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1.DiscussingPoint

InthisreportIwouldliketodiscusssomesubtledifferentmeaningsofthebasicterm
‘structure’,whichSchutzandParsonsuseforinterpretinghumanaction.
(1)InthecaseofParsonswecaneasilyfindtherelevantterm inthetitleofhisbook

TheStructureofSocialAction(1937;hereinafterabbreviatedasSSA).Here‘structure’
occupiesthecentralpositionofhisanalysisofsocialaction.Forexample,Parsonsuses
‘structure’inordertosatisfyhisinterestinempiricalfactsbyanalyzing“thelogicalstructure
ofthetheoreticalsystem”(SSAp.9)orstateddifferentlybyusing“theconceptualstructureof
thetheoreticalsystem,thevoluntaristictheoryofaction”forunderstandingproblemsof
empiricalresearch(ibid.,p.731).Parsonsdifinestheterm asaframeofreference,in
accordancewithwhichtheresearcherwillunderstandtheproblemofempiricalresearch.
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(2)ButinthecaseofSchutzwecanfindtheveryconceptof‘structure’beingreplaced
bytheconceptof‘Aufbau’[construct],asweseeinthetitleofhisbookDersinnhafteAufbau
dersozialenWelt(1932;ThemeaningfulconstructoftheSocialWorld,whichishereinafter
abbreviatedtoSASW),andthereinwecanfindtheconceptof‘structure’onlyinthe4th
Chapterentitledasthe‘StructuralAnalysisofSocialWorld,i.e.,therealm ofdirectly
experiencedsocialreality,therealm ofcontemporaries,andtherealm ofpredecessors’
(StrukturanalysederSozialeWelt;SozialeUmwelt,MitweltundVorwelt).Incomparisonwith
Parsonswefindoutthat,inthecaseofSchutz,therelevantconceptisusedinaverydifferent
way,thatis,itisusedformakingdiscriminationofvariousmeaningfullayersorstrata,which
theordinarypeoplemustexperienceastheconstitutors(andnotastheresearcherorscientific
observer)ofmeaningfulconstructstosomedegree,whenevertheytransitfrom theface-to-
facesituationintheworldofdirectlyexperiencedsocialrealitytoindirectsocialexperiencein
theworldofcontemporaries,andtotherealm ofpredecessors,i.e.,totheworldofhistory.
Forexample,whenwethinkof‘ourfriendship’,wecanhavedifferentanddistinguishable
meaningswemayhaveinmind,asSchutzshowsus.1)WhenAspeaksofhisfriendshipwith
B,hemaybethinkingofaseriesofpastface-to-facerelationshipwhichhesharedwithB(for
example,SchutzmaythinkofaseriesofdirectexperiencesofhisfirstmeetingwithAron
GurwitschatParisin1934byintroductionofE.Husserl).2)WhenA speaksofhis
friendshipswithB,hemaymeanthat,overandabovesuchface-to-facesituation,hisbehavior
isorientedtoB’sexpectedbehaviorortothefactthatBexists.Inthiscaseheisoriented
towardBasacontemporary(forexample,SchutzremembersinNewYorkthatGurwitsch
nowlivesasacontemporaryinBaltimore,andheisreadingaletterfromGurwitschwhich
informshimofanadventuroustopicfromCasablanca,anddecidesthatheshouldanswerto
hisfriend).And3)WhenAspeaksofhisfriendshipwithB,hemaybereferringtothefact
that,externalobstaclesaside,theycanalwaysgettogetheragainandbeginwheretheyhave
leftoff(forexample,tomorrowIamgoingbytraintoyouatBaltimoreandIwouldliketo
talkwithyouonthatmatter).1),2)and3)areonlyafewexamplesforthedifferentmodes
ofexperienceofa‘friendship’whichwilloccurintheintermediatezonebetweentheface-to-
facesituationinvolvingmerecontemporaries.Insum,whenweliveinasocialworld,we
experienceourselvesandothersindifferentandheterogeneousmodes— moreorless
intimatelyoranonymously— inthestructurallydistinguishablerealmsofsocialworld.
(3)SignificanceofSchutz’sconceptof‘structure’inthePSC
AcarefulreaderwillrealizethatSchutz’sconceptof‘structure’occupiesanespecially

noticeablepositionamongaseriesofSchutz’scriticalcommentsonParsons’sSSA.Thatis,
citinghiscriticalcomments,SchutzexpressespositivelyhisattitudetowardParsonsas
follows;“itdoesnotaltermyfullagreementwithProf.Parsons’sstatementthatallscientific
conceptsofsocialfactsalreadypresupposeaconsciousorunconscioustheoryofthestructure
ofthesocialworld(SYitalicized).However,laterinhisreplay(Mar.17,1941)toParsons’s
letter,Schutzalteredhiswordingof“thestructureofthesocialworld”intothestructureof
“socialaction”(ibid.p.103)— andthatthistheorydeterminesthechoiceofproblemaswell
asthedirectionofinterestinherentintheselectionoffacts”(PSCp.11).Inasenseitseems
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tomethatthisremarkwasthepointthatSchutzwantedtotellParsons.Idon’tknow
whetherParsonsusedtheterm,atheoryofthestructureofthesocialworldintheSSAornot.
Thisisanotherproblem.ItisourpointthatthisverytermisoneofkeyconceptsofSchutz
inhisbook,SASW (aswehavealreadypointedout).ButParsons(inaletteraddressedto
SchutzdatedJan.16,1941)onlyremarksonthispointinageneralattitudeasfollows,“Again
andagain,inreadingyourwork,youmakepointswhichastheyarestatedsoundperfectly

plausible,butIam alwayscompelledtoaskthequestionwhatofit?’”andaddingtoit,“We
seemtobeunabletohaveameetingofmind.”Tohispartner’ssayingSchutzmightbeleft
absolutelyhelpless.
NowthatParsonsandSchutzmakeuseofoneandthesameterm asatoolfortheir

analysis,wemustcarefullyreexamine,ifandinwhatsensetheyassociatedtheterm
‘structure’withdifferentmeanings.Atthesametimewemustask,ifitmightbeoneofthe
reasonwhytheystoppedtheircorrespondenceinaveryshortperiods(1940.11.15-1941.3.
29)andwhythetwocouldnotafterallcometoterms.

2.OurProblemandWorking

WhydidParsonsandSchutzstoptheircorrespondenceinsuchashortperiodsandwhy
couldtheynotafterallcometotermswitheachother?Thisistheproblem,whichIwould
liketoexplicateinthispaper.Bywhatmeansdoweapproachtoit?Byrereadingthe‘Parsons-
Schutz’Correspondence[abbr.toCPS]underspecialconsiderationofthebackgroundoftheir
sociallifeinthe1940s,wewouldliketofindaclueinordertomakethisproblemclear.Soat
firstwemustfocusontheirtheoreticalworkingsinthe40s,whentheyendeavoredtobrush
uptheirownsociologicaltheorybymobilizingsuchkeywordsas‘structure’(Parsons)and
‘construct’(Schutz).Atthesametime,weshouldalsotakeintoaccountthesocialconditions
oftheirlife.

2-1.Referentialmaterials
Forthesakeofunderstandingsomesocialcharacteristicsof‘Parsons-Schutz’discussion

inPSCweareabletogetalotofvaluableinformationfromthefollowingmaterials.
□ Material1;UtaGerhardt(2002),TalcottParsons;AnIntellectualBiography
Oneshouldinthisbookespeciallytakenoticeofherreferringto‘Parsons’sSociologyof

NationalSocialism,1938-1945’(p.58-128).Prof.Gerhardtcharacterizes Parsonsasa
ScholarshipforDemocracy(ibid.,p.276).ShedividesthewholelifeofParsonsintofour
periods:1)1901-1937;UnderstandingtheStructureofSocialAction,2)1938-1945;Parsons’s
SociologyofNationalSocialism,3)1945-1959;TheHarvardSocialScienceWarEffortand
TheSocialSystem,and4)1960-1979;NewAgendaforCitizenship:Parsons’sTheoryand
AmericanSocietyinthe1960s.
□ Material2;HelmutR.Wagner(1983),AlfredSchutz;AnIntellectualBiography
Thisisthebestbooktogetaconfidentialknowledgeaboutthechronologicalcareerof

AlfredSchutz.ThelateProf.Wargnerdivideshiswholelifeintothreeperiods;1)1899-1932;



Viena,2)1933-1938;VienaandParis,3)1939-1959;NewYork.ByusingSchutz’sownwords
Wargnerexplainsphenomenologically Schutz’sbiography from the following frame of
reference:i)HistoricalTraditionandPredecessors;ii)ContemporariesandConsociates;iii)
SuccessorGeneration;andiv)Reason&Phenomenology.
□ Material3:RichardGrathoff(hrsg.1985),AlfredSchütz-AronGurwitschBriefwechsel1938-
1959(PhilosophersinExiles,TheCorrespondenceofAlfredSchutzandAronGur-witsch1936-
1959,tr.,byClaudeEvans).
□ Materals4.RichardGrathoff(ed.1978),TheCorrespondenceofAlfredSchutzandTalcott
Parsons,TheTheoryofSocialAction;Oct.30,1940-Apr.21,1941.

2-2.WorkingHypothesis
(1)Itarousesthedifferentwayofunderstandinghumanaction,thatwhenonedefinesit

asreal,itbecomesreal(F.Znaniecki).Whenwearetakingintoreconsiderationofthe‘SASW’
bySchutzandthe‘SSA’byParsons,weshouldnotforgetthatthesetwoworkshavea
commongroundinMaxWeber’sUnderstandingSociologywhichaimedatexplaininghuman
action,thoughSchutzcriticizedWeber’scategoryof‘subjectivemeaning’becauseofits
obscurity,andParsonsrejectedWeber’stheoryofidealtypeasakindof‘typeatomism’inits
arbitrariness.ItmustbeclarifiedherewhatofWeberSchutzandParsonswantedtosolveand
triedtoovercomebymeansofintroducingtheirconceptofeither‘Aufbau’or‘Structure’.The
problemofthe‘Schutz-Parsons-Divide’(R.Grathfoff)comesfrom,inmyopinion,theproblem
ofrelevancethatthetwoscholarsselectedastheirownthemefromWeber’ssociology.Being
engagedinthesameproblem ofWeber’stheoryofsocialaction,thetwohaddifferent
interestsfrom thebeginnings.Ifthetwodefinedifferentlywhatsocialactionis,thenthe
realityofsocialactionmustalsobedifferentforthem.

(2)Theproblem of‘culture’asaculvert.Ofcoursethisiscloselyrelatedtoanother
significantproblem.Ascontemporariesthetwoscholarshadtofaceunavoidablyandwere,
whethertheydislikeditornot,necessarilyinvolvedinthewavesoftime— thisisthe
problemoftheir‘imposed’relevance.Itmeansthatwemustanalyzetheiruniquetrajectoryof
‘socialandscientificlife’thatbothParsonsandSchutzfollowedinthe40s,becausetheir
discussionsover‘thetheoryofthesocialaction’makesonlysenseundertheimposedspecific
conditionsoftheirtime,undertheimpressionoftheSecondWorldWar,inwhichthetwo
wereinvolved.AsfaraswereadcomparativelytwodifferentkindsofCorrespondence,CPS
andCSG,wecannothelphavinganurgetoexaminethe‘latentmotives’ofParsonsand
Schutzwhichwerereleasedunderthepressureofeachperson’sculturalbackground,and
whichtheymighthaveinmindontheoccasionoftheirdiscussion.

2-3.ContentsoftheirDiscussionanditssomeCharacteristics
Onthisproblemoneshouldrefertoatablefor“Fail-endedInterpretationofParsonsby

Schutz”(SeeAppendix1).ThediscussionbetweenthetwowhichwasarousedbySchutz’s
criticalreviewonParsons’sSSA,asweknew,revolvedaroundtheproblemofhowtograsp
therelationshipbetweenthesocialworldof‘everydayexperience’(thefirstorderconstruct)
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andtheworldof‘socialscience’(thesecondorderconstruct).Buttheresultofhisaimwas
invain,asSchutzendedhiscorrespondencewithParsonsofhisquotingfrom ananecdote
RichardWagnerrelatedofBeethoven;“BeethovensentanEnglishlordbackhismanuscript
inacoveroverthewholelengthofwhichhehadpaintedacross”(SP:March17,1941
p.106).From someoftheirletterswecandraw outthemaincharacteristicsoftheir
discussionintheCPS.
(1)LetterofPSJan.23,1941:“Ifindnothinginyourargumenttoshakemyposition”
(p.72).

(2)LetterofPSFeb.2,1941:“Imustconfesstobeingskepticalofphenomenological
analyses”(p.79).

(3)LetterofSPMar.17,1941:“Youhavetogoafewstepsfurtherinradicalizingyour
theory’.‘Itismeantasadiscussionofsomebasicproblemsofoursciencefrom a
differentpointofview”...“Ithinkthatyouranalysesarenotradicalenoughasfaras
thesubjectivepointofviewisconcerned...youdonotdealwiththespecificsocial
categoriesofactingandmutualinteraction,withtheproblem oftheframeof
referencerelativetothealteregotowardswhich theactor’sownactionsare
oriented...andthatyourtheoryofvaluesaswellastheroleyouattributetoscienceis
acceptableonlyifyouforegotheexplanationoftheproblemofintersubjectivityinvolved
inbothandifyoupresupposethesocialworldwithallitsstructuraldifferentiationjust
asgiven,allowing‘value’and‘science’toenteryoursystemiύtaifo[SY:fromoutside]
‘throughthedoor’(=SY italicized)ifImayusethisAristotelianterm...allthese
questionscanbeclarifiedbyaradicalanalysisofsocialintersubjectivity”(p.104.)

(4)Parsons:RetrospectivePerspective(Apr.1974):“ItseemstomethatDr.Schutzposes
analtogetherunrealisticallysharpcontrastbetweenthepointofviewoftheactorand
thescientificobserverandanalyst,virtuallydissociatingthem from eachother”
(p.123).

Therearesomepremisesforunderstandingtheabovementionedfail-endeddiscussion
betweenParsonsandSchutz.Itwillbeappropriateheretoquotefrom Parsons’ssaying,‘if
youwanttoknow themattermuchmore,youmustgobackandbackandback’.This
reflectiveremarkofParsonstowardexplicationofthematteriscorrespondenttoSchutz’s
theoryofrelevance,i.e.,‘ifyouwanttounderstandthehumanaction,youmustbeinquest
forthestructureofrelevance(topical,interpretativeandmotivational)ofthecase.Three
pointsshouldespeciallytakennoticeunderthecontextofourdiscussion.
□ Firstly,theyencounteredinthemiddleoftheseriousdiseaseofthetimes,theSecond
WorldWar(theirtopicalrelevance).

□ Secondly,itwasSchutzasthewoundedthatsufferedaseriousinjuryfrom thediseaseof
thetimes,andParsonsasthesurgeonthatmadeoperationsforthe‘diseaseofthetimes’
(theirmotivationalrelevance).

□ Third,thedistinctionsintheirbackgroundof‘methodologyofsocialscience’mustbetaken
intoconsideration.onthebasisofwhichtheybuiltuptheirargumentation.Thedifference
oftheterminologythateachofthem uses,suchasAufbauof[→Continuedonp.10]
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Appendix1

ATablefor“Fail-endedInterpretationofParsonsbySchutz”

[A]Parsons’VoluntaristicTheoryofAction
Afactcanbedefinedasan“verifiablestatementaboutphenomenaintermsofaconceptual
scheme”.CPS;p.10
ThefollowingSignofA,B,CandDmeansabasicconceptualschemeof“unitact”

[B]Schutz’sCriticalExaminationofParsons

①Parsons’sconceptofconcreteandanalyticallevels
②Thevoluntaristictheoryofactionandtheproblemofscientificknowledgeonthepartoftheactor
(...Cf.,thebelowmapofa&b)

③Theproblemofmotives(...Theelementofnormandthestructureofmotives
④Theunitactanditslimits(...Theproblemofrelationshipbetweenaandb†)
⑤Thesubjectivepointofview
⑥Typesandreality
⑦Sociallifeandsocialtheory¶ (...allowing“values”and“science”toenteryoursystem iύtaifo
[fromtheoutside]“throughthedoor”CPS;p.104)

UnitAct:A=Actor B=End C=Situation:Means&Conditions D=Norm
A…anagentofact
B…afuturestateofaffairstowhichtheprocessofactisoriented
C…Actmustbeinitiatedinasituation,whichis analyzableinto“means”overwhichtheactorhas
control,and“conditions”overwhichhehasn’t.

D…acertainmodeofrelationshipbetweenthese elements,a“normativeorientation”ofaction;a
verbaldescriptionofacourseofaction

SubjectiveElemnts Norm
B,Cchoice↔ controlD[introductionofvaluesystem]

↖ A↙
<From theVoluntaristicpointofview oftheactor>

TheunitactanditslimitsConcerning†-markof④ in[B]
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噛PointsofSchutz’sAgreementwithParsons
①Ageneraltheoryofsocialscienceshouldbefoundedonacarefulanalysisofunitactanda
theoryofthestructureofsocialaction.

②Thetheoryshouldbefoundedonthesubjectivepointofview
噛PointsofSchutz’sDisagreementwithParsons

３Asfarasthesubjectivepointofviewisconcerned,Parsons’analysisisnotenough.
４Parsonshasdisregardedthespecialsocialcategoriesofactingandmutualinteraction,the
problemofothersandsocialintersubjectivity.

５Parsonshasdisregardedthesignificanceoftimeelementinallhumanactionandthedifference
betweenthelogicalsignificanceofanactalreadyperformed(Handlung)andanactjustprojected
(Entwurf)and,ontheotherhand,thecategoriesofpersonalityandanonymity.

６Parsonsdon’texplainthespecificattitudethesocialscientisthastoadopttowardthesocialworld.
７Insufficiencyofthetheoryofvalueandtheproblemoftheroleofscienceinthesenseoflucking
thesufficientexplanationoftheproblemsofintersubjectivity.
Model-ConstructioncorrespondingtoPostulateoftheSubjectivepointofview

...Concerning②of噛-mark
1.Posturateofrelevance 2.Postulateofadequacy 3Postulateoflogicalconsistency

4.Postulateofcompatibility
SocialLifeandSocialTheory...Concerning¶-markof⑦ atthePartof[B]

SOCIALTHEORY(ST)
theSecondOrderConstruct

SL← ST

硬 稿高高
SOCIALLIFE(SL)

theFirstOrderConstruct
SL→ ST

TheVoluntaristictheoryofactionT.ParsonsTheoryofmotiveA.Schutz

硬
稿

高
高
高

Stock ofthe Pragmatic Experiences in
EverydayoftheActor

硬
稿

高
高
高

SecondOrderConstructofSubjectiveMeaning
World ofthe Actor in terms ofScientific
ConceptualScheme

TypificationofWorldContemporaries
TyipicalActor
Typicalmeans
Typicalsituation

ToomuchKantian!

MeaningConstructoftheFirstOrderin
termsofScientificconstitutedbythe“I”
[The Constitutor constitutes Constucts]
PhänomenologyoftheNaturalAttitude
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Apenndix2TheCorrespondence

AndtheProcessofDu-brotherhoodFormation,

A:TopicsofLifeHistory;a.Passology,b.Family[ChildrenandParents],c.Wife,d.Friends,
ConsentrationCamp,j.ArrangementforMeetingB:TopicsofScience:a.Farber,b.Husserl,c.
Noema-noesis,k.Life-world,l.Horizon&fringes.But*markwhichisindicatedabovetheitem-

lk,i,h,g,f,d,c,b,a,j,i,h,g,f,e,d,c,b,a,85letters.
61115521.GS

T
he
first

period
1938.8.3

(1.G
S)-1941.10.9(25.G

S)

87131018112.SG
3713.SG

121134.GS
11115.GS
11116.GS

2217.SG
11218.GS

111119.SG
11*61110.GS

21225172451121111.GS
1111112.SG

12313.GS
51213511114.SG

123111*115.GS
2111116.GS

11117.SG
111111118.GS

21111119.SG
111120.GS

111121.GS
231122.SG
3811111123.GS

11124.GS
1125.GS

833111126.GS
T
he
second

period

1121127.GS
821128.GS

1671129.GS
2130.GS

3311131.GS
11231132.GS

111133.GS
1134.SG

135.GS
11136.SG

111137.GS
22*114111138.GS

1142112,1*139.GS
140.SG

11111141.GS
1111142.SG

1122121143.GS

¶:Inthe85.LetterofSG,wecanfindthefollowingproposalofAlfredSchutztoAronGurwitsch,
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ofSchutzandGurvitsch

throughwhichtheysayDuoneanother

e.Sickness,f.theJude,g.Worry,h.SeekingEmployment&Part-timeInstructor,i.War&
James,d.Phenomenology,f.Consciousness,g.TheFieldofConsciousness,h.Zusammenhang,i.
numberofeachSectionmeansasfollows;h*France,d*Language,f*Stranger,k*Relevance.

lk,i,h,g,f,d,c,b,a,j,i,h,g,f,e,d,c,b,a,
1*211144.SG(48.G

S.)

511145.GS
131146.GS
3221147.SG

3,4*11148.GS
149.SG

T
he
third

period
1945.6.11(49.SG

)-49.7.17
(81.G

S9)

1*311150.GS
2*211*1151.SG

2211152.GS
2153.SG

11*51354.SG
11,1*32255.GS
11*11156.SG
11,1*11157.GS

1*1111158.SG
1211*11159.GS
1111160.SG

11161.GS
111,1*11162.GS

1,1*1163.SG
11,1*1164.SG

211,1*165.GS
1*111,1*12166.SG

1111167.GS
3168.GS
1011169.SG
111111170.GS
211111171.SG

21111172.GS
2611*11173.GS
112174.SG

1175.SG
11176.GS
11177.SG
11178.GS
3*11179.SG
1*1180.GS

11*181.GS
1*1182.SG50.1.25-50.10

1,3*212183.GS
21184.GS

1221185.SG
86.GS

Whydowestillsay“Sie”tooneanother?Iwon’tgoalongwiththisnonsenseanylonger†



[→Continuedfrom p.5]socialworld(Schutz)andStructureofsocialaction(Parsons),
doesnotsimplyrefertoaproblem ofwording,butratheressentiallytoaproblem of
graspingsocialphenomena,thephenomenologicalwayofthinking(Schutz)ontheone
hand,and thewayofthinking of‘analyticalrealism’and of‘Kantian Schemeof
Understanding’(Parsons)ontheother(theirinterpretativerelevance).

3.BetweenLifeworldandScienceinthe1940’s—AnotherCorrespondence:
ThecorrespondenceofAlfredSchutzandAronGurwitsch:PhilosophersinExile

3-1.ContentsoftheCSG
(1)Theproblem ofmeaningfulAufbau(construct)oftheirfriendship:TheChartfor

SchutzandGurwitsch(seeAppendix2)mightbeusefulforgettinganoverallpictureof
‘GSC’,throughwhichonecouldgetaninsightofthevariouscontentsoftheirletters,and
makesense,toadegree,of‘thesituationofthetimes’.ThemeaningfulAufbauoftheir
friendshipshallmeanheretheprocessofmutualinteraction,throughwhichthetwopersons
aregoingtocall‘du’,i.e.,toapproveofthemselvesasaDuzbrüderschaft(toenterintoan
intimatebrotherhoodof‘Thou’).WecheckedfromtheirCorrespondencethatittookforabout
12yearsand85lettersfromtheirfirstletter,whenthetwochangedthestyleofcallingtheir
partnerfrom‘Sie’to‘Du’.
(2)Schutz’s‘mythical’discourseandtheproblemof‘Nazism’:Tobeginwith,letuscarry

afewlettersofSchutzaddressedtoGurwitsch
(i)AletterofSchutz
DearFriendGurwitsch,

Manythanksforyourgoodandkindletterofthe20th.Youarecompletelyright,my
daytimelifeconsumesmeanddoesn’tallowmetosleepatnight.Inthesedreadfultimes
allwordshavereceivedaperversemeaning:Springisthecodewordforoffensive,
moonlightnolongerinterestsloversandpoetsbutratherthenightbomber,Olympiahas
becomethequintessenceofgodlessness.Throughtheold,newly-revivedmythsof
ThermopylaeandthebattleofthesevenagainstThebesthestymphalidicbirdsnow
storm,foulingallfoodandkillingallhumanitywiththeirwingsofsteel—...
Areyoustillenoughofanoptimisttobelievethatphenomenologywillserveitself

outoftheruinsofthisworld— asphilosophiaaereperennius?Isimplydon’tbelieve
thatanymore.Thebushmenwillsurelyfirsthavetobecomeacquaintedwiththe
NationalSocialiststoreofideas.Thatdoesn’tstopusfrom wantingtodieaswehave
lived,andthereforewehavetotrytocreateinourworldthatorderwhichwehavetodo
withoutinourworld.Thewholeconflict— includingthatbetweenourdifferent
approaches— lieshiddenintheshiftofemphasis.[quotedfromtheletterof22.SGApril
26,1941].
(ii)AletterofSchutz
DearFriendPhilalethes!
Manythanksforyourverykindletterandfortheenclosedcopiesofyouressay
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[which means Aron Gurwitsch’s contribution entitled “On the Intentionality of
Consciousness”(1940)totheHusserlMemorialVolumeeditedbyMarvinFarber=Sato].
Althoughthedayssinceitsarrivalhavenotbeenpreciselyconducivetoreflective
contemplation...,Ihavenowreadyourworkattentivelythreetimes...

......AndasTheophilus,aswhomIwritethisletter,Iamwaitingfortheharmonyof
bothspheres[Schutzrefersheretoadifficultyconcerningthetheoryofnoemaby
Husserl.Ifthisworldisone,aunitarylife-worldformeandyouandeveryone,onthe
onehand,andif,ontheotherhand,mynoemaremainsacomponentofmysolipsistic
primordinalsphere,andthenhowisintersubjectiveidentificationoridentitypossible?=
Sato].....Andsothesereflectionshavefilledadayofthegreatestanxietyandagitation,
andIcanonlyofferyou,thecauseandstimulusofthislongestletterofmylife,ahearty
thanks.....
Butallofthatissecondarytothequestionwhetherthebeasttowhichpoweris

givenwillagainforcekingstobowbeforehim.Letus,dearfriendPhilalethes,usethe
timewhichisgivenus,andletushope,asbestwecan,thatthebarbarianwillnot
disturbourcircle.ThoughIwouldliketosignthisletterasTheophilus— Ican’tbring
myselftodoit,inthelastchapteroftheTheodicy—......YourPangloss...(quotedfromthe
letterof2.SGAugust19,1939).

3-2.Examinationofeachletter
□OnSchutz’sexperienceof‘NationalSocialism’

Wemusttakenoticeofthedateofhisletter(i).ItwasaddressedtoGurwitschon
April26,1941.Thisletterwaswrittenimmediatelyafteranotherletterthatwasaddressed
toParsonsfromSchutz,“Discussionisapoor‘Ersatz’foradialogue”(April21,1941),the
lastletterofSchutztoParsons.IncludingSchutz’sletter(ii)thislettersurelyoffersusa
veryimportantdatum,whenwearegoingtocompareCSG withCPS— how much
insensitivehewasonalotofexperiencesthathedirectlyorindirectlyfacedandhowhe
expressedhimselfofwhatheexperiencedatthattime.

Fromtheseletterswecandrawsomenotablecharacteristics:
□ Inhislettersthecontemporaryworldashisanonymoussurroundingsisdescribedin
theform of‘mythicalexpression— like“theirwingsofsteel”,“thestymphalidicbirds”,
“mythsofthebattleofTherimopyles”(fromletter(i)),“thebeast,towhichthepoweris
given”,— andevenhehimselfandhisfriendarenotcalledundertheirrealname,but
symbolicallyunderthepseudonyms,suchas‘Philalethes(“loveroftruth”from thelast
chapteroftheTheodicybyLeibnitz),Theophillus(“loverofGod”;ibid.),andPangross(from:
Voiltair’sCandide;inletter(ii)).Imagine!Underwhatconditionismannotabletousehis
ownname?
□ Hislettersarewrittenbyadiscourseofhis“distinctive”evaluations— suchas“in
thesedreadfultimes”,“Allwordshavereceivedaperversemeaning”,“Thespringtimeis
thecodewordforoffensive”,“Moonlightnolongerinterestsloversandpoets”“butrather
thenightbomber”.“Phenomenologywillsaveitselfoutoftheruinsofthisworld?Idon’t



believethatanymore”(letterof(i))and“Allofthatissecondarytothequestionwhether
thebeasttowhichpowerisgivenagainforcekingstobow”(letter(ii))etc.—.
□ AsawholethestatementofhislettertoGurwitschischaracteristicallydividedinthe
schemaofdichotomousoppositions,thatis,thewritingstyleofthe‘entwederoder’,like
“eitherOurWorld,orTheir(mythical)World”[letter(i)].
□ ProclamationofNon-compromisebelief— like“Thatdoesn’tstopusfrom wantingto
dieaswelived”,“wehavetotrytocreateinourworldthatorderwhichwehavetodo
withoutinourworld”,“thewholeconflictlieshiddenintheshiftofemphasis”(letter(i))
etc.

3-3.Summing-up
AllthesemeanamanifestationofhisillfeelingsupontheNationalSocialism ashis

‘significantother’.ItisimportanttonoticethatallthroughtheCSGitisonce,andonlyonce
thatSchutznamedopenlytheNazis.Why?Itmustbeanestrangementofhim from the
giganticchaosof‘anonymous’disaster!“Themythisaformofexpressiononachaoticstate
ofone’sfeeling[mind]”saysErnstCassirer(1874-1945).Manloses“thesenseandwordsof
everyday”,whenonefaces(experiences)theextraordinaryevents,whichtranscendofthe
scopeandlimitsoflanguageexpressionforallexperienceandimaginationsinone’sordinary
life.Either“behemoth”(FranzNeuman,Behemoth:thestructureandpracticeofnational
socialism,1942)or“thestymphalidicbirds”willdo,itisforSchutzwithregardtothe‘lived
experiences’[Erlebnisse]ofeventsthatheattemptedtomakeagoodguessthroughthese
sortofmythicstatements,butnotastotheexperiencedknowledge[Erfahrung]aboutevents.
Itisthematterof‘theworldwithinhismind’wherehedirectlyfeelstrembledwiththestate
ofstatelessness,ofchaosandoflawlessness,intowhichheisdrawn,andwhichisgoingto
swallowup‘hisownworld’atonegulp.Oneofissues,aboutwhichSchutzandParsons
discussed,Ithink,liesconsciouslyorunconsciouslyintheproblemoftreatmentwithsucha
strainedstateoffeeling-complexoftheactortotheextentofbeinghesitatedeventocallitby
itsnamedirectly.Therefore,thefactthattheword‘Nationalsocialism’lacksintheCSG,
doesn’tmeanitsabsenceofSchutz’sstronginterest,buttheverycontraryistrue.

4.TalcottParsonsandtheNazis-problem inGermany:Parsons’sSociology
oftheNazism:1938-1945

4-1.Problem
(1)InherwritingsTalcottParsonsAnIntellectualBiographyUtaGerhardtcharacterizes

theperiodof7years(1938-1945)afterTalcottParsonspublishedhisbook,TheStructureof
SocialActionasParsons’sSociologyofNationalSocialism.Gerhardtwroteinherbook,
“Parsonsutteredhimself[andperformedpublicly]asapoliticalactivistpropagatinghis
openlyanti-Naziconvictions”,“fromtheinfamousNazipogromagainstJewsonNovember9,
1938tothedefeatofNationalSocialism andendoftheSecondWorldWar”(ibid.p.59)In
fact,ParsonsjoinedADHG(abbr.ofAmericanDefenseHarvardGroup;whichwasfoundedin
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thesummer1940)andplacedtheskillsofdemocracyagainstthetotalitarianthreat.In1941
Parsonsaschairman organized adiscussion group on German socialstructure,and
functionedasaleaderofthegroupwhichstrovetopulltogetherwhatsocial-science
knowledgehadevolvedinNaziGermanysothatcompetentconclusioncouldbedrawnalso
regardingAmericanpolicyandpostwarplanning(ibid.).Inthisfunction,Parsonsdraftedthe
paperofresolutionforthecommitteeonNationalMorale(February1941).

GermanNationalSocialism isnotonlyinprincipleincompatiblewithmodernliberal
society,— ithasnowbecomeanimmediateandacutethreattoitsveryexistence
(ibid.).

DuringthePSCorintheperiodbeforeandafter,thatis,between1938and1945,
according to Gerhardt,Parsonspublished nine articlesand wrote three manuscripts
(unpublishedinhislifetime)onthesubjectofNationalSocialism — forexample,‘Nazis
DestroyLearning,ChallengeReligion’(Nov.23,1938)‘SociologyofAnti-Semitism’(1940)
‘DemocracyandSocialStructureinPre-NaziGermany’(1942)‘SomeSociologicalAspectsof
theFascistMovement’(1942)andsoon—.Allthesepaperswarewrittenfromastandpointof
hisAnt-totalitarianismaimedatcriticalappraisalagainstNazismandFascism.Hereweseea
figureofParsonswhoperformshisroleasasurgeonof‘thediseaseofthedays’.

(2)“TheStructureofSocialAction”asthetextbookforAmericandemocracy:Underthe
internationalsituationsofthosedaysthewholeworldwasfallenintotheever-growing
antagonisticrelationsofanomieorWarofAllagainstAll.IamsurethatParsons’swork“The
StructureofSocialAction”(1937)fittedverymuchtotherequirementsofthedaysasthetext
bookfordemocracy,becausehisproposalof‘thevoluntaristictheoryofsocialaction’was,ina
sense,a‘synthetic’one(Gerhardt:p.51).TheSyntheticwayofthinkingalwaysrefertothe
searchforstructuraltypes,intheeventjuxtaposingWarofAllAgainstAll,ontheoneside,
andintegrationorsocialorder,ontheother.Accordingtohistextbook,Parsonsmadealist
ofAnti-democraticvalue-patternswhichexistedlatentlybehindthepre-NaziGermansociety,
thatis,NationalSocialism,feudalism,formalism,authoritarianism,patriarchalism,militarism,
fundamentalism,romanticism,communism,anti-Semitism,ritualism’andsoon.Aparadeof
‘socialscientific’conceptionsisgoingtopassinfrontofus,sotospeak,ingoodorder.I
wonder,itmightbeaspiritualupliftofthephilosophyfor‘practicalvalueofpuritanical
Christianity’asultimatevalue,whichsustainsAmericanDemocracy.

(3)SchutzwasinvitedtoHaverdSeminar:OnOctober1940Schutzreceivedaletterof
invitationfromTalcottParsonstowriteacontributionfor‘HSR’(abbr.ofHarvardSeminaron
Rationality)whichhadbeenjointlyorganizedbyParsonsandSchumpeter.Whenwethink
abouttheParsons’sletterofinvitationtoSchutzinthelightofthefactthatParsonswasin
1940amemberofADHG(abbr.ofAmericanDefenseHarvardGroup)andinthepositionof
chairmanoftheGCMNU(abbr.ofGroup’sCommitteeonMoraleandNationalUnity)inthe
fallof1940,itisdifficultforustothinkthattheHSR,organizedjointlybyParsonsand



Schumpeter,wasaimingatpurelyacademicdiscussionontherelevantmatters.Ratheritis
naturalifParsonstriedpurposivelytoassignthisseminaras‘anorganizedactionprogram’
whichwasbasedontheclearpracticalinterestsinaframeoftheADHG..

Hereissomedataformakingafairguessastothecase.InaletterofParsons
addressedtoSchutz(October30,1940),weareabletofindoutthenameofDr.Voegelin,
whowas,asweknow,oneofSchutz’sfriendssincehischildhoodinViennadays,andhewas
aViennapoliticalscientistasarefugee.AtsameperiodParsonshadalso‘adetailed
correspondence’withVoegelinconcerningtheproblemof‘Anti-Semitism’.

(4)Wasitthematterofdoingupabuttonotherwise?ThePSCbeganwiththisletterof
invitationfrom ParsonstoSchutz.Butaftertheyexchanged5letterseachother,the
correspondencewasstoppedwithoutgettinganyproductiveanswers.Inhisfiveletters
SchutzexpressedhimselftoParsonsonhisownopinion,withcarryingquitedifferentkinds
ofproblemthatParsonsmighthaveexpectedfromhim— thoughtheproblemitselfwasfor
Schutzaverymuchseriousone.But,ontheotherhand,wedon’tknowwhetherShutzhad
beenunderthesituationofagoodknowledgeofthefactthat‘theproblemofNazis’wasto
Parsonaburningconcern.

4-2.Summing-up
Inordertolaythefoundationofsociologyonthetheoryofsocialaction,Ithink,we

needtotakeintoconsiderationmuchmoredeeplytheproblem ofrelationshipbetween‘the
studyofhumanactionbythesocialscientist’(Parsons’s‘voluntaristictheoryofaction’)on
onehand,andthewayofcommonthinkingofordinarypeoplewhonaturallyperform their
actionsineverydaylife(Schutz’s‘Phenomenologyofthesocialworld’)ontheotherhand.It
wasthelaterproblemthatSchutzpointedout,andthatParsonsmarkedinnegation.Iwould
liketomakenotesofParsons’sreplytoSchutzagain.
“Weseemtobeunabletohaveameetingofmind.”
“Ifindnothinginyourargumenttoshakemyposition.”
“Imustconfesstobeingskepticalofphenomenologicalanalysis.”
Itislikethiswhenonesays,“Ihavenoonetoturnto”.ConcerningtheCorrespondence

ofParsonsandSchutz,KurtWolfhadonceexpresseditinametaphorasadialogofthe
speechhandicappedpersons.Thismetaphorstillsoundstronglytomyears.Istherea
possibilitytohaveahappyendforthefailingdiscussionbetweenParsonsandSchutz,ifthey
wereinanintimaterelationtotheextenttheywouldlistentoeachother,andiftheywere
affordtobeinsympathywiththematter— asSchutzwrotetoParsons,“discussionisapoor
‘Erzatz’foradialog”?Orwillitsillremaintoreachnoagreement,asWolfcharacterizeditas
aDialogofthedumb?

RitsumeikanSocialSciencesReview（Vol42.No.3）60



Life-worldandtheTheoryofSocialActioninthe1940s（SATO,Yoshikazu） 61

5.Conclusion:WhatwasParsons-SchutzProblem?—〈Between〉Methodology
ofSociologyand‘Wissenschaftslehre’

(1)WhatwasPatsons-SchutzProblem?InthisreportIemphasizedthedifferenceof
significanceoftwotechnicalwords,‘structure’and‘Aufbau’.Itseemstomethatbehindthese
twowordsalltheproblemsarehidden,includingtheproblemofinterestfortwoscholars,of
theirmethodologyofsociology,andoftherelationshipbetweensociallifeandsocialtheory.
Tothebasicwordlike‘Structure’/‘Aufbau’thequestofallthesethingsisintrinsically
relevant,becausethebasicwordsoftheresearcherindicatehisintentionorinterest,and
influencesmoreorlesstheotherrelevantproblems.Politics,needlesstosay,andeven
scienceareexpectedtoreplythedemandsforthetime,especiallyunderthesituationof
Außeralltäglichkeitlikewartime.

(2)TheParsonsianpatternofthesolutionofissuesisstemmingfrom “Structure”.The
wayrefersfromsociologicaltheorytosociallife,orfrom‘thesecondorderconstruct’to‘the
firstorderconstruct’.Simplyspeaking,thewayofParsonianthinkingischaracterizedasthe
pathofgoingdownfromthesocialtheorytothesociallife.Theroleofsocial(andsociological)
theory,inthecaseofParsons,liesinthrowingitslightofreasonoverthesociallife
(phenomena)bymeansofitstheoreticalscheme— ‘afact’isanempiricallyverifiable
statementaboutphenomenaintermsofaconceptualscheme’.Thereverseisimpossible,
becausethephenomenaofsociallifearechaotic.The‘wayofthinking’aboutsucha
dichotomyastheoryvs.phenomenaofsociallifeisgoingbacktotheidealtypetheoryofM.
Weber,is,sotospeak,anoffspringofKantiantranscendentalphilosophywhereinthescheme
ofUnderstandingfunctionsasthegroundforlifebasedonits‘universal’meaning.Asfaras
Parsonsdefines‘afact’as‘astatementaboutphenomenaintermsofaconceptualscheme’,
heisaKantian.Andheadmittedhimselfofthat— “Sincetheearly1940s.Istilladherewith
undiminishedconvictiontowhat...maybecalledaKantianview”[PSC;p.116]—.

ParsonsislikeaSurgeonperforminganoperationof‘thediseaseofthetimes’.
IntheabovementionedsenseParsonsmighthaveaveryhighself-confidence.Heasa

surgeonwascompetenttogivehischallengetothe‘diseaseofthedays’,andenoughto
extractitonlybymeansofitsoperationthroughabrightlightof‘Understanding[Verstant]’,
thatis,throughthe‘voluntaristictheoryofaction’(intheSSA).Hehadalreadymade
arrangementforthatoperation.YouknowthatParsons’sSSAis,asitssubtitleshows‘astudy
insocialtheory’,aworkwhich succeededinasyntheticintegrationofrepresentative
EuropeansociologicaltheoriesofMarshall(England),Pareto(Italy),Durkheim(France)and
MaxWeber(Germany).Therefore,hewasveryconfidentabouthistheory,whichshould
havebeenenoughtoextractasolutionforthediseaseofthetimes.
ItwasthecircumstanceofthesedaysthatactivatedParsonianvoluntaristictheoryof

action.WemustrememberthatthePSCwasmotivatedbytheuprisingofFascism,Nazism
andtotalitarianism,andtheappearanceofthecrisisofdemocracy.IamsureParsonsthought
thatasocialapplication(orpraxis)ofthistheorywouldmakeitpossibletoovercome‘the



crisisofthedays’,andthatwouldallowanewtypeof‘socialintegration’.Aboveall,inthat
case,itis‘norm’asageneralanalyticalelementoccupyingthecentralpositioninthistheory
thatmadeitpossibleforParsonstoshiftsmoothlyfrom thisvalueelementtohisAnglo-
Saxonculturalvaluesystem,Puritanism.Wemusttakenoticeherethatthis‘event’ofshifting
from oneof‘analyticalgeneral’elementsofhumanactionintoa‘practicalcausal’factor
happened‘underageneralcrisisofthecircumstancesaroundhim,andthatallsuchthings
acceleratedhimofhisperformingvariousconcreteactions,andallowedhimtotakehisvalue
judgmentendlesslyapproachingtohisfactualjudgment.Insofarhis‘voluntaristictheoryof
action’alwaysformedforParsonsthebasisof‘universalistic’linestowardhispractical
actions.

Insum,thedevelopmentofhisvoluntaristictheoryofactionwasthefirststepto
Parsons’scommitmenttoAmerican‘democratic’values.Becauseofthis,hewastakingupthe
postasavice-chairmaninHDG,whichledtoParsons’shistoricalstudieson‘Sociologyof
NationalSocialism’,which againmotivatedParsonstoinviteSchutztoHSR;Through
interpretingtheseseriesofeventsfrom‘avoluntaristicactionframeofreference’— ‘anactor
actshisactionintermsofaseriesofmeansandendsinasituationinaccordancewith
normativeorientation’—,itleadsParsonsintothesociallife.Itwas,Imustemphasizehere,a
raremomentthatthepoliticsasavocationandtheWissenschaft(science)asavocation,both
ofwhichshouldbe,inWeberiansense,essentiallymadeasharpdistinction,weresynthesized
intooneandthesamepersonofParsons.‘Thediseaseofthedays’becamepushingbackof
Parsons’svoluntaristictheoryofaction,andprogressof‘thediseaseofthedays’gavehimno
timeofrereadingandrethinkingSchutz’scriticalexaminationofhisowntheory.Soitisthat
“Ifindnothinginyourargumenttoshakemyposition”.

(3)TheSchutzianpatternofthesolutionoftheseissuesstemmingfrom“Aufbau”isas
follows:Schutzwasinterested,from thebeginningsofhisstudyexemplifiedbyposthumous
manuscriptLebensformenundSinnstruktur,intherelationshipbetweenthesociallifeand
socialtheory.AsHermutWargnerwrote,Schutz’soccupationwiththepre-scientificmaterial
oflifeastotalityoriginatedwithhisfindingofthesociologicalproblem;itwastobean
explorationofelementarylifeprocessesthatbelongtothefoundationsofthesubjectmatter
ofsociologybuthadneverbeenexaminedbyWeberoranyofhisstudent(Wagner,P.21).
No,Parsonsdidn’tdoit.Schutz,whoreliedfirstlyhistheoreticalanchoringpointon
Bergson’sphilosophyoflife,andlaterontheHusserl’sconceptoflifeworld,developedhis
owntheoryofsociallifeworld,whichwasbuiltuponthekeyconceptof‘Aufbau’aswehave
alreadyshown.
WhilecorrespondingwithParons,Schutzwas,inthesameperiod,incorrespondence

withanotherpartner,AronGurwitsch,withwhom hewasputting‘thephenomenologyof
EdmundHusserl’inquestion.ThecorrespondenceofA.SchutzandA.Gurwitschbeganwith
theletterofmakingarrangementswitheachother,concerningthecontributionforthe
Journal“PPR”(PhilosophyandPhenomenologicalResearch,1.Volume:theHusserlMemorial
Volume,ed.MarvinFaber).Schutz,unlikeParsons,wasverymuchinterestedinHusserl,and
alsoHusserlinSchutztoo.AccordingtoH.Wargner,sinceSchutzvisitedHusserl(1859.4.8-
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1938.4.27)atFreiburginJune1932,hevisitedsometimesHusserl.Husserlappraised‘Kantian
transcendentalphilosophy’veryhighlyasthesecond‘turningpointofphilosophy’afterthat
ofDescartes,andatthesametimehesituatedhisphenomenologyasthethirdandthelast
turningpoint(Husserl(1977,S.109f).

Weshouldpayattentionthatthesériefrom M.WebertoHusserlandfinallytoSchutz
areinadelicatepositiontoanothersériefrom M.WebertoKantandfinallytoParsons,
sometimebeingsubtlyconnected,andinothertimeskeenlyinoppositiontoeachother.
Perhaps,underthecriticalsituationsofthedaysbothParsonsandSchutz,orratherParsons
wouldhavenoplaceandtime,enoughtotakeare-considerationintobothsérieofEuropean
modern‘Gedankengut’(Thougt-goods).

Schutz,on the contrary,unlike Parsons,could understand the significance of
‘phenomenologicalturnafterKant’byHusserlthroughhisownexperiences,forexamplehis
lived-experienceof‘anomie’in European society(nihilism)and hislived-experienceof
‘adjustment’inAmericanSocietyafterthemigration(stranger).InSchutz’slettersinthe
1949swewillfindsymptomaticdescriptionofhisover-sensitiveresponsestothesocialworld
(forexample,aletteroftellingMyth,lettersoftellingneitherNazismnordemocracy,letters
offriendship,lettersofintimateWe-relationship,lettersofturninghiseyesonlyuponthe
concretesituationandsoon).ThesethingsmightnotbeneatlystoredinaKantian‘Schema
ofUnderstanding’.

Ontheboundlesslyopenhorizon,nowtheworldofeverydaylifeappearsclearlyitself,
thatis,theworldwheretheextraordinaryeventsoccuraroundhim withgrowingunusual
expansion.Thisworldisnow,sotospeak,thereality‘nottobeoverlooked’forSchutz,
Becauseitistheworldof‘meaning’,ofwhichSchutzmightundeniablyhavehaddirect
experienceinhismind,anditistherealitythatmanusuallyexperiences,‘before’itwouldbe
namedby‘concept’,andwouldbeeliminatedortreatedbymeansofanoperation,and‘over’
thesethingsoneexperiencesitaspregiven.Schutzdidnotturnhisfaceawayfrom the
reality,thatis,‘manifestations(Erscheinungen)ofvariouskindsofmeaningof‘refugee’,
whichhehimselfdirectlyexperienced.Heendeavoredto‘understand’therealitywhich
elevatedaroundhim,justasitwas.
TosumupsomecharacteristicsofSchutzianpatternofthesolutionofissues.AsIalready

mentioned,inearly1930’sSchutzwrote“MeaningfulConstructofSocialWorld”.Andthenthe
PSCcomes.InhislastlettertoParsons(March17,1941)Schutzexpressedhisgeneral
attitudetowardthesociologyofParsons.“I,likeyou,amconvincedthatageneraltheoryof
socialsciencehastobebasedon(A)acareful(SY:notice!)analysisofunitact”(=from
Schutzianpointofviewthisphraseshouldbereadastheproblem of‘theconstitutionof
meaningfullivedexperience’intheconstitutor’sownstream ofconsciousness).Thatmeans,
“ifyouwouldliketoknowhowtoanalyzetheunitact,youshouldreadthesecondchapterof
mybook”[SASW])and(B)“onthetheoryofsocialaction”(SchutzaskedParsonstomakea
carefulanalysisofhistheoryon‘foundationsofatheoryofintersubjectiveunderstanding’
[Fremdverstehn]andon‘thestructureofthesocialworld:therealmofdirectlyexperienced
socialreality,therealm ofcontemporaries,andtherealm ofpredecessors’.Youknowthe



formerindicatesthethirdchapter,thelaterthefourthchapterofhisbookSASW).Hislife
experienceandpraxisofsociallifeasanexileinAmericaitselfbecameproblematicto
Schutz.ThecorrespondenceofAlfredSchutzandAronGurwitsch1939-1959itselfisthe
excellentworkonit.Thisworkmustbeinterpretedasaworkfortheconstitutionofa
subjectiveandintersubjectivemeaningfulAufbau(Construct)ofaperson,who‘sufferedof
thediseaseoftheDays’;thephenomenologyofthevoiceoftheconstitutorsasthesuffered.
Andanideaofthesphereofscience‘between’sociologyandphilosophycomessoonto
Schutz.ThatisSchutz’sconceptionofphenomenologicalsociology.

Inaword,Schutzfoundedouthisstartingpointofmethodologyofsocialscienceby
meansofhisownsociallifeandpraxisofhislife,suchastheproblem of‘skyllaand
charybdis’(problemof‘Nihilism’inEurope)andtheproblemof‘stranger’inAmerica.Inthe
1940’sSchutzdidneitherexpresshimselfbyusingjargonofsocialtheoryinlinewiththe
strictsenseofscientificframeofreference,norendeavoredactivelytogetridofthe‘disease
ofthetime’infrontoffightingcamp.Ratherheorientedhimselftothe‘socalledlabyrinth,
wherevarioustypesof‘pre-scientific’knowledgeofeverydaylifearefertilelyconstituted.That
isnotknowledgeconstructedinitsframeofsocialtheory(forgettingridofthediseaseof
thedays),buttheprescientificknowledgeofvariouskinds,suchasknowledgeofmythic.It
makesaclearcontrasttoPasons’posturetowardthesetimes.Thedifferenceofthetwo
intrinsicallycomesfromtheoriginalinterestinWeber’sUnderstandingSociology.Itwouldbe
ofgreatpleasurefortheauthor,ifthereadersmighthavegottensomeideasontheposed
questionsofthispaper,thatis,thereasonwhytheystoppedtheircorrespondenceinavery
shortperiodandwhytheycouldnotafterallcometotermseachother.
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＊立命館大学産業社会学部教授

１９４０年代の生活世界と社会的行為理論
─『シュッツ＝パーソンズ往復書簡』と

『シュッツ＝グールヴィッチ往復書簡』を読み直す─

佐藤 嘉一＊

１９４０年代の時代状況（第二次世界大戦下の生活世界）を背景にして，ほぼ同じ時期に開始された２
つの往復書簡『アルフレッド・シュッとタルコット・パーソンズの往復書簡１９４０.１０.３０-１９４１.４.２１』
および『アルフレッド・シュッツとアロン・グールヴィッチの往復書簡１９３９.８.５-１９５９.５.１６』があ
る。一方のシュッツとグールヴィッチの手紙の交換はシュッツの突然の死まで長期間継続したのに，
他方のパーソンズとの手紙の交換は「ほんの短期間のうちに終焉」した。なぜシュッツ＝パーソンズ
往復書簡は短期間に中断したのか。この中断理由は，両者によるウェーバー理解社会学の理論的摂取
の違い（シュッツ＝パーソンズの分かれ目問題：リチャード・グラトホーフ）にあると指摘されてい
るが，本稿は同時期の『シュッツ＝グールヴィッチ往復書簡』をも参照することにより，問題の本質
にさらに一層深く近づくことができることを示した。ウェーバーの「職業としての学問」と「職業と
しての政治」の峻別のエートスを自らの学問の基礎ともする二人の理解社会学の継承者が第２次世界
大戦の「危機とカオスの時代」を生きる中で遂行した各々の「理路と生活」を比較によって明るみに
出すことである。本論文の主な作業は１「構造」（Structure＝パーソンズ）および「構築」（Aufbau＝
シュッツ）という社会的行為の理論をめぐる２つの基本概念の比較検討（内在的理論問題），次に２１９４０
年代の「学問と生活世界」の考察，両者のたどった社会生活ならびに研究生活のユニークな軌跡（「暗渠」
としての〈文化〉問題，即ちプラクシスの先行与件「究極価値か理由動機か」の問題）について検討
し，３この２つの作業をとおして，何故シュッツ＝パーソンズ往復書簡は中断したのか，その「動機
の構造」を読み解く，以上の三つの作業から成り立っている。論文の構成は以下のとおりである。

論文の構成 １論議の焦点 ２問題と作業；２-１参考資料 ２-２ 作業仮説 ２-３両者の議
論の内実とその議論のいくつかの特徴 ３１９４０年代の生活世界と学問の「間」─もう
１つの往復書簡 ３-１往復書簡の内容 ３-２要約 ４タルコット・パーソンズと
ドイツのナチス問題 ４-１問題 ４-２要約 ５パーソンズ＝シュッツ問題とは何
であったのか

キーワード：理解，Structure/Aufbau，社会的行為の「構造」分析／社会的世界の「構造」分析，時
代の病のなかの外科医と患者／ナチズム問題，暗渠としての文化，「社会的意味構築」
の事例としての往復書簡


