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In the focus of Husserl's.thought especlally in the last
phase of his life and alsc in the center ol 1nterest of later thlnkers,
who belone to the phenomenological movement in its larger sense 1is the
probler of the cowmon~sense world, the world of daily 1life or "lebens-
welt" as Husserl calls it. In contradistinction to the universe as ~
constructed and elaborated by science, especially the modern physlcsal
sciences’the gommon-sense world is that world in which we always find
ourselves, in which we live, with which we have a certain familiarity.
The things which it comprises present,éhemselves in our dally experience
and it is with these things as they aépear in irmediate experience and
previously too and independently of sclentific knowledge that we deal
in our dally lives. For Alfred Schutz also the comron-sense world or as
Hueserl calls it, the Lebenswelt was the central problem and was in the
focus of his philosophical endeavours. For him the problem arose from
hie vre-occupaticn with the foundation problemg of soclal sclences.

It 1s to Husserls conceptions that Schutz referred and from
which he started. But bpecause of the motives which led Schutz to ralise
the problems of the Lebensvwelt he gave to Husserls interpretation a new
turn, interireting tq§ Lebenswelt as a social reality.

According to Husserl the world of daily 1ife, both the natu-
ral and the social cultural world i1s taken for granted. We never doubt
1ts existence, to be sure doubt may arlse and does arise and 1s resolved
ﬁq the course of our experience; 1t may happen and 1t does happen that
% 2 prove to be different from that what they appeared to be at first.
Bu% thess dcubts and these corrections slwaye concern detalls within to=
world, The world 1tself never becomes doubtful to us 1in our natural ztti-

tude, that is to say in that attitude which dominates all our 1life, both
»
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Fler,
theoretical and practical. This natural world 1s the ground and the terreis

f;é/all our activities and a2s such & ground, terrain,-background.or horizon
i1t 1s taken for granted. Differently expressed:th:%/belief. in the existence
of the world of our dai}y life 1s never questionea. This belief 1s most
of the time unformulated. In this unforrulated fashion 1t pervades and per-
meates all our activities. This world whose exlistence we take for granted
1 at the same time taken as an intersubjective world. Not only do we find
in this world our fellowmen, but we also take 1t for granted that they are
confronted with the same world as we are. The intersubjective Lebenswelt
1s the same for all of us. And we take it also for granted that they take
the world for granted in substantially the same way in which we do 1it.
Therefore we can act and work together with others not only in a world
common to all of us but we can alsoc work together wlth others 1in the
different forms of cooperation. We can orlent our actlons with regard, to
theirs, and we may expect them to do the same.

Husserl called attention to the typification of our experience of
the world of daily 1life and of the things encountered within this world.
In the ﬂreat ma jority of cases we do not percelve singular objects in the
gense of tnlqueness. Rather we perceive mountains, streets’, animals,
fellow beings and so on. That 1s:whet we encounter ef things and belngs
of a certain type, we experience them 1n the light and 1in the sense of a
certain typlcality. Such typlflcation 1s a general fact of coneclousness
and leads to a very important ppoblem of general phenomenolog}. Schutz N
howtver called attention that suzsh typificatlon varles from soclety to
soclety, it also varies for one 1ndividual on several occasions of hls 1lifec.

I peréeive an animal and I cen percelve 1t once as a quadrupede an other

ong.
time as a dog, a third time as a dog of a speclal matups. In each case I
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have typified the thing which I have perceived in a different way.

More important however 1s the typification which varles from socieyy

to society and which even within one and the same soclety varles at
different moments of his history. it/gecomes especlally apparent

with respect to cultural obJects, 1like 1nstruments, tools, books and

so on, objects which refer to certaln human activities and needg,&ad
whioh-ewc also typified. A stranger who is not famlllar with the haghly
industrialized society which is ours would certainly percelve the things
and the instruments in a light different from the one in which we per-
ceive them. In addition to specification at large, there is the problem
of thls sxcoted—or particular specificatlion which prevaills at a certaln
time. And Schutz concerned himself mainly with the second problem, with
that of speclal typification. The speclal typification betrays the soclial
origin of the world in which we find ourselves. wée are at in thils world,
because we have grown into it. And we have grown into 1t during a proces
vhich might be called a orocess of education. Ve have grown into the
world under the guldance of parents, teachers and our €lders. And our
intercourse with our contemporaries has also contributed to our growing
into that world and.tow&rds accepting the speclal typificatlon which
prevails in that world. Growing into the world we have acquired a - -
certain language)and language 1s the vehicle as well as the meddum of
expression of the mentioned typificatlon. Language flxes the typifica-

-

tions, it fixes those things and aspects of things and those events
features

wrlah stand out for typification in contradistinctlon to otherV which
Qavol
&i:g:I pass unnoticed. Alcng with languarge ae—= typificationﬁ%mbodied

w+¢q/1anguage we have also acquired in the course ol our lle-PHlis—Or

e
e T - reclpeslthat

i1s rules and modes of conduct which permit us to obtaln typlcal results

I
S



- 4 -
by typical means. We have acjulred typical modes of conduct,in typics:
sltuations and this holds from the most trivial to the most conse-
cuential sitvations. If for instence we are riding on a train ;a -
to display a certaln typlcal behavior, namely that which 1s expected

from a railroad passenger. Or more correctly that of which we know t.

To cornmaoles O m»&w/f&maf e
1t 18 expected from such a pascsenger. ks-&qo*hzr_sxxpemekfif WE want
to engage upon a carreer azzg?gocation, we know that we have to foll-
Eertain typical process of action in order to reach our goal. Two
speclal features are worth mentloning as far as these recipes/
typicad modes of conduct and behavior are concerned. In the first pl:
they 2re soclally approved. Such anproval ;2227%0t necessarlly mean
M‘¢4"\ ;€-¢..'. /
tﬁat*%hey—é;tlsanctioned by a formal law or by some other formal inst’
tution. Social snproval can rather mean and does in the great majorit-
of cases meanjthat sllently and without ever being formulated t=e =
tioned rules, recipes are followed in the soclety in which we live.
The otner feature concerns the jJustification for these rules. They
are justified, because they yleld results. The pragmative motlf 1is
the one which domlqates our life in the social reslity, our life in
the coomon sense world. Because these rules of conduct yield desir-’
results they are followed and they can not Zkcome guestlionable unlc:
the results fall to materlalizee As fer as the socisl approval = ti
form of implicit acceptance 1s concerned it is merely the recult of
social deriv;tion of all the mentloned acguisitions, language, tyrif’
tion =2c expressed in lansuage, the rules of conduvet a2né the ral:-
beravior. All these aguisitions together constitute what alfrci 327
called "the stock of knowledce 2t hand". The"stock of knowledre z* -

1s tixem a2 sedimentation of my whole history comprising both what was

handed down to me by my parents, teachers and those with whom I ascoc.
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and my own personal acquisitions. It must, however, be pointed out
that only a very small part of the “stock of xnowledge at haﬁd“\ori-
ginated in my own personal experlence. The bulk of that "stock of
knowleége at hand" was soclally derived, was communlicated to me in the
mentioned way, to express it perhaps better,was passed on to me and
accepted by me,I grew into it. And even my own personal experienceS,
which com: to be inserted into the stock of knowledge at hand are in-
serted into the soclally derived knowledge they find thelr zi;ciithln
the soclally corrunicated and derlved knowledge and only to the extent
to which they find this a2 place within thetsoclally derlved knowledge
are of some value to me. Even 1f in some detail I find 1t convenlent
to deviate from the accepted‘;zgéé on account of my personal experlence,
such deviation, as 2 deviation fror the commonly accepted rules refers
back to those rules as their background. This stock of knowledge at
hand forms a frame of reference and orientation for my coming to terums
with the things, with the beings, which I encounter. It forms the frame
of reference and orilentation in the world of dally experiencé. Thils
stock of knowledge 'at hand is also taXen for granted as uaguestloned,
but 1t may become guestionable if the occasion arlses, that 1s, if I
am confronted with a situation, in whlca the recipes, the rules and
norms of conduct do not longer help me. -
As mentioned before I take it for granted that "fellow human
beings exist and that they are beings lize myself. This lmplles, that
I take 1t for granted that they have a stock of knokledge at hand as I
have it and 1t furthermore implies that their stceck of knowledge at hand

is substantially the same as mine. Thls assumption derives from the

social origin of my stock af knowledge at hand as well as theirs. Both,
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wy fellowman and I have been born into the same world and have grown
into it. However, 1f we speak of thelr knowledge at hand, belng substan-
tially the same as mine a certain qualification 1s called for. This
knowledge at hand in juestion admits of degrees of clarlty, dlstinction,
precision and explicltness. Not only threa do I know different things,
than those which are known by & certain of my fellowman, but I may know
the same things differently than he does. I am an expeft 1in a very

small field in which I have acquired genuine experlence and flrst-hand
knowledge, and I am a layman in most other flelds. I know that there are
experts in those flelds in which I az a layman and I know that if the
situation presents itself I have to resort to the advice and opinion of
the expert,in consulting a lawyer, a doctor,an architect and so on.

In other words the stock of kﬁoiledge at hand 1s in a certaln way
soclally distributed. That social distributbon or rather the knowledge
sbout that social dlstribution also beldngs to my stock of knoiledge at

hand.
The world of my daily 1life which 1B social reality is however

primarily not a fleld of observation, but rather the scene of action.
am

Normally I do not cdntemplate things in the world, normally If{neither

Vet Ress /.

¢

an observer, theoretician- . I parsue certain goals and
purposes, I am an actor. But if I am an actor, that means that I occupy
a certain place in the soclal world. I have not grown into that world
at large, but I have grown into 1t, so to speak from a certain corne:Tm
I was born by parents, who belong to 2 certaln subgroup within soclety.
I have a certain profession, I pursue certaln goals and interesti. Thag
I do 80 is the result of my past. In other words, as Schutz called 1it,
I have a certain blographical situation, I have a place within soclety

and from the vantagepoint of that place I percelve the goclal world,
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from the vantagepoint of that blograrhical eec&eﬁfnl pursue my goals

and purposes. Ny bidgraphical situation 1s then the sedimentation of

my whole past; it 1s the outcome of my having become what I am and who

I am. It 1s clear, that the blographical situation 1ls never definitively
hal lirfheo!

&eff&eif”ig I continue to live so my blographical situation dewelops.
This blographical situation is glven to me and to me alone, I do not
share it witah anybody. In my blographical situation originate my because-
motives, which Schutz distinguishes sharply from in-order-to motivese.

it 1s my blographical situation which explains why I pursue certaln
goals, why I have concelved for myself this life-plam rather than a
different one. But as an actor I hardly know of these because-motlves
since I am living in my actions, pursuelng my goals. Only if I turn

back and refer the goals which I am pursueing to my past do I become
aware of my becausemotlves, but Lh&t.then I em no longer an actor, I
have transformed myseclf into an observer. of myself.In contradlstinctlon
to the because-motives my in-order-to-~ motlves are always glven to me

in my acting. In fact it 1s towards a state of affairs to be brouzht
gbout by my action, 'that I orient my behavior. It 1s to that goal that

I subordinate the means which I apply. And hence the 1ln-order-to motive
is given to me as the centralizing factor of my behavior.

Whatever goale and objectives I pursue have an hlerarchical -
order and they originate in my biographical situation. The latter 1s
also the origin of my system of relevance, both permanent and translent,
that 1s shifting along with the purpose at hand. T”he system of rele=
vances which prevalls at any given moment depends upon the goals which
I pursue. My actlions as well as my proj)ects are oriented towards my
goals and purposes. They are organized with respect to my systems of

relevances. In my actine as well as in my planning I am guided by my
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stock of knowledege at hand, faulty and deficlent as 1t might be, It
may happen that I misjudge. clrcumstances, act without knowing the
circumstances corpletely. I may fall to sllow for futuré developments
which I ;;ggé/ﬁave forseen. But whatever criticism or rather self-
eriticism I wight formulate later with respect to my acting, it has
always been guided and directed by my knowledge at hand. My actions
thus have a certain meaning to me. They have that meaning with regard
to my purpose at hand to the goals more or less ultimate which I pursue,
to a system of purposes and in the light of my stock of knowledge at
hand. We thﬁs arrive at the notion of the meaning which an action or
plan of action has for the actor himself. We arrive slready here at
the notion of Max Webefg“subjektiver Sinn". To this notlon we shall
have to return later, but it 1s worthwhile noting that it arlses alread:
'in the context of the single actor planning and pursueing his plans.

Again I take 1t for granted that wy fellowmen have places in
the social world as I have a place in the social world. Each one of
them has a unique biograpnic situation given to him and to him alone
;s this is the case with respect to myself. And yet we all live 1n the
gsame world. IT IS TAKEN FCR GRANTED, that my fellowman see the same
things which I see, but they see them differently, that 1s dn different
perspectives. While I see a thing from here, that isxggz_place where
I find myself now, the other sees the same thing from his.standpoint,

different from mine. The purppses and systems of relevance of my fellow=-

An
mgn must by necessity differ from mine, since beth purposes and systems
l\M/ Coune wevey

of relevances have oripinated in a,biographical situation which is—fer

Le e r0uu4,pvw_dL Reesle ptele/
re—husan helnz—ever—the—sase.  Iwo ldeallzatlions, as Schutz calls theml

come here into play. The first 1s the reciprocity of perapectéves: I

know, that I can exchange my place with a fellowman, that I can Xy see
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things from the point of view from which he seecs them now and that he
can place himself at my point of observation. In that respebt W€ can
speak of an interchangeability of standpoints. Still more 1lmportant
perhaps 1s the other 1dealizatlion, which leads us to the congruency
of different systems of relevancy. We take 1t for granted that
differences between my system of relevance and that of my fellowmen
oamealsl

oL usiAA e e Cone B Mecolireol (Ueef e./
v mﬁkﬁfboth systeus e@népueﬁtj(THEt is to say, we can €liminate certain

differences as irrelevant and can typify that which 1s common to us.
And so we can interlock our behavior, interlock our conduct as this
will be seen in the seguence. —= the social aspect of the common~
gense world has been brought out thus far without any specific refer-
ence é?7gocial inter-action in the proper sense. We have merely con-
gldered the behavior of an actor, acting alone, We have not yst taken
into consldereation the multiple relationships with human buman belngs,
whieh—betonp—essentially—to—eursosiai—3ife.

Schutz distinkuishes what he calls the face-to-face relation-
ship between consociates from ather social relationships. In that
face~to=face relationship the consoclates partake in one another's
life, be it only for a brief moment and in a rather superficlal way
as for instance in the convereatlon between passengers on the trainux
But what characterizes the face-to-face relationship accordlng to |
Schutz 1s thc ilmmediacy with @hich I grasp the other's*thought
and conversely he grasps min¢. In the face-to-face relatlonshlp the
self of my ccaséciates reveals 1tself to me though only partlaily
and fragmentarilly. But it 1s a relationsnip in whleh we share a
glven situation, time and épace, 2 relationship, in which our blograph!
cal situations intertwine or as Schutz used to express it: Be it only

for a brief period of time we live tcgether, and we grow older together
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In all other relationships I deal with a certain typification.
I have to typify the béhavior of my fellowman, his motives, hls atti-
tudes and all this in various degrees of anonymity or intlwacy. Let
us again examine two extreme cases: I may think of my absent friendg tc
whom I write a letter and submit to him a proposal..Typifying what I
know of his attitudes, his lnterests, hie goals and purposes I can
expect him and do expect him to react to this proposal in a certaln
way. Another example 1s that’qulte oftenly quoted by Schutz,of my
putting a letter 1in a mailbox. Doing so I expect that people whom I
never met and in all likellhood will never meet will behave in a certalr
way, called handllng the mall, with the result that my letter will
arrive at its destination, will be read by the addressee, whom per-—
havs I also never met and perhaps will never meet, and the result will
be, that in due tlme I'11 receive the book or other commodlty which I
ordered. In this bshavior of mine I rely then on others conductling
themselves in a typical way in a typlcal situatlon. In all my soclal
interaction I have to typify the fellowmé&€n with whom I am deallng; I
do that in dxpecting them to behave in a typical way under typical
ecircumstances. 3ut in doling so I have to typify myself sn as to tune :
my own typieal behavioerhat I expect thelrs to be 1n 2 typlcal situz-
tion. I have for instance to conduct mwyself in a3 train in such & way
of which I assume that the typlcal railroadexzployee €xXpecis a typlcal
passenger to bihave. 3Such trnification permnits me 1o interazt witn
other people urder soclal condltlionas. I+ perTits me to understant - .°
other in social interaction. And *thls 1s of extreme jrportaznce wnen £
the attainement of my goals I have to depend upon the cooperation ¢f

is thers-

others. Such typification hax faclilitated whereewxer trey aps soclally

accepted norms and standards, whether legalized or not, for instance
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certaln rules of handling certaln situatlons, certain recipes univer-
eally accevted to come to terms with certain conditions. I might pursue
qulite different 1nte?§ts then those whizh my fellowman Dursues, so that
my actlion or projJect has s different meaning to me from the one 1t has
to him. Yet to come to terms with him elther to obtain his cooperation
or in the case of conflict to bring about a kind of compromise I must
know what the project in question means to him. I core to know this

by 1mputing to my fellowmen typical goals, interests, mctlives, 4 typl-
cal attitudeleven a personality type. I have to conceive 2 typilcal
image of 2 man 1ln a certaln type of position who pursues those and those
typical interests and I have to refer the prolect in questlon to the
typical behavior of a man of that type. Only so can I come to know

what the project means to him and only in this way can I interlock mny
behavior and my courses of action with his. I have to impute to him a2
knowledge of what the project means to me. In 2ll soclal interrelations
of the kind considered the reciprocity prevalls. Here we arrive at the
gsubjective 1nterpretation of meaning which we encountered already in
the context of the léﬁely actor. It 1s to be pointed out as Schutz has,

that subjective interpretation of meaning is neither a varticularity of

Max weber's scciology, nor 3 arecifizally scientifis device but rather

the practice of sgocial 1ife in the comadn-sense world. Witnh hls 1inter-

prefation Schutz has given a complete phenomenological clarification of

that notion of subjective interpretation of meaning. It should by now
doo{m‘)“ M}/
be clear that this/meand meltister Antrospection, for—who de—tre Ome who

Ln%rwapee%s—ééase+£ifﬂor has it anything to éo with my identifying
myself with my partner,which becomzes especially clear when I have to
pursue interests opposed to hils and when my negotiatlons with him have

R Mot Qs«,.

a8 thelr objective a compromlse between conflicting interests.
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koww{-f:m do I give up :nine;/'fﬁa?/q order to come to terms with him I must
v ! Ao Petrfone
understand what the swbjestie projeﬂgémears to him and this under-
etanding I can only accomplish if I refer the project to the type
of man with whom I have to deal.

Only in broad outlines and therefore rather 1ncomplete%E:§e we
sketched Schutz' conceptlion of the common-sense world as a social
reality. It novw rexains to compare his conception with Husserl's cone-
ception of the lifeworld and to see in whilch respect Schutz' theories
constitute a progress over the results of Husserl. Husserl arrived
at the problem of the lilfeworld starting from probleums connected with

the constitution of modern physical sclence. It is true, that he soonm

became aware of the fact that the prabiem task of an adequate descrlp-

- g ——

tion of the lif€world far surpasses the inltlal problem from which he
started. It 1s pverhaps too much po szy that his conception of the 1life~ .
world 1s arrived at by a procedure of subtraction. Though this appears
exaggerated there 1s yet some point in 1t. When Husserl describes the

-

1ifeworld and the things we encounter 1n 1t he restores the sensual
Al

qualities to the Béfﬂé,&nd more 1mportant he removes the mathematical
M{o-ueoc! nefe
idealizations which have been %hpaaghapon the lifeworld by the progess

- oleyLop st
Ktﬁvﬁcience. Husserl's objective is to reconstitute the world of every-

day experience, that woRd which precedes sclence, that 1s which on the
one hand 1s glven to us previnusly to 1ts sclentlific interpretatlon
and which on the other hand forms the basls upon which the “eleboragtlion
of the sclentific ﬁniverse proceedes. Thls explains that &4 Hussefl
describes the things in the lifeworld Bﬁfrzigpe primarily perceptual
things in a narrower sense. The things are cnaracterized in terms of
those properties and attributes which are perceptual attrlbutes and

MOMUO/C- 4
properties in the more apecific sense llke the %rrnmﬂ%ée Dropert¢=s



tactile properties,‘£4h4U4Y’ properties and so on. To be sure
Husserl comes to discuss cultural objects and ewen to ralse tne

W.MO/‘-Q,.( (- SOy .3—:..:-.-0 ool aley ¢ a«@le-u.r et
problem of x . 1

encountered in the world. But the point is that he arrives at cultural

objects and animated organisms as well as fellowmen only subsequentlye.

And this indicates that his starting point was the perceptual world
as suche This onesidedness has been partially corrected by Heldegger
with his insistence on the notlons like Zuhandenheit and Zeug?. These
notions denote objects which have en essential reference to human
activity, like a pen which 1s percelved as something to write with.
That 1s the object is not taken, certalnly not to begin with in terms
y o S ‘
of its merely visuvual, merel = Pﬁbﬁproperties but on the contrary

’

1t 1s seen under the perepectiveiuse which can be made of it. Hel-

degger's notion as allowed for 1n Schutz' description when Schutz refers

o cultural objectSﬁ to human activitlies, to human needslto humran
makers and to huma1uaers. Let it be remarked in passing that by these
critical remarks we do not mean to deny that perception or perceptual
. W’,/ olof
cp—penecpius® consclousness must hodd rightly{a privileged positlon
'

within a» Husserlian phenomenology. But it is then perhaps necessary
to re~define the concept of perceptlon, a problem which ¢an not be
pursued here any further. It is furthermore true that in Husserl's

description of the commen-sense world énd even of interpersonal rela-

mw
tion the theoretical attlithde prevalls. Alnng the examples which he

chooses to illustrate interpersonal relatlons, that 1s sccial relatlons

characteristically enough the examples of scholars and sclientlists
who compare their findings, confirm and correct one another and come
to common results, pregalls. His emphasis 1s on the sameness of the

things which we encounter, on the identity of the commonsense world

i
|
|
p.



1oflen, Moo
for all of usy I%—&s—ne%-e#’the interlocking of actiqn with respect

to common things, 1i—4a—tﬁTﬂES—wHTEﬁ‘ﬁ?E—tzkvn—fur—a%&—eé—us_as;
Ldentieally—tiTe 2586,

Bedause Schutz emphasizes actlon ratner then perceptlon &sxk he
is w&n&é—l—ﬁ?’z;gader picture, or I should perhaps prefer to say a more
concrete picture of the common=-sense world. In this sense his theory
1s more encompaseing. Aspects of the common world can then be singled
out according to the sclentific or philosophical problem under scrutlnye.

aderd
But they are then singled outy,ewt of a broader uheenyfaut—ﬂﬁ—&—mepa

oeaers¢s,pnﬁssn;a%4ea—e%—%he—eemmﬁnvsenae—ﬂer%e. Because of his emphasis

on action Schutz 1s enabled furthermore to allow for the actor as belng

P !
1nvolvedlas ENgages. However—in-eentradistinetiomrtoexistentizsitst k
trenmda—bath in Germany—s nar - +- fe2zRe 8 =i g ..
emphaBia—ﬁﬁ—ae%4an*5nhuLz—&e—eﬂ&b%e&—%a—ﬁrf3ent—tnt—attvr—aﬂ—énxe%#eﬂ
/

as—sagagh .$However in gontradistinction to existentialistic phllosophles
both German and FrenchISchutz allows for the disinterested observer r~
and the soclal sclentist. He has clearly seen that the gsoclal sclentist

Ly

becomes a sclentlst as—Feng—ané—-only—iihe disengagéy'himself from the
pursult of interests and goals 1n the social world. As long as he 1ls g =
gclentlist and in his capacity as a sclentist he does not have to
pursue any interests, he has no goals to attain, he transforums himself

into a mere observer of the soclal world and the hapnenings‘zéQQ;:M$
sotions. 1n that werld.

In the present context we have tc confine ocurselves to

Schutz' theory of the social reality. We are not a®EXe able now to
prodeed to a theory of the soclal sclences. This theory has not been
developed by him in complete form. He has given most valuable hints
and references. But he was well aware that a great nucber of problems

connected with conceptualization had to be solved before a coherent and
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consistent theory could be glven. There 1s however one pcint underlined
by him which deserves a special attentlion.

Social sclience varies from naturz2l sclence in one importan{
respect: The natural sclentist Ef%ee—%ofinterpretgtae facts which Jaowr
eves have not undergone a previous lnterpretation. It 18 he who selecté
the facitg,

(Eﬁa_it 1s he who interprets them, but his objects whatever they are,
observed things or theoretlcal constructs,do not interpret themselves.
In this sense Schutz could say that the constructs of the natural
sclences are first order constructs.) Indecé—what—underlice—tihremrte—thre
expertence of thIngs ani—events.3The soclal sclentist is however in a
different position. He also has to elaborate constructs which he has

then to insert into hils theory. Let 1t be mentioned in passing that hils

constructs are Max Webers Ideal Typen or as Schutz used to call them:?

e

puppets which the sclentlst creates and vhich he endows with consclious-~
ness but which he makes at his discretion. The difference betwesn the
social sclentist and the natural sclentist consists madwnly in that,that
the natural sclentist does not deal with pre~interpreted objJects, whereags .
the social scientist in his very theoretical ccnstructions has to allow

for the self-interpretation of his objects. The theory of the soclal

scientist must be such that the interpretation of hls objlects, men

and in the.
invclved thE engageddsoclal action and 1nteraction)who interpretg their ’

heve
actions, to whom thelr actlons h&n!/meaning,are allowed for 1n the con=

text of the theory. In this sense the constructs of the social sclentist
have been called by Schutz "gsecond order ccnstructs", second order, be-
cause they are based on those constructs which the social actors not

béing sclentists, develop and use in their actual life. These constructs

Tle
are of course the mentioned tyvificatlions, a@ﬁpzﬁéﬁa%eﬁav—ééi—oé—tbsm

+

can be comprised under the general heading cf subjective interpretation

of meaning. The specific construct of the social scientist, the secchd

.....



orderconstructg Of the social S¥==r actors. In other woras: The socia
8clentist €laborateg an objective 1nterpretation of Teaning, nHyt this

ObJective 1nterpregation of R€aning hag to leave roonm for, has €ven to

slnce Dilthey started frop and
Was concerneg with History, Whereas Schutz! interest Ce€ntered arﬁound
the social relationg between Contemporaries, History dig4 not ;lay a
role of first ordep far Scauty! Problems., 3yt the Question reraing
wnethep Schutz! theory does not brovide, gp to sreax as a by-product
8 solution of Diltney's problem. In othep words 1t woylg be a mgost
important and desirable 1nvestigation to find oyt in whicehp seénse and

to which €xtent Schuty Cwee. ‘e Oof the 1ife world sg






