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Abstract:TheapplicationofPopper’sfalsificationapproachinthesocialsciencesisextremely
problematicasaresultofhisrationalityassumption.InordertomakePopper’scritical
rationalism applicabletothesocialsciences,theauthorproposesacombinationofPopper’s
andAlfredSchutz’smethodologies.SchutzprovidedtwoimportantsolutionstoPopper’s
problems.Hemadefirstadistinctionbetweenfirst-andsecond-orderscientificmodels,which
allowsforrationaltheoriesofirrationalbehavior.Andsecondly,headvocatedthepostulateof
adequacyasasolutionforinterpretationproblems.Ontheotherhand,Popper’sconceptof
falsificationcanclarifySchutz’spostulateofadequacy.

Keywords:AlfredSchutz/KarlR.Popper/DavidHume/falsification/verification/
discourse

KarlR.Popper’scriticalrationalism providedanoriginalsolutiontotheproblem of
inductioninthephilosophyofscience.Hereplacedtheaim ofshowingthatonetheoryis
truewiththeaimofshowingthatsometheoriesarewrong.Althoughthissolutionisneither
perfectnorconclusive,1)itisinmyopinionstillthebestmethodology,becauseitdemandsof
usaself-criticalattitude.However,Popper’srationalityassumptionasaheuristicprinciple
producessevereproblemsfortheapplicationofhisapproachinthesocialsciences.He
effectivelytreatedthesocialsciencesasnaturalsciences,withoutrealizingthatthesocial
scienceshaveadditionalproblems,whichrequireadditionalsolutions.AsWettersten(1999,
523)stated,theproblem isimprovingthePopperianprogram byaccountingforirrational
actionsinsocial-scientificexplanations.Thispapertriestogiveananswertothisproblemby
addingthemethodologicalinsightsofAlfredSchutz’sphenomenologicalsociologytoPopper’s
criticalrationalism.IshallstartwithadiscussionofKarlPopper’srejectionofDavidHume’s
psychologicalsolutiontotheinductionproblem,inordertoshowthatAlfredSchutz’sposition
canberegardedasasynthesisofthesetwoopposingstandpoints.Thisisfollowedbya
descriptionofSchutz’smethodologyandhispostulateofadequacyasthesolutionfor
interpretationproblemsinthesocialsciences.Finally,Iwillturntothequestionofwhether
Popper’sprincipleoffalsificationcanagainimproveAlfredSchutz’smethodology.Thisis,as
farasIknow,thefirstdiscussionofanapplicationofthefalsificationprincipletosingular
statementsorphenomena.
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1.Popper’scritiqueofHume’spsychologicalsolutiontotheinductionproblem

DavidHumewasoneofthemostsignificantphilosophersoftheScottishEnlightenment.
Hisaim wasananalysisofthefoundationofempiricism,whichledhim totheproblem of
induction.Humeshowedinhiscritiquethatthemethodofinductiondoesnotjustifyobjective
knowledge.HisproblemofinductioncanbeformulatedinthesenseofPopper(1972,93)as
follows:“Isinductionatalljustifiable?Andisthereanyreasonwhyweshouldthinkit
justifiable?”Sinceaninductiveconclusionisdefinedasaconclusionfromsingularstatements,
forexample,observationsorexperiments,togeneralstatementsorhypothesesortheories
(Popper1934,3),andsincegeneralstatementsarenecessarilyabstractandimpossibleto
experience,thequestion arises,how can webesurethatourunobservablegeneral
statementsaretrue?InhisattempttoanswerthisquestionHumemadeadistinctionbetween
twoaspectsoftheproblem.HeseparatedalogicalproblemHLfromapsychologicalproblem
HP.

HL Arewejustifiedinreasoningfrom [repeated]instancesofwhichwehave
experiencetootherinstances[conclusions]ofwhichwehavenoexperience?(Popper
1972,4)
HPWhy,nevertheless,doallreasonablepeopleexpect,andbelieve,thatinstancesof

whichtheyhavenoexperiencewillconform tothoseofwhichtheyhaveexperience?
Thatis,Whydowehaveexpectationsinwhichwehavegreatconfidence?(Popper1972,
4)

Hume’sanswertothelogicalproblem HL isthatnoreasoningcanbejustifiedto
establish“thatthoseinstancesofwhichwehavehadnoexperience,resemblethoseofwhich
wehavehadexperience”(Hume1739/40,89).Therefore,wearenotallowed“toinfer
unobservedcases[generalstatements]from observedcases[singularstatements],however
many”(Popper1972,89).

Letmenbeoncefullyperswadedofthesetwoprinciples,Thatthereisnothinginany
object,consider’dinitself,whichcanaffordusareasonfordrawingaconclusionbeyondit;
and,Thatevenaftertheobservationofthefrequentorconstantconjunctionofobjects,we
havenoreasontodrawanyinferenceconcerninganyobjectbeyondthoseofwhichwehave

hadexperience...(Hume1739/40,139;emphasisintheoriginal)

ThereasonwhyHumesoclearlyrejectedthemethodofinductionasafoundationfor
logicallyvalidinferencesfrom singularstatementstogeneralstatementsistheimpossibility
ofverifications.Theproblemofverifyinggeneralstatementsliesinthefactthattheyrefernot
onlytothepastbutalsotothefuture,whichwecanneverknow(Hume1739/40,91-2).It
wouldonlybereasonabletoallowsuchinferencesifwearesure“thatthecourseofnature
continuesalwaysuniformlythesame”(Hume1739/40,89).Butthisisanassumptionwhich
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againcannotbeverified.Furthermore,we“canatleastconceiveachangeinthecourseof
nature;whichsufficientlyproves,thatsuchachangeisnotabsolutelyimpossible”(Hume
1739/40,89).Therefore,themethodofinductiveverificationfailedtoprovidealogicallyvalid
basisfortheconstructionofgeneralstatements.

Humewasnow troubledbytheproblem thathumanbeingsseem touseinductive
proceduresallthetime,although such aprocedurecannotbejustifiedlogically.This
observationledhim tothepsychologicalproblem HP ofinduction.Onwhatgroundsdo
reasonablepeoplebelieveinthevalidityofaninductiveprocedure,ifitviolateslogic?Hume’s
answertothisquestionishabitorcustom.Forhimtheideas2)ofdifferentobjectsareunited
intheimagination,butthisprocedureisnotbasedonreason(Hume1739/40,92).Itisthe
resultofconditionedassociationsbasedonrepeatedexperiences(Popper1972,4).

...Iconclude,thatthebelief,whichattendsthepresentimpression,andisproduc’d
byanumberofpastimpressionsandconjunctions;thatthisbelief,Isay,arises
immediately,withoutanynewoperationofthereasonorimagination.OfthisIcanbe
certain,becauseIneveram consciousofanysuchoperation,andfindnothinginthe
subject,onwhichitcanbefounded.NowaswecalleverythingCUSTOM,whichproceeds
fromapastrepetition,withoutanynewreasoningorconclusion,wemayestablishitasa
certaintruth,thatallthebeliefwhichfollowsuponanypresentimpression,isderiv’d
solelyfromthatorigin.(Hume1739/40,102)

Ofcourse,such an inductiveprocedurecannotbecalled anymoreamethod of
verification,becauseifitisappliedautomatically,itlackstheconsciousaim ofverifyingthe
truth.Itwouldprobablybebettertodefineitasamethodofinductivetypifying,whichwould
moreclearlydescribethepragmaticcharacterofthisprocedure.Theideaortypeofanobject
isforHumeequivalenttooneexperiencedtypicalinstance.Sincehebelievedthat1)all
knowledgeisbasedonexperiencesand2)generalizationsarelogicallynotvalid,hesolved
the paradox “thatsome ideas are particularin theirnature,butgeneralin their
representation”(Hume1739/40,22)bychoosingoneexperiencedcaseandannexingittoa
generaltermtorepresentallothersimilarcases.Andifasimilarcaseisobserved,thenthe
chosentypicalcaseishabituallyrecalledinimagination(Hume1739/40,22,24,87).
Insteadofalogicallyvalidbutimpossiblemethodofinductiveverification,Hume’s

solutionwasalogicallyinvalidbutpossiblemethodofinductivetypifyinginthesenseofa
habitualization.Hume(1739/40,118)concludedthathumanknowledgeisbasicallyirrational,
becausehumanbeliefsrelyonrepetitionsinthepast,whichcannotprovideanyvalidityfor
generalstatements.HumanknowledgebecomesfinallyanirrationalfaithforHume(Popper
1972,4-5).ButforPopperthiswasanundesirableresultforhissearchfortruthand
objectiveknowledge,becauseifhehadacceptedHume’sconclusion,hissearchwouldhave
becomeuseless,sinceitwouldbeimpossibletocomeclosetothetruth(Popper1972,90).
ThereforehetriedtobreakHume’schainofargumentationdescribedasfollows:



Humeargues:
(1)Induction(thatis,inductionbyrepetition)isrationallytotallyinvalid.
(2)Asamatteroffact,wedorelyinouractions(andthusinourbelief)onthe
existenceofsomerealitywhichisnotcompletelychaotic.

(3)Thisrelianceofoursis,inviewof(1),irreparablyirrational.
(4)Thushumannatureisessentiallyirrational.(Popper1972,100)

PopperacceptedthefirstandsecondofHume’stheses,butherejectedthethird
thesis—theconclusiondrawnoutofthefirsttwo—becausehestatedcorrectlythatthe
methodofinductiveverificationisnottheonlymethodforproducingvalidgeneralstatements
(Popper1972,100).Therefore,ifhumanreasoningwerebasedonamethodotherthan
induction,whichwouldguaranteethevalidityofgeneralstatements,Hume’sconclusionthat
humanknowledgeisirrationalwouldnotbenecessary.Popper(1934)showedthatsuchan
alternativemethodexists.Itisthemethodofdeductivefalsification.Generalstatementsor
theoriesorlawsareregardedashypotheses,becausetheycannotbeverified(Popper1972,
30;1963,72,139).Thesegeneralstatementsarenotderivedbyinduction,butareformulated
asbold guesses,asconjectures(Popper1972,30).From these hypotheticalgeneral
statements,prognoses are deduced which are tested againstthe experience.Ifthe
conjecturesdonotstandthetests,thentheyarefalsifiedorrefuted.
Popper’sargumentis,therefore,thatalthough Humeshowed theimpossibilityof

inferringatheoryfrom observations,itmustnotbeimpossibletorefuteatheoryby
observations(Popper1963,72).Thelatterispossible,becauseitrequiresmuchlessthanthe
methodofinductiveverification.Inductiveverificationsrefernecessarilytoinfinitecasesin
thepastandinthefuture(Popper1972,305),butforfalsificationsonlyafew negative
examplesareenough.Themethodofinductiveverificationhastheaim offormulating
absolutetruegeneralstatements,butthemethodofdeductivefalsificationwantsonlytoshow
thatsomeconjecturesarerefuted(cf.Kageyama2003,104).Andbyeliminatingwrong
theories,someofthesurvivingtheoriesmightcomeclosetothetruth(cf.Popper1972,30).
However,Popperdid notmakethedistinction between themethod ofinductive

verificationandinductivetypifying.Hebelievedthatifinductionisnotlogical,thenitcannot
existatall.Ifinductionisimpossibleinlogic,thenitmustalsobeimpossibleinpsychology.

Oneofmymainresultsisthat,sinceHumeisrightthatthereisnosuchthingas
inductionbyrepetitioninlogic,bytheprincipleoftransferencetherecannotbeanysuch
thinginpsychology(orinscientificmethod,orinthehistoryofscience):theideaof
inductionbyrepetitionmustbeduetoanerror—akindofillusion.Inbrief:thereisno
suchthingasinductionbyrepetition.(Popper1972,6f;emphasesintheoriginal)

BecausePopperdidnotmakeadistinctionbetweeninductiveverificationandinductive
typifying,hewasforcedtoclaim themethodofdeductivefalsificationasthenaturalor
geneticallydeterminedmethodofhumanreasoning,toavoidHume’sconclusionofthe
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irrationalityofhumanknowledge.HewasforcedtocontestHume’sviewofthecommon
sensewayofthinking.Consequently,hedeclaredtheexperienceofapplyinginductive
proceduresasanillusion(Popper1974,1015;1972,6-7)basedonthebeliefinaprimitive
psychology(Popper1972,96).

IdisagreewithHume’sopinion(theopinionincidentallyofalmostallphilosophers)
thatinductionisafactandinanycaseneeded.Iholdthatneitheranimalsnormenuse
anyprocedurelikeinduction,oranyargumentbasedontherepetitionofinstances.The
beliefthatweuseinductionissimplyamistake.(Popper1974,1015)

My objection isthatPopper’shypothesisaboutthe nature ofhuman reasoning
completely contradictsourexperience and intuition.Why itisso difficultforother
philosopherstoacceptPopper’ssolutiontoHume’sinductionproblem ifhissolutionisonly
describingwhateverybodyispracticing?Iwouldguessthereasonforthesedifficultiesis
thathumanbeingsdonotuseamethodofdeductivefalsificationintheirnaturalattitude.
Onlyifthenaturalattitudecanbemadeproblematic,orifa“Gestaltswitch”canbemade,
thenthemethodofdeductivefalsificationcanbeunderstoodasPopperstated(cf.Popper
1974,1043-4).FurthermorePopper’shypothesisisnotsupportedbyexperiments.Human
beingsdonotfalsifytheirtheoriesifcounter-examplesappear.Mostoftencounter-examples
areignoredornotevenperceivedatall(Camerer1995,595).Wason(1968)directlytested
thefalsificationhypothesisagainsttheverificationhypothesis.Cardswithan“E”or“K”on
onesideanda“4”or“7”ontheothersideweregiventothesubjectsinthisexperimentand
theywereconfrontedwiththefollowingproblem:“Everycardwithavowelononesidehas
anevennumberontheotherside.Whichcardsmustyouturnovertotestwhethertherule
istrueorfalse?”Themostoftenanswerswere“E”and“E&4”,butthisimpliesaverification
strategy.Thecorrectanswerforthemethodoffalsificationwouldhavebeen“E & 7”.
Therefore,Popper’shypothesisthathumanbeingsapplyamethodofdeductivefalsificationin
theirnaturalattitudeisclearlyfalsified.
IcanagreewithPopper’ssolutiontothelogicalinductionproblem.ItiscorrectasHume

andPoppersaidthatamethodofinductiveverificationisimpossible,andPopperisrightin
showingthatadeductivefalsificationispossibleandthatitcanproducelogicallyvalidresults.
However,inmyopinionPopperiswronginstatingthatthisfalsificationistapproachisthe
common-sensewayofthinking.Humanactorspracticeintheirnaturalattitudeamethodof
inductivetypifying.Buttheyarealsocapableoflearningothermethods.Therefore,Popperis
rightindemandingamoresophisticatedmethodforscientificresearch,onewhichislogically
justified,buthishypothesis,thathumanactorsthinklikescientistsshouldthink,iswrong.
Theproblem isthatPopperdoesnotmakeadistinctionbetweenscientificfirst-order
constructionsoftheworldandscientificsecond-orderconstructionsoftheactors’first-order
constructionsoftheworld.Asaresult,logicallyvalidscientificproceduresandlogically
invalidcommon-senseprocedurescannotcoexistforPopper.ButIthinkthattwocompletely
differentproblemsareinvolvedinthisproblem.Oneisanormativeandtheothera



descriptiveproblem.Thenormativeproblemisthequestion:Howcanweguaranteeobjective
knowledgeinscience?Andthedescriptiveproblem is:Howarehumanactorsconstructing
generalstatementsaboutthesocialworld?Tothefirstquestion,ifweacceptobjective
knowledgeastheaim ofscience,thenweneedscientificmethods,whichproducelogically
valid statements.Buttheaim ofobjectivityforcesusalsotodescribesomething as
“irrational,”ifitis“irrational.”Therefore,we have to apply amethod ofdeductive
falsificationsinthesocialsciences,butthisshouldnotbeconfusedwiththecontentofour
scientifictheories,which mightalsobeirrational.Forexample,ahypothesisthatno
patriarchalreligionacceptstheideaofinfinitereincarnationscouldbeformulated,andthe
attempttofalsifythisstatementwouldprobablyfail.Thenthishypothesiscouldberegarded
ascorroboratedbythisscientificmethod,butthishypothesiswouldstilltellusonly
somethingaboutwhatreligiouspeopleinpatriarchalsocietiesthinkaboutreincarnations,
independentofthequestionofwhetherthisbeliefitselfisirrationalorrationalorlogically
justified.
InthissenseathirdsolutiontoHume’sinductionproblemcanbeformulated,onewhich

regardsamethodofinductivetypifyingasthenaturallyappliedwaytoformulategeneral
statementsbutwhich alsorequires—asPopperdemanded—alogicallyvalidmethodof
deductivefalsificationsforscientifictheoryconstructions(seeTable1).Theadvantageofthis
approachisthatitcanavoidPopper’swrongassumptionaboutthecommon-sensereasoning
andHume’sundesirableconclusionthatallhumanknowledgeisirrational.Thisstandpoint
leadstotwotypesoftheories:rationaltheoriesasfirst-orderconstructionsinthenatural
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Inductiveverificationisimpossible.

Generalstatementsarepossible.

Inthenaturalattitude,human
actors apply a method of
typifying,butthey are also
capableoflearningothermethods.

Common-sense know-ledge is
“irrational,”butobjectiveknow-
ledgeispossible.

Rationaltheoriesinthenatural
sciences(1st-orderconstructions
asdemandedbyPOPPER).

Rationaltheoriesof“irrational”
behaviorinthesocialsciences
(2nd-order constructions as
demandedbySCHUTZ).

Inthenaturalattitude,human
actors apply a method of
falsification(POPPER).

Humanknowledgeisobjective
andrational.

→

Inthenaturalattitude,human
actors apply a method of
typifying(HUME)

Humanknowledgeisirrational.

→

Table1:AsynthesisofHume’sandPopper’shypothesisabouthumanreasoning
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sciences(asdemandedbyPopperforallsciences)andrationaltheoriesof“irrational”
behaviororreasoningassecond-orderconstructionsinthesocialsciences.
ThelatterwasdemandedbyAlfredSchutz.Schutzstatedwithoutanydoubtthattheories

havetobeconstructedinarationalway,butthisshouldnotleadtoaconstructionofrational
modelsofrationalbehavior.Methodologyandthecontentoftheoriesshouldnotbemixed
up.Forhim theformulationofrationalmodelsofwhateverkindofbehaviorwasthe
appropriateapproach.

Therationalityoftheconstructionofthemodelisonethingandinthissenseall
properlyconstructedmodelsofthesciences—notmerelyofthesocialsciences—are
rational;theconstructionofmodelsofrationalbehaviorisquiteanotherthing.(Schutz
1953,35)
Wehavealreadynotedthattheconceptofrationalityhasitsnativeplacenotatthe

levelofevery-dayconceptionofthesocialworld,butatthetheoreticallevelofthe
scientificobservationofit,anditisherethatitfindsitsfieldofmethodological
application.(Schutz1943,143)

However,thequestionremainshow Schutzwantedtoguaranteetherationalityof
methodsinthesocialsciences.

2.Schutz’spostulateofadequacy

AlfredSchutz’smethodologicalproblem wastheproblem ofintersubjectivityorthe
CartesianDilemma,asitwascalledbyHelmutGrathoff.Thisproblemaroseforhimoutof
the“Methodenstreit”ineconomicsbetweentheAustrianSchoolofEconomicsofCarl
Mengerand the German HistoricalSchoolofEconomicsofGustav Schmoller.The
“Methodenstreit”wastheresultofthemarginalrevolutionindependentlyinitiatedbyMenger,
LeonWalras,andWilliamJevons.Itwasashiftinsideeconomicsfromahistoricallyoriented
holisticapproachbasedonthemethodofinductiveverificationtowardsatheory-driven
approachbasedonmethodologicalindividualism andthemethodofinductiveintuition.3)

SchutzasanAustrianlawyer,economist,andsociologistwasamemberoftheAustrian
SchoolofEconomics.He accepted methodologicalindividualism ashisstarting point
(Schutz/Luckmann1979,13),buthesawaproblem inthemethodofinductiveintuition
appliedbyMengerandMises.MengerandMisesintroducedtheeconomiclawsastruea
priori(Menger1883,42;Mises1962,5f.,44;Smith1986,3-4).Theyassumedthattheywere
abletograsptheessenceofthebasicconceptsbyintuitionfollowingAristotle’sphilosophy
(Menger1883,6-7,footnote4;Kauder1958,414;Hansen1968,161;Smith1986,3).Alfred
Schutz—inhisattempttodefendtheAustrianSchoolofEconomics(Prendergast1986,
4)—triedtogivehisschoolabetterphilosophicalfoundation.Indoingso,heturnedtoMax
Weber’smethodology.Weberhadamediatingpositioninthe“Methodenstreit.”Hewas
interestedinhistoricalproblems,butheagreedwithMengerandMisesthatthesocial



scienceshavetobebasedonmethodologicalindividualism.However,Weberrejectedthe
methodofinductiveverificationaswellasthemethodofinductiveintuition(Turner/Factor
1984,38;cf.Weber1922,208-9;Burger1994,78).Heproposedinsteadstartingwitharbitrary
definitionsofideal-types(Weber1922,193,213,287)andguaranteeingtheobjectivityof
sciencebythecriterionofinternalconsistency(cf.Weber1922,184).Inotherwords,every
researcherisallowedtochoosehisownsubjectiveperspectiveandproblem,buthehasto
definehiskeyconceptspreciselyandhastodeducehisinterpretationsandconclusionsina
consistentwayoutofhisdefinitions.Weber’sapproachisindeedveryclosetothedeductive
applicationoftheoreticalconceptsintheAustrianSchool,withoutacceptingthatthevalidityof
theseconceptsintheprocessofinductiveconceptformation(ordefinition)canbeguaranteed
by intuition (Turner/Factor 1984).Therefore,we would be forced to accepttheir
arbitrariness.ThisisthereasonwhyWebercalledhisgeneraltermsideal-typesandnota
prioritrueconcepts.

SchutzagreedwithWeber’ssolution,buthewasnotconvincedthatthearbitrarinessof
typesneededtobeaccepted.InSchutz’sview,Weberfailedtorealizealltheimplicationsof
hismethodof“understanding”andoftheprocessoftypifying.Weber’sideal-typesandhis
methodof“understanding”wereaninspirationforhim,buthereplacedthem withhisown
concepts.Finallyhetried—influenced byEdmund Husserl—to solvetheproblemsof
intersubjectivityandoftheconstitutionofthemeaningstructureforthecommon-senseway
ofthinking,beforehetransferredtheresultstoanadequatescientificmethod.Thismade
sensetoSchutz(1932,276;Srubar1994,260-1),becauseforhimthepositionofaresearcher
wasprincipally equivalentto the position ofan interpreting person in the world of
contemporaries(Mitwelt).Bothcontemporaryandresearcherinterpretanobservedbehavior
basedonaschemewiththeassumptionthattheactorhasguidedhisbehavioronasimilar
scheme.Butiftheinterpreteraswellastheactorreferstoasimilarscheme,thenan
arbitrarilyselectedschemeofinterpretationasWebersupposedseemstobeinappropriate.
Consequently,Schutzconcernedhisstudywiththeproblemofintersubjectiveunderstanding
asamundaneproblemwithinthenaturalattitude(Schutz1932,107;cf.Schwinn1993,226).
Schutzsolvedtheproblem ofintersubjectivityinseveralsteps.Hestartedwiththe

problem ofhowaphenomenologicallyreducedegocanbecomeawareofotheractors,their
existence(Dasein),concreteness(Sosein),andoftheirconcretemotivesoftheiractions
(Vaitkus1991,77).Schutz(1932,30-1,42)regardedtheexistenceofthealteregoinhis
mundanereductionasunproblematic.Andheapproachedtheproblemoftheconcretenessof
thealteregofrom aprimaryexperienceinaclose“we-relationship”(Schutz1932,184),a
relationshipinwhichegoandalteregoaremutuallyawareofeachother(Schutz/Luckmann
1979,91).Insuchsituationstheattentionisdirectedtothealterego,whichmakesitpossible
fortheactorstoempathizewiththealterego’sfeelingandthinking.Inthesemomentsthe
stream ofconsciousnessoftheactorsrunssimultaneously—theygrow oldertogether
(Schutz/Luckmann1979,91;cf.Zaner1961,82;Natanson1962,xxxiif.;Grinnell1983,185).
Thischaracteristicnearnessoftheexperiencesintimeandspace(Erlebnisnähe)createsa
subjectiveexperienceingeneral(Erfahrung),whichcanbesharedwithothers(Schutz1932,
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183f.,196).Thesesharedexperiencesarethenusedtoform typesofactors,actions,and
situations(cf.Schutz1932,205;Schutz/Luckmann1979,98-9).Dependentonthelevelof
anonymityoftherelevantactors,actionsorsituations,moreabstractormoreconcretetypes
areappliedasaschemeofinterpretation(Schutz1932,222;Grathoff1977,73)basedonthe
assumptionthattheobservedbehavioraswellwasguidedbyasimilarschemedependenton
similarexperiences.
ThisresultledSchutztothenextproblem:howcanwebesurethatanunknownalter

egohadsimilarexperiencesandthereforeappliesaschemesimilartoourschemeof
interpretation?Schutz’sanswerwasthatinfactmostsubjectiveexperienceswereundergone
insocialsituations.Andifthesesocialsituationsfollowaspecificpattern,thenwecanexpect
thattheactorshadthesametypicalexperiencesinsimilarsituations.Theexistenceof
intersubjectivetypesisthereforesecuredbecauseofthesocialoriginofknowledgeintypical
socialsituations,theknowledgeaboutthesocialdistributionofknowledge(Iknow thata
physiciantypicallyknowssomethingaboutmedicine,evenifIknownothingaboutit),and
thereciprocityofperspectives,whichmeansthattheactorsdealpragmaticallywithbiographical
differencesandtheirstandpointsareexchangeable,becauseofanassumedcongruenceof
therelevancesystem (Schutz1953,7;Zaner1961,84ff.;Lachowska1980,47).Actorscan
understandeachother,becausetheyrefertotheirtypicalexperiencesbyguidingtheir
actionsorbyinterpretinganobservedaction.Further,byreferringtothetypicalexperiences
intermsoftheirinterpretationsandtheiractions,theactorswillreconstructthesocial
situation,whichagaincanbeexperiencedbynewmembersofasocietyasatypicalsocial
situation.Itisthereforetheexistenceofaconstantlyreconstructedpatterninthesocialsituations
whichleadstothepossibilitythatdifferentactorscanmakesimilarandintersubjectively
sharedexperiences.Finally,intersubjectivityisguaranteedbyanexperienceoftheexistence
andconcretenessofotheractorsinaclose“we-relationship”onaprephenomenalleveland
byatypicalexperienceofspecificpatternsinsocialsituationsonaphenomenallevel.
Schutz’sconceptofideal-typesisthereforeasynthesisofWeber’sconceptandMises’s

position(Prendergast1986,14ff.;Srubar1994,263).HerejectedwithWeberthatgeneral
statementsorideal-typesareaprioritrue,andheagreedwithMisesthatgeneralstatements
orideal-typesareinvariant,whichcontradictsWeber’sconceptofarbitraryideal-types.Ideal-
typesareinthissense—fornormalactorsintheeverydayworldaswellasforscientists—
“heuristicprinciplesofgreatgenerality”basedonpatternsinsocialsituations“placedatthe
headofadeductivechain”(Prendergast1986,12;cf.Kaufmann1925,648-9).Schutz’sideal-
typesareaheuristicprinciple,becausethereisonlyachancethattheywereconstructed
adequately.Butthischanceisnotaprobabilisticmatter,iftheconstructionoftheideal-types
isguidedbythesharedexperiencesoftheactors.Inthiscase,theschemeofinterpretation
oftheobservermatchesadequatelytheschemeoforientationoftheactor(Srubar1994,
262ff.).
However,ideal-typesarenotfixed,butadjusttothenew experiencestheactorhas

(Schutz1944,507;Schutz/Luckmann1979,30,34).Theconstructionoradjustmentofideal-
typesbasicallyfollowsHume’smethodofinductivetypifyinginthesenseofahabitualization.



Nevertheless,thereareafew differences.Humedescribedtheprocessoftypifyingasa
selectionofonetypicalexperiencedinstancetorepresentallothersimilarinstances.For
Schutztheprocessoftypifyingwasanactofthemindtoformulateanabstractandnever
experiencedtypeoutofsimilarexperienced instances.Knowledgeisbased on sensual
experiences,butpuregeneralexperience(Erfahrunginthesenseofexperienced)doesnot
exist.Generalexperienceitselfisaproductofthemind.Itisanabstractionofseveral
concreteexperiencesintimeandspace(Erlebnisinthesenseofexperiencing).

ThedistinctiontoPopperontheothersideisthequestionofwhatguaranteesthe
rationalityorvalidityoftheories.ForPoppertheoriginoftheories—forexample,guessesor
intuitions—wascompletelyunimportant,becauseonlythroughtestscanatheorybefalsified.
Schutzontheotherhandbelievedthattheoriginoftheoriesortheirmethodofconstruction
playsavitalroleinthesocialsciences.Hearguedthatsocialscientistscanonlymake
statementsclosetothetruthabouttheideasandbeliefsoftheobservedactorsiftheywere
applyingthesame“irrational”proceduresusedbytheobservedactors,andifthesocial
scientistsandtheobservedactorssharethesameculturalbackground,whichallowsthe
applicationofsimilarabstracttypes(cf.Schutz1932,276;Williame1973,104).Thisstandpoint
wasclearlyrejectedbyPopper.Forhim aresearcher’sfamiliaritywiththeobservedactors’
ideasandbeliefswasunnecessary(Popper1945,97;1994,169).Hestatedthatallactors
behaverationallytoavoidtheculturaldimension.Ofcourse,Popperalsorealizedthatthis
hypothesisiswrong(Popper1994,172).Therefore,hedeclaredittobeanempiricallyempty
heuristicprincipletoimmunizeitagainstcritique(Popper1994,169,177-8).Itisobviousthat
thisstrategyviolatesthebasicprinciplesofPopper’smethodofdeductivefalsification
(Vanberg1975,109-33;Schmid1979,17,26;Wettersten1999,520ff.;Albert2003,81-2).It
thereforeremainsaproblemtodealwiththeideasandbeliefsofhumanbeings,ifweassume
thattheirideasandbeliefshaveaninfluenceontheirbehavior.
Inmyopinion,Schutzofferedaplausiblesolutiontothisdilemma.Hismethodof

inductivetypifyingallowsadequatetypeconstructions,becauserealactorsapplythesame
methodineverydaylife.Ofcourse,themethodoftypifyingisunacceptablefrom alogical
pointofview.Buttheaimhereisnottoobtaintruestatementsaboutthephysicalworld(first-
orderconstructions),buttoreceivetruestatementsabouttheworldofideasandbeliefsof
theactors(second-orderconstructions).Andifhumanbeingsusean“irrational”methodto
form theirbeliefs,thenthebeststrategytofindthetruthistousethesame“irrational”
method.However,itisimportantnottoconfusewhatthesesecondorderconstructionsare
validfor.Theyareonlystatementsaboutthebeliefsandideasofthehumanactors,andthey
saynothingabouttherealworld.Ifpeopleexperienceathunderstorm,andiftheyexplain
thisthunderstorm causallybytheangeroftheirgods,thenatruestatementwouldbethat
thesepeoplebelieveinthedeterminationofnaturebythewillofthegods.Butthisdoesnot
meanthatgodsinthephysicalworldreallyexist.
However,itremainsanimportantquestionwhetherSchutzthoughtthatatestofthe

constructedtypeswouldbenecessary,orifthecommon-sensemethodofconstructingthem
alonecouldguaranteethevalidityofthetypes.ThreepointsmightindicatethatSchutz
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regardedatestasnecessary.First,heshowedbydescribinginhispaper‘TheStranger’his
experiencesafterhisimmigrationtoAmericathatthemethodoftypifyingcanleadto
systematically wrong interpretations ifthe actors do notshare a common cultural
background.Itwouldbethereforeimportanttoconfirmtheadequacyoftheappliedscheme
ofinterpretation.Second,Schutzspokeinhisactiontheoryofrationalmodelsofwhatever
kindofbehavior.Thisseemstoimplyacleardistinctionbetweenthecontentoftypes—which
couldbeirrational—andtherationalconfirmationandapplicationofthem.Andarational
confirmationwouldrequiresomekindoftest.Third,Schutz(1953,34)demandedthree
principlesforscientific-typeconstructions:thepostulateoflogicalconsistency,thepostulateof
subjectiveinterpretation,andthepostulateofadequacy.McLaininterpretsthedistinction
betweenthepostulateofsubjectiveinterpretationandpostulateofadequacyasasignthat
Schutzregardedtestsorverificationsasnecessary.

Thepostulateoflogicalconsistencyreferstothesimilaritybetweentheprocedures
ofthenaturalsciencesandthoseofthesocialsciences,whilethepostulateofsubjective
interpretationreferstothespecificdifferencebetweenthetwo.Thedistinctionbetween
thepostulateofadequacyandthepostulateofsubjectiveinterpretation,Schutzseemsto
imply,restsonthefactthatthelatterwarrantsthepossibilitythatsociologicalconstructs
willbeconsistentwith thesubjectivemeaningsofactors,butthattheformeris
necessaryinadditioninordertoverifythatconsistencyhasinfactbeenestablished.
(McLain1981,106-7;emphasesintheoriginal)

However,Schutzhimselfisnotclearonthispoint(McLain1981,107;Carroll1982,392).
Hisstatementsaboutthepostulateofadequacyareatleastambiguous.

Eachterm usedinascientificsystem referringtohumanactionmustbeso
constructedthatahumanactperformedwithinthelife-worldbyanindividualactorin
thewayindicatedbythetypicalconstructionwouldbereasonableandunderstandable
fortheactorhimself,aswellasforhisfellow-men.(Schutz1943,147;cf.1953,34)
Thepostulateofadequacyrequiresthatthetypicalconstructionbecompatiblewith

thetotalityofbothourdailylifeandourscientificexperience.(Schutz1943,148;cf.1932,
270)

Thefirststatementcaninmyopinionbeinterpretedasademandforsomekindoftests,
becauseitisonlypossibletoknowthatanon-scientistunderstandsthescientifictypes,ifhe
isasked(Coenen1985,92).Ontheotherhand,thesecondstatementseemstoindicatethat
suchatestisunnecessaryandthatthemethodofinductivetypifyingalonecanguaranteethe
adequacyoftypes,becausethetypesonlyhavetobecompatiblewithourdailylifeand
scientificexperience.



3.Towardsanadequateformulationofthepostulateofadequacy

SofarIhaveconcernedmyselfwithAlfredSchutz’smethodologyandhisdefinitionof
the postulate ofadequacy.Butthe problem ofadequacy can also be approached
independentlyofSchutz’sambiguousposition.Iwilldiscussherethequestionofhowto
guaranteethevalidityoftypesinthesocialsciencesandnolongerthequestionofhow
Schutzwantedtoguaranteeit.Threeanswerscanbegiventothisproblem:
1)Verificationofasingularstatement;
2)Falsificationofasingularstatement;
3)Discursivedialogue.

Thedifferencebetweenverificationandfalsificationofsingularstatementscanbemade
obviousinaconversationbetweentwoactors.Ifoneactordoesnotunderstandtheotherone,
hecanaskhim:“Whatdoyoumeanbythisstatement?”He/sheisaskinghim/herinthis
casetoverifyhis/herformerstatementwithprobablyalternativewords.Butifhe/sheasks
“Doyoumeanthisandthatwithyourstatement?”,thenhe/sheisaskinghim/hertofalsify
theinterpretationwith“no”ortoconfirmitwith“yes.”Theproblemwiththeverificationof
singularstatementsisthatmisinterpretationscanoccur(McLain1981,121).Actorsand
researcherscanneverbesurethattheirinterpretationwascorrect,althoughtheymighthave
hadtheimpressionthattheycompletelyunderstood.Therefore,verificationsseemnottobe
thebestmethodtotestthevalidityofappliedscientifictypes.Inmyopiniontheapproachof
falsifyingsingularstatementsissuperiortoverifications.Althoughwecannotbesureabout
thecorrectnessofourinterpretations,wecanbesurethatsomethingmustbewrongifour
interpretationisrejectedbytheactorwhosestatementweinterpreted.However,wecannot
besureaboutthesourceofthemisunderstanding.Itcouldbethatmyinterpretationwas
incorrectorthattheactor’sinterpretationofmyinterpretationwaswrong.Themethodof
falsificationoffersnotmuchmorethanthemethodofverificationforcheckingsingular
statements,butthefactthatwecanbesureofmisunderstandingsisreasonenoughtoprefer
it.
AnalternativetothemethodoffalsifyingsingularstatementswasproposedbyMcLain

(1981,120ff.)andCarroll(1982,397)withthemethodofadiscursivedialogueofcritical
theory.McLainandCarrollacceptRichardBernstein’scritiqueofthepostulateofadequacy
inpartsandtrytoadjustSchutz’spostulateofadequacytothiscritique.ForBernsteinthe
postulateofadequacyisunsuitableanddangerous.Itisunsuitablebecauseitcannotdeal
withtheactor’sstubbornrefusaltoseethetruthorwiththeactor’salienation,which
preventshim from seeingthetruth.Therefore,thepostulateofadequacyisdangerous,
becauseitcanonlyleadtoideologicalbutnotscientifictypes.Schutzisdeprivingthesocial
sciencesofitscriticalcharacter,becauseheisnotawareoftheproblemthatactorsmayonly
beabletounderstandthoseconstructswhichareinaccordancewiththedominantideology
ofthecultureorgroupunderstudy(Bernstein1976,164;McLain1981,110).4)InMcLain’s
andCarroll’sopinionadiscursivedialoguecouldsolvethisproblem.McLaindescribesthe
procedureasfollows:

RitsumeikanSocialSciencesReview（Vol43.No.1）70



HowCanAlfredSchutz’sPhenomenologyIncreasetheFruitfulnessofPopper’sMethodologicalIndividualism?（CHRISTIANETZRODT） 71

Thetypicalcasemaybeconceivedofinwhichtheactorrejectsthesecond-order
constructsofthescientist’smodelaseitherunintelligibleorunrepresentativeofthe
actor’smotivation.Therejectionmayresultfrom theinadequacyofthescientificmodel
orfromtheactor’spresentincompleteunderstandingofitsimportorfromtheeffectsof
repressionorsomereigningideology.Inanyevent,theactor’srejectionissufficient
reasonforcontinuationofthedialogue,andcompliancewiththecriterionofadequacy
remainsundemonstrated.Asthedialogueproceeds,thesociologistmayreviseorreject
certainfeaturesofthemodelonthebasisofanincreasedunderstandingoftheactor’s
meanings,mayattempttoclarifyanddeepentheactor’smotivationalself-understanding
andunderstandingofthescientificmodel,ormayemploystrategiestoreducethe
resistancearisingfromrepressionorideology.(McLain1981,123)

Amixoftheresearcher’spowersofpersuasionandofhisacceptanceoftheactor’s
statementsisthesolution.Unfortunatelythisisnotveryclearadvice.Whendoesa
researchergettothepointwherehe“toohastily[arrives]atthejudgmentthattheviewpoint
oftheactorisirrelevantormisguided”(McLain1981,125)?McLainarguesagainstBernstein
thatthepostulateofadequacyisnecessarytoconstraintherisk“thatcriticalactivitywillbe
arbitraryandirrelevanttoactuallyexistingsocialandpoliticalrealities,therebyundermining
thecriticalpotentialofsociology”(McLain1981,126),butheisunwillingtoaccept“the
subjugationofsciencetocommon-sense”(McLain1981,125).Thebasicreasontorejecta
methodofverificationorfalsificationofsingularstatementsisthattheactor’sstatements
cannotbetrusted(McLain1981,123;Carroll1982,401).Butwhyshouldwelistentothe
actor’sstatementsiftheyarenottrustworthy?Inmyopinion,theactor’sstatementsarethe
onlybasisfortheapplicationoftypestoindividualcases.Ofcourse,wedonotneedto
believeeverythingtheysay.However,itisnotfortheresearchertodecidewhathewantsto
believeandwhatnot.Iftheactor’sstatementsareincontradictiontothemselvesortoreality
(forexample,acontradictionbetweenastatementabouttheactor’spastbehaviorandhisreal
pastbehavior),thenwehavegoodreasonnottotrustthem.Butaslongasnocontradictions
occur,theactorhasthefinalword.Thereisnoneedforadiscourse.
Finally,theextendedsolutionofAlfredSchutztotheproblem ofVersteheninthesocial

sciencescanbecharacterizedasamethodofinductivetypifyingfortheconstructionof
generaltypes(asproposedbyHume)andamethodofdeductivefalsificationforthe
applicationofthesegeneraltypestosingularcases(inspiredbyPopper5)).Themethodof
inductivetypifyingisadequate—althoughlogicallyinvalid—becausetheactorsapplythesame
methodintheirnaturalattitude.Theaimistoformulateaccuratesecond-orderconstructions
oftheactors’first-orderconstructions,independentofthequestionofhowirrationalthefirst-
orderconstructionsmightbe.Adequateconstructedgeneraltypescanbeexpected,because
ofthesocialoriginofoursharedsocialknowledge,aslongastheresearcherisfamiliarwith
theculturalbackgroundoftheactorsunderstudy.Theadequacywillincreasewiththe
researcher’sfamiliaritywiththeactors’everydaylife.Themethodofdeductivefalsificationof
appliedgeneraltypestosingularcasesadditionallysupports,inmyopinion,thepostulateof



adequacy.Anactor’sbehavior,hismotivesandideasareinterpretedwiththeschemeof
interpretationprovidedbythemethodofinductivetypifying.Butthisinterpretationisnot
simplyaccepted.Insteadtheactorisaskedtodenyortoconfirm theinterpretation.Ifhe
confirmstheinterpretation,theinterpretationcanstillbewrong(becauseofmisinterpretations
basedondiscrepanciesintheculturalbackground),butifherejectstheinterpretation,then
theinterpretationisfalsified.Butonlytheapplicationofthegeneralschemeofinterpretation
tothissingularcaseisfalsified,notthegeneralschemeitself.Ofcourse,ifaschemeof
interpretationconstantlyfails,thentheresearcherisprobablynotveryfamiliarwiththe
cultureunderstudy.
IcanofcoursenotbesurethatIhaveinterpretedSchutz’spostulateofadequacy

adequately,becauseIcannolongeraskhim toconfirm ortofalsifymyconjecturethatthe
methodoffalsificationofsingularstatementsshouldberegardedasanaspectofhispostulate
ofadequacy,butitseemstomealogicalextensionofhiswork.However,thiscasealso
showsthelimitsoftheproposedadditionalsolution.Themethodoffalsificationofsingular
statementscanonlybeappliediftheactorscanbeaskedandiftheyarewillingtoanswer
(butacorrectself-understandingisnotrequired).Ifthisisnotthecase,thenthemethodof
inductivetypifyingandthefamiliaritywiththeactors’culturealonehavetoguideadequate
typeconstructionswithoutanyfurtherconfirmationorfalsification.EitherwayAlfredSchutz’s
methodologyprovidesanimportantsolutiontoPopper’sprogram,becauseitisnolonger
necessarytoassumeactorstobehaverationally.Theresearcher’sculturalknowledgecanbe
usedtoformulatemoreadequatesocial-scientificexplanationsofanykindofbehavior
whatever.WhilethiscombinationofPopperandSchutzstilldoesnotpermitconclusive
falsifications,itallowsus(insomecases)totestourhypothesesabouttheactors’motives.

Notes

1) Iagreewith Kageyama’s(2003)interpretationofPopper’sapproach asaninconclusive

falsificationistone.“Toabandonatheorysimplybyafalsificationentailsblindfaithinthe

truthoftestresults”(p.115),andtherefore“falsificationsarenotabsolutelycertain,”because

“wecannotexcludethepossibilitythattheymayturnouttobefalse”(p.113).

2) ForHume,ideasarecloselyconnectedtoexperiencesandnotanabstractphenomenonofthe

mind:“Ideasalwaysrepresenttheirobjectsorimpressions;andviceversa,therearesome

objectsnecessarytogiverisetoeveryidea.”(Hume1739/40,157)“...allideasarecopy’dfrom

impressions.”(Hume1739/40,163;emphasisintheoriginal)

3) Alsothemethodofintuitioncanbedescribedasinductive,becauseitisbasedonexperience,

butincontrasttothemethodofinductiveverificationitrefersnottoinfinitecases,butonlyto

pastexperiences.Thegapbetweenknowncasesandallcasesincludingunknowncasesis

bridgedbyintuition.

4) The problem with Bernstein’s argumentis thathe confused first-and second-order

constructions.The actorsmightbe alienated asa resultform inadequate first-order

constructions.Butthisisnotascientificbutratherapoliticalproblem.Thescientificproblem

istoconstructadequatesecond-orderconceptsfrom theperhapsinadequatefirst-order
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conceptsoftheactors.IcanthereforenotseethatBernstein’scritiquesuitsSchutz’spostulate

ofadequacyatall,becauseSchutzdidnotproposethepostulateofadequacyasasolutionfor

theproblemoffirst-orderconstructions.Itisfurthermoreclearlynotmoredangerousthanto

saythattheresearcherknowsitbetterthantheobservedactor(McLain1981,111).This

latterstandpointcandriftveryeasily—asPoppershowed—toallformsoffanaticism and

intolerance.

5) ItisonlyinspiredbyPopper,becauseherejectedtheapplicationofthemethodoffalsification

tosingularstatements.
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