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From Common Senseto Cultural Science and Back

ABSTRACT: Schutz advanced beyond Husserl regarding culterahse and common-
sense thinking. The cultural sciences are the iisioas well as the social sciences.
Theoretical and practical attitudes are focusedsaentific problems and on practical
purposes respectively. Ideal constructs occur oth bevels. Unlike in naturalistic
science, cultural scientific constructs are aboammon sense constructs and the
postulates of adequacy and subjective interpretaipply. After exposition of his
position in these respects, an advance beyond Sdbkuventured whereby cultural
science is asserted to be a source of constructammon sense thinking.

“Lebenswelt und Wissenschafts of course a pairing of terms in
Edmund Husserl’'s phenomenology. This pairing waseeslly important
for the phenomenologist’s thinking in his last yeawrhich was when Alfred
Schutz was in contact with him. Among other thingie way in which
Schutz’'s “On Multiple Realities” (1945) resemblesudderl’'s Vienna
Lecture, namely: “Die Krisis des europaischen Méestums und die
Philosophie” (1935), a lecture Schutz heard, supp@cognition of him as
among the disciples who most closely followed theastar regarding
lifeworld and science. Schutz had already constroadvanced Husserl's

Wissenschaftslehiato a new ardaand this advance is nowhere clearer than

1 “To Husserl’s list | would like to add a socialisace which, while limited to the social spherepisan
eidetic character. The task <of such a social seierwould be the intentional analysis of those rfiadchi
forms of higher-level social acts and social forioad which are founded on the—already executed—
constitution of thealter ego.This can be achieved in static and genetic arglgsid such an interpretation
would accordingly be have to demonstrate the aptiorstructures of the social sciences.—Of netgssi
the preceding expositions ... may have conveyeddadhder an idea of the fundamental significance of
Husserl's investigations not only for pure philokgut for all the human sciences and especialiytfe
social sciences.” Alfred Schutz, “Hussekgditations CartésiennésDeutsche LiteraturzeiturDecember
18, 1932, English trans. Helmut Wagner, in Alfrash&z,Collected Papersyol. IV, ed. Helmut Wagner
and George Psathas in collaboration with Fred iar¢Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1996),
p.164. Hereafter this volume will be referred tahweémbedded citations of the form “CP 1V, 123.”



in his so-called “Princeton essay” of 1952, i.eCofnmon-Sense and
Scientific Interpretation of Human Actiofi.”

In the present time, when positivism has led toateprehension of
the unqualified word “science” as signifying solelgturalistic science, it is
well not only to include specifying adjectives withe word “science” but
also to remember that phenomenology considers #beralistic sciences
derivative and abstract in contrast to the originad concrete cultural
sciences. Schutz already useslie Geisteswissenschaftemn the first page
of Der sinnhafte Aufbau der sozialen Welfl932) and die
Sozialwissenschafteand “die Kulturwissenschaftéroccur as a synonyms
elsewhere in that work and the latter expressiomast prominent in the
German original of the pivotal project statementttem when he was
immigrating to the USA, namely “Phenomenology amel $ocial Sciences”
(1940).

Study of the oeuvre shows that Schutz recognizesfdllowing as
social sciences in the usual signification he found comnmothe United
States: namely, cultural anthropology, economias, llinguistics, political
science, social psychology, sociology, and theefsoe of the mythological
and religious experiences of man” (CP IV, 131) &nat he furthermore
recognizes a somewhat similar list dfistorical sciences: namely,

archaeology, biography, and the histories of asbtnemy, law, literature,

2 Reprinted inCollected Papersyol. |, ed. Maurice Natanson (Martinus Nijhoff,@88), pp. 3-47. Hereafter
this volume will be referred to with embedded ditas of the form “CP I, 123.”

% “The concept of Nature ... with which the naturalesces have to deal is, as Husserl has shown, an
idealizing abstraction from thieebensweltan abstraction which, on principle and of couesgitimately,
excludes persons with their personal life and ajects of culture which originate as such in picati
human activity. Exactly this layer of tHeebenswelthowever, from which the natural sciences have to
abstract, is the social reality which the soci@isces have to investigate.” (CP I, 58)



music, and philosophY.Schutz does not use “cultural sciences” in his
subsequent American writings, but he does sometuses'social sciences”
in a broad signification to cover the historicalvesll as the strictly social
sciences. “Cultural science” is now preferablehte English translation of
Geisteswissenschafts “human science” because that translation egslud
non-human animals who clearly have culture.

Schutz emphasizes the social sciences in the naigmfication and
in particular not sociology, however, so much asthan economic8.As
for psychology, he referred to William Jame®snciples of Psychology
(1890) and from the beginning in Msifbauto the end of his life (CP I, 149)
he derives his own “constitutive phenomenology lté hatural attitude,”
which is also called “phenomenological psychologytdbm Husserl's
transcendental philosophy. But he does not receguidtural-scientific
psychology as a discipline to reflect on in hisottyeof science, presumably
because it did not exist as such in his time.

Schutz characterizes the lifeworld as “[tjhe whoteverse of life ...
pregiven to both the man in the world of workingdaw the theoretical
thinker.” (CP |, 247) He emphasizes how this is @l of working and,
unfortunately, does not appreciate the affectivieatsonal dimension of the

encountering of it. But he does recognize extenssumilarities and

* Cf. Lester Embree, “A Problem in Schutz’s Theofyhe Historical Sciences with an Illustration frahe
Women'’s Liberation MovementHuman Studiesyol. XXX (2004), pp. 5-6.

® Lester Embree, “A Beginning for the Phenomenolagitheory of Primate Ethology,” Castilian
translation, “Un comienzo para la teoria fenomegiokd de la etologia de los primates,”Bscritos de
Filosofia, vol. 45, 2005, pp. 145-160 and forthcomingJwmurnal of Environmental Philosophispring
2008).

® “Economics in the Context of Alfred Schutz’s TheofyScience,” Castilian translation, “La economma e
el contexto de la theoria de la ciencia de Alfrethi8z,” Arete: Revista de Filosofiajol. XVIII, No. 2,
2006, pp. 309-322, and forthcomingSchutzian Researckipl. | (2008).



differences between cultural-scientific and commense thinking. After a
summary of how Schutz compared these types of ittgnlsomething will
be said in this essay about an influence of thauallsciences on common
sense. It will be most efficient here to quote mexéensively than is usual
and it is hoped that the reader/hearer will pondew well Schutz’'s
description fits the cultural science(s) s/he istifamiliar with.
l.
Alfred Schutz begins the Princeton essay with hine cultural

sciences differ from the naturalistic sciences.

If ... all scientific constructs are designed to supedesthe
constructs of common-sense thought, then a princigédrence
between the natural and the social sciences becapment. It is
up to the natural scientists to determine whichaeat the universe
of nature, which facts and events therein, and whggects of such
facts and events are topically and interpretationadlgvant to their
specific purpose. These facts and events are neithselpcted nor
preinterpreted; they do not reveal intrinsic releerstructures.
Relevance is not inherent in nature as such; thésresult of the
selective and interpretative activity of man withmature or
observing nature. The facts, data, and events witichwthe natural
scientist has to deal are just facts, data, and tevesthin his
observational field, but this field does not “mean¥téang to the

molecules, atoms, and electrons therein.

But the facts, events, and data before the sodehtsst are of
an entirely different structure. His observational fietde social

world, is not essentially structureless. It has gi@aar meaning



and relevance structure for the human beings livihopking, and
acting therein. They have preselected and preirggxg this world
by a series of common-sense constructs of thetyezlidaily life,
and it is these thought objects which determinar tbehavior,
define the goal of their action, the means avadldlr attaining
them—in brief, which help them to find their beaygnwithin their
natural and socio-cultural environment and to caméerms with
it. (CP 1, 5)

The cultural sciences are about aspects of thecdtural world.

This world issocialbecause it contains Others:

Only in reference to me does a certain kind of eigtrons with
others obtain the specific meaning which | designaith the word
“We”; only with reference to “Us,” whose centerrhado others stand
out as “You,” and in reference to “You,” who refesick to me, third
parties stand out as “They.” In the dimension ofetithere are with
reference to me in my actual biographical momeontemporaries,”
with  whom a mutual interplay of action and reactican be
established; “predecessors,” upon whom | canngtbattwhose past
actions and their outcome are open to my interpogtaand may
influence my own actions; andsuccessors,” of whom no
experience is possible but toward whom | may orimagtactions
in @ more or less empty anticipation. All thesatiens show the
most manifold forms of intimacy and anonymity, aifiliarity

and strangeness, of intensity and extensity. (@B)I,

The lifeworld is alsaultural:



It is a world of culture because, from the outsias, world of
everyday life is a universe of significance to st is, a texture of
meaning which we have to interpret in order to fow bearings
within it and come to terms with it. This texturé meaning,
however—and this distinguishes the realm of cultfuoen that of
nature—originates in and has been instituted byadmactions, our
own and our fellow-men’s, contemporaries and predgsars. All
cultural objects—tools, symbols, language systenwks of art,
social institutions, etc.—point back by their veogyrigin and
meaning to the activities of human subjects. F& tbason we are
always conscious of the historicity of culture whiwe encounter
in traditions and customs. This historicity is clalgaof being
examined in its reference to human activities oficlwhit is the

sediment.

Science of all sorts is undoubtedly a human agtifiat observably
goes on within the sociocultural world. The scishis a human being
living among other human beings. Like common-seksewledge,
scientific knowledge is socially derived, it is prdommunicated through
social interaction, it depends on cooperation witthers who provide
criticism and corroboration, and, as socially foeddit is thus part of the
lifeworld. Furthermore, the individual scientisadis him or herself within

everyday life in “a biographically determined sitioa, that is, in a

"'CP 1, 10-11. While | acknowledge that common-sermestructs are the most accessible component of
culture, | do hold that there is more to culturanttsuch constructs. See Lester Embree, “The Cotistit

of Basic Culture,” translated into SloveniadRhainomena Vol. 10 (2001), pp. 47-60. Translated into
Japanese by Tatsuhiko Sakurai as “Kihon-teki Burik&ousei” inBunku to ShakaiCulture and Society)
Vol. 3 (Tokyo, 2002), pp. 75-92. Translated intce€lz as “Konstituce zakladni kultury” Fenomenologie

v pohyby ed. Ivan Blecha, 2003, pp. 35-44. Translated D&stilian as "La constituciéon de la cultura
basica" in César Moreno Marquez y Alicia Maria dandgd Rodriguez (eds.XSigno. Intentionalidad.
Verdad. Estudios de FenomenolofBevilla: SEFE / Universidad de Sevilla, 2005), $45-355.



physical and socio-cultural environment as defilgdhim and within

which he has his position, not merely his positroterms of physical space
and outer time or of his status and role within sleeial system but also
his moral and ideological position(CP I, 9) And within this situation
there is his or her practical “purpose at hand,iclidefines what belongs

to that situation and is relevant to it.

When one reflects on science, however, one cantfiat things are
different:

By resolving to adopt the disinterested attitudea cdfcientific
observer—in our language, by establishing the life-jpbarscientific
work—the social scientist detaches himself from hisgtaphical
situation within the social world. What is taken fgranted in the
biographical situation of daily life may become duesable for the
scientist, and vice versa; what seems to be ofdsighelevance on
one level may become entirely irrelevant on the othke center of
orientation has been radically shifted and so hashteerchy of
plans and projects.

By making up his mind to carry out a plan for saigntwvork
governed by the disinterested quest for truth in atore with
preestablished rules, called the scientific methbe, scientist has
entered a field of pre-organized knowledge, calledctirpus of his
scienceHe has either to accept what is considered by Hiewie
scientist as established knowledge or to “show cankg he cannot
do so. Merely within this frame may he select hagtipular scientific
problem and make his scientific decisions. Thisnkeaconstitutes
his “being in a scientific situation” which supedes his



biographical situation as a human being within warld. It is

henceforth the scientific problem once establisnbith determines

alone what is and what is not relevant to its sehjtand thus what

has to be investigated and what can be taken fantgd as a

“datum,” and, finally, the level of research in thebadest sense,

that is, the abstractions, generalizations, fornadibns,

idealizations, briefly, the constructs required adimissible for
considering the problem as being solVed.

When thus in the scientific attitude specific tg br her discipline,
what does a cultural scientist do? Simply put, ddbdds a model of a
sector of the sociocultural world in question. Tm ttiis, s/he begins by
constructing typical “course-of-action” patternsathcorrespond to
behavior that s/he observes. These patterns are aberdinated with
“personal types” and also, although Schutz undehawiges them,
“oroducts.® These constructed persons Schutz characterizes
“puppets.” Carrying the theater metaphor further asserts thatt‘is he,
the social scientist, who sets the stage, whoibliges the roles, who
gives the cues, who defines when an ‘action’ semts when it ends and
who determines, thus, the ‘span of projects’ inedlvAll standards and

8 (CP 1, 37-38, paragraphing added) In this conpectSchutz cites Felix KaufmanRhilosophy of the
Social Sciences(1944), which is a somewhat different version ©fie Methodenlehre der
Sozialenwissenschaft€h936) that Schutz also knew well. On the phildscal relations of Schutz and
Kaufmann, see Helmut Wagnéfred Schutz: An Intellectual Biograpli€hicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1983), pp. 168-72.

? Alfred Schutz, “Choice and the Social SciencesLéster Embree, edLife-World and Consciousness:
Essays for Aron GurwitsctEvanston, lll.: Northwestern University Press/2B pp. 567 f. Schutz also
underemphasizes groups in the Princeton essayhilsut also remedied later: “Each of us is a manalfe
the group into which he was born or which he hasejd and which continues to exist if some of its
members die and others enter into it. Everywheegetlwill be systems of kinship, age groups and sex
groups, differentiations according to occupatiamj an organization of power and command which leads
to the categories of social status and prestige?’ I 330)



institutions governing the behavioral pattern of thodel are supplied
from the outset by the constructs of the scienabserver.” (CP I, 42)

The puppets are imagined to be conscious onlygaldgree relevant
for the scientific problem. Typical “in-order-to”’nd “because motives”
corresponding to the courses-of-action are impasedell:

Motives are never isolated elements but groupegdréat and
consistent systems of hierarchical order. Havirasped a sufficient
number of elements of such a systeimhave a fair chance of
completing the empty positions of the system byaatirconjectures.
Basing my assumption on the inner logical structfreuch a motive
system, | am able to make, with great likelihoodpobving right,
inferences concerning those parts which remain dmddBut, of
course, all this presupposes interpretation froensilibjective point of
view, i.e., answering the question “What does lais tmean for the

actor?”

Y et these models of actors are not human beingglwathin
their biographical situation in the social world ofeeyday life.
Strictly speaking, they do not have any biographymnyr lastory, and
the situation into which they are placed is nottaasion defined by
them but defined by their creator, the social scier(@ I, 40)

It is interesting that for Schutz constructs arealided not only in
cultural science but also in common-sense. Thusicplr actions as
projected in everyday life are always different bavertheless conceived of
as perfectly repeatable. A lesson from HussEdisnale und transzendentale
Logik (1929) applies:
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... all projecting involves a particular idealizatiorglled by
Husserl the idealization of “I-can-do-it-again.g., the assumption
that | may under typically similar circumstances atta way
typically similar to that in which | acted before arder to bring
about a typically similar state of affairs. It is dlethat this
idealization involves a construction of a specifiind. My
knowledge at hand at the time of projecting musictst speaking,
be different from my knowledge at hand after havinggrened the
projected act, if for no other reason than becauseeWwglder” and
at least the experiences | had while carrying oyt project have
modified my biographical circumstances and enlarggdsock of
experience. Thus, the “repeated” action will be sbimgtelse than a

mere re-performance. (CP I, 20-21)

Schutz himself goes on originally to describe thalidation of the
reciprocity of standpoints’l, being ‘here,” am at another distance from and
experience other aspects as being typical of objeatshe, who is ‘there,”
but “I take it for granted—and assume my fellow-maedthe same—that
if | change places with him so that his ‘here’ becom&e, | shall be at the
same distance from things and see them with the dgpieality as he
actually does.” (CP 1, 11-12)

We have, however, to keep in mind that the commasese

constructs used for the typifications of the Otiied of myself are to a

considerable extent socially derived and sociallyreyed. Within

the in-group the bulk of personal types and coursesbratypes are
taken for granted (until counter-evidence appears)sas af rules and
recipes which have stood the test so far and are egexstand it in
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the future. Even more, the pattern of typical conssrig frequently

institutionalized as a standard of behavior, warramtgdraditional

and habitual mores and sometimes by specific mearso-galled

social control, such as the legal order. (CP [, 19)

When Aron Gurwitsch challenged the use of “comsffuSchutz
explained that “in the social sciences there isrtbeeasing tendency to replace
the concepts of type and ideal type by the conogftonstruct.”*® And he
used that expression often in later writings ndy evith reference to cultural-
scientific but also with reference to common-setigaking. Language is
important and an analogous statement about thetrgotssin specialized
scientific language could have been written for fiblkowing passage about
ordinary language:

The typifying mediumpar excellenceby which socially
derived knowledge is transmitted is the vocabukang the syntax
of everyday language. The vernacular of everydayidi primarily
a language of named things and events, and any machales
typification and generalization referring to thdexance system
prevailing in the linguistic in-group which fountie named thing

19 Aron Gurwitsch and Alfred SchutBhilosophers in Exile: The Correspondence of AlfSmhutz and
Aron Gurwitsch,ed. Richard Grathoff, trans. J. Claude Evans (Biogton and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1989), p. 176. This is not theaston to study how Schutz modifies Max Weber's
concept of ideal type with Husserl's account ofidgfity in Erfahrung und Urteil(1939) but one passage
deservesquotation: “The unquestioned pre-experiences are, however, fadso the outset, at hand as
typical, that is, as carrying open horizons of anticipatiedilar experiences. For example, the outer world
is not experienced as an arrangement of individuédue objects, dispersed in space and time, but as
‘mountains,’ ‘trees,’ ‘animals,’ ‘fellow-men.’ | mahave never seen an Irish setter but if | see bkieow
that it is an animal and in particular a dog, shayall the familiar features and the typical bebawdf a
dog and not, say, of a cat. | may reasonably a¥kat kind of dog is this?’ The question presuppdhas
the dissimilarity of this particular dog from alther kinds of dogs which | know stands out and bee®
guestionable merely by reference to the similatityas to my unquestioned experiences of typicgsdo
In the more technical language of Husserl, whosayais of the typicality of the world of daily lifeve
have tried to sum up, what is experienced in theahperception of an object is apperceptivelytfamed to
any other similar object perceived merely as toype.” (CP |, 7-8)
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significant enough to provide a separate term forThe pre-

scientific vernacular can be interpreted as a tneabouse of ready

made pre-constituted types and characteristicsoallally derived
and carrying along an open horizon of unexploredterdt. (CP |,

14)

Above all there is the question of what culturaestfic constructs
refer to or are about and in this respect Schutpiie clear: “The thought
objects constructed by the social scientists refesind are founded upon
the thought objects constructed by the common-sisght of man living
his everyday life among his fellow-men. Thus, tleastructs used by the
social scientist are, so to speak, constructs efsécond degree, namely
constructs of the constructs made by actors onstiogal scene, whose
behavior the scientist observes and tries to explaaccordance with the

procedural rules of his science.” (CP I, 5)

Schutz recognizes a considerable number of proakdutes or
postulates for the cultural sciences, but those tlod “subjective
interpretation of meaning” and of “adequacy” are tmost important.

Again, there are analogs in common-sense thinking.

It is now clear that the meaning of an action isessarily a
different one (a) for the actor; (b) for his partmevolved with him in
interaction and having, thus, with him a set ofevahces and
purposes in common; and (c) for the observer natlwed in such
relationship. This fact leads to two important amsences: First,
that in common-sense thinking we have merely a ahato
understand the Other’s action sufficiently for @urposes at hand,

secondly that to increase this chance we have doclsefor the
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meaning the action has for the actor. Thus, theufaie of the

“subjective interpretation of meaning,” as the unhfoate term goes,
IS not a particularity of Max Weber's sociology af the

methodology of the social sciences in general bygriaciple of

constructing course-of-action types in common-seasgerience.
(CP 1, 24)

The postulate of adequadyach term in a scientific model of
human action must be constructed in such a wayahaiman act
performed within the life-world by an individual tac in the way
indicated by the typical construct would be underdable for the
actor himself as well as for his fellow-men in terof common-sense

interpretation of everyday life. (CP | 44)

It deserves comment where the postulate of adeggacgncerned
that the actor does not need to agree with thestefrthe cultural scientific
model but only that the component constructs meshtelligible to him or
her.

If the above summary suffices to convey the simtigs and
differences of cultural-scientific and common-serismking for Alfred
Schutz, their interaction can now be briefly comstdl in historical
perspective. The sociocultural world is not onlyervhelmingly rich in
common-sense constructs, but these constructstarereplaced over time.
It is certainly not the only one (technology is toaw), but cultural-
scientific thinking is a prominent source of thisaoge in the common
sense of modern wealthy societies because itsrootstan sediment into
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common-sense. Schutz seems not to have recogniEsdsource of

common-sense constructs.

For example, at the time of writing, the presicirdampaigns in the
USA are extensively discussed in the media in teomsvhat must be
considered cultural groups of voters. These culaups includesocial
class defined in economic terms (e.g., above and bel6®,0 annual
income for a family of four)generation(youth under 30, middle-aged
voters, retirees over 65, etc.), and especiallytlier Democrats, there is
genderand ethnicity. Fifty years ago, “sex” and “race” might have been
mentioned, but would have been understood as @dseriological
categories. But Americans have long known that adoclass is not
biological and in the past 50 years Americans hale® learned that
“gender” and even “ethnicity” are better expressitman “sex” and “race”
for matters that involve a great deal of learning are thus cultural. This
change in constructs now widely found at least mefican common sense

Is plainly due to research in the social sciencekhastory.

Then again, at least for educated common sensddWars | and |l
and indeed the whole the2Century are becoming understood, it seems,
not as struggles among nation states but as sasgghong the British,
Chinese, French, Russian, and Turkeshpiresand the German, Italian,
and Japanese ambitions for them, with the Amerieampire now

prevailing If this change in common-sense occurs, it willdwident in

™ The allusion here is to such works as Paul Kenriedy Rise and Fall of the Great PowgMew York:
Random House, 1987), Niall Fergus@ulossus: The Rise and Fall of the American Em@\tew York:
Penguin Books, 2004) ariche War of the WorldNew York: Penguin, 2007), and Walter Nugdtabits
of Empire: A History of American Expansi{ew York: Knopf, 2008).
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the increasing usage in popular media of such wasdempire,” “colony,”
“decolonizationand “hegemon.”

Cultural-scientific thinking is a refinement of romon-sense
thinking and cultural-scientific constructs are abthe constructs found in
ordinary language. As the latter changes, so nesfdrmer and, as just
asserted, the contrary is also the case. Both typ#snking are historical
or, in less sympathetic terms, relativism loomshdihis is not a problem
In the cultural sciences since they assume redativin their various
disciplinary ways. But it is a philosophical profmlels there a solution to be

found in Alfred Schutz’s philosophy?

The mentioned contingencies and changes in cultaogence
included, are empirical or, better, factual. Thewes a time before cultural
science arose and started sedimenting into commemsesand there may
come a time when neurophysiology dominates andhtheence of today’s
cultural science will only continue like the foumhors characterology that
comes from Aristotle. But the philosophical ambitiof Schutz centrally
includes the search for invariant or eidetic stites that are not historical
and in this respect he has had considerable suctess all sociocultural
worlds are articulated into selves, consociates,ntertnporaries,
predecessors, and successors. Thus all socioduktaris include groups
that are in-groups and out-groups for members wind beyond them.
Thus there are always actors, partners, and olyserVbus there are the
similarities as well as differences between cultg@ence and common
sense summarized above. And thus cultural sciemicere it exists, must
always be counted among the sources of changeeircdinmon-sense

constructs in everyday thinking and ordinary larggua
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