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In the realm of analytic philosophy and social ontology, few works carry as much weight as John R. Searle’s The
Construction of Social Reality(1995). The central puzzle Searle addresses is deceptively simple: How can we
inhabit a world of physical particles and force fields, yet simultaneously navigate a world of money, marriage,
property, and government? These latter entities do not exist in the same way that atoms or mountains do; they are
products of human agreement. However, they are not merely subjective illusions. They function with the same
causal efficacy as physical objects. This article provides a comprehensive technical analysis of Searle’'s framework
for how collective human consciousness constructs an objective social reality from a foundation of brute physical
facts.

1.The Ontological Foundation: Objective vs. Subjective

Before examining the mechanisms of social construction, it is necessary to establish Searle’s ontological
distinctions. Searle argues that the failure to distinguish between epistemic and ontologicalsenses of the
objective/subjective distinction leads to significant confusion in social science. To build a robust social reality, we
must categorize facts according to their mode of existence and their mode of truth-value.

1.1. Epistemic vs. Ontological Distinctions

¢ Epistemic Objective/Subjective: This refers to the truth-value of a judgment. "Rembrandt lived in Amsterdam”
is an epistemically objective fact; its truth depends on evidence, not opinion. "Rembrandt was the greatest painter
ever" is epistemically subjective; its truth depends on the attitudes of observers.

¢ Ontological Objective/Subjective: This refers to the mode of existence of a thing. Mountains and molecules
are ontologically objective; their existence does not depend on being experienced. Pains and tickles are
ontologically subjective; they only exist insofar as they are felt by a subject.

The brilliance of Searle’s theory is showing how we can have epistemically objective facts about entities that are
ontologically subjective. For example, the fact that a specific piece of paper is a 100-dollar bill is epistemically
objective (it is a matter of law and fact), but money as a category is ontologically subjective (it only exists because
we believe it exists).



Category Epistemic (Truth Value) Ontological (Mode of Existence)

Objective Facts independent of observer Entities independent of observer
attitude (e.g., "Water boils at 100°C"). perception (e.g., Tectonic plates).

Subjective Judgments dependent on observer Entities dependent on observer
attitude (e.g., "This coffee is perception (e.g., The feeling of
delicious"). anxiety).

2. The Three Pillars of Social Reality

Searle identifies three fundamental building blocks that allow for the transition from physical (brute) facts to social
(institutional) facts: Collective Intentionality, Assignment of Function, and Constitutive Rules.

2.1. Collective Intentionality

Intentionality is the capacity of the mind to be “about” or directed toward objects and states of affairs in the world.
While individual intentionality is well-understood (e.g., "l intend to go for a walk"), Searle argues for the existence of
Collective Intentionality (or "We-intentions"). This is not merely the sum of individual "I-intentions."”

For instance, if a symphony orchestra is playing a piece, the musicians aren't simply playing their parts individually
with the hope that others are doing the same; they are engaged in a collective behavior. This “we-consciousness” is
a biological primitive that allows humans to cooperate. Without collective intentionality, there would be no social
facts, only individual behaviors that happen to coincide.

2.2. Assignment of Function

Humans have a unique ability to assign functions to objects that the objects do not possess inherently. Function is
never intrinsic to physics; it is always observer-relative. A heart does not “function” to pump blood in a vacuum of
values; we assign that function to it because we value life and survival. In the social world, we assign functions that
go beyond mere physical capabilities.

2.3. Constitutive Rules: The Logical Formula

This is the technical core of Searle’s thesis. He distinguishes between two types of rules:

¢ Regulative Rules: These regulate pre-existing activities. For example, "Drive on the right side of the road."
The activity of driving exists independently of the rule.

e Constitutive Rules: These create the very possibility of the activity. The rules of chess do not just regulate
playing chess; they constitute the game. Without the rules, there is no "chess."

The logical structure of a constitutive rule is formalized as:
X counts asY in context C
Where:

« X is a physical object or a lower-level social fact (e.g., a piece of paper, a sound, a hand gesture).

¢ Y is a status function (e.g., money, a promise, a touchdown).

e Cis the specific context or institution where the rule applies (e.g., the United States, a football game, a legal
contract).

3.The Technical Mechanism of Status Functions



A Status Functionis a function that an object performs not by virtue of its physical structure, but by virtue of the
collective recognition that the object has a certain status. This status enables the object to perform a function that it
could not perform otherwise.

3.1. Physical vs. Status Functions



Feature Physical Function (Non- Status Function (Institutional)
Institutional)

Source of Efficacy Physical properties (hardness, shape, Collective acceptance/recognition.
conductivity).
Example A stone used as a paperweight. A stone used as a boundary marker

for property.

Constraint Limited by physical laws. Limited only by the limits of human
imagination and agreement.

Formula X does F (Function) because of P XcountsasY inC, andY carries
(Physics). Deontic Powers.

3.2. Deontic Powers

Status functions are significant because they carry deontic powers: rights, duties, obligations, requirements,
authorizations, and permissions. When we accept that “X counts as Y,” we are essentially accepting a set of power
relations. Money gives the owner the right to purchase; a marriage license gives partners legal obligations; a
passport gives the holder the right to cross borders. These powers provide us with desire-independent reasons
for action. You pay your taxes not because you feel like it, but because the institutional fact of being a citizen
creates a deontic obligation.

4.The Role of Language in Social Ontology

A major technical claim in Searle’s work is that language is the fundamental social institution. While other
institutions (like money or government) require language to exist, language does not require other institutions to
exist. Language is the tool used to bridge the gap between $X$ and $Y$ in the formula $X$ counts as $Y$ in $C$.

4.1. Why Language is Constitutive

To move from the physical $X$ to the institutional $Y$, we must be able to represent the $Y$ status. Because the
$Y$ status has no physical manifestation (the value of money isn't in the ink), it must be represented symbolically.
Language allows us to:

1. Label the Status: Giving a name to "Private Property" or "Prime Minister."

2. Communicate the Deontic Power: Articulating what one can or cannot do with the status.

3. Maintain the Fact over Time: Allowing the status function to persist even when the physical $X$ is not
present or is transformed.

5.The Logical Iteration of Institutional Facts

Social reality is not a single layer of $X$ counts as $Y$. It is a complex, hierarchical structure of iterated
applications of the constitutive rule. The $Y$ of one level becomes the $X$ of the next level.

5.1. Recursive Hierarchy Example: The Corporate Structure

. Level 1: Certain physical sounds and marks (X) count as words and sentences in English (Y1).

. Level 2: These sentences (Y1, now acting as X) count as a legal contract (Y2).

. Level 3: That legal contract (Y2, now acting as X) counts as the incorporation of a company (Y3).

. Level 4: That company (Y3, now acting as X) counts as a legal person capable of owning property (Y4).
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This recursive nature explains the density of modern civilization. We live within vast “institutional interlocking
systems” where the output of one social process serves as the raw material for the next.

6. Practical Implementation: Case Studies in Social Construction

6.1. The Case of Digital Currency (Bitcoin)

Bitcoin provides a perfect modern case study for Searle’s theory. In the $X$ counts as $Y$ in $C$ formula:

« X: A specific entry in a distributed ledger (the blockchain), secured by cryptographic hashes.
« Y: A unit of currency (value).
e C: The global network of users who accept the protocol and collective intentionality of the market.

The physical $X$ (electrical impulses in a CPU) has no intrinsic value. Its value as $Y$ is entirely dependent on the

collective intentionality of the participants. When that collective acceptance wavers (e.g., during a crash or a ban),
the $Y$ status collapses, leaving only the brute $X$.

6.2. The Failure of Institutional Facts: Hyperinflation

Institutional facts are fragile because they depend on continued acceptance. In cases of hyperinflation (e.g.,
Weimar Republic or modern Venezuela), the collective intentionality regarding the $Y$ status of the currency
breaks down. The physical paper (X) remains, but it no longer "counts as" a medium of exchange (Y). This
demonstrates that the power of social reality is not in the object, but in the collective mental state.

7.Technical Comparison: Searle vs. Other Social Theories

Searle's approach, rooted in External Realism and Correspondence Theory of Truth, differs significantly from
other sociological perspectives like Social Constructivism (Berger &amp; Luckmann) or Functionalism (Durkheim).



Feature

Philosophical Basis

Mechanism

Focus

Searle (Social Ontology)

Analytic Philosophy /
Realism.

Constitutive Rules (X
counts as'Y).

Logical structure and mind-

Berger/Luckmann (Social
Construction)

Phenomenology /
Sociology.

Internalization,
Obijectivation.

The subjective experience

Durkheim (Social Facts)

Sociological Positivism.

Social Currents, Collective

Conscience.

Social structures as

to-world fit. of reality. external forces.

The constitutive medium of A tool for creating a shared A reflection of the collective
all sociality. world. mind.

View on Language

8. Troubleshooting the Construction: Why Institutions Fail

Even with a clear formula, social reality often encounters "bugs" or failure modes. These typically occur at the
boundaries of the $X$ and $Y$ mapping.

8.1. Failure of Collective Intentionality

If a significant portion of the population ceases to recognize the authority of a government ($Y$), the $X$ (the
individuals in offices) loses its status function. This is the technical definition of a revolution. The transition from $Y$
back to $X$ is often violent because the deontic powers (police, law) are the first to be challenged.

8.2. Ambiguity in Context (C)

Institutional facts often fail when the context ($C$) is ill-defined. For example, does a digital asset ($X$) count as
property ($Y$) in the context of international tax law ($C$)? When the context is contested, the $Y$ status
becomes unstable, leading to legal and social friction.

9. Field Guide: Analyzing Social Structures

To analyze any social institution using Searle’s framework, follow these technical steps:

1. Identify the Brute Fact (X): What is the underlying physical reality? (e.g., a person, a piece of plastic, a piece
of land).

2. ldentify the Status Function (Y): What is the name of the role or value assigned to it? (e.g., President, Credit
Card, National Park).

3. Define the Context (C): Under what set of rules or within what community does this count? (e.g., The
Constitution, The Banking System).

4. Enumerate the Deontic Powers: What rights or obligations does this $Y$ status confer? (e.g., The power to
sign treaties, the obligation to pay interest).

5. Check for Iteration: Is this $X$ itself a $Y$ from a lower level?

10.The "Background": The Engine of Social Reality

One of Searle’s most profound technical additions is the concept of The Background. This is the set of non-
representational mental capacities, abilities, and dispositions that allow humans to function within institutional
structures without having to consciously think about the rules.



We do not walk into a restaurant and consciously think, "According to the constitutive rules of this establishment,
this person wearing an apron (X) counts as a waiter (Y) in the context of this commercial transaction (C)." Instead,
we have a pre-intentional background capacity that allows us to simply perceive the waiter as a waiter. The
background is what makes social reality fluid and functional. It is the “hardware” upon which the “software” of
institutional facts runs.

The construction of social reality is not a mere philosophical abstraction; it is the structural framework of human
civilization. By understanding the logical movement from brute facts to status functions through collective
intentionality and constitutive rules, we gain the ability to analyze, critique, and even re-engineer the institutions that
define our lives. Whether we are discussing the legal status of Al, the evolution of decentralized finance, or the
stability of international treaties, Searle’s formula ($X$ counts as $Y$ in $C$) remains the definitive tool for
navigating the complex ontology of the human world. As we move further into a digital age where the $X$ is
increasingly abstract and the $Y$ is increasingly powerful, the technical clarity of Searle's social ontology becomes
more essential than ever for maintaining the coherence of our shared reality.
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