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Introduction 

Objectivist science has been criticized on the 
ground that it presupposes an uncriticai disjunction 
between disembodied 'truths in themseives,' whet­
her truths about nature or about human society, and 
the factiticai positionaiity of actuai cognitive iife­
accompiishments. The negiect on the part of the 
objectivist seif-understanding of science to take into 
account its rootedness in the human sociai world 
that is 'iived by everyone' has obscured its aware­
ness of the fundamentai situatedness of scientific 
knowiedge so compieteiy that the foundations and 
the positivities of science have been ieft, to borrow 
from Husseri, suspended in mid -air. Regardless 
whether this critique is executed empioying cate­
gories drawn from the cuiturai, sociai, iinguistic, or 
psychoiogicai sciences, the underlying counter-as­
sertion directed against the objectivist naivete has 
been, in essence, that the context of the given, de­
pioyed across various empiricai and systematic di­
mensions, anticipates ontoiogically and attenuates 
epistemically the propositionai methodoiogicai ri­
gor of objectivist knowiedge claims. 

Within phenomenoiogicai circles, this brand of 
criticism has ordinariiy empioyed Husserl 's disclo­
sure of the insertion of scientific cognition within 
the 'iifeword' as its jumping-off point. According 
to Husserl, the phenomenoiogicai programmatic 
with respect to the sciences requires: 

That one must quite systematically inquire back 
into those things taken for granted which, not 
oniy for Kant but for all phiiosophers, all scien­
tists, make up an unspoken ground of their cog­
nitive accompiishments, hidden in respect to its 
deeper mediating functions. 1 
Broadiy speaking, this is the phenomenoiogicai 

probiem of the iifeworld constitution of all ontic va­
iidities. But, the anaiysis of the iifeworld as the a 
priori ground of objective structures is frequently 
coupied with the reduction or even outright aban­
donment ofHusseri 's well -estabiished concem for 
the function of the 'transcendentai' within pheno-
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menoiogicai inquiry into the bases of the naturai 
and human sciences. 

The eievation of the anonymousiy constituted 
context ofthe pregiven iifeworld to the centrai fo­
cai point for phenomenoiogicai reflection in isola­
tion from transcendentai reflection, which provi­
ded the methodicai basis for its originai recovery in 
Husserl 's phiiosophy, creates serious domain reia­
ted issues for phenomenoiogicai sociai scientific re­
flection. For, in principie, the recovery ofthe iife­
world a priori in conjunction with the devaiuation 
of Husserlian transcendentai inquiry posits the ii­
feworld as the new phenomenoiogicai transcen­
dentai ground.2 

Apart from the status of Husserl 's transcen­
dentaiism within phenomenoiogicai phiiosophy,fram 
the standpoint of phenomenological social 
science, the exclusivity of the lifeworld point of 
access contains a fundamentai paradox: on the 
one hand, the systematic problem of grounding the 
entire manifoid of cognitive accompiishments be­
comes imported, or delivered over to, historicai and 
sociai scientific reflection; on the other hand, an 
important, perhaps the crucial methodological orien­
tation which phenomenological social science re­
quires if it is to engage in the foundationai self­
criticism that will enable it to frame its proper styie 
of inquiry and to delimit its objects has been denied 
to it by reason of the rejection of the transcenden­
tai vantage point. 

Although this discussion will be iimited to the 
sociai sciences, it would not be surprising if, at the 
formai ievel of anaiysis at least, the paradox should 
exhibit very much the same structure for the psy­
chological and the historical sciences in their phe­
nomenological formulations. In fixing the pregiven 
world ofthe social context as the one plus ultra of 
all theoretical activities, phenomenological social 
theorization has been left to fend for itself in the 
matter of grounding, thereby rendering social scien­
tific inquiry vulnerable, in a kind of sociology of 
knowledge tumed upon itself, to a chaos of criti­
que and meta -critique, a steriie cycle of successi-
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ve ideological reductionisms.3 
Oddly enough, phenomenological social scien­

ce finds itself forced into a position very much re­
miniscent of that advanced by the psychology 

against which Husserl struggled, beginning espe­
cially with bis Logical lnvestigations: that of an 

historically immature and formally incompletely 
self-articulated science being expected to secure 
the foundations for conceptually and procedurally 

highly sophisticated and specialized exact science. 
We have thus a domain problem. The compoun­

ding of sociologisms one upon the other, even in 
the guise of a science. of the lifeworld, would leave 
phenomenological social science unprotected 
against the same style of criticism that Husserl le­

veled against the psychology of bis day. 
It is a premise of this paper that phenomenolo­

gical social science is not nor aspires to be pheno­

menological philosophy.4 Phenomenological social 
science has more than sufficient tasks before it to 

dissuade it from extending itself into philosophical 
domains of inquiry. Furthermore, it is our assump­
tion, or rather, the goal of demonstration that phe­

nomenological social scientific reflection does not 

need to be paradoxical; but that the way out ofthe 
paradox presupposes the validity and the effecti­
veness ofthe transcendental orientation. The fol­
lowing analysis is abbreviated; it merely sketches 
some of the main points for clarification. The pa­

per has two sections. The first attempts to demar­
cate the domain of social scientific reflection and 
provides a listing of significant theoretical and se­
mantic considerations pertinent to the lifeworld 

grounding of social scientific inquiry. The section 
draws attention to the systematic function of trans­
cendental reflection in phenomenological social 
science. 

Social Science and the Science of the 

Lifeworld 

We begin by acknowledging that Husserl attri­

butes a certain priority to the sciences of man; this 
priority is a function of Husserl's systematic deci­
sion to 'refer back' all the constructions and natural 
self-evidences within the domains of objective scien­
ce to the more inclusive, and o:ften hidden, intentio­
nal contexts of personai and communal life. 
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Insofar as humanistic science, as the all -encom­
passing science ofthe spiritual world, has as its 

subject matter all persons and personai accom­
plishments, personai structures that are called 

cultural structures, it also encompasses natural 
science and natural-scientific nature in itself, na­

ture as reality. 5 

Husserl continues: 

Man, then, men in community, the communities 

themselves in their life and undertakings, are 
the scientific subject matter ofhumanistic scien­
ce. 6 

Provided then, that Husserl maintains that all 
objectivities, from the most ordinary to the most 
precisely mathematized, have their point of origin 

in explicit or implicit 'intentionalities,' and so must 
be regarded as having arisen out of subjective ac­

complishments. And granted further that, even at 
the most rudimentary level of intentional accom­
plishments, that of the perceptual, individual occur­
rences are always already social occurrences. 7 
Should it then be concluded that the sciences which 
are thought to have communities of human sub­
jects qua communities of human subjects as their 
objects have prior access and foundational privile­
ges with respect to the concrete individual/com­

munal life accomplishments ofthe lifeworld, out of 
which all subsequent conceptual and logical 'sub­
structions' are viewed by phenomenology as ema­
nating in principle? 

The anonymity of the taken-for -granted lifeworld 
is the same for all human subjects, forming the 
'constant ground of validity,' whether in practical 

or scientific life; with its invariant structures, the 
lifeworld frames the shared background for all the 

possible objects of theoretical and practical inte­
rest toward which, in the natural attitude, human 
beings orient themselves straightforwardly as the 
intersubjective referents of self -interpretation and 

self-correction. 8 
But this lifeworld held in common by all is not 

and cannot constitute directly the object of pheno­
menological social scientific reflection. tike all the 

sciences, social science participates in that parti­
cular mode oflifeworld praxis which Husserl cha -
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racterized as the 'peculiar and historically Iate one, 
theoretical praxis."9 When understood in this man­

ner, social scientific cognition represents a particu­
lar restricted species of historical action, an inte­
rest structure, among all the myriad others. And 
this situation is no more plainly the case than in the 

advanced, highly diff erentiated organizations of so­
cial life in which, like our own, the acquisition as 
well as the employment of social scientific know­
ledge has been institutionalized by means of for­
malized professional scientific culture. 

Hence, social science too requires its point of 
view, its kind of annex upon the lifeworld; for who­

se sake it promulgates its own positivities, its roles, 
its classes, its discursive formations, and its inter­

pretive structures.10 And social science also, if in 
its own characteristic way, embraces the thorough­
ly metaphysical naivete of rationality.11 Therefo­
re, social science constitutes as well a kind of se­
condary reflection, a reflection that thematizes a 

methodically constituted abstraction, a mere sec­
tor of the lifeworld. Social science does not ap­
proach the lifeworld in all of its intersubjective in­
tentional concreteness, rather it apprehends under 
the rubric of 'human society,' intercoordinated, if 

not entirely organized, temporal unities comprising 
loci of action. 

For Alfred Schutz, the constitutive theoretical 
accomplishment at the basis of social scientific 

construal of the lifeworld establishes the 'unique 
problem of social scientific knowledge.' 

What is this problem? It consists in the fact 

that, although the social sciences start out from, 

and take for granted, the same social world in 
which we live from day to day, yet their met­
hods of gathering knowledge are quite diffe­
rent from those of everyday life. F or the social 

scientist organizes and classifies bis data into 

quite different contexts of meaning and works 

them up in a quite different way. 12 

To invert its Weberian formulation: the first met­

hodical step of social science is to attach a social 
action to an actor's meaning, to move the pheno­

menon it encounters from the presumptive naive 
meaningfulness of communality to the potential ana­

lytic unities denominated by 'social' and 'action. '13 
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For social science, phenomenological social scien­
ce not excepted, if theoretical intuition does not re­

fashion the phenomena it lays hold of; it has yet to 
have laid hold of anything. Everyday reasoning 

may perhaps be more easily encountered, more in­
corrigible, and more intractable than its theoretic 

counterpart, but it is certainly no more reasonable. 

Yet despite its methodological detachment from, to 
be sure, its systematic violation of the lifeworld, 
the lifeworld has given birth to social scientific re­

flection, and indeed permanently constitutes the ori­

ginary ground for its many manifestly meaningful 
conceptual validities. How is this possible? Or 
more precisely stated, how is social scientific re­
flection to be thought from the standpoint of the 
lifeworld 'itself'? 

We have thus a problem of two communities, a 
world within a world, or perhaps a reflection su­
perimposed upon a reflection. Lif eworld and phe­
nomenological social science. The everyday know­

ledge of social subjects and the not so everyday 
knowledge of social scientists; what, if any, is their 
relationship? By the nature of his/her profession, 
the social scientist, unlike maybe the physical scien­

tist, is not disinterested in such questions. 

For phenomenological social science, the pri­

mary theoretical task is not one of counterposing 
lifeworld and theoretical positionality. And it is most 
especially not one of reducing theoretic produc­

tions and theoretic interests to simple local events 
or circumstantial descriptive praperties of every­

dayness, particularly where lifeworld rnistakenly co­
mes to be equated with 'social process' - itself 
an abstractive posit. To attempt such, in any case, 

would be merely to invert the tradition's objectivist 
relationship between social historical explicandum 

and the social theoretical explicans. Common sen­
se and ordinary language inspired philosophical ap­

proaches to social reflection tend to fall into this 

trap, with the result that they either illegitimately 
reify social meaning structures or reduce social 
science to an absurdity; sometimes they do both. 

Instead, phenomenological social science faces 

the task of tying back the positivities of social re­
flection to the lifeworld, but in such a way that 

each explicates the other. This task of clarifica­
tion remains uncompleted. Alfred Schutz offered 

some partial analyses, but this is not the context to 
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undertake the assessment ofhis contribution. 
Some ofthe major issues and concems in need 

of phenomenological explication, and which simul­
taneously establish some ofthe parameters ofphe­
nomenological social science, include the following: 
l) the formai conditions of covalidation, and so the 
translatability of social theoretic constructions in the 
lifeworld; 2) exploration of the invariant genetic struc­
tures which must, in principle, govem equally the 
constitution of meaning in them both; 3) examina­
tion ofhow each 'world' yields meaning-formations 
that get lived the one in the other. This is an impor­
tant problem of social technology and its immanent 
critique - for instance, if in his own style, Foucault's 
insights into the meaning of imprisonment and men­
tal rehabilitation. On the other side, it pertains to 
issues of social relevance and social responsibility; 
4) examination of the conditions under which each 
produce meaning-formations, whether material or 
ideal, such that in their interplay each gets 'refrac­
ted' in terms of the other, and thereby motivates 
change by virtue ofthe deficiencies educed, whet­
her as 'illegitimate,' 'limited,' 'distorted,' or 'repres­
sed.' Such analysis would provide material for a 
phenomenological response to critical theory; in this 
investigation, Luhmann's work on generalization, co­
ding, and reflexivity provide potentially valuable clu­
es; 5) explication of the origin and function of social 
idealization; is there a complementarity with the 
codifiable universalization taking place in the theo­
retic? 6) Social scientific introspection is inevitably 
retrospective by its very nature; as Schutz obser­
ves, it is constructed upon the 'because.' But what 
is the relationship, and the conditions, of social ti­
me? Lifeworld explication of'social time' is a pre­
requisite if phenomenological social reflection is to 
avoid the conceptual straitjacket of reified 'social 
process.' 

Each of these contain sets of issues of 'rele­
vance' for phenomenological social science. 
While there seems to be no escaping these foun­
dational concems, they will not be pursued here. 
Instead, we can close this portion of our discussion 
with a rhetorical question: the social context ofthe 
theory ofthe social context remains unexplicated. 
What phenomenological philosopher would take re­
course to phenomenological social science for 
constructing a science ofthe lifeworld? 
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Transcendental Reflection and Social 

Science 

Every merely actual science represents its own 
intrinsic telos with respect to its origin.14 Thus from 
the standpoint immanent to the process of social scien­
tific reflection, what actually is about to happen, or 
better, has already happened expresses the contin­
gent necessity that delineates the particular style of 
temporal self-articulation of the lifeworld which is 
already social scientific reflection itself. Thus, it is 
in the world in the very instant that it orients itself 
upon some sector of it. Hence, phenomenological 
social science encounters itselfinitially as one of the 
many merely available pregiven practical instrumen­
talities comprised within the horizon of the lifeworld; 
it encounters itself, thus, in its alienated form, in a 
mode that denies it its own immanent possibility. 15 
It is a situation much resembling the Whiteheadian 
fallacy of misplaced concreteness; which is to say, 
one erects an highly constituted vision of reality, clo­
se one's eyes for an instant, and upon reopening 
them pretends that this real world has been there all 
along. It must be remembered that the social world 
was not practical before it was theoretical, neither 
temporally nor ontologically, rather the 'social' only 
become the possible locus of praxis simultaneously 
with the emergence of theoretical interest 

Now when we tum to the question ofmethodi­
cal self-grounding, of a phenomenologically clari­
fied thinking back to the prescientific sphere ofthe 
lifeworld, for the sake of obtaining ratification for 
the theoretic detachment which has originated at 
the lifeworld as the only means for_legitimately 
sustaining that very detachment, there takes sha­
pe that paradoxical orientation, or better, that es­
sential tension, or better still, that configuration of 
reflection which Husserl labels 'transcendental re­
flection.' Husserl writes: 

From the beginning the phenomenologist lives 
in the paradox ofhaving to look upon the obvio­
us as questionable, as enigmatic, and of hence­
forth being unable to have any other scientific 
theme than that of transforming the universal 
obviousness ofthe being ofthe world - for him 
the greatest of all enigmas - into something in­
telligible.16 
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"The problem of the reduction," Sokolowski has 
remarked, "is an attempt to raise a question about 
everything."17 The principle issue here is not if 
one can, but how one is to go about this questio­
ning, how to execute this worldly naivete of situa­
ted detachment. For from a pragmatic orientation, 
that is to say, from the standpoint of its actual ac­
complishment, it is, as modem science has amply 
demonstrated, the "how" question which bears the 
potential for revealing the "if," and indeed so com­
pletely as to radically delimit the usefulness ofthe 
ontological "what" and the metaphysical "why." 
So, how is it to be done? 

A careful reading ofthe Husserlian corpus can­
not help but to discem a lively and sustained inte­
rest on Husserl's part regarding the matter of the 
concrete context of the actual giveness of real 

individuals. With respect to perception, there are 
the analyses of objects and their adumbrations ( Ge­

genstande and Abschattungen ), and of hyletic 
constitution, and ofthe perceptual field. There is, 
of course, as well those of bodily contextuality, of 
corporeal "holding sway" and the "l can." Then 
there are intentional modifications like recollections, 
fantasy, and imaginative variation. At another le­
vel, there is the constitutive synthesis ofideal uni­
ties, as well as of ideal objects, which have their 
own manner of perspective centering and decen­
tering. And then, the formai schemata of instan­
tiation and iteration, the "und so weiter." At anot­
her level, there is perception/apperception and the 
protentional/retentional context ofthe "now." So 
also there is the ostensive "here," with the implicit 
"now," constituted against a world -horizonal coor­
dinate system. And passive genesis, a contextual 
issue of a sort; the passively constituted transcen­
dental ego which is already ahead and beyond it­
self, always a "more." Certainly, there is the con­
text of consciousness itself; by virtue of intentio­
nality, it is already filled with the world, and still a 
circumscribable region within it. This listing ma­
kes no claim to precision, and it is by no means 
comprehensive. 

These many analyses and, to be sure, the entire 
project of constitutional analysis have been gene­
rated through the oblique reflection instituted and 
sustained - for the transcendental posture is not a 
momentary imposition upon the natural attitude, rat -
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her in the Crisis it is likened to a "vocation" - through 
the methodological employment of the transcen­
dental question, the how; tracing back the give­
ness of the worldly beings by regarding them as 
"meant unities" constituted on the grounds of their 
modes of giveness. For Husserl, the singular is 
never originary, rather it is "given" only within a 
horizon. And this horizon, which cannot be an ob­
ject in any ordinary sense, is given only through or 
in relation to the objects it surrounds. Each is gi­
ven only with respect to the other in a manner that 
they are copresent, intersect, and interpenetrate one 
another, and so constitute a kind of "if-then" of 
intentional implication.18 This is not a matter of 
parts and wholes, nor needless to mention ofuni­
versal and particular, but rather a transcendentally 
disclosed tensity of consciousness or world, for they 
amount to the same thing, with respect to itself, a 
concrete a priori universality. 

If it is proposed that the given is always media­
ted by a context, then Husserl would agree. But, 
he would add, this presents a problem for intentio­
nal analysis, some ofwhose dimensions have been 
enumerated above. But if it is asserted that this 
mediation is incorrigible, and on the presupposition 
that it is not a case of sheer dogmatism, then either 
a) it can be explicated with respect to its consequ­
ences, and so shown to be not in fact incorrigible, 
or b) the constitutive analysis has reached the le­
vel of intuitive self-evidence. Because, according 
to Husserl: 

Every kind of self-evidence is the title of a pro­
blem, with the sole exception of phenomenolo­
gical self-evidence, after it has reflectively cla­
rified itself and shown itself to be the ultimate 
self-evidence.19 

For it is the assumption that any question about 
human experience and cognition that can arise, 
emerges only within the context of experience it­
self, and accordingly may be answered through in­
tentional analysis of the genesis of experience. Hen­
ce, from the Husserlian standpoint, disputes about 
self-evidence are, whatever the referent, in fact 
disagreements about the radicality and complete­
ness of a particular constitutive explication of an 
intentional structure. 
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At the present time, these are two important ca­
tegories of issues confronting social science. l )  On 
the one side, there exists a kind of a naive metaphy­
sics oftechnical and cognitive domination of social 
objects (social beings), which seeks to talk about 
human subjects, but in a language that none can but 
the initiated seem to be able to comprehend. Wor­
king in combination with this trend, there is a gro­
wing penchant for exoticizing social scientific tech­
niques. This mystification of social science takes 
the form of enhanced professionalization and the tech­
nical privatization of social scientific knowledge cor­
related with a disinterest in the common sensical 
meaning structures of"ordinary" social agents. No­
netheless, these professional social research scien­
tists exercise significant impact upon daily life, for 
their audience comprises most especially policy ma­
kers, and institutional structures generally. Conse­
quently, their inputs have consequences in the clas­
sroom, in the courtroom, in business organizations, 
in human service delivery structures, and in assor­
ted legislative bodies. 2) On the other side, there is 
a brand of research undertaking which attempts to 
speak from the social world but tends to have little 
to say to it or about it. In a kind of apotheosis of the 
ordinary, the research records, describes, and "ana­
lyzes" everydayness putatively in its own terms. A 
kind of measure of this research activity is that their 
research reports typically get written only for one 
another. This is a narrow descriptive, empirical orien­
tation in search of "subjective meanings" in the na­
turalistic, ethnographic sense, as a part ofthe repu­
diation of the abstractness of theoretical social scien­
ce positivity. 

Can there exist a style of reflection that is si­
multaneously social and scientific? We seem to be 
forced to choose between being scientific and sim­
ply telling stories. Schutz's postulated criteria for 
the construction of ideal types sought to secure a 
compromise position between these altematives. 20 

Phenomenological social science requires that 
social scientific reflection simultaneously speak 
from and speak to the concretely meaningful situ­
atedness oflifeworld experiences; for only in this 
is the quintessential tensity of transcendental re­
flection sustained. But much of social science is 
dominated by a focus upon the structure of expla­
nations, upon this presupposition tums the contro -
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versy about the appropriateness and "legitimacy" 
ofthe various causes and mechanisms to be predi­
cated of the social (technical abstractness versus 
the occasionality of everydayness). Schutz him­
self was not exception to this manner of conceptu­
alizing the issues. But the tendencies toward stati­
city and totalization of this discursive style, each 
from its own interest-laden vantage point, can be 
counteracted or, at least, compensated for by refo­
cusing social scientific reflection upon the "how" 
of asking questions and the conditions for their be­
ing posed eff ectively. Such a theoretic posture se­
eks to recover the natural reflexivity of the life­
world by deploying the excess of meaning, the pos­
sibilities, embedded within it. 

It is not the role of phenomenological social 
science to reproduce descriptively the dogmatic ( se­
dimented) discursive and action structures of eve­
rydayness, whether the everydayness of the so­
cially ordinary or that of social scientific reflection 
itself. Rather, the perspective of everydayness, of 
the presumptive meaningful self-sameness of the 
life -form, needs to be reconjigured as problema­
tic everydayness, as merely possible everydayness, 
as the immobile opinionation of the ready -to-hand 
milieu. 

Phenomenology is never mere description; as 
Bahrdt observes, mere description is "phenome­
nography." Phenomenology is a carefully control­
led, and so theoretically informed, analytic disclo­
sure of the "logic" of experienced phenomenon. 
Such "possibilizing" methodological disclosure con­
tains the capability for ''uprooting" naturally occur­
ring social/significative substructions and for re-es­
tablishing the lifeworld 's immanent originary refle­
xivity by invoking the slippage expressed by the 
transcendentally disclosed correlation of conscio­
usness and world. 

The elevation of a culturally transmitted social 
environment to conscious awareness <accom­
plished through> a phenomenological descrip­
tion does not yield a mere copy of the environ­
ment. <Rather> such elevation is a reflexive 
process in a particular situation and will consti­
tute a partial re-evaluation of the social envi­
ronment from the standpoint of interest of that 
situation.21 
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In other words, the phenomenological social 
scientist retrieves the enigma of the obvious by 
comprehending the giveness of context as a li­
mit on the ground of a transcendentally disclo­
sed horizon of possible resignifications available 
within the lifeworld. Stated somewhat different­
ly, giveness already implies an absence, though 
not necessarily a negativity, for the retrieval of 
possibility is a positivity. Phenomenological desc­
ription - though it is better understood as situa­
ted detachment - illuminates the originary pregi­
veness of what Waldenfels calls the "policentric 
structure" (polyzentrische Gesta/t) of the so­
cial world. It is precisely this originary genera­
lized policentricity of consciousness that Hus­
serl has educed through the oblique reflection 
executed by the transcendental orientation; the 
systematic disclosure of the "how" already con­
tains the social restructuration articulated by the 
"if'; together they are underlain by the concre­
tely motivated "l can." 

The parasitism of the theoretic upon the lif e­
world, ifyou will, is ratified, and the two communi­
ties, the one with its "objective" and the other with 
its "subjective" truths, co-found their mutual legiti­
macy through a double movement of reflection, 
where each is thrown back upon itself as a mere 
local occurrence circumscribed by the "more" of 
constitutive life. Scientific intuition quite justly must 
illuminate the solid immobility of opinion as the con­
dition for comprehending it as a "given." 

From within the structure of everydayness, "gi­
veness" does not emerge as such; for it the pre­
sent is merely actual. For phenomenological so­
cial scientific reflection, "society" is merely an emp­
ty positivity against which to construe the limits of 
the everyday as a practical and discursive "course 
of action." In its well -founded naivete, the every­
day does not grasp its hidden binary function, as an 
orientation which by its very constitution includes 
and excludes possible orientations. Scientific posi­
tivity thinks the perspective by detaching it from 
the globality of everydayness, and so establishes 
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its special nature as a perspective. 
At this point, social scientific reflection can, if it 

has indeed "thought through" that perspective, un­
dertake to articulate it in a fashion that permits it to 
speak to everydayness.22 What has occurred is 
bracketing of everydayness through informed re­
flection - the condition ofthe knowledge ofthe so­
cial. The everyday is not yet knowledge, but that it 
can become knowledge is the possibility ofthe in­
vention of social science. But, it is never necessa­
ry that it become knowledge, just as the social his­
tory ofHusserl's own era evidences; and so in the 
boundless fluidity of everydayness, there is much 
that militates against it - and this perhaps most es­
pecially is the sophisticated ordinariness of social 
scientific reflection.23 

In conclusion, we retum to the question ofbe­
ginnings. Quoting from Heracleitus: 

You will never find the boundaries ofthe soul, 
even if you follow every road; so deep is its 
ground.24 

But, then, from 'another' perspective, Husserl 
writes: 

Everything that is valid for us as actually exis­
ting there is always already understood as exis­
ting for all, precisely through common experien­
ce. And it is not only that every determination 
which is identifiably valid here stands within a 
horizon of open, possibly closer determination; 
every object stands within another open hori­
zon extending beyond what is coperceived and 
already cofamiliar in the way of experiential ob­
jects, extending into the infinity of unknown 
things, things of possible experiential know­
ledge.25 

In sum, the way out of the paradox we const­
ructed in the first stage of this paper is precisely 
the transcendentally disclosed subject-object cor­
relation. 
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