledge" (1973a: 16). 
While Luckmann argues that phenomenology is philosophy and that a 
phenomenological sociology is an impossibl~ construct, Ps~t~as d~aws 
the line between philosophy and sociology dtfferently. He dtstmgu~shes 
"between the study of the life-world as it is experienced ?Y ordmaT?' 
human beings living in it and questions about how the .ltfe-~orl~ ts 
possible, how one can know another's mind, whether socJety ts ob~ec­
tively real, and so forth" (1973: 16). Theseare the very same quest10ns 
that Schutz (1967) left to Husserl when he proposed a mundane phe­
nomenology ofthe natural attitude. 

There are clear-cut differences between Luckmann and Psathas. Luckmann 
proclaims that phenomenology and sociology should be interrelated ~nd com­
patible, but he distinguishes the doing of phenomenology fro.m the domg of so­
ciology: Jf you do a phenomenological study you act. as ~ phtloso~her who an~­
lyzes the constitution of phenomena in his or her subJeCttve conscJOusness. Thts 
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 y.ou analyze the 
properties of society in the objective world; you. un~ertake, for mstanc~, ethno­
graphic research of social interactions and orgamzattonal arrangements m a spe-

cific field of society. . . 
Psathas on the other hand, asserts that phenomenologtcal socJOiogy repre-

sents a new' paradigm and an alternative to the well-institutionalized positivist 
approaches. 1 agree with Bird (2009) that much ?f what was said about .p~e­
nomenological sociology at that time was strategt~: .the goal was to get tt m­
cluded in the discipline of sociology. Psathas exphcttly states t~at ?ec~use the 
phenomenological paradigm is not accepted yet :•[t]here are still JUSttficatory 
arguments, programmatic statements and exhortat10ns 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 a 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. lt was cructal. to 
proclaim that phenomenological analysis i.s a new .appro.ach that .also studtes 
how others experience and structure the soctal world m whtch they ltve .. 

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. Psathas learned about Schutz and Busserl from Harold Garfinkel as he 
exp.licitly states in his autobiographical notes (Psathas, 1989: x). This en~ee was 
typtcal for a whole generation of sociologists. Garfinkel, however, from the out­
set gave the phenomenologicallife-world analysis a sociological twist: 

I. In a careful analysis Garfinkel (1952) confronted Parsons' structural 
functionalism with Schutz' s phenomenological studies and interpreted 
the latter as an alternative approach to explain the problern of social er­
der. Schutz's conception of the actor, in centrast to Parsons' norm­
guided role-player, did not make the actor a "judgmental dope." 
Garfinkel ( 1967) showed by his incongruity experiments that the social 
order does not break down when norms get violated but only when 
people do not manage to make sense of the situation. Therefore he ex­
plained social order not by normative but by constitutive rules and by 
sense-making. 

2. !his ~iew implied a methodological re-orientation: Ethnomethodology 
mvesttgates sense-making not egologically in the subjective conscious­
ness but in empirical settings that are intersubjectively available. Not 
t~e. constitutive acts of consciousness are the topic of study but the em­
pmcally observable accounting practices whereby actors make sense 
recognizable. 

3. Garfinkel does not treat Schutz' s structures of the life-world as 
validated insights but seeks the answers himself. He uses Schutz's and 
other phenomenologists' analyses only as inspiration and starts a new 
kind of research from scratch. The basic question, however, remains the 
same: asking for the how, the know-how, and investigating the consti­
tution of social phenomena. 

Schu~z did not succeed in convincing Parsens that linking his sociological 
~oncepts m The Structure of Socia/ Action (Parsons (1937] 1968) to the inten­
tiOnal processes of subjective consciousness would be relevant, as the corre­
spondence between the two has manifested (Schutz and Parsons, 1978). But 
Schutz thou~ht the ~o. are, in principle, compatib/e. Garfinkel, on his part, did 
not succeed m convmcmg Schutz that his life-world analysis could serve as an 
alternative explanation to the problern of social order, as the correspondence 
between the two reveals (Psathas, 2009). But he managed later to establish eth­
nomethodology as an accepted sociological approach. In cantrast to Psathas 
Garfinkel did not designate his research as "phenomenological" but found a ne~ 
l~bel , "ethnomethodology," and used a different language than phenomenolo­
gt~ts. He even dre~ a sharp line by eliminating the category of subjective con­
sciOusness fro~ hts vocabulary. Nevertheless, by researching the constitutive 
\eatures o~ soctal phenomena this enterprise was fairly different from conven­
tiO~al soctOI?g?'- Ethnomethodologists stressed this point emphatically and 
clau~ed that It 1s they who do proper sociology while conventional sociology is 
nothmg eise than "folk sociology" that uses the same common-sensical practices 
as laymen. 
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Psathas is clearly influenced by the ethnomethodological tradition (Psathas, 
1989: x) but developed a position ofhis own. When I studied ethnomethodology 
in California in the early 1980s, I did not meet many ethnomethodologists who 
were really knowledgeable about Schutz's works. On the contrary, most had 
decided to convert to conversation analysis, which seemed to provide the most 
prolific results. In other words, ethnomethodologists increasingly lost their rela­
tionship to phenomenology. And those who sti ll 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). Psathas remained one of the few 
who kept close ties to phenomenology while maintaining ties to EM and CA, 
which is manifested by his committed involvement in the Society for Phenome­
nology and Existential Philosophy as weil as in the International Institute of 
Ethnomethodology and Conversation Analysis. 1t may have been through the 
intluence of Herbert Spiegelberg, whose seminars at Washington University in 
St. Louis he attended, that Psathas saw phenomenology as a broad movement 
rather than a single strand. In fact, Spiegelberg's account ofthe Phenomenologi­
ca/ Movement (1982) dedicated just two pages out of 768 to Alfred Schutz and 
mentioned many other phenomenological approaches. In this vein, Psathas kept 
an integrative position or, as Bird (2009) calls it, an assimilative approach. 
Psathas explicitly calls ethnomethodology a phenomenological approach 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, 2004, 2009). In can­
trast to all the common practices of demarcation and exclusion, 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 Boston 
University, wrote an unpublished but very thoughtful paper on the question "Is a 
Phenomenological Sociology Possible?" ( 1969) which aptly illustrates the 
discussion at the birth of the term. She defines "phenomenological sociology as 
a synthesis of phenomenology and soclology" and argues that sociological 
theories have not only an implicit theory of personality but also "an implicit 
theory of the nature of reality and of knowledge, an embedded ontology and 
epistemology" (1969: 2). She makes the point that every s()ciology can be 
preceded by a "philosophical adjective," and, in cantrast to many-for instance 
positivist social theories- phenomenological sociology does so explicitly. 
Phenomenology allows sociologists "to make explicit alt the assumptions 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 involved participants. Waksler 
leaves no doubt that at the time symbolic interactionism fit best with 
phenomenological sociology as its sociological analysis starts by observing 
social interactions in concrete, real-life settings. In regard to methodology she 
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': meth.odol~~y as it asks "How do we know what we know?" and thereby 
~uest1?ns 1~phc1t assumpti.ons: Garfinkel serves as an example, as he 
mvestJga.tes phenomena wh1ch m the past have been viewed as 'given,' e.g., 
gender d1chotomy, age categories" ( 1969: 5). 

Wak.sler'~ reflections elucidate what phenomenological sociology is: It 
works ~1th d1fferent as.sumptions than positivist science; it questions implicit 
assumptwns about. re~hty and k~owledge with which sociologists operate; it 
asks for the const1tutwn of soc1al phenomena that previously were seen as 
".given." She ~akes clear that if sociologists would only explicate their assump­
tJo?s, the~ m1ght end .up as phenomenologists and would at least adopt some 
philosophlcal perspectlve (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 
weil as sociology. 

ln her rec~nt .book on The New Orleans Sniper: A Phenomenological Case 
Study ofConstJtutmg the Other (20 I 0), Waksler presents a perfect illustration of 
how phenomen~logi:al sociology proceeds. The researched event ·happened in 
1973 when a smper m 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 secend sniper; seven more policemen were 
wounded but t.he sec?.nd sniper was never found. Waksler ponders the thrilling 
research questwn of how the second sniper was first constituted and later un­
constituted" (20 I 0: 3). The case is particularly interesting as the existence of the 
second sniper was problematic and ambiguous. For this reason "the work of 
constitutin~ the other becomes evident" (3). Waksler draws on Husserl's phe­
nomenologJCal analyses of the constitution of the other in the transeendental 
sphere an~ shows that they "can be directly applied to a particular instance of a 
problemat1c other and can illuminate the intricate processes whereby the Other 
is constituted" (3).

2 
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 
othe.r wor~s, she uses Husserl's insights where applicable, but, unlike Husserl, 
she mvest1gates 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 others constitute- and later unconsti­
tute-the other, i.e., the second sniper. This question is a genuine sociological 
one but inspired by phenomenology. 

In s~m, phenomenological sociology asks how concrete social phenomena 
are const1tuted 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 ~~t rely on analyses in an egological perspective only but investigate 
e~pmcally how people out there constitute social phenomena, like the modes of 
g1venness of the secend sniper. Their question about the constitution of social 
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phenornena is phenornenological, but their research is based on ernpirical data, 
too, and they trust that these data reveal as weil how people actually . do 
rnundane reasoning. In cantrast to ethnornethodology, phenorne~ologtcal 
sociologists not only observe and ponder the intelligi?ility of social settmgs, but 
they also research other's subjective experi~nces .. Th~s way, t~ey not only leam 
about the constitution of social phenomena m subjecttve conscw~sness, but they 
also Jearn about empirical social processes in society. The goal .'s no~, however, 
to provide a philosophical foundation ofthe methodology of soctal s.ctences. The 
goal is to reach sociological insights, inspired by a phenornenologtcal perspec-

tive. 

PHENOMENOLOGY AND SOCIOLOGY: DUALISM OR 
SYNTHESIS? 

Luckmann makes a clear distinction between phenomenology and sociol~gy on 
methodological grounds: either you do phenomenology or you do .soctology. 
Psathas and Waksler suggest a synthesis of phenomenology and soct~logy, but 
they are both aware that a phenome~olog~cal analys~s i~ a p~ilosophtcal, not a 
sociological enterprise and that soctologtcal ~n~lysts. mvesttgates what other 
people do. In that respect, there is no contradtctwn wtth Luckmann. Th~ Iabel 
" phenornenological sociology" says we should do both-phenomenologtc~l .as 
weil as sociological analysis-and interconnect the two. L~ckma~n dtstm­
guishes the two as separate projects: eith~r yo~ wor~ o~ the phtlosophic.al fou~­
dation of sociology or you do a sociological mvesttgatton. Let us cons1der thts 

point a little bit further. . 
Luckrnann re-enforces Husserl's and Schutz's airn to provide the so~tal 

sciences with a proper philosophical foundation through a phenomenologtcal 
Jife-world analysis. Schutz's structures ofthe life-world ar~, in Luckrnan~'s .eyes, 
just such a protosociology, a mathesis universalis and tertrum comp~ratrom~ for 
the social sciences. This project can be elaborated and refined, but .'t re~ams a 
project of establishing a foundation for the methodology .of ~he soctal sc1ences. 
However has this project not become obsolete at the begmnmg of the 21st cen­
tury? Who, after the wave of postrnodemis~, still believe~ in a. "prop;r," even 
"apodictic" (Husserl), philosophical foundatwn of the soctal sctences. Herme­
neutic philosophy (Bollnow, 1970) has asserted for several dec~des already t~at 
there is no arehirnedie point of cognition and no stable foundattOn for any kmd 

of reflection. . . 
Luckmann acknowledges the problern of epistemological reflexlVlty: Phe-

nomenological analysis cannot avoid using language for its description~ and 
cannot strip itself completely from a specific colloquial l~ngu~ge .. Even tf th.e 
method of phenomenological reduction allows the systemattc stnppmg of cogm­
tion from the historically and culturally specific elements, how can we be su~e 
that we have reached that plane of universal and invariant insights? To solve th1s 
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problern, Knoblauch suggests-in line with Luckrnann- a triangulation of three 
different rnethods: the phenomenological rnethod is 

to be corrected and complemented by two other methods: (a) the "cosmologi­
cal" methods ofthe 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, 
cor;ect~d by and complementing ... our knowledge of cultures, societies and 
thetr dtfferences. 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" (20 II : 140f.). 

Knoblauch points to the fact that Luckmann (1979b) actually used this kind 
of triangulation when pondering the problern of identity. If triangulation is ac­
cepted, Luckrnann's dualistic methodological distinction between phenornenol­
ogy and science still holds, but the sciences then are included in the foundational 
project, at least for correction and cornplementarity.3 And Dreher reports that 
~uckmann called for a "parallel action" of phenomenological and social scien­
tt~~ res.earch (2007: 9f., 2009). Luckmann' s dualistic conception is built on the 
dtstmctto~ between phenomenological rnethods and the "cosmological" methods 
of the. scten~es. t.Jowever, there is more to Schutz than a phenornenological 
analysts of mtent10nal processes in the subjective consciousness. As Srubar 
( I ?88, ~00~) has convincingly shown, Schutz's life-world analysis has not only 
thts subje~ttve b~t also. a ~ragrnatic pole. The li fe-world is not only perceived 
and. expe~tenced 1~ subjecttve consciousness; it is also constituted by pragrnatic 
soct.al acttons. s.octal phenomena always have noetic as weil as noematic aspects. 
~htl~ the questwn "What can I know?" makes us consider the noesis, the ques­
tiOn Why do we see something as something?" Ieads to the noema to the 
rneaningful actions that constitute the social world. Garfinkel's questio~ "What 
rnakes jurors 'jurors'?': is therefore a genuine phenornenological 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 
t~e stre~rn of c~nsci~usness and focused on the analysis of sequentially orga­
mzed (mter)acttOns m everyday life. However, a constitutive analysis should 
encompass both: the subjective pole as weil as the pragrnatic (or social) pole. 
And the rnethod of phenomenological description of the natural attitude can be 
used for both. 

Srubar (2~07) has published many articles on what he terrns " the pragrnatic 
theory of the ltfe-world." He shows how Schutz contributed to it by his idea of 
t?e auto-genesis of social reality and his analysis of the systems of appresenta­
ttOn, and he finds ~a~y parallels in Luhmann's theory ofsocial systerns (Srubar, 
2009: 259-274). H1s mterpretation of Schutz's theory of constitution links the 
s.ubje~tive pole with the social (pragrnatic) pole. Consequently, he does not dis­
tm~ulsh between (phenomenological) protosociology and (cosrnological) 
soctology but between social theories of constitution (Schutz, 1967; Luhmann 
[1984] 1995; Gidden~, 1984) on the one hand and (ernpirical) theories ofsociety 
on the other hand. Ltke Luckmann, Srubar (2005) interprets Schutz's theory of 
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the life-world as a tertium comparationis and demonstrates how it can serve as a 
basis for intercultural comparison. 

Phenomenological sociology consists in constitutive analyses; it investi­
gates the how of social phenomena. As ethnomethodology looms ]arge in 
Psathas' retlections on phenomenological sociology, I would like to give it some 
consideration. Psathas (1989) and others, including myself (Eberle, 2008), have 
written detailed accounts ofthe commonalities and differences between Schutz's 
life-world analysis and Garfinkel's ethnomethodology. In the present context, I 
would like to make just the following brief comments: 

1. Ethnomethodology investigates "the formal properties of common­
sense activities as a practical organizational accomplishment" 
(Garfinkel, 1967: viii) and the methods members use for that 
accomplishment. It pursues a constitutive analysis as it "seeks to 
discover how members construct, produce, and interpret, through their 
actual ongoing activities, what they take to be 'social fact"' (Psathas, 
1989: 99). Ethnomethodological studies of social settings have much in 
common with "phenomenological description" in Spiegelberg's (1982: 
681 f.) sense. They have taught generations of sociologists how to care­
fully describe what they see and how they see it, artend to detail and 
explicate how they know what they know. 

2. Ethnomethodology is a sociolegy insefar as it analyzes how members 
of a social setting do what they do in concerted actions. lnteractions 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." 

3. Schutz described the life-world on an abstract and general Ievel in his 
search for universal and invariant structures. Ethnomethodology, on the 
other hand, has produced a myriad of singular empirical studies that 
somehow stand for themselves and have not produced- not even tried 
to produce-general features ef reality censtitutien. EM is not striving 
for a theory of censtitution but for cencrete, empirical constitutional 
analyses. The theoretical status of the found "ethnometheds" remained 
unclear: Are they meant to be universal and invariant or are they rather 
context-specific, as Garfinkel's "unique adequacy criterion" may sug­
gest? Or are they both? In analogy to Husserl's philosophia perennis, 
ethnomethodology pursues a sociologia perennis. It could be the task 
of phenomenological sociolegy to integrate ethnemethodological find­
ings into the !arger theoretical framework of a constitutive life-world 
analysis (cf. Eberle, 2012). 

In sum, I think it is helpful to distinguish between social theories of constitution 
and theeries ef seciety. Both, hewever, are tasks ef secielegy. As the life-werld 
has not enly a subjective but also a social (pragmatic) pole, censtitutive analysis 
spans both: the constitution of phenemena in the intentional acts of subjective 
consciousness as weil as the constitution of social phenomena by human (in-
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ter)actions. Phenemenelegical sociology aims at constitutive analy.ses of social 
phenomena

4 
but does this with a broader framewerk than ethnemethodology. 

CONCLUSION 

!, have sta~ed w,i,t~ the _statement :hat phenomenolegicallife-world analysis as a 
pr~~osoct~logy . IS WI?espread m Germany while "phenomenological sociol­

?gy has d1ssemmated m the United States. Of course, this centrast was painted 
m broad s~rokes and the reality has many more facets. In Germany, ifwe restriet 
our attenti?n to Schutz's legacy, there are three main strands: Luckmann and 
many of h1s st_udents adhere to the idea of a protosociology. Srubar and his stu­
dents :m~hastze more the pragmatic than the phenomenological aspect of 
S~hutz s ltfe-world analysis. A third strand is the "social phenomenology" of 
Richard Grath~ff (1989) who feared that Schutz's structures of the Iife-world 
h~d. become retfied and called for concrete phenomenological studies of social 
m1heus. All these strands have multiplied in ways that are presented in a recent 
book on Ph~nomenology and Sociology (Raab et al., 2008). 

There ts no room here to go into further detail about this debate-I have 
sketched some ~f the new de~elopments elsewhere (Eberle, 201 O). Let me rather 
take up the mam thread agam: What implications can be discerned from the 
concept of_ a phen?menological protosociology versus the concept ef a phe­
nomeno_log•cal socwlogy? Luckmann decided to distinguish phenomenology 
and socielo_gy on methodelogical greunds. The implication is that sociologists 
~ho~ld not JUS~ do (phen_omenological) constitutive analyses but explain the ob­
Jective ~roperties 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 
c.an be done by ~eveloping a sociology of knowledge on the basis of Schutz's 
IIfe~world analys1s. 8oth see a prolifte relationship between phenomenology and 
socwlogy, .~ut they woul~ not call their theory a "phenomenological theory of 
knowledge but rather a phe?omenologically based sociology of knowledge." 
Th~y prefer to be me~hodologically precise, even at the cost of a clumsy desig­
natwn. At the sa~e time they advocate a sociology that refers to the explicated 
~tructures of the ltfe-world, as demonstrated in the Social Construction of Real­
rty. And as L~ckrnann has ~hown by his own example when editing the Struc­
tur~s ofthe Life- Wo~ld and m later studies, it is a proper task for a professor of 
socwlogy to eng~ge m phenomenological constitutive analyses. 

What then? m ess~nce, is the difference between this view and the kind of 
phe.nom~nological socwlogy of Psathas and Waksler, who also advocate that 
~~~olog1sts should do phenomenology as weil as sociology? Firstly, the goal is 

erent. For. Luckmann, phenomenological life-world analysis is pursued in 
order to prev1de .an adequate foundation for the methodology of the social sci­
~nc~s. The ge~l1s not to apply phenemenelogical explication directly te socio­
iogJC~l analysis. Seco~dly, ~he phenomenological method is restricted to the 
ntentwnal processes m subjecttve consciousness. To analyze "what they are 
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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 ofthe phenomenological method. 

Luckmann (2007: 127-137) therefore distinguishes, thirdly, in line with the 
Social Construction of Reality, between constitution and construction. P~enom­
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 Ievel of perception in subjective consciousness but with the 
predicative Ievel 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 weil 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 Iabel "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 rote in the German debates, while US sociologists are more interested in 
how they can seminally study empirical objects and events. If we Iook at Schutz 
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~:itical~y, :is findings are presented on quite an abstract and general Ievel but 
rare y emonstrates how a concrete phenomenological analysis is don~ s It 

;as G~fmkel who forcefully and consistently asked what sociology can l~arn 
om p enomenology, and he made quite a creative use of h . 

analyses by deliberately "misreading" them In th' . PP henomenologtcal 
leam fi h · •s vem, sat as attempts to 

. rom p ~nomenology how to pursue a creative, innovative wa of socio-
~~tcal a~alysts, .as does Waksler in her research on the second sni:er in New 

lo~::~sde~~ v~;· t~erma~lsociologists are strong in theoretical and methodo­

search of Amerlcan soc~~~:~~sts~an learn much from the creative empirical re-

In the end, both Luckmann and Psathas and 
phenomenology is fruitful for sociology-so why not u:a~:e ~!h~rs dag:ee t~at 
of "phenomenological sociology"? After all "phe I ~ yl est?natJOn 
could serve . , nomeno ogtca socJO!ogy" 
constitutive a~:ly~esqu:~·~o~~~elp:~~o!etailedth' methodologically adequate, 

· . . ena at are, one the one hand 
exp.enenced m subjective consciousness and o h . ' 
soctal (inter)actions in the reality of everyday iife~ t e other hand, produced m 

NOTES 

l. A philosophical anthropology in this sense . 
the formal structures of the life-world that . represent.s a t~rtlu"! comparationis: 
the conditio humana, to an human on . are unJversal and mv.ar~ant, t.e. , that apply to 
and cultural Observations t~ these fund:~n~~~~· allo~ the relatwn ?f specific historical 
everyone. orma structures wh•ch are the same for 

2. On the aporia in Husserl's study of the other see Nasu (2006) 
3. Merleau-Ponty ( 1962) used · 'fi · 

perception. many scJenti Je findings in his phenomenology of 

4. For a broader interpretation f h · 
coming). o p enomenolog•cal sociology see Nasu (forth-

who ~~0~~~~ ~o;i~t::~xt:~ ~;/o7~z;e~ologi~t Lester Embree (2011) is one ofthe few 
can be pursued. p ' ollowmg Schutz, concrete "reflective analyses" 
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