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The Buil di ng Bl ocks of Social Reality The Metaphysical Burden of Soci al
Reality This book is about a problemthat has puzzled nme for a |long
time: there are portions of the real world, objective facts in the
world, that are only facts by human agreenment. In a sense there are
things that exist only because we believe themto exist. | amthinking
of things |ike noney, property, governments, and narriages. Yet nmany
facts regarding these things are "objective" facts in the sense that
they are not a matter of your or my preferences, evaluations , or noral

attitudes. | amthinking of such facts as that | ama citizen of the
United States, that the piece of paper in ny pocket is a five dollar
bill, that ny younger sister got married on Decenber 14, that | own a

pi ece of property in Berkeley, and that the New York G ants won the 1991
superbowl . These contrast with such
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The Construction of Social Reality facts as that Munt Everest has snow
and ice near the summit or that hydrogen atons have one el ectron, which
are facts totally independent of any human opinions. Years ago |
bapti zed sone of the facts dependent on human agreenent as
"institutional facts," in contrast to noninstitutional, or "brute,"
facts.' Institutional facts are so call ed because they require human
institutions for their existence . In order that this piece of paper
should be a five dollar bill, for exanple, there has to be the human
institution of noney. Brute facts require no human institutions for
their existence. OF course, in order to state a brute fact we require
the institution of |anguage, but the fact stated needs to be
di stingui shed fromthe statenment of it. The question that has puzzled ne
is, How are institutional facts possible? And what exactly is the
structure of such facts? But ill the intervening years sone curious
t hi ngs have happened. Many peopl e, including even a few whose opinions |
respect, have argued that all of reality is sonehow a human creation
that there are no brute facts, but only facts dependent on the hunan
m nd. Furthernore, several people have argued agai nst our commonsense
idea that there are facts in the world that make our statenments true and
to which they correspond when they are true, | will also defend (a
version of) the correspondence theory of truth (Chapter 9). The | ast
three chapters, therefore, are concerned with defending certain genera
assunptions about reality, representation, know edge, and truth. Sonme of
the questions | amtrying to answer in the main argunent of the book
(Chapters 1-6) are, How can there be an objective reality that exists in
part by human agreenent? For exanpl e,
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 3 how can it be a conpletely

obj ective fact that the bits of paper in ny pocket are noney, if
something is noney only because we believe it is noney? And what is the
role of |anguage in constituting such facts? To give you a feel for the
conplexity of the problem | want to begin by considering the

nmet aphysi cs of ordinary social relations . Consider a sinple scene like

the following. | go into a café in Paris and sit in a chair at a table.
The waiter cones and | utter a fragnment of a French sentence. | say, "un
dem , Munich, a pression, s'il vows plait." The waiter brings the beer
and | drink it. | |leave some noney on the table and | eave. An innocent

scene, but its metaphysical conplexity is truly staggering, and its
compl exity woul d have taken Kant's breath awav if he had ever bot hered
to think about such things. Notice that we cannot capture the features
of the description | have just given in the | anguage of physics and
chem stry. There is no physical -chem cal description adequate to define
"restaurant,” "waiter," "sentence of French," "noney," or even "chair"
and "table," even though all restaurants, waiters, sentences of French,
nmoney, and chairs and tables are physical phenonena. Notice,
furthernore, that the scene as described has a huge, invisible ontol ogy:
the waiter did not actually own the beer he gave ne, but he is enpl oyed
by the restaurant, which owned it. The restaurant is required to post a
list of the prices of all the boissons, and even if | never see such a
list, | amrequired to pay only the |listed price. The owner of the
restaurant is licensed by the French governnent to operate it. As such
he is subject to a thousand rules and regul ati ons | know not hi ng about .
| amentitled to be there in the first place only because | ama citizen
of the United States, the bearer of a valid passport, and | have entered
France legally. Kant did not bother to think about such things because
in his era philosophers were o! bsessed with know edge. Much |l ater, for
a brief, glorious noment, they were obsessed with | anguage. Now this

phi | osopher at |east is obsessed with certain general structural
features of human cul ture.
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The Construction of Social Reality Notice, furthernore, that though ny
description was intended to be as neutral as possible, the vocabul ary
automatically introduces normative criteria of assessnment. Waiters can
be competent or inconpetent, honest or dishonest, rude or polite. Beer
can be sour, flat, tasty, too warm or sinply delicious. Restaurants can
be el egant, ugly, refined, vulgar, or out of fashion , and so on with
the chairs and tables, the noney, and the French phrases. If, after
| eaving the restaurant, | then go to listen to a lecture or attend a
party, the size of the netaphysical burden | am carrying only increases;
and one sonetines wonders how anyone can bear it. The Invisible
Structure of Social Reality One reason we can bear the burden is that
the conpl ex structure of social reality is, so to speak, weightless and
invisible. The child is brought up in a culture where he or she sinply
takes social reality for granted. W learn to perceive and use cars,
bat ht ubs, houses, noney, restaurants, and schools w thout reflecting on
the special features of their ontology and without being aware that they
have a special ontology. They seemas natural to us as stones and water
and trees. Indeed, if anything, in nost cases it is harder to see
obj ects as just natural phenonena, stripped of their functional roles,
than it is to see our surroundings in terns of their socially defined
functions. So children learn to see nmoving cars, dollar bills, and full
bat htubs; and it is only by force of abstraction that they can see these
as masses of netal in linear trajectories, cellulose fibers with green
and gray stains, or enanel-covered iron concavities containing water.
The conpl ex ontol ogy seens sinple; the sinple ontology seens difficult.
This is because social reality is created by us for our purposes and
seens as readily intelligible to us as those purposes thenselves. Cars
are for driving; dollars for earning, spending , and saving; bathtubs
for taking a bath. But on! ce there is no
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 5 function, no answer to the
guestion, What's it for? we are left with a harder intellectual task of
identifying things in terns of their intrinsic features without
reference to our interests, purposes, and goals. The invisibility of the
structure of social reality also creates a problem for the analyst. W
cannot just describe howit seens to us froman interna
"phenonenol ogi cal " point of view, because noney, property, marriages,

| awyers, and bathtubs do not seemto have a conplex structure. They just
are what they are, or so it seens. Nor can we describe themfromthe

ext ernal behaviorist point of view, because the description of the overt
behavi or of people dealing with noney, property, etc., nisses the
underlying structures that nmake the behavior possible. Nor, in turn, can
we describe those structures as sets of unconscious computational rules,
as i s done by contenporary cognitive science and |linguistics , because
it is incoherent to postulate an unconscious follow ng of rules that is
i naccessible in principle to consciousness. And besides, conputation is
one of those observer-relative, functional phenonena we are seeking to
explain.' If neither the internal phenonenol ogi cal nor the external
behavi ori st point of viewis adequate, what then is the correct stance,
the correct nethodol ogy, for describing the structure of social reality?

To start with, in this chapter and the next, | will use a first- person
intentionalistic vocabulary to try to lay bare certain elenentary
features of social ontology. Later, in Chapter 6, | will show how sone,
though not all, of the intentionalistic apparatus can be explained in

terms of, and ultimately elimnated in favor of, what | have el sewhere
call ed the "Background" of capacities, abilities , tendencies, and

di sposi tions. Fundanental Ontol ogy Since our investigation is

ontol ogical, i.e., about how social facts exist, we need to figure out
how social reality fits into our overall ontology! , i.e., howthe

exi stence of social facts relates to other
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The Construction of Social Reality things that exist. W will have to
make sonme substantive presuppositions about how the world is in fact in
order that we can even pose the questions we are trying to answer. W
wi Il be tal king about how social reality fits into a | arger ontol ogy,
but in order to do that, we will have to describe sone of the features
of that larger ontology. The truth is, for us, nost of our netaphysics
is derived from physics (including the other natural sciences). Many
features of the contenporary natural science conception of reality are
still in dispute and still problematic. For exanple, one m ght think
that the Big Bang Theory of the origin of the universe is by no neans
wel | substantiated. But two features of our conception of reality are
not up for grabs. They are not, so to speak, optional for us as citizens
of the late twentieth and early twenty-first century. It is a condition
of your being an educated person in our era that you are apprised of
these two theories: the atomc theory of matter and the evol utionary
t heory of biology. The picture of reality derived fromthese two
theories, to state it very crudely, is as follows: The world consists
entirely of entities that we find it convenient, though not entirely
accurate, to describe as particles. These particles exist in fields of
force, and are organi zed into systens. The boundari es of systens are set
by causal rel ations. Exanples of systens are nountains, planets, H ,O
nol ecul es, rivers, crystals, and babies. Sone of these systens are
living systenms; and on our little earth, the living systens contain a
| ot of carbon-based nol ecul es, and nake a very heavy use of hydrogen
ni trogen, and oxygen. Types of living systens evol ve through natural
sel ection, and sone of them have evol ved certain sorts of cellular
structures, specifically, nervous systens capable of causing and
sust ai ni ng consci ousness. Consciousness is a biological , and therefore
physi cal , though of course also nental, feat! ure of c ertain
hi gher-1evel nervous systens, such as human brains and a | arge nunber of
different types of animal brains. Wth consci ousness cones
intentionality, the capacity of the nind to represent objects and states
of affairs in the world other
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 7 than itself. Not all
consciousness is intentional, and not all intentionality is conscious.
There are, for exanple, forns of consciousness such as undirected

anxi ety that do not represent anything; and there are many fornms of
unconscious intentionality, such as ny belief, even when |I am not
thinking about it, that Bill Cinton is president. However, though there
i'S no necessary connection between being an intentional state at a given
time and being conscious then and there, nonetheless, there is an

i nportant necessary connection between the two, in that every
intentional state that is unconscious is at |east accessible to

consci ousness. It is the sort of thing that could be conscious. An
unconsci ous intentional state has to be in principle accessible to
consci ousness. Here, then, are the bare bones of our ontology: W Ilive
in awrld mde up entirely of physical particles in fields of force.
Some of these are organized into systens. Sone of these systens are
living systens and some of these living systens have evol ved

consci ousness. Wth consci ousness cones intentionality, the capacity of
the organismto represent objects and states of affairs in the world to
itself. Now the question is, how can we account for the existence of
social facts within that ontol ogy? Objectivity and Qur Contenporary
World View Much of our world view depends on our concept of objectivity
and the contrast between the objective and the subjective. Fanously |,
the distinction is a matter of degree, but it is less often re- | use
"intentionality" as a technical term neaning that feature of
representations by which they are about something or directed at

somet hing. Beliefs and desires are intentional in this sense because to
have a belief or desire we have to believe that such and such is the
case or desire that such and such be the case. Intentionality , so
defined, has no special connection with intending. Intending, for
exanple , to go to the novies i! s just o ne kind of intentionality
among others. For a fuller account of intentionality, see J. R Searle,
Intentionality. An Essay. in the Philosophy of M nd (Canbridge:
Canbridge University Press, 1983).
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The Construction of Social Reality narked that both "objective" and
"subj ective" have several different senses. For our present discussion
two senses are crucial, an epistem c sense of the objective-subjective
di stinction and an ontol ogi cal sense. Epistenically speaking,
"objective" and "subjective " are primarily predicates of judgnents. W
of ten speak of judgnents as being "subjective" when we nmean that their
truth or falsity cannot be settled "objectively," because the truth or
falsity is not a sinple matter of fact but depends on certain attitudes,
feelings , and points of view of the makers such subjective judgnents
wi th objective judgnents, such as the judgnment "Renbrandt [ived in
Anst erdam during the year 1632." For such objective judgnents, the facts
in the world that make themtrue or fal se are independent of anybody's
attitudes or feelings about them In this epistenic sense we can speak
not only of objective judgnments but of objective facts. Corresponding to
obj ectively true judgnments there are objective facts. It should be
obvious fromthese exanples that the contrast between epistemic
objectivity and epistem c subjectivity is a matter of degree. In
addition to the epistem c sense of the objective-subjective distinction,
there is also a related ontol ogi cal sense. In the ontol ogical sense,
"obj ective" and "subjective" are predicates of entities and types of
entities, and they ascribe nodes of existence. In the ontol ogical sense,
pai ns are subjective entities, because their node of existence depends
on being felt by subjects. But nountains , for exanple, in contrast to
pains, are ontologically objective because their node of existence is
i ndependent of any perceiver or any nental state. W can see the
di stinction between the distinctions clearly if we reflect on the fact
t hat we can nmake epistem cally subjective stateinents about entities
that are ontologically objective, and simlarly, we can nmake
epi stem cally objective statenents about entities that ar! e ontolo
gically subjective. For exanple, the statenent "M . Everest is nore
.. ERR, COD: 1.
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 9 jective entities, but makes a
subj ective judgnent about them On the other hand, the statenent "I now
have a pain in nmy |l ower back" reports an epistenmically objective fact in
the sense that it is made true by the existence of an actual fact that
is not dependent on any stance, attitudes, or opinions of observers.
However, the phenonenon itself, the actual pain, has a subjective node
of existence . The Distinction Between Intrinsic and Qbserver-Rel ative
Features of the World Historically in our intellectual tradition we nake
great distinctions between mnd and body and between nature and cul ture.
In the section on Fundanental Ontology, | tacitly abandoned the
traditional dualistic conception of the relation of mnd and body in
favor of the viewthat the nmind is just a set of higher-level features
of the brain, a set of features that are at once "nental" and "physical
" W will use the "nmental," so construed, to show how "culture" is
constructed out of "nature." The first step is to introduce a nore
fundanental distinction than those nentioned above. This is the

di stinction between those features of the world that exist independently
of us and those that are dependent on us for their existence . The
features of the world |I described in characterizing our fundanental

ontol ogy, e.g., nountains and nol ecul es, exi st independently of our
representations of them However, when we begin to specify further
features of the world we discover that there is a distinction between
those features that we might call intrinsic to nature and those features
that exist relative to the intentionality of observers, users, etc. It
is, for exanple, an intrinsic feature of the object in front of nme that
it has a certain mass and a certain chemcal conposition. It is made
partly of wood, the cells of which are conposed of cellul ose fibers, and
also partly of nmetal, which is itself conposed of netal alloy nolecules.
Al'l these features are intrinsic . But! it is also true to say of the
very sanme object that it is a
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attitudes of observers or users. For exanple, it has a certain nass and
a certain chemcal conposition. 3. It has other features that exist only
relative to the intentionality of agents. For exanple, it is a
screwdriver. To have a general term | will call such features "observer
relative." Cbserver-relative features are ontologically subjective. 4.
Sonme of these ontologically subjective features are epistemcally

obj ective. For exanple, it isn't just my opinion or evaluation that it
is ascrewdriver. It is a matter of objectively ascertainable fact that
it is a screwdriver. 5. Although the feature of being a screwdriver is
observer relative, the feature of thinking that sonething is a
screwdriver (treating it as a screwdriver, using it as a screwdriver
etc.) is intrinsic to the thinkers (treaters, users, etc. ). Being a
screwdriver is ob-
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 11 server relative, but the
features of the observers that enable themto create such
observer-relative features of the world are intrinsic features of the
observers. | will shortly explain this point further. It is not always

i mredi ately obvious whether a feature is intrinsic or observer relative.
Colors are a good exanple. Prior to the devel opnent of physics in the
seventeenth century, people thought of colors as intrinsic features of
the worl d. Since then many people have cone to think of them as
properties that exist only relative to observers. It is intrinsic that
light differentially scatters when reflected fromsurfaces, and
intrinsic to people that they have subjective col or experiences caused
by the inpact of light on their visual systens. But the further
attribution of color properties to objects in the world is observer
relative, because it can be nmade only relative to the experiences of
observers, as caused by the inpact of light. | amnot here trying to
settle the issue about colors, but calling attention to the fact that
whether a feature is intrinsic or observer relative is not always

obvi ous. A good rough-and-ready way of getting at this distinctionis to
ask yousel f, Could the feature exist if there had never been any hunan
bei ngs or other sorts of sentient beings? Cbserver-relative features
exist only relative to the attitudes of observers. Intrinsic features
don't give a damm about observers and exist independently of observers.
One qualification has to be added imediately to this test, and it is
stated in point 5 above, nanely, that acts of observing and using are
thenmselves intrinsic. So, to put it very crudely, sonething is a
screwdriver only relative to the fact that conscious agents regard it as
a screwdriver; but the fact that conscious agents have that attitude is
itself an intrinsic feature of the conscious agents. Because nental
states, both conscious and unconscious , are thenselves intrinsic featul
res of t he world, it is not strictly speaking correct to say that the
way to discover the intrinsic features of the world is to subtract al
the nental states fromit. Wt need to refornul ate our expl anation of the
di stinction to ac-
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The Construction of Social Reality count for this exception as follows:
Intrinsic features of reality are those that exist independently of all
mental states, except for nental states thenselves, which are al so
intrinsic features of reality. Froma God' s-eye view, from outside the
world, all the features of the world would be intrinsic, including
intrinsic relational features such as the feature that people in our
culture regard such and such objects as screwdrivers. God could not see
screwdrivers , cars, bathtubs, etc., because intrinsically speaking
there are no such things. Rather, God would see us treating certain
obj ects as screwdrivers, cars, bathtubs, etc. But from our standpoint,

t he standpoi nt of beings who are not gods but are inside the world that

i ncludes us as active agents, we need to distinguish those true
statenents we nake that attribute features to the world that exist quite
i ndependently of any attitude or stance we take, and those statements
that attribute features that exist only relative to our interests
attitudes, stances, purposes, etc. In each of the follow ng pairs, the
first states an intrinsic fact about an object, and the second states an
observer-relative fact about the very sane object. la. intrinsic: That
object is a stone. 1lb. observer relative: That object is a paperweight.
2a. intrinsic: The noon causes the tides. 2b. observer relative: The
nmoon is beautiful tonight. 3a. intrinsic: Earthquakes often occur where
tectonic plates neet. 3b. observer relative: Earthquakes are bad for

real estate values. | want this distinction to seem quite obvious,
because it is going to turn out that social reality in general can be
understood only in light of the distinction. Cbserver-relative features
are always created by the intrinsic mental phenonena of the users,
observers, etc., of the objects in question. Those nmental phenonena are,
like all nmental phenonena, ontologically subjective; and the observer-
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14 The Construction of Social Reality have to inpose functions on

obj ects, both naturally occurring objects and those created especially
to performthe assigned functions. As far as our nornal experiences of
The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 19 vation of truth value. Thus
"The function of Ais to X' together with "X-ing is identical with
Y-ing" do not inply "The function of Ais to Y." For exanple, it is
trivially true that the function of oars is to row with, and row ng
consists in exerting pressure on water relative to a fixed ful crum but
it is not the case that the function of oars is to exert pressure on
water relative to a fixed fulcrum To summarize, the first feature we
need to note in our discussion of the capacity of conscious agents to
create social facts is the assignnent of functions to objects and to

ot her phenonena. Functions are never intrinsic; they are assigned
relative to the interests of users and observers. | have not attenpted
to anal yze the sentence form "The function of Xis to Y, X and Y are
parts of a systemwhere the systemis in part defined by purposes,
goal s, and val ues generally. This is why there are functions of
pol i cenen and professors but no function of humans as such-unl ess we
thi nk of humans as part of some |arger system where their function is,
e.g., to serve God. 2. Wenever the function of Xis to Y, then Xis
supposed to cause or otherwise result in Y. This normative conponent in
functions cannot be reduced to causation alone, to what in fact happens
as a result of X, because X can have the function of Y-ing even in cases
where X fails to bring about Y all or even nost of the tine. Thus the
function of safety valves is to prevent explosions, and this is true
even for valves that are so badly made that they in fact fail to prevent
explosions, i.e., they malfunction. tensionality is ''referential
opacity." Typically sentences that are about intentional -with-a-t
states are intensional -with-an-s sentences, because in such s! entences
the way in which an object is referred to affects the truth value of the
sentence. For extensive discussion of these matters see Searl e,
Intentionality, An Essay in the Philosophy of M nd.
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hol d these val ues, but the attribution of these values to nature

i ndependent of us is observer relative . Even when we di scover a
function in nature, as when we discovered the function of the heart, the
di scovery consists in the discovery of the causal processes together
with the assignnent of a teleology to those causal processes. This is
shown by the fact that a whol e vocabul ary of success and failure is now
appropriate that is not appropriate to sinple brute facts of nature.
Thus we can speak of "mal function," "heart disease," and better and

wor se hearts. We do not speak of better and worse stones, unless of
course we have assigned a 6 The Construction of Social Reality things
that exist. W will have to nake sone substantive presuppositions about
how the world is in fact in order that we can even pose the questions we
are trying to answer. W will be tal king about how social reality fits
into a larger ontology, but in order to do that, we will have to
descri be sone of the features of that larger ontology. The truth is, for
us, nost of our netaphysics is derived from physics (including the other
nat ural sciences). Many features of the contenporary natural science
conception of reality are still in dispute and still problematic. For
exanpl e, one might think that the Big Bang Theory of the origin of the
universe is by no nmeans well substantiated. But two features of our
conception of reality are not up for grabs. They are not, so to speak
optional for us as citizens of the late twentieth and early twenty-first
century. It is a condition of your being an educated person in our era
that you are apprised of these two theories: the atom c theory of matter
and the evolutionary theory of biology. The picture of reality derived
fromthese two theories, to state it very crudely, is as follows: The
worl d consists entirely of entities that we find it conveni ent, though
not entirely accurate, to describe as particles. These particles exist
in fields of force, and are organi! zed into systens. The boundaries of
systens are set by causal relations. Exanples of systens are nountains,
pl anets, H,, O nolecules, rivers, crystals, and babies. Sone of these
systens are living systens; and on our little earth, the living systens
contain a | ot of carbon-based nol ecul es, and nmake a very heavy use of
hydrogen , nitrogen, and oxygen. Types of |iving systenms evol ve through
natural selection, and sone of them have evolved certain sorts of
cellular structures, specifically, nervous systens capable of causing
and sustai ni ng consci ousness. Consciousness is a biological , and

t heref ore physical, though of course also nental, feature of certain

hi gher-1evel nervous systens, such as hunan brains and a | arge nunber of
different types of animal brains. Wth consci ousness cones
intentionality, the capacity of the mind to represent objects and states
of affairs in the world other
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16 The Construction of Social Reality extinction. In all these functional
assignnments, no newintrinsic lacts are involved. As far as nature is
concerned intrinsically, there are no functional facts beyond causal
facts. The further assignnment of function is observer relative. One of
Darwi n's greatest achievenents was to drive tel eology out of the account
of the origin of species. On the Darwi ni an account , evol ution occurs by
way of blind, brute, natural forces. There is no intrinsic purpose

what ever to the origin and survival of biological species. W can,
arbitrarily, define the "functions" of biological processes relative to
t he survival of organisnms, but the idea that any such assignnent of
function is a matter of the discovery of an intrinsic teleology in
nature, and that functions are therefore intrinsic, is always subject to
a variant of Mbore's open- question argunent: What is so functiona

about functions, so defined ? Either "function" is defined in terns of
causes, in which case there is clothing intrinsically functional about
functions, they are just causes like any others. O functions are
defined in terns of the furtherance of a set of values that we
hold-1ife, survival, reproduction , health-in which case they are
observer relative. | realize that many biol ogi sts and phil osophers of
biology will disagree. Over the past few decades there has devel oped a
large literature on functions and functional explanations. Mich of it is
i nfluenced by Larry Wight's article 3 in which he defines function as
follows: The function of Xis Z nmeans 1. X is there because it does Z.

2. Zis a consequence (or result) of X' s being there. If such an

anal ysis were correct, it would elimnate the observer relativity of
function. Intuitively the idea is to define "function" in terns of
causation: X perforns the function F just in case X causes F, and at

| east part of the explanation for X' s existence is that it causes F.
Thus, for exanple, the heart has the function of punp-
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 17 ing bl ood because it does punp
bl ood and the explanation for the existence of hearts in evolutionary
history is that they do in fact punp blood. This seens to give a
naturalistic definition of "function " whereby functions would be
intrinsic. Ruth MIlikan has a simlar, but nore conplex, idea in her
notion of "proper function ," though she insists that she is not trying
to analyze the ordinary use of the notion of function but to introduce a
new t echni cal expression defined in terns of "reproduction"” and
causation. So construed no one could object. You can introduce any new
technical terns you |ike. However, it is inmportant to enphasi ze that
such definitions fail to capture certain essential features of the
ordinary notion of function, for at |least three reasons. First, in
MIllikan's case it nakes the definition of function dependent on a
particul ar causal historical theory about "reproduction." In fact |
believe ny heart functions to punp blood and | also believe in a
Darwi ni an account of how "reproduction" gives a causal historical

account of the evolution of hearts. But even if no such account of
reproduction, Darwi nian or otherw se, turned out to be true, ny heart
woul d still function to punp blood. On her definition the R G

M 1ikan, Language, Thought, and O her Biol ogical Categories: New
Foundati ons for Realism (Canbridge, Mass.: MT Press, 1984). In R G
MIllikan, "In Defense of Proper Functions," in The Phil osophy of Science
56 (1989), 288-302. She writes: The definition of a "proper function"” is
recursive. Putting things very roughly, for an itemA to have a function
F as a "proper function,” it is necessary (and close to sufficient) that
one of these two conditions should hold. (1) A originated as a
"reproduction " (to give one exanple, as a copy, or a copy of a copy) of
sone prior itemor itens that, due in part to possession of the
properties reproduced, have actually performed F in the past, and A

exi sts b! ecause ( causally historically because) of this or these
performances. (2) A originated as the product of some prior device that,
given its circunstances, had perfornance of F as a proper function and
that, under those circunstances nornally causes F to be perfornmed by
means of producing an itemlike A Iltens that fall under condition (2)
have "derived proper functions," functions derived fromthe functions of
t he devices that produce them (p. 288)
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I'S The Construction of Social Reality very meaning of the claimthat the
heart has the (proper) function of punping blood can be expl ai ned only
in terns of a causal historical account of how hearts are reproduced,
and that cannot be right as far as our ordinary notion of function is
concerned. Second, if we take such definitions as capturing the
essential features of our ordinary notion, there are counterexanples to
the anal yses. On Wight's account and apparently on MIlikan's as well,
we woul d have to say that the function (proper or otherw se) of colds is
to spread cold gerns. They do in fact spread cold gerns, and if they did
not spread cold gerns they would not exist. But on our ordinary notion
colds do not have a function, or if they do it is certainly not to

.. ERR, COD: 3.
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to which we intentionally put these objects. Sonme functions are riot

i mposed on objects to serve practical purposes but are assigned to
naturally occurring objects and processes as part of a theoretical
account of the phenonmena in question. Thus we say "The heart functions
to punp bl ood" when we are giving an account of how organisns |ive and
survive. Relative to a tel eology that val ues survival and reproduction,
we can di scover such functions occurring in nature independently of the
practical intentions and activities of human agents; so let us cal

t hese functions "nonagentive functions."' There is no sharp dividing
line between the two, and sometimes an agentive function can repl ace a
nonagenti ve function, as when, for exanple, we make an "artificial
heart." It is generally,
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 21 though by no neans al ways, the
case that agentive functions require continuous intentionality on the
part of users for their mai ntenance, whereas nonagentive functions
continue to chug functionally along wthout any effort on our part. Thus
bat ht ubs, coins, and screwdrivers require continued use on our part in
order to function as bat htubs, coins, and screwdrivers, but hearts and
livers continue to function as hearts and |livers even when no one is
payi ng any attention. Furthernore, the person actually using sone object
for an agentive function may not be the agent who actually inposed the
function on that object and may even be unaware that the object has that
function. Thus nost car drivers are probably unaware that the function
of the drive shaft is to transnit power fromthe transm ssion to the
axles, but all the same that is its agentive function. One nore

di stinction: Wthin agentive functions we need to identify a speci al

cl ass. Sonetinmes the agentive function assigned to an object is that of
standing for or representing sonething else. Thus, when | draw a di agram
of a football play, | let certain circles stand for the quarterback, the
runni ngback, the offensive |inenen, and so on. In this case, the
agentive function assigned to the marks on the paper is that of
representing or standing for; but because "representing" and "standi ng
for" are just other nanes for intentionality , in this case we have
intentionally inposed intentionality on objects and states of affairs
that are not intrinsically intentional. There are nanes in English for
the result of this type of inposition of function: They are called
"nmeani ng" or "synbolism" Marks on the paper now have neaning in a way
that a screwdriver, for exanple , does not have meani ng, because the

mar ks on the paper now stand for or represent objects and states of
affairs independent of thenselves. The nost fanmpbus sorts of neaning are,
of course, in language. In the use of |an! guage we inpose a specific
function, namely, that of representing, onto marks and sounds. | said
earlier that the capacity to inpose functions on natural phenomena was
remar kabl e, but equally remarkable is the fact that functions may be

i mposed quite unconsciously, and the func-
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 23 functions a special subclass,
where the function assigned is that of intentionality: For exanple, the
function of the sentence "Snow is white" is to represent, truly or
falsely, the state of affairs that snowis white.' Just to keep the
term nol ogy straight I will adopt the foll owi ng conventions. 1. Since
all functions are observer relative | will speak of all functions as
assigned or equivalently as inposed. 2. Wthin the category of assigned
functions some are agentive because they are matters of the use to which
agents put entities, e.g., the function of bathtubs is to take baths in.
3. Wthin the category of assigned functions sonme are nonagentive
because they are naturally occurring causal processes to which we have
assi gned a purpose, e.g., the function of the heart is to punp bl ood. 4.
Wthin the category of agentive functions is a special category of those
entities whose agentive function is to synbolize, represent , stand for,
or-in general -to nmean sonething or other. Collective intentionality Many
speci es of aninals, our own especially, have a capacity for collective
intentionality. By this | mean not only that they engage in cooperative
behavi or, but that they share intentional states such as beliefs,
desires, and intentions. In addition to singular intentionality there is
al so collective intentionality. Cbvious exanples are cases where 1 am
doi ng sonething only as part of our doing sonething. So if | am an

of fensive lineman playing in a football ganme, | mght be blocking the
defensive end, but | am blocking only as part of our executing a pass
play. If | ama violinist in an orchestra | play ny part in our
performance of the synphony. Even nost forms of human conflict require
collective intentionality . In order that two nen should engage in a
prizefight, for
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24 The Construction of Social Reality exanple, there has to be
collective intentionality at a higher level. They have to be cooperating
in having a fight in order for each of themto try to beat the other up
In this respect, prizefighting differs fromsinply beating up sonmeone in
an alley. The nman who creeps up behind another man in an alley and
assaults himis not engaging in collective behavior. But two
prizefighters, as well as opposing litigants in a court case, and even
two faculty menbers trading insults at a cocktail party, are all engaged
in cooperative collective behavior at a higher level, within which the
ant agoni stic hostil e behavior can take place. An understandi ng of
collective intentionality is essential to understanding social facts.
VWhat is the relation between singular and collective intentionality ,

bet ween, for exanple, the facts described by "I intend" and "W intend"?
Most efforts | have seen to answer this question try to reduce "W
intentionality" to "I intentionality" plus sonmething else, usually

nmut ual beliefs. The idea is that if we intend to do somet hi ng together
then that consists in the fact that | intend to do it in the belief that
you also intend to do it; and you intend to do it in the belief that |
also intend to do it.



Page 22

The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 25 etc.) sonething together, and
the individual intentionality that each person has is derived fromthe
collective intentionality that they share. Thus, to go back to the
earlier exanple of the football gane, | do indeed have a singular
intention to block the defensive end, but | have that intention only as
part of our collective intention to execute a pass play. W can see
these differences quite starkly if we contrast the case where there is
genui ne cooperative behavior with the cases where, so to speak, by

acci dent two peopl e happen to find that their behavior is synchronized.
There is a big difference between two violinists playing in an
orchestra, on the one hand, and on the other hand, discovering, while |
am practicing ny part, that someone in the next roomis practicing her
part, and thus discovering that, by chance, we are playing the sane

pi ece in a synchroni zed fashion. Wiy are so nany phil osophers convi nced
that collective intentionality nmust be reducible to individual
intentionality? Wiy are they unwilling to recogni ze collective
intentionality as a prinitive phenonenon? | believe the reason is that
t hey accept an argunent that | ooks appealing but is fallacious. The
argunment is that because all intentionality exists in the heads of

i ndi vi dual human beings, the formof that intentionality can nake
reference only to the individuals in whose heads it exists. So it has
seened t hat anybody who recogni zes collective intentionality as a
primtive formof nental life nmust be coomitted to the idea that there
exi sts sone Hegelian world spirit, a collective consciousness, or
sonet hi ng equal Iy inplausi bl e. The requirenents of nethodol ogi cal

i ndi vidualismseemto force us to reduce collective intentionality to

i ndividual intentionality. It has seened, in short, that we have to
choose between reductionism on the one hand, or a super mnd floating

over individual mnds, on the other. I want to claim on the contrary,
that the ar! gunment c ontains a fallacy and that the dilemma is a fal se
one. It is indeed the case that all ny nental life is inside ny brain,
and all your nmental life is inside your brain, and so on for everybody
else. But it does riot follow fromthat that all my nental |ife nust be

expressed in the formof a singular
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 27 Constitutive Rules and the

Di stinction Between Brute and Institutional Facts In ny work on the

phi |l osophy of | anguage' | suggested the begi nnings of an answer to the
question concerning the rel ati onshi ps between those features of the
world that are natters of brute physics and biol ogy, on the one hand,
and those features of the world that are natters of culture and society,
on the other. Wthout inplying that these are the only kinds of facts
that exist in the world, we need to distinguish between brute facts such
as the fact that the sun is ninety-three mllion mles fromthat
statenents can be approximately true or roughly true. For exanple , the
statenent that the earth is ninety-three million nmles fromthe sun is
only approxinmately true. In such a case the statenment only approxi mately
fits or corresponds to the facts. So both the correspondence theory and
t he disquotational theory are true, and they are not in conflict. The
correspondence theory is trivially true, but it m sleads us because we
think facts must be sone conpl ex kinds of material objects, and
"correspondence " nust nanme some very general relation of resenbl ance,

or
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28 The Construction of Social Reality them from bunping into each other
all the tine and creating traffic janms, we had to regulate the activity.
Rat her, the rules of chess create the very possibility of playing chess.
The rules are constitutive of chess in the sense that playing chess is
constituted in part by acting in accord with the rules. If you don't
follow at |least a |large subset of the rules, you are not playing chess.
The rules come in systens, and the rules individually, or sonetines the
system col l ectively, characteristically have the form"X counts as Y or
"X counts as Y in context C." Thus, such and such counts as a checkmate,
such and such a nove counts as a | egal pawn nove, and so on. The claim|l
made was, institutional facts exist only within systens of constitutive
rules. The systens of rules create the possibility of facts of this
type; and specific instances of institutional facts such as the fact
that | won at chess or the fact that Cinton is president are created by
the application of specific rules, rules for checknate or for electing
and swearing in presidents, for exanple . It is perhaps inportant to
enphasi ze that | am di scussing rules and not conventions. It is a rule
of chess that we win the gane by checkmating the king. It is a
convention of chess that the king is larger than a pawn. "Convention"
inmplies arbitrariness, but constitutive rules in general are not in that
sense arbitrary. The context "X counts as Yin C' is

intensional -with-an-s. It is referentially opaque in that it does not
permt of substitutability of coextensive expressions salva veritate.
Thus, for exanple, the statenments: 1. Bills issued by the Bureau of
Engraving and Printing(X) count as noney(Y) in the United States(C. and
2. Money is the root of all evil. do not inmply
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 29 3. Bills issued by the Bureau
of Engraving and Printing count as the root of all evil in the United
States. As always the discovery of referential opacity is a crucial
point. In this case it provides a clue that there is a nental conponent
ininstitutional facts. The intentionality-with-an-s of the verba
formulation is a clue that the phenonena represented are intentional
-with-a-t. A great deal hangs on this, as we will see in subsequent
chapters. Various social theorists have attacked ny account of the

di stinction between regul ative and constitutive rules,” but | think ny
account is right as far as it goes. The problemis that for our present
purposes it does not go far enough. W still need a nore thorough
account of rules and institutions. And we need to answer a | ot of
guestions. Are all social facts institutional facts? Are there
constitutive rules of, for exanple, wars and cocktail parties? What
makes sonething into a "constitutive rule" anyway? Hardest of all, how
do we make the connection between the fundanmental ontol ogy of conscious
bi ol ogi cal beasts |ike ourselves and the apparatus of social facts and
human institutions? | will have nore to say |ater about the form of
constitutive rules and how they relate to the ontology of institutiona
facts. My aimin this chapter is to assenble the pieces, and | now have
the three | need: the inposition of function on entities that do not
have that function prior to the inposition, collective intentionality,
and the distinction between constitutive and regulative rules. Wth
these in hand we can now turn to the construction of institutional
reality.
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2 Creating Institutional Facts In this chapter | describe the el enentary
construction of social facts and the |ogical structure of the

devel opnent of institutional facts fromsinpler forns of social facts.
To do so, | will use the apparatus of agentive functions, collective
intentionality, and constitutive rules. | will also attenpt to explain
several puzzling features of social reality. Sone Apparent Features of
Social Reality To begin, let us identify some of the apparent features
of social reality we would Iike to explain. Because | believe

phi | osophi cal investigations should begin naively (how they proceed and
conclude is another matter), | will sinply list half a dozen of what
appear to be naive, intuitive features of social reality, including
features of institutional facts, such as, for exanple, the fact that |
am an Anmerican citizen, as well as features of those social facts that
do 31
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32 The Construction of Social Reality not require institutional
structures, such as, for exanple, the fact that two nen are pushing a
car together to try to get it started. 1. The Sell-kel E~rentiality, of
Many Soci al Concepts The concepts that name social facts appear to have
a peculiar kind of self-referentiality. As a prelimnary formul ati on we
can say, for exanple, in order that the concept "noney" apply to the
stuff in nmy pocket, it has to be the sort of thing that people think is
money. |f everybody stops believing it is nobney, it ceases to function
as noney, and eventually ceases to be noney. Logically speaking, the
statenent "A certain type of substance, x, is noney" inplies an
indefinite inclusive disjunction of the form®°x is used as noney or X isS
regarded as noney or x is believed to be noney, etc." But that seens to
have the consequence that the concept of noney, the very definition of
the word "noney," is self-referential, because in order that a type of
thing should satisfy the definition, in order that it should fall under
t he concept of noney, it nmust be believed to be, or used as, or regarded
as, etc., satisfying the definition. For these sorts of facts, it seens
to be alnost a logical truth that you cannot fool all the people all the
time. If everybody always thinks that this sort of thing is noney, and
they use it as noney and treat it as noney, then it is noney. |f nobody
ever thinks this sort of thing is noney, then it is not noney. And what
goes for noney goes for elections, private property, wars, voting,

proni ses, marriages , buying and selling, political offices, and so on.
In order to state this point precisely we need to distinguish between
institutions and general practices on the one hand arid particul ar

i nstances on the other, that is, we need to distinguish between types
and tokens. A single dollar bill might fall fromthe printing presses
into the cracks of the floor and never be used or thought of as noney at
all, but it would still ! be noney . In such a case a particular token

i nstance woul d be noney, even though no one ever thought it was noney or
t hought about it or used it at all. Simlarly, there mght be a
counterfeit dollar bill in circulation
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no way to explain the content of that belief w thout repeating the sane
feature over and over again. Later on, | will try to show how to avoid
this infinite regress. At this point, | amjust calling attention to a
peculiar logical feature that distinguishes social concepts from such
natural concepts as "nountain" or "nolecule." Sonething can be a
mountain even if no one believes it is a nountain; sonething can be a
nmol ecul e even if no
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34 The Construction oJ Social Reality things get out of hand, and it
turns out that the casualty rate is greater than the Battle of
Austerlitz-all the sane, it is not a war; it is just one anazing
cocktail party. Part of being a cocktail party is being thought to be a
cocktail party; part of being a war is that could be conscious. An
unconscious intentional state has to be in principle accessible to
consci ousness. Here, then, are the bare bones of our ontol ogy: W live
in a wrld made up entirely of physical particles in fields of force.
Some of these are organized into systenms. Sone of these systens are
living systens and some of these |living systens have evol ved

consci ousness. Wth consciousness cones intentionality, the capacity of
the organismto represent objects and states of affairs in the world to
itself. Now the question is, how can we account for the existence of
social facts within that ontol ogy? Objectivity and Qur Contenporary
World View Much of our world view depends on our concept of objectivity
and the contrast between the objective and the subjective. Fanmously ,
the distinction is a matter of degree, but it is less often re- | use
"intentionality" as a technical termneaning that feature of
representations by which they are about sonething or directed at
something. Beliefs and desires are intentional in this sense because to
have a belief or desire we have to believe that such and such is the
case or desire that such and such be the case. Intentionality , so
defined, has no special connection with intending. Intending, for
exanple , to go to the novies is just one kind of intentionality anpong
others. For a fuller account of intentionality, see J. R Searle,
Intentionality. An Essay. in the Philosophy of M nd (Canbridge:
Canbridge University Press, 1983).
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Creating Institutional Facts 37 6. The Linguistic Conponent of Many
Institutional Facts Related to features 1 and 2 is the further apparent
feature that only beings that have a | anguage or sonme nore or |ess

| anguage-1i ke system of representation can create nost, perhaps all,
institutional facts, because the linguistic elenment appears to be partly
constitutive of the fact. It is common, for exanple, to read that
certain ant colonies have slaves or that beehives have queens. | think
such manners of speaking are harml ess metaphors, especially where the so
called "social insects" are concerned, but it is inportant to keep

rem ndi ng ourselves that for a comunity literally to have sl aves or
literally to have a queen, the participants woul d have to have the
apparatus necessary to represent sonmething as a queen or as a sl ave.

Just behaving in certain ways, where behavior is construed solely in
terms of bodily novenments, is not sufficient for a comunity to have a
gueen or to have slaves. In addition, there would have to be a certain
set of attitudes, beliefs, etc., on the part of the nenbers of the
community, and this would seemto require a system of representation
such as | anguage. Language seens to be essential not only to represent

t hese facts
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to use sone object as a bench on which they can all sit or to use
something as a lever to be operated by several people, rather than just
one. Collective intentionality can generate agentive functions as easily
as individual intentionality . The next step is nore difficult because
it involves the collective inposition of functions on objects where the
function assigned to the object cannot be performed solely in virtue of
the object's intrinsic physical features, as was the case for a | og used
as a bench, or a stick used as a lever. In this next type of case, the
function is itself performed only as a matter of human cooperation. W
will see in sonme detail that this step, the collective inposition of
function , where the function can be perforned only in virtue of

col l ective agreenent or acceptance, is a crucial element in the creation
of institutional facts. Consider for exanple a prinmtive tribe that
initially builds a wall around its territory. The wall is an instance of
a function inposed in virtue of sheer physics: the wall, we wll

suppose, is big enough to keep intruders out and the nmenbers of the
tribe in. But suppose the wall gradually evolves from being a physica
barrier to being a synbolic barrier. Inagine that the wall gradually
decays so that the only thing left is a line of stones. But inagine that
the inhabitants and their nei ghbors continue to recognize the |ine of
stones as marking the boundary of the territory in such a way that it
affects their behavior. For exanple, the inhabitants only cross the
boundary under special conditions, and outsiders can only cross into the
territory if it is acceptable to the inhabitants. The line of stones now
has a function that is not perforned in virtue of sheer physics ..ERR
CCD: 3. .
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40 The Construction of Social Reality perforns the function of

i ndi cati ng sonmething beyond itself, nanely, the limts of the territory.
The line of stones perforns the same function as a physical barrier but
it does not do so in virtue of its physical construction, but because it
has been collectively assigned a new status, the status of a boundary
marker. | would like this step to seema nost natural and innocent

devel opnent , but it is nomentous in its inplications. Animals can

i npose functions on natural phenonena. Consider, for exanple, the
primates that use a stick as a tool to get bananas that are out of
reach. ~i And sonme prinates have even devel oped traditions of agentive
functions that are transmtted fromone generation to the next. Thus,
nost fanously Inp, a Japanese macaque, used water to get the sand off
her potatoes and eventually salt water both to get the sand off and to
i mprove the flavor. Thanks to Inp, "today," wites Kumer,
"potato-washing in salt water is an established tradition which infants
learn fromtheir nother as a natural adjunct of eating potatoes.' 4

Ant hropol ogy texts routinely remark on the human capacity for tool
using. But the truly radical break with other fornms of |ife comes when
humans, through collective intentionality , inpose functions on
phenonena where the function cannot be achieved solely in virtue of
physics and chem stry but requires continued human cooperation in the
specific fornms of recognition, acceptance, and acknow edgnent of a new
status to which a function is assigned. This is the beginning point of

all institutional forns of human culture, and it nust always have the
structure X counts as Yin C, as we shall see later. In an earlier
version of this argument, | used the ethol ogists' exanple of groups of

animals marking limts to their territory. In such a case, as in the
exanple of the primtive tribe, the barrier is not a sheer physical
obstacle like, a wall or a noat but is, in sone sense, synbolic. But |
am not cer tain that the ethologists are justified in attributing so
much collective intentionality to the animals, so 1 have substituted the
tribal exanple to make the sanme point. Wen we discuss the role of

| anguage in the next chapter we will see that the distinction between
the linguistic and the prelirlguistic is inmportant.
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Creating Institutional Facts 41 Qur aimis to assimlate social reality
to our basic ontology of physics, chenistry, and biology. To do this we
need to show the continuous |line that goes from nol ecul es and nount ai ns
to screwdrivers, |evers, and beautiful sunsets, and then to |egislatures
, honey, and nation-states. The central span on the bridge from physics
to society is collective intentionality, and the decisive novenent on
that bridge in the creation of social reality is the collective

i ntentional inposition of function on entities that cannot performthose
functions wi thout that inposition. The radical novenent that gets us
fromsuch sinple social facts as that we are sitting on a bench together
or having a fistfight to such institutional facts as noney, property,
and marriage is the collective inmposition of function on entities,

whi ch-unli ke | evers, benches, and cars-cannot performthe functions
solely by virtue of their physical structure. In sonme cases, paper
currency, for exanple, this is because the structure is only
incidentally related to the function; in other cases, licensed drivers,
for exanple, it is because we do not allow people to performthe
function of driving unless they have been authorized. The key elenent in
the nmove fromthe collective inposition of function to the creation of
institutional facts is the inposition of a collectively recogni zed
status to which a function is attached. Since this is a special category

of agentive functions, | will label these status functions. In the case
of the boundary, we inmgined a causally functioning physical object, a
wall, evolving into a synmbolic object, a boundary narker. The boundary

is intended to function in the sane way that the wall did, but the nmeans
by which it perfornms this function is the collective recognition of the
stones as having a special status to which the function is attached. In
the extrene case, the status function may be attached to an entity whose
physical structure is only arbi! trarily related to the performance of
the function. As an illustration, consider the case of nobney and
especially the evolution of paper currency. Standard textbook accounts
of noney identify three kinds: commodity nmoney, such as gold, is
regarded as val uabl e, and hence as nobney,
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42 The Construction o f Social Reality because the comobdity itself is
regarded as val uabl e; contract noney consists of bits of paper that are
regarded as val uabl e because they are promi ssory notes to pay the bearer
in valuabl e commdities such as gold; and fiat noney consists of bits of
paper that are declared to be val uabl e as noney by sone official agency
such as a government or a central bank. So far, though, it is not clear
what the relationship anmong these three is, or even what fact about all
three makes it the case that they are all noney. In the case of
commodity noney the stuff is a nmedium of exchange because it is
valuable; in the case of fiat nobney the stuff is valuable because
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44 The Construction of Social Reality rule was "X counts as Y in C'; but
as | amusing this locution, that only determ nes a set of institutional
facts and institutional objects where the Y term nanmes sonethi ng nore
than the sheer physical features of the object naned by the X term’
Furthernore, the "counts as" |ocution nanes a feature of the inposition
of a status to which a function is attached by way of collective
intentionality, where the status and its acconpanying function go beyond
t he sheer brute physical functions that can be assigned to physica
objects . So, for exanmple, as | amusing this formula, it would not be a
statenent of a constitutive rule to say "objects that are designed and
used to be sat on by one person count as chairs," because satisfying the
Xtermis already sufficient for satisfying the Y term just fromthe
definition of the word "chair." The "rule" does not add anything but a

| abel, so it is not a constitutive rule. Furthernore, it does not
express a constitutive rule to say "objects of a certain shape count as
chairs," because the functions assigned can be assigned i ndependently of
any human agreenent. If it has a certain kind of shape, we can use it as
a chair regardl ess of what anyone el se thinks. But when we say that such
and such bits of paper count as noney, we genuinely have a constitutive
rul e, because satisfying the X term "such and such bits of paper,"
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44 The Construction of Social Reality rule was "X counts as Y in C'; but
as | amusing this locution, that only determ nes a set of institutional
facts and institutional objects where the Y term nanmes sonethi ng nore
than the sheer physical features of the object naned by the X term’
Furthernore, the "counts as" |ocution nanes a feature of the inposition
of a status to which a function is attached by way of collective
intentionality, where the status and its acconpanying function go beyond
t he sheer brute physical functions that can be assigned to physica
objects . So, for exanmple, as | amusing this formula, it would not be a
statenent of a constitutive rule to say "objects that are designed and
used to be sat on by one person count as chairs," because satisfying the
Xtermis already sufficient for satisfying the Y term just fromthe
definition of the word "chair." The "rule" does not add anything but a

| abel, so it is not a constitutive rule. Furthernore, it does not
express a constitutive rule to say "objects of a certain shape count as
chairs," because the functions assigned can be assigned i ndependently of
any human agreenent. If it has a certain kind of shape, we can use it as
a chair regardl ess of what anyone el se thinks. But when we say that such
and such bits of paper count as noney, we genuinely have a constitutive
rul e, because satisfying the X term "such and such bits of paper," is
not by itself sufficient for being noney, nor does the X term specify
causal features that would be sufficient to enable the stuff to function
as noney w thout human agreement. So the application of the constitutive
rule introduces the followng features: The Y terin has to assign a new
status that the object does not already have just in virtue of
satisfying the X term and there has to be collective agreenent , or at

| east acceptance, both in the inposition of that status on the stuff
referred to by the X termand about the function that goes with that
status. Furtherno! re, beca use the physical features specified by the X
termare insufficient by thenselves to guarantee the fulfillnment of the
assi gned function specified by the Y term the new status and its
attendant functions have to be the sort of things that can be
constituted by collective agreenent or acceptance.
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..ERR, COD:1.. guaranteed sinply by collective agreenment or acceptance.
This is, perhaps, the nost nysterious feature of institutional facts,
and I will have a good deal to say about it later. THI RD, the process of
the creation of institutional facts may proceed w thout ..ERR COD: 1.
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Creating Institutional Facts 47 tuses that can be assigned by the Y
term therefore, are seriously limted by the possibilities of having
functions where the perfornmance of the function contains an el enment that
can be guaranteed sinply by collective agreenent or acceptance. This is,
per haps, the npbst nysterious feature of institutional facts, and | wll
have a good deal to say about it later. THIRD, the process of the
creation of institutional facts nmay proceed w thout the participants
bei ng conscious that it is happening according to this form The

evol ution may be such that the participants think, e.g., "l can exchange
this for gold,” "This is valuable,"” or even sinply "This is noney." They
need not think, "W are collectively inposing a value on sonething that
we do not regard as val uabl e because the relation of the X and Y terns
in the structure where we sinply count X things as Y things. In our

t oughest netaphysi cal npbods we want to ask "But is an X really a Y?" For
exanpl e, are these bits of paper really noney? Is this piece of |and
really sonmebody's private property ? Is naking certain noises in a
cerenmony really getting married ? Even, is making noi ses through the
nmouth really making a statenent or a pronise? Surely when you get down
to brass tacks, these are not real facts. We do not have this sense of

gi ddi ness where the agentive function is perfornmed entirely in virtue of
physi cal features. Thus, we do not have any netaphysical doubts about
whether or not this is really a screwdriver, or this is really a car,
because the sheer physical features of the objects in question enable
themto function as screwdrivers or cars. At this point I amsinply
describing the structure whereby institutional reality actually works in
real human societies. Because this step is crucial for ny argument, |
will go through it slowy, using the exanple of U S. paper noney; and
since | hope to be able to generalize certain features of the exanple, |
will list its nost salient ge! neral ch aracteristics. Certain sorts of
bits of paper are (objects are designed to look as if they satisfy the X
term when they do not) and hyperinflation |too much nmoney is issued, so
that the objects satisfying the X termcan no | onger performthe
function specified by the Y tern). The possibility of such fornms of
abuse is characteristic of institutional facts. Thus, for exanple, the
fact that attorneys have to be certified creates the possibility that
those who are not certified can pretend that they are and thus pretend
that they are attorneys. They are, so to speak, "counterfeit" attorneys.
But even a person qualified as an attorney can abuse the position and so
fail to performthe functions properly (mal practice). Another
illustration is provided by the decay of the institution of knighthood
during the Mddle Ages. At first knights were required to be conpetent
warriors, in charge of many nen and owning a | ot of horses, etc. Wen
decay set in, many people who did not neet the criteria (X term for
beconi ng kni ghts asked the king to make them kni ghts (Y tern) anyway.
Though they didn't pass the tests, they, for exanmple, insisted that
because they canme from such a good family, the requirenments should be
wai ved in their case. Furthernore , many people who did rightfully
acquire the status of knight becane unable to carry out the functions of
kni ght hood. They no | onger had the required nunber of horses, or the



required sort of arnor, or they were not in the physical condition
necessary to carry out the tasks of knighthood. \Were noney is concerned
cultures vary with their enphasis on the X or the Y aspect. United
States currency is explicit on the Y aspect. It says, "This note is

| egal tender for all debts public and private," but it says nothing
about count~rfeiting. French cur-



Page 40

Creating Institutional Facts 49 rency, on the other hand, contains a

| ong statenent about the X aspect, specifically about the illegality of
and puni shnent for counterfeiting. Italian currency nakes the same X
aspect point, but nmore succinctly: "La | egge punisce i fabbricatore e
gli spacciatori di biglietti falsi." FIFTH, the relation of rule and
convention, at least in this case, is reasonably clear. That objects can
function as a medi um of exchange is not a matter of convention but of
rule. But which objects performthis function is a matter of conventi on.
Anal ogously, in chess, the powers of the king are not a matter of
convention but of rule. But which shape to i npose those powers on is a
matter of convention. Because in these cases the conditions |aid down by
the X termare only incidentally related to the function specified by
the Y term the selection of the X termis nore or less arbitrary; and
the resulting policy as to which types of things shall be used as, e.g.,
nmoney or a king in chess, is a matter of convention. As we will see in

| ater exanples, often the features necessary for the applicability of
the X termare essential to the performance of the Y term Thus, for
exanpl e, when it conmes to being a certified surgeon , the authorization
to performsurgery (Y term) has to be based on neeting certain nedica
criteria (X term. Nonetheless, even in these cases, there is an
addition marked by the Y termthat is not already present in the X term
The person in question now has the status, e.g., of certified surgeon.
It mght seemthat there are obvious counterexanples to the claimthat
the features of the X termare insufficient to guarantee the function
named by the Y term For exanple, when the president or a state governor
decl ares an earthquake or a major fire to be a "disaster,"” surely, one
m ght say, the brute facts about the Larticle 139 du code pénal punit de
la réclusion crimnelle a perpétuité ceux qui auront contrefait ou
falsifié les billets ! de banqu e autorisés par la |loi, ainsi ce que
ceux qui auront fait usage de ces billets contrefaits ou falsifié, ceux
qui les auront introduits en France seront punis de |a nméne peine.



Page 41

50 The Construction of Social Reality earthquake or fire are sufficient
to qualify themas disasters in virtue of their physical features. There
i s nothing conventional about being ail earthquake or a hol ocaust. But

if one |looks closely at these cases, even thev illustrate the point. The
function of a declared disaster is that the |ocal victinms qualify for
such things as financial ..ERR, COD: 1.
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Creating Institutional Facts 51 anple, is that the screwdriver just has
t he sheer physical structure to enable it to performits function, but
for the | aw school graduate to be an attorney, an additiona
authorization or certification is required to confer the status of
attorney. Collective agreenent about the possession of the status is
constitutive of having the status, and having the status is essential to
the performance of the function assigned to that status. An interesting
cl ass of cases are those where the entity in question has both a causal
agentive function and correlated status- function. Consider, for
exanpl e, the actual fence on portions of the border between Mexico and
the United States. It is supposed to function causally as a physica
barrier to crossing the border. But it is also supposed to mark a

nati onal boundary, sonething one is not supposed to cross unless

aut hori zed. Even in this case the status-function is in addition to the
physi cal function, even though they both have the sane ultimate

obj ective. The point is that the Y term nust assign sone new status that
the entities named by the X termdo not al ready have, and this new
status nust be such that human agreenent, acceptance, and other forns of
collective intentionality are necessary and sufficient to create it.
Now, you mght think, that is not nuch of an apparatus to work with, but
in fact, as we will see in detail, the mechanismis a powerful engine in
the generation of social reality. SIXTH, finally there is a special
relation between the inposition of these status-functions and | anguage.
The | abels that are a part of the Y expression, such as the | abel
"noney," are now partly constitutive of the fact created. Odd as it may
sound, in the creation of noney, the linguistically expressed concepts,
such as "noney," are now parts of the very facts we have created. | wll
explore this feature in the next chapter
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Creating Institutional Facts 53 concepts. W are not trying to reduce

t he concept "noney" to noninstitutional concepts. | nentioned that there
is a distinction between the self-referentiality of the concept as
applied to types and as applied to tokens. Were noney is concerned a
particul ar token could be noney even if no one thought it was nopney, but
where cocktail parties are concerned if no one thinks of a particular

event that it is a cocktail party, it is not a cocktail party. | think
the reason we treat cocktail parties differently fromnoney in this
regard has to do with codification. In general, if the institution in

guestion is codified in an "official"” form such as in the | aws
concerni ng noney, then the self-referentiality in question is a feature
of the type. If it is informal, uncodified, then the self-referentiality
applies to each token. Codification specifies the features a token nust
have in order to be an instance of the type. Hence a token nay have

t hose features even if no one thinks about it, but the type is stil
defined in this self-referential way. The self-referentiality we have
been discussing is an i nmedi ate consequence of the nature of agentive
functions. It is not peculiar to institutional facts. So, for exanple,
in order that sonmething be a chair, it has to function as a chair, and
hence, it has to be thought of or used as a chair. Chairs are not
abstract or synbolic in the way that noney and property are, but the
point is the same in both cases. Were agentive functional circularity
or infinite regress. The word "noney" functions as a pl acehol der for the
linguistic articulation of all these practices. To believe that
sonething i s noney, one does not actually need the word "noney." It is
sufficient that one believes that the entities in question are nedia of
exchange, repositories of value, paynment for debts, salaries for
services rendered, etc. And what goes for nobney goes for other
institutional notions such as marriage, property, and! speech acts such
as promsing, stating, ordering, etc. In short, the fact that a set of
attitudes is partly constitutive of the truth conditions of a certain
concept, and the fact that those attitudes would normally be sunmarized
by using that very concept (e.g., thinking that sonmething is noney,

t hi nki ng that those people are married), does not have the consequence
that the word expressing that concept cannot be defined w thout
circularity or infinite regress. Although we do not need the concept
"nmoney" to define "noney," and thus we avoid an imediate circularity,
to explain the concept we do need other institutional concepts such as
"buying ," "selling," and "owi ng," and thus we avoi ded the vicious
circularity only by expanding the circle by including other

i nstitutional
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Creating Institutional Facts 53 concepts. W are not trying to reduce

t he concept "noney" to noninstitutional concepts. | nentioned that there
is a distinction between the self-referentiality of the concept as
applied to types and as applied to tokens. Were noney is concerned a
particul ar token could be noney even if no one thought it was nopney, but
where cocktail parties are concerned if no one thinks of a particular

event that it is a cocktail party, it is not a cocktail party. | think
the reason we treat cocktail parties differently fromnoney in this
regard has to do with codification. In general, if the institution in

guestion is codified in an "official"” form such as in the | aws
concerni ng noney, then the self-referentiality in question is a feature
of the type. If it is informal, uncodified, then the self-referentiality
applies to each token. Codification specifies the features a token nust
have in order to be an instance of the type. Hence a token nay have

t hose features even if no one thinks about it, but the type is stil
defined in this self-referential way. The self-referentiality we have
been discussing is an i nmedi ate consequence of the nature of agentive
functions. It is not peculiar to institutional facts. So, for exanple,
in order that sonmething be a chair, it has to function as a chair, and
hence, it has to be thought of or used as a chair. Chairs are not
abstract or synbolic in the way that noney and property are, but the
point is the sanme in both cases. \Were agentive functional concepts are
concerned, part of satisfying a description is being thought to satisfy
that description. This does not lead to circularity or infinite regress
for the reason just stated: W can cash out the description in terns of
the set of practices in which the phenonenon is enbedded. Chairs are for
sitting in, noney is to buy things with, tools are for manipul ating
objects in various ways, etc. In the Random House Di ctionary, one, of
the definitions given for "tool"! is: "an ything that can be used as
tool." As a definition, that seens pretty dunb, but it is not quite as
dunb as it looks. You could not define "screwdriver"” as "anything that
can be used as a screwdriver," because lots of things can be used as
SCrew
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54 The Construction of Social Reality The Use of Performative Utterances
in the Creation of Institutional Facts The second apparent feature we
need to explain concerns the role of performative utterances in the
creation of many, though not all, institutional facts. The expl anation
is provided by the structure of constitutive rules. In general, where
the X termis a speech act, the constitutive rule will enable the speech
act to be perforned as a performative declaration creating the state of
affairs described by the Y term Because saying certain things counts as
entering into a contract or adjourning a neeting, you can performthose
acts by saying you are perfornming them If you are the chairman, then
saying in appropriate circunstances "The neeting is adjourned” wll make
it the case that you are chairman. The same words said by the wong
person or in the wong circunstances will have no such effect. Because
the constitutive rule enables the function to be inposed on a speech
act, then just performnming that speech act in appropriate circumnmstances
can constitute the inposition of that function, and thus will constitute
a new institutional fact. It is said that in Mdslemcountries a nman can
divorce his wife by sinply saying "I divorce you" three tinmes while
throwing three white pebbles. This is clearly a performative use of the
verb "divorce ," which does not exist in other countries. Those who
think that neaning is use would have to conclude that the word "divorce
" has a different neaning for Mslens than it does for others . But that
is not the case. What has happened is that a new status-function has
been i nposed on an existing sentence form The sentence forth "I divorce
you" does not change its neani ng when a new status-function is added;
rather, it is now sinply used drivers that detinitely are not
screwdrivers, for instance, coins. But since "tool," unlike
"screwdriver," names a very |arge class of agentive functions, arnything
that can he used as a tool is,! roughly speaking, a tool
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Creating Institutional Facts 55 in the creation of a new institutional
fact, nanely, the particular divorce, in virtue of a new constitutive
rul e according to which the husband's saying "I divorce you" three tines
with the appropriate throw ng gestures counts as divorcing his wfe.
Thus the performative utterance creates a new institutional fact, the

di vorce. Even the statenment on the twenty dollar bill, though it
contains no performative verbs, is a declaration. It says, "This note is
| egal tender for all debts, public and private." But that utterance is
not an enpirical claim It will not do, for exanple, to ask the
Treasury, "How do you know it is legal tender?" or "Wuat's the

evi dence?" When the Treasury says it is legal tender, they are declaring
it to be legal tender, not announcing an enpirical fact that it already
is legal tender. The possibility of creating institutional facts by

decl arati on does not hold for every institutional fact. You cannot, for
exanpl e, make a touchdown just by saying you are nmaking it. To sunmari ze
this point: performatives play a special role in the creation of
institutional facts, because the status-function marked by the Y termin
the fornmula "X counts as Y" can often, though not always, be inposed
sinmply by declaring it to be inposed . This is especially true where the
Xtermis itself a speech act. The Logical Priority of Brute Facts over
Institutional Facts The third apparent feature we need to explain
concerns the priority of brute facts over institutional facts. As with
feature two, this is explained by the structure of constitutive rules.
The structure of institutional facts is the structure of hierarchies of
the form"X counts as Y in context C." That hierarchy has to bottom out

i n phenonena whose existence is not a matter of human agreenent. This is
just another way of saying that where there is a status-function inposed
on sonething, there has to be sonmething it is inmposed on. If it is

i nposed on anot her status-function,! eventua Ily
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facts are institutional facts, that there are no brute facts, because
the analysis of the structure of institutional facts reveals that they
are |l ogically dependent on brute facts. To suppose that all facts are
institutional would produce an infinite regress or circularity in the
account of institutional facts. In order that sone facts be
institutional, there nust be sone other facts that are brute. This is a
consequence of the logical structure of institutional facts. Systematic
Rel ati ons and the Primacy of the Act over the Cbject Qur fourth question
was, Wiy are there always certain sorts of systematic relations anong
institutional facts? And the fifth was, Why do institutional acts seem
prior to institutional objects? The nbst obvious reason why there are
systematic rel ationshi ps anmong the various sorts of social facts of the
type that | tried to describe is that the facts in question are designed
for precisely that purpose. Governments are designed to inpact on our
lives in all sorts of ways; noney is designhed to provide a unit of value
in all kinds of transactions. Even ganmes, which are explicitly designed
to be insulated fromthe rest of our lives, nonethel ess enploy an

appar atus-of rights, obligations, responsibilities, etc.-that, as |
remarked earlier, is intelligible only given all sorts of other social
facts. The explanation for the apparent prinmacy of social acts over so-
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Creating Institutional Facts 57 cial objects is that the "objects" are
real ly designed to serve agentive functions, and have little interest
for us otherw se. What we think of as social objects, such as
governnents, noney, and universities , are in fact just placehol ders for
patterns of activities. | hope it is clear that the whol e operation of
agentive functions and collective intentionality is a matter of ongoi ng
activities and the creation of the possibility of nore ongoing
activities. Unconsciously, we have throughout this discussion been
acknow edging this point by our talk of institutional facts rather than
institutional objects. Such material objects as are involved in
institutional reality, e.g., bits of paper, are objects like any others,
but the inposition of status-functions on these objects creates a |eve
of description of the object where it is an institutional object, e.g.,
a twenty dollar bill. The object is no different; rather, a new status
with an acconpanying functi on has been assigned to an old object (or a
new obj ect has been created solely for the purpose of serving the new
status-function), but that function is manifested only in actual
transactions; hence, our interest is not in the object but in the
processes and events where the functions are mani fested. The priority of
process over product also explains why, as several social theorists have
poi nted out, institutions are not worn out by continued use, but each
use of the institution is in a sense a renewal of that institution. Cars
and shirts wear out as we use them but constant use renews and
strengthens institutions such as marri age, property, and universities.
The account | have given explains this fact: since the function is

i nposed on a phenonenon that does not performthat function solely in
virtue of its physical construction, but in terns of the continued
collective intentionality of the users, each use of the institution is a
renewed expression of the commtment of the users to t! he insti tution.
I ndividual dollar bills wear out. But the institution of paper currency
is reinforced by its continual use. The sixth and final feature we need
to explain concerns the role of |language in institutional reality, and
to that topic | devote the next chapter.
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3 Language and Social Reality The primary aimof this chapter is to
explain and justify ny claimthat |anguage is essentially constitutive

of institutional reality. | have nade this claimin general terns but |
now want to make fully explicit what | nmean by it, and to present
argunents for it. At the end of the chapter I will nention sone other
functions of language in institutional facts. | said in the |ast chapter

that it seens inpossible to have institutional structures such as noney,
marriage, governnments, and property w thout sone form of |anguage
because, in sone weird sense | have not yet explained, the words or

ot her synbols are partly constitutive of the facts. But this will seem
puzzling when we reflect that social facts in general do not require

| anguage. Prelinguistic aninmals can have all sorts of cooperative

behavi or, and human infants are clearly capable of interacting socially
in quite conplex ways w thout any words. Furthernore, if we are going to
say that institutional reality requires |anguage, what 59
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60 The Construction of Social Reality about |anguage itself? If
institutional facts require |anguage and | anguage is itself an
institution, then it seens | anguage nmust require | anguage, and we have
either infinite regress or circularity. There is a weaker and a stronger
version of ny claim The weaker is that in order to have institutional
facts at all, a society nust have at least a primtive formof a

| anguage, that in this sense the institution of |anguage is logically
prior to other institutions. On this view | anguage is the basic social
institution in the sense that all others presuppose | anguage, but

| anguage does not presuppose the others: you can have | anguage wi thout
nmoney and nmarriage, but not the converse. The stronger claimis that
each institution requires linguistic elenents of the facts within that
very institution. | believe both clains are true, and I will be arguing
for the stronger claim The stronger claiminplies the weaker.

Language- Dependent Thoughts and Language- Dependent Facts To explain the
i ssues and the argunments | will be presenting, | need to nake, if only
briefly, certain elenmentary clarifications and distinctions. | need to
make explicit which features of |anguage are relevant to this issue. |
will not attenpt to define "language" here, and many features that are
essential to full-blown natural |anguages-such as infinite generative
capacity, the presence of illocutionary force indicating devices,
guantifiers, and | ogical connectives -are irrelevant to this discussion.
The feature of |anguage essential for the constitution of institutiona
facts is the existence of synbolic devices, such as words, that by
convention nean or represent or synbolize sonething beyond thensel ves.
So when | say that |anguage is partly constitutive of institutional
facts, | do not nean that institutional facts require full-blown natura
| anguages |i ke French, German, or English. My claimthat |anguage is
partly constitutive of institutional facts anobunts to! the cla imthat
institutional facts essentially contain sone synbolic elenents in this
sense of "synbolic": there are words, synbols, or
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Language and Social Reality 61 other conventional devices that nean
somet hi ng or express sonmething or represent or synbolize sonething
beyond thenselves, in a way that is publicly understandable. | want that
to sound very vague and general at this point, because it is, so far
designed only to specify the feature of |language that | want to claim
has a constitutive role in institutional reality. Language, as | am
using the notion here, essentially contains entities that synbolize; and
i n language, as opposed to prelinguistic intentional states, such
intentionalistic capacities are not intrinsic to the entities but are

i nposed by or derived fromthe intrinsic intentionality of humans. Thus
the sentence "I amhungry " is part of |anguage because it has
representational or synbolic capacities by convention. But the actua
feeling of hunger is not part of |anguage because it represents its
conditions of satisfaction intrinsically. You do not need | anguage or
any other sorts of conventions to feel hungry. W need first to

di sti ngui sh between | anguage-i ndependent facts, such as the fact that
M. Everest has snow and ice at the sumrit , and | anguage- dependent
facts, such as the fact that "M . Everest has snow and ice at the
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is the difference between dogbones and noney, for exanple ? Wiy does the
belief that sonething is noney require |anguage for its very existence
in the way that the desire for a bone does not? \Wat exactly nust happen
in order for ne to think, "This is noney"? W saw in Chapter 2 that | do
not need the word "noney" itself, so the word does not have to figure in
its own definition . But why do | still have to have sone words or
wordl i ke elenments to think the thoughts? This is not a trivial question
The answer to it can derive only fromthe character of the nove from X
to Y when we count sone X as having the status-function named by the Y
term The answer, in short, must conme from an understanding of the
nature of status-functions. The answer | will give, to anticipate a bit,
is that the nove fromX to Y is eo ipso a |linguistic nove, even in cases
t hat apparently have nothing to do with |anguage.
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| anguage. It is easy to inmagine that the course of evolution m ght
produce bei ngs who can think of conplex arithnetical relations wthout
usi ng synbols. Another sort of case involves | anguage as a natter of

| ogi cal necessity , because the linguistic expression of the thought is
essential to its being the thought that it is. For exanple, consider the
t hought "Today is Tuesday the 26th of COctober."™ Such a thought requires
a quite definite set of words or their synonyns in English and ot her

| anguages because the content of the thought |ocates a day in relation
to a specific verbal systemfor identifying days and nonths. That is why
my dog cannot think "Today is Tuesday the 26th of Cctober." W who are

i n possession of the relevant vocabulary can translate the expression
"Tuesday the 26th of October"” into French but not into another radically
di fferent cal endar, such as the Mayan. The Mayans, using their system
could have identified an actual
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66 The Construction of Social Reality such thoughts are |ike thoughts
about today's date in that they are essentially | anguage dependent. Wy?
Ganes and Institutional Reality To argue for this claim | want to begin
by considering sone fairly sinple facts regardi ng ganes, because they
illustrate the points | want to make. Consider the case of points scored
in a game such as football. W say "a touchdown counts six points.” Now,
that is not a thought that anyone could have wi thout |inguistic synbols.
But, to repeat, why? Because points can exist only relative to a
linguistic systemfor representing and counting points, and thus we can
t hi nk about points only if we are in possession of the linguistic
appar at us necessary for such a system But that pushes the question
further back. Wiy can points exist only relative to such a linguistic
systen? The answer, to put it sinply, is that if you take away all the
synbol i ¢ devices for representing points, there is nothing el se there.
There is just the systemfor representing and counting points. That
woul d be nisleading if it gave us the inpression that points are just
words. That is not right. The words have consequences. People try
desperately hard to score points in a way they would not try for nere
wor ds, because the points determnmine victory and defeat, and thus are the
occasi on of enotions ranging fromecstasy to despair. Mere words, it
seens, could not be the focus of such deep feelings. But there is no

t hought i ndependent of the words or other synbols to the effect that we
have scored six points. The points mght be represented by sone svnbolic
devi ces ot her than actual words, for exanple, we night count points by
assenbling piles of stones, one stone for each point. But then the
stones would be as much linguistic synbols as would any others. They
woul d have the three essential features of linguistic synbols: they
synbol i ze sonet hi ng beyond t hensel ves, they do so by convention, and
they are public. There are no preling! uistic p erceptions of points,

nor prelinLanguage
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and Social Reality 67 guistic beliefs about points, because there is

not hing there to perceive or have beliefs about except the rel evant
synmbol i ¢ devices. The ani mal cannot prelinguistically see points the way
it can see the cat up the tree, nor can it prelinguistically desire
points the way it desires food. But why could an animl not just be born
wWth a prelinguistic desire to score points in football ganes as aninmals
are born with prelinguistic desires to drink their nmother's mlk? The
answer is that the desire to score points has no content independently
of a socially accepted system of representing and counting points. Take
away all synbolic systens for counting points and you have taken away
all possible beliefs, desires, and thoughts generally about points.

Later | will argue that what is true of points in football ganes is true
of noney, property, and other institutional phenonmena . Qur difficulty
in seeing these facts derives in part froma certain nodel we have of
how | anguage works. The nodel works for a |arge nunber of cases and
therefore we think it nust work in all cases. Here is the nodel: There
are words and other expressions, these have senses or neanings, and in
virtue of these senses they have referents. For exanple, there is an
expression "The Evening Star"; it has a sense or neaning; in virtue of

t hat neaning, when we think or utter the expression we refer to or think
about the | anguage-i ndependent object, the Evening Star. On this nodel,
if you can think the sense or nmeaning wthout the words, then you can
think of the referent without the words. Al you have to do is detach
the sense or neaning fromthe expression and just think the sense or
meaning. And it seens we mnmust always be able to detach the neaning
because we can translate the expression into other |anguages, and this
translatability seens to prove that there is a detachable, thinkable
sense that can attach now to English now to German words, etc. The node
gives us the inpression th! at there are no such things as thoughts that
are necessarily | anguage dependent, because it seens any expression in
any | an-
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68 The Construction of Social Reality guage can be translated into other
| anguages, and this seens to inply that the thinkable sense is always
detachabl e fromthe speakable or witable expression. Watever its other
limtations, this npdel does not work for institutional facts. In the
case of scoring points in games, we can see clearly why it does not

work. Even if we don't have words for "man," "line," "ball," etc., we
can see that man cross that line carrying that ball, and thus we can
think a thought w thout words, which thought we would report in the
words "The man crossed the line carrying the ball." But we cannot in

addi tion see the man score six points because there is nothing in
addition to see. The expression "six points" does not refer to sone
| anguage- independent objects in the way that the expressions "the man,"

"the ball," "the line," and "The Evening Star" refer to | anguage-
i ndependent objects. Points are not "out there" in the way that planets,
men, balls, and lines are out there. | hope the reader shares ny

intuitions so far, because | now want to state the general principle
that underlies them At the |owest level, the shift fromthe Xto the Y
in the nove that creates institutional facts is a nove froma brute
level to an institutional level. That shift, as | have enphasi zed over
and over, can exist only if it is represented as existing. But there can
be no prelinguistic way to represent the N el enment because there is
nothing there prelinguistically that one can perceive or otherw se
attend to in addition to the X elenent, and there is nothing there
prelinguistically to be the target of desire or inclination in addition
to the X elenent . Wthout a | anguage, we can see the nan cross a white
line holding a ball, and without |anguage we can want a nman to cross a
white line holding a ball. But we
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70 The Construction of Social Reality creation of institutional facts
has no existence apart fromits representation , we need sone way of
representing it. But there is no natural prelinguistic way to represent
it, because the Y elenent has no natural prelinguistic features in
addition to the X X term and that status has to provide reasons for
action that are independent of our natural inclinations. The status
exists only if people believe it exists, and the reasons function only
if people accept them as reasons. Therefore, the agent nust have sone
way to represent the new status. He cannot do it in terns of
prelinguistic brute features of the X term He can't get from thoughts
just about the color and the shape of the dollar bill to the status
"noney" any nore than he can can get from thoughts just about the
novenment of the man with the ball to the status "touchdown, six points."
Because the new status exists only by convention, there nmust be sone
conventional way to represent the status or the systemw ||l not work.
"But why couldn't the X termitself be the conventional way to represent
the new status?" The answer is that it could, but to assign that role to
the X termis precisely to assign it a synbolizing or |inguistic status.
Noti ce that status-functions differ from causal agentive functions in
regard to their |anguage dependency. One can think that this is a
screwdriver w thout any words or other |inguistic devices because one
can just think that this thing is used to screw in these other things.
No words at all are logically necessary to treat and use an object as a
screwdri ver because its ability to so function is a matter of its brute
physical structure. But in the case of status- functions, there is no
structural feature of the X elenent sufficient by itself to determ ne
the Y function. Physically X and Y are exactly the sane thing. The only
difference is that we have inposed a status on the X elenent, and this
new status needs nmarkers, because, enpiric! ally spe aking, there isn't
anything el se there. To summari ze: Because the Y level of the shift from
Xto Yin the



Page 59

Language and Social Reality 71 satisfying our fornula, X counts as Y,
where the Y terminposes a new status by collective intentionality, but
where the intentionality in question is not |anguage dependent? Wl I,
what about our first example of the physical barrier, the wall, that
decays into a purely synbolic barrier, the line of stones? Isn't that an
exanmpl e of an institutional fact w thout |anguage? This depends on how
the tribe regards the line of stones. If, just as a matter of fact, they
are not disposed to cross the boundaries as a matter of inclination,
they do not in our sense have an institutional fact. They sinply have a
di sposition to behave in certain ways, and their behavior is just like
the case of animals marking the limts of their territory. There is
not hi ng deonti c about such nmarkings. The aninmals sinply behave in such
and such ways, and "behave" here neans they sinply nove their bodies in
specific ways. But if we suppose that the nenbers of the tribe recognize
that the line of stones creates rights and obligations, that they are
forbidden to cross the line, that they are not supposed to cross it,
then we have synbolization. The stones now synbolize somethi ng beyond

t hensel ves; they function like words. | do not think there is a sharp
dividing line between either the institutional and the noninstitutional
or the linguistic and the prelinguistic, but to the extent that we think
t he phenonena are genuinely institutional facts, and not just
conditioned forns of habitual behavior, to that very extent we nust

thi nk of | anguage as constitutive of the phenonmena , because the nove
that inmposes the Y function on the X object is a synbolizing nove.
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72 The Construction of Social Reality Does Language Require Language?
The account so far, however, seens to |leave us in a fix. 1 have said
that institutional facts require | anguage because | anguage is
constitutive of the facts. But linguistic facts are also institutional
facts. So it looks as if | anguage requires |anguage. Does this not |ead
to an infinite regress or another formof circularity? W got out of the
first charge of circularity-the apparent circularity that defining
institutional concepts such as "noney" seened to require those very
concepts in the definition-by widening the circle to include other
institutional concepts. How do we get out of this charge of circularity?
The short, but unsatisfactory-sounding, answer to this question is that

| anguage does not need | anguage because it already is |anguage . Now,

l et ne explain what that neans. The requirenment that there be linguistic
markers for institutional facts is the requirenent that there be sone
conventional way for the participants in the institution to mark the
fact that the X el enent now has the Y status. Since there is nothing in
the physics of the X elenent that gives it the Y function, since the
status is only by collective agreenent, acid since the status confers
deontic properties that are not physical properties, the status cannot
exi st without nmarker .Those markers are now partly constitutive of the
status. There needs to be sone way to mark the fact that the man hol di ng
the ball has scored a touchdown, and that a touchdown counts six points.
There is nothing in the physics of the situation that nakes it apparent.
Arid this is not an epistemc but an ontological point. Simlarly, there
is nothing in the physical relations between ne and a piece of' |and
that nakes it my property. There is nothing in the chenical conposition
of this piece of paper that nakes it a twenty dollar bill. So we have to
have sonme synbolic devices for marking these institutional facts. But
now, what about the synb! olic dev ices thensel ves? How are they to be
mar ked as synmbolic? It' it is true, as it surely is, that there is

not hing in the physical structure of the piece of paper that makes it a
five dollar bill, nothLanguage
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and Social Reality 73 ing in the physical structure of the piece of |and
that nakes it my property, then it is also true that there is nothing in
the acoustics of the sounds that cone out of ny nmouth or the physics of
the marks that | nake on paper that makes theminto words or other sorts
of synbols. The solution to our puzzle is to see that | anguage is
precisely designed to be a self-identifying category of institutiona
facts. The child is brought up in a culture where she learns to treat

t he sounds that cone out of her own and others' mouths as standing for,
or meani ng sonething, or representing sonething. And this is what | was
driving at when |I said that |anguage doesn't require |anguage in order
to be | anguage because it already is | anguage. But doesn't this only
force our question back further? Wiy can't all institutional facts have
this self-identifying character of |anguage ? Wiy can't the child just
be brought up to regard this as so- and-so's private property, or this
physi cal object as noney? The answer is, she can. But precisely to the
extent that she does, she is treating the object as synboli zing
sonet hi ng beyond itself; she is treating it as at |east partly
linguistic in character. The nove fromthe brute to the institutiona
status is eo ipso a linguistic nove, because the X term now synbolizes
somet hi ng beyond itself. But that synbolic nove requires thoughts. In
order to think the thought that constitutes the nove fromthe X termto
the Y status, there nust be a vehicle of the thought. You have to have
sonething to think with. The physical features of the X termare
insufficient for the content of the thought, but any object whatever
that can be conventionally used and thought of as the bearer of that
content can be used to think the thought. The best objects to think with
are words, because that is part of what words are for. Indeed, it is a
condition for sonething to be a word that it be thinkable. But strictly
speaki ng, any conventional marker! will do . Though it is easy to think
in words, it is hard to think in people , nountains, etc., because they
have too many irrelevant features and they are too unmanageable. So we
use real words or we can use wordli ke markers as vehicles of thought.
Usi ng words, we
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Language and Social Reality 75 inmaging the features of the X el enent
will not do the job. So we need words, such as "noney," "property,"
etc., or we need wordlike synmbols, such as those we just considered, or
inthe limting case we treat the X elenents thensel ves as conventi onal
representations of the Y function. To the extent we can do that, they
must be either words or synbols thensel ves or enough |ike words to be
and representations of the nove from X to Y. The account also has this
consequence: the capacity to attach a sense, a synbolic function, to an
obj ect that does not have that sense intrinsically is the precondition

riot only of l|anguage but of all institutional reality. The
preinstitutional capacity to synbolize is the condition of possibility
of the creation of all human institutions . In certain contexts,

uttering the sounds "the cat is on the mat" counts as naking the
statenent that the cat is on the mat, and in certain contexts crossing
the line while holding the ball counts as scoring a touchdown. Both are
cases of the creation of institutional facts according to the fornula.
The difference in the two cases is that the creation of a speech act is
the creation of sonething with further representational capacities, but
in that sense points scored in ganes do not stand for something beyond
t hemsel ves. Statenents can be true or fal se, but touchdowns do not in
that way have semantic properties. Typically the "stands for" relation
requires the existence of sone object that exists independently of the
synbol that stands for it, but in the case of institutional reality

.. ERR, COD: 1.
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 23 functions a special subclass,
where the function assigned is that of intentionality: For exanple, the
function of the sentence "Snow is white" is to represent, truly or
falsely, the state of affairs that snowis white.' Just to keep the
term nol ogy straight I will adopt the foll owi ng conventions. 1. Since
the category of touchdowns and presidents is already achi eved by the
structures according to which we attach status-functions to the X terns,
because the exi stence of these features is created by attachment of the
status-functions. Think of it this way: Wat stands to the sound "cat"
as its nmeaning is what stands to the piece of paper as its function as a
dollar bill. However, the sound "cat" has a referential function that

t he piece of paper does not have. For exanple, the sound can occur in
sentences where the speaker in uttering the sentence refers to a cat.

Pi eces of paper, even pieces of paper construed as dollar bills, are not
in that way used to refer. But the practice of using pieces of paper as
dollar bills creates a class of entities that cannot exist wthout the
practice. It creates the class of entities: dollar bills. In order that
the practice should exist, people nust be able to think the thought
"This piece of paper is a dollar bill," and that is a thought they
cannot think w thout words or other synmbols, even if the only synbol in
guestion is the object itself. Qher Functions of Language in
Institutional Facts This discussion has been very abstract and has
concerned the conditions of the possibility of the creation inpose
functions on phenonmena where the function cannot be achieved solely in
virtue of physics and chenistry but requires continued human cooperation
in the specific fornms of recognition, acceptance, and acknow edgnent of
a new status to which a function is assigned. This is the beginning

point of all institutional fornms of human culture, and it nust always
have the structure X counts as Y in C/! as we s hall see later. In an
earlier version of this argunent, | used the ethol ogists' exanple of

groups of animals marking limts to their territory. In such a case, as
in the exanple of the primtive tribe, the barrier is not a sheer

physi cal obstacle like, a wall or a noat but is, in sone sense,
synbolic. But | amnot certain that the ethologists are justified in
attributing so much collective intentionality to the animals, so 1 have
substituted the tribal exanple to make the sane point. Wen we di scuss
the role of |anguage in the next chapter we will see that the

di stinction between the linguistic and the prelirlguistic is inportant.
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circle. If part of the content of the claimthat sonmething is noney is
the claimthat it is believed to be noney, then what is the content of
that belief? ..ERR, COD:1.. many causal agentive functions-not all-it is
reasonably easy to tell which objects are chairs, tables, hamers, and
screwdrivers because you can read off the function fromthe physi cal
structure. But when it cones to noney, husbands, university professors,
and privately owned
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78 The Construction of Social Reality Fourth, the facts in question
persi st through time independently of the duration of the urges and
inclinations of the participants in the institution. This continued

exi stence requires a neans of representation of the facts that is

i ndependent of the nore primtive prelinguistic psychological states of
the participants, and such representations are |inguistic.
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4 The CGeneral Theory of Institutional Facts Part |: Iteration
Interaction, and Logical Structure Generalizing the Analysis So far |
have given a prelimnary account of institutional facts, using the
exanpl e of noney nore than any other sort and enphasi zi ng the speci al
role of language in institutional reality. | will use the tools we have
assenbled to give an account that describes the structure not only of
nmoney but al so of marriage, property, hiring, firing, war, revol utions,
cocktail parties, governments , meetings, unions, parlianents,
corporations, |aws, restaurants , vacations, |awers, professors,
doctors, nedieval knights, and taxes, for exanple. |I do not know how to
tell the story for each of these with the sinmplicity of the story about
noney. To general - 79
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promise is already to have a Y status-function at a lower level. It is
no exaggeration to say that these iterations provide the |ogica
structure of conplex societies. Second, there can be interl ocking
systens of 'such iterated structures operating through time. The
structures of iterated status-functions do not just exist at

i nst ant aneous nmonents. The functions they performrequire themto
interact constantly with each other across extended periods. | do not,
for exanple, just have noney; rather, for exanple, | have noney in ny
bank account that | spend by witing a check to pay ny state and,
federal taxes as a citizen of the United States as well as a |long-terns
resident and an enployee of th.~ state of Calilbrnia. Al
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The General Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 81 the italicized
expressions in the previous sentence express institutional concepts, and
the facts reported all presuppose systens of constitutive rules
operating through tinme. To develop the analysis further, let us try to
tell a story about narriage and property anal ogous to the one we told
about noney. Such institutions originate in the sheer physical and
intentional facts involved in cohabitation and physical possession,
respectively . Property begins with the idea that | have got this, it is
m ne. Marriage begins with people sinply living with each other, and in
t he case of monoganous marri age, having a sexual nonopoly on each other
Wiy are we not satisfied with these arrangenents? Wiy is it not enough
that | possess this in the sense that | have physical control over it
and why is it not enough that we just live together? Well, for sone
peopl e and perhaps for sone sinple societies it is enough; but nmany of
us think we are better off if there is a systemof collectively

recogni zed rights, responsibilities, duties , obligations, and powers
added onto--and in the end able to substitute for-brute physical
possessi on and cohabitation. For one thing, we can have a nmuch nore
stabl e system of expectations if we add this deontic apparatus; for
another, we don't have to rely on brute physical force to sustain the
arrangenents; and for a third, we can maintain the arrangenments even in
t he absence of the original physical setup. For exanple, people can
remain married even though they have not |ived with each other foryears,
and they can own property even though the property is a | ong way away
fromthem Whatever the advantages and di sadvantages, the logically nore
primtive arrangenents have evolved into institutional structures with
collectively recogni zed status-functions. Just as in the case of noney,
we have inposed, by collective intentionality, new status- functions on
t hi ngs that cannot performthose functions ! without that collective

i mposition. However, one special feature of these cases is that often
the function is inposed by way of performing explicit speech acts. In
such cases the speech act itself is an instance of a status-function

i mposed on a status-function; and it is ..ERR COD: 1.
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82 The Construction o f Social Reality used to create new or alter old
status-functions. Thus, for examhle , a marriage cerenony consists in a
series of speech acts, but in that context the cerenony creates a new
institutional entity, the marriage. The exi stence of the marriage

i nposes status-functions on the principals, marked by the terns
"husband” and "wife." In order to do that, the speech acts have to have
status-functions that go beyond the literal neaning of the words
uttered, which is already a status-function. Let us explore this point
in nore detail for the case of marriage. The next step in the gradua
creation of institutional facts out of nore primtive biol ogical
phenonena i nvol ves the inposition of status-functions, not just on
entities that are physically unrelated to the perfornmance of the
function but also on entities that have already had a function inposed
on them especially speech acts. And these speech acts are used to

i mpose new status-functions oil entities that are not speech acts, for
exanmpl e, on people. Thus in these cases, in the fornula "X counts as Y
in C" the X elenent can already be a speech act. Consider, for exanple,
the sort of speech acts people performin a marriage cerenony.
Perform ng such and such speech acts (the X tern) in front of a
presiding official (the Cterra) now counts as getting narried (the Y
tern). Saying those very sanme words in a different context, while making
| ove, for exanple, will not constitute getting married. The Y term now
assigns a new status to those speech acts. The prom ses nade in the
weddi ng cerenpny create a new institutional fact, a narriage, because
iti that context, nmking those prom ses counts as getting narried.
Furthernore, the whole notion of a "presiding official" specifies a
context Cthat is the result of sone previous inposition of function.
The whol e notion of an official is the notion of an institutional status
i nposed on some person according to the structure X counts as Y in C |
n such a case the presence of the presiding official is the Ctermin
the marriage cerenony, but that lie or she is the presiding official is
the result of being the Y termin an earlier inposition of
status-function. If we are right in thinking that marriage is typical of
many insti The
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82 The Construction o f Social Reality used to create new or alter old
status-functions. Thus, for examhle , a marriage cerenony consists in a
series of speech acts, but in that context the cerenony creates a new
institutional entity, the marriage. The exi stence of the marriage

i nposes status-functions on the principals, marked by the terns
"husband” and "wife." In order to do that, the speech acts have to have
status-functions that go beyond the literal neaning of the words
uttered, which is already a status-function. Let us explore this point
in nore detail for the case of marriage. The next step in the gradua
creation of institutional facts out of nore primtive biol ogical
phenonena i nvol ves the inposition of status-functions, not just on
entities that are physically unrelated to the perfornmance of the
function but also on entities that have already had a function inposed
on them especially speech acts. And these speech acts are used to

i mpose new status-functions oil entities that are not speech acts, for
exanmpl e, on people. Thus in these cases, in the fornula "X counts as Y
in C" the X elenent can already be a speech act. Consider, for exanple,
the sort of speech acts people performin a marriage cerenony.
Perform ng such and such speech acts (the X function on the individuals
i nvol ved. They are now "husband" and "wife." And the fact that they are
husband and wife, like the nmarriage itself, is an institutional fact.
hope it is clear fromthese exanples that a pattern is energing . The
cruci al presuppose the others: you can have | anguage w t hout noney and
marriage, but not the converse. The stronger claimis that each
institution requires linguistic elenents of the facts within that very
institution. | believe both clains are true, and I will be arguing for
the stronger claim The stronger claiminplies the weaker.

Language- Dependent Thoughts and Language- Dependent Facts To explain the

i ssues and the argunments | will be presenting, | need to make, if only!
briefly , certain elementary clarifications and distinctions. | need to
make explicit which features of |anguage are relevant to this issue. |
will not attenpt to define "lIanguage" here, and many features that are
essential to full-blown natural |anguages-such as infinite generative
capacity, the presence of illocutionary force indicating devices,

guantifiers, and | ogical connectives -are irrelevant to this discussion.
The feature of |anguage essential for the constitution of institutiona
facts is the existence of synbolic devices, such as words, that by
convention mean or represent or synbolize sonething beyond thensel ves.
So when | say that |language is partly constitutive of institutional
facts, | do not mean that institutional facts require full-blown natura
| anguages |i ke French, German, or English. My claimthat |anguage is
partly constitutive of institutional facts amounts to the claimthat
institutional facts essentially contain some synbolic elenments in this
sense of "synbolic": there are words, synbols, or
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84 The Construction of Social Reality drals, declared wars, and sessions
of parliament all exhibit this pattern. The pattern, to put it in a
nutshell, is this: We create a new institutional fact, such as a
marriage, by using an object for objects ) with an existing
status-function, such as a sentence, whose existence is itself an
institutional fact, to performa certain type of speech act, fact. Let
us apply these | essons to the exanple of property. As usual we need to
di sti ngui sh between the institution and particul ar token instances or

i nvocations of that institution, between the general structure "X counts
as Yin C' and particular instances of that structure. As | said
earlier, property begins in sheer physical possession. In many | egal
systens, but especially in English common | aw and those | egal systens

i nfluenced by it, there is a crucial distinction between real property
and personal property. In many countries only the king could own | and.
O several crucial distinctions between real and personal property, one
which is especially interesting for our investigation is that possession
is typically mani fested quite differently for real property than for
personal property. | can wear my shirt, drive ny car, even carry ny
conmputer, but when it cones to ny house and | and, nmi ntenance of ny
possession requires status indicators. The French distinction between
"meubl e" and "i mmeubl e" reveals precisely this distinction . Mvable
property often al so has status indicators-for exanple, registration
papers for cars and brands for cattle. The status indicators in these
cases are for such incidental reasons as that the property is very
valuable, as in the case of jewelry and oil paintings; or it is not
easily identifiable and can wander away, as in the case of cattle; or it
carries responsibility for possible harmas in the case of guns; or
there are conbi nati ons of these reasons, as in the case of cars. In any
case, it is hard to see how there could be a systemof conple! x real p
roperty ownership wi thout docunmentation . On top of the brute physica
possession of material objects, including |and, we build a structure of
buyi ng and selling, of beThe ..ERR, CCD: 1.
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CGeneral Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 85 queathing, partial
transfer, nortgaging, etc., of property. The characteristic devices used
are speech acts-deeds, bills of sale, registration papers, wills, etc.;
and it is no accident that these are usually called legal "instrunments."
All are cases of status-functions inposed on speech acts. And, of

course, the original speech act is already a case of inposed
status-function. So, for exanple, a bill of sale sinply records the fact
that | sold you, for exanple, ny car. It is an assertive speech act, but
it now can count as your title to the car pending the issuance of new
regi stration papers. Once a society has the institution of property, new
property rights are usually created by speech acts, as when | give
somet hi ng to sonmeone, or by speech acts acconpani ed by other sorts of
acts, as when | exchange property for noney. Suppose | give ny watch to
my son. | can do this by saying, "it's yours," "You can have it," or
nore ponpously with the performative, "I hereby give you ny watch." |
have now i nposed a new status-function on these speech acts, that of
transferring ownership. These speech acts in turn inpose a new
status-function on the watch, that of belonging to ny son, that of being
his property. | said that the institutional structures enable brute
physi cal possession in the case of property, or brute physical proximty
in the case of marriage, to be replaced by a recogni zed set of

rel ati onshi ps whereby people can be narried even though they are not
living with each other, and people can own property even though the
property is far away fromthem To achieve this renmarkable intellectua
feat, we nust have what | have called status indicators. Just as the
paper certificates, when they were redeenable in gold, were status

i ndicators for value, so we have an acknow edged system of legally
recogni zed marriages and property rights. And we have status indicators
in the formof marriage certificates, wedding rings, an! d title deeds,
for exanple. Even when | ama long way frommy house or ny wife, the
institutional structures enable me to renmain an owner or a husband, and,
if need be, to denonstrate that position to others through the use of
status indicators. In such cases, the institutional facts substitute
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believed to be, or used as, or regarded as, etc., satisfying the
definition. For these sorts of facts, it seens to be al nost a | ogical
truth that you cannot fool all the people all the tine. If everybody

al ways thinks that this sort of thing is noney, and they use it as noney
and treat it as noney, then it is noney. If nobody ever thinks this sort
of thing is noney, then it is not noney. And what goes for nobney goes
for elections, private property, wars, voting, prom ses, marriages ,
buying and selling, political offices, and so on. In order to state this
poi nt precisely we need to distinguish between institutions and general
practices on the one hand arid particular instances on the other, that
is, we need to distinguish between types and tokens. A single dollar

bill mght fall fromthe printing presses into the cracks of the floor
and never be used or thought of as the cracks of the floor and never be
used or thought of as noney at all, but it would still be noney. In such

a case a particular token instance would be noney, even though no one
ever thought it was noney or thought about it or used it at all.
Simlarly, there might be a counterfeit dollar bill in circulation
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do not believe that it is a friendship/date/cocktail party. Such
institutional patterns could be codified if it mattered trenendously
whet her or not sonething was really a cocktail party or only a tea
party. If the rights and duties of friendship suddenly becane a matter
of some grave |egal or noral question, then we mght inmagine these
informal institutions becom ng codified explicitly , though of course,
explicit codification has its price. It deprives us of the flexibility,
spontaneity, and informality that the practice has in its uncodified
form It should be clear fromthese exanples that there is a gradual
transition and not a sharp dividing |line between social facts in general
and the special subclass of institutional facts. In my society "going
for a wal k with soneone"” nanes a social fact but not an institutiona
fact, because the |abel assigns no new status- functions. It just |abels
the intentionality and its manifestation. The characteristic

i nstitutional nove, however, is that formof collective intentionality
that constitutes the acceptance, recognition, etc., of one phenonenon as
a phenonenon of a higher sort by inposing a collective status and a
correspondi ng function upon it. The function is always internally
related to the status in the sense that it could not be that status if
it did not have that function. The criterion is always this: Does the
assignment of the label carry with it the assignnent of sone new
functions, for exanple, in the formof rights and
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believed to be, or used as, or regarded as, etc., satisfying the
definition. For these sorts of facts, it seens to be al nost a | ogical
truth that you cannot fool all the people all the tine. If everybody

al ways thinks that this sort of thing is noney, and they use it as noney
and treat it as noney, then it is noney. If nobody ever thinks this sort
of thing is noney, then it is not noney. And what goes for nobney goes
for elections, private property, wars, voting, prom ses, marriages ,
buying and selling, political offices, and so on. In order to state this
poi nt precisely we need to distinguish between institutions and general
practices on the one hand arid particular instances on the other, that
is, we need to distinguish between types and tokens. A single dollar

bill mght fall fromthe printing presses into the cracks of the floor
and never be used or thought of as noney at all, but it would still be
nmoney. |In such a case a particular token instance woul d be nbney, even

t hough no one ever thought it was noney noney or thought about it or
used it at all. Simlarly, there mght be a counterfeit dollar bill in
circul ation
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90 The Construction of Social Reality War, we are evolving an

institution of common |law war, |ike conmon |aw marriage. Sone of the
| ssues at Stake in the Analysis In this chapter we address one of the
har dest questions of all. Wat is the |ogical structure of the creation

of institutional facts? Related to that question are the questions, Wat
sorts of facts can we create sinply by collective agreenent to count an
X as having the status Y? And what are the possibilities and limtations
of institutional facts? Because the whol e system works only by

coll ective acceptance, it would seema priori that there is not nmuch we
could do with it, and it all |ooks very fragile, as if the whole system
m ght just collapse at any tine. Yet the institutional structure of

soci ety has precisely this form so we need to find out its
possibilities and limtations. Because | amtrying to describe the

| ogi cal structure of organized society, it may be well to pause at this
point to explain what is involved and to make explicit at |east part of
what is at stake. How can "organi zed society” have a "l ogica
structure"? After all, society is not a set of propositions or a theory,
so what is this talk of |ogical structure? On nmy account, social and
institutional reality contain representations, not only nenta
representations but even |linguistic representations, as constitutive

el enents. These do have logical structures. | amattenpting to lay bare
t he nost fundanmental of those |ogical structures. And what is at stake?
It is tenpting to think that such institutional structures as property
and the state itself are maintained by the arnmed police and mlitary
power of the state, and that acceptance will be conpelled where
necessary. But in the United States, and in several other denpcratic
societies, it is the other way around. The arned m ght of the state
depends on the acceptance of systens of constitutive rules, nuch nore
than conversely. This was apparent at the time of the well-tel evised st!
reet riots in Los Angeles in 1992. Looters wal ked out of stores
carryi ng val uabl e prop-
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The General Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 91 erty while the
police pointed their guns at them and ordered themto stop. The | ooters
sinmply ignored the police, with no further consequences . "Wy are you
doing this?" asked one reporter. "It's free,” the thief replied. A
this was watched by mllions on television . The police power of the
governnent is usable only against very small nunbers, and even then on
the assunption that nearly everyone el se accepts the systens of
status-functions. Once the nunber of |awbreakers is nore than tiny, the
police typically retreat to the station house, or put on a cerenoni al
show of acting as if they were enforcing the law, as in Los Angeles, or
quite often arrest the law abiding citizenry. In Berkeley during the
same period of rioting and looting, a store owner was arrested because
he had armed hinself with the intent of defending his store, and this
arrest occurred while | ooters robbed nearby stores unhindered by the
police. In many denpcratic societies, once the nunber of |awbreakers
reaches critical mass, the police force is largely for show. The point
for our present discussion is that we cannot assune that the system of
acceptance is backed by a credible systemof force. For one thing the
systemof force is itself a system of acceptance . Police forces and
armes, for exanple, are systens of status-functions. But nore inportant
for our present purposes, the systemof force presupposes the other
systens of status- functions. W cannot assune that Leviathan will cone
to our aid in a genuine crisis; on the contrary, we are in a state of
nature all the time, but the state of nature is precisely one in which
people do in fact accept systens of constitutive rules, at |least nearly
all the tinme. Myre spectacul ar exanpl es are provided by the coll apse of
the Soviet enpire in the annus mrabilis, 1989. Anyone who visited the |
originally became aware of this during ny first termas an undergraduate
at Oxford, when |I attended! the ann ual Guy Fawkes riots of that era.
The Proctors and Bul | dogs apprehended ne, a passive spectator, rather
than confront the actual participants, who were nuch too dangerous.
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90 The Construction of Social Reality War, we are evolving an

institution of common |law war, |ike conmon |aw marriage. Sone of the
| ssues at Stake in the Analysis In this chapter we address one of the
har dest questions of all. Wat is the |ogical structure of the creation

of institutional facts? Related to that question are the questions, Wat
sorts of facts can we create sinply by collective agreenent to count an
X as having the status Y? And what are the possibilities and limtations
of institutional facts? Because the whol e system works only by

coll ective acceptance, it would seema priori that there is not nmuch we
could do with it, and it all |ooks very fragile, as if the whole system
m ght just collapse at any tine. Yet the institutional structure of

soci ety has precisely this form so we need to find out its
possibilities and limtations. Because | amtrying to describe the

| ogi cal structure of organized society, it may be well to pause at this
point to explain what is involved and to make explicit at |east part of
what is at stake. How can "organi zed society” have a "l ogica

structure"? After all, society is not a set of propositions or a theory,
so what is this talk of |ogical structure? On nmy account, social and
institutional reality contain representations, not only nenta
representations but even |linguistic representations, as constitutive

el enents. These do have logical structures. | amattenpting to lay bare
t he nost fundanmental of those |ogical structures. And what is at stake?
It is tenpting to think that to think that such institutional structures
as property and the state itself are maintained by the arned police and
mlitary power of the state, and that acceptance will be conpelled where
necessary. But in the United States, and in several other denpcratic
societies, it is the other way around. The arned m ght of the state
depends on the acceptance of systens of constitutive rules, nuch nore
than conversely. This was apparent at the time of the wel! I|-televi sed
street riots in Los Angeles in 1992. Looters wal ked out of stores
carryi ng val uabl e prop-
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The General Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 93 the surprising
thing is howlittle of history is about class struggles. In the great
upheaval s of the twentieth century, for exanple, national l|loyalties
proved rmuch nore powerful than class solidarity, and conationals of al

cl asses sl aughtered eneny nationals of all classes with passion and
enthusiasm International class solidarity counted for next to nothing.
And in nost of these great upheavals , the systens of constitutive rules
that sustained the class distinctions were preserved, even though all
sorts of other institutional changes took place; and in places where the
institutional structures sustaining the class structure were
destroyed-for exanple, Russia in the first war, China after the
second-their destruction was not one of the war ainms of their enem es.

I mperial Germany was not out to create a Bol shevik state in Russia, nor
was Maoi sm an objective of the Greater East Asia Coprosperity Sphere.
The point | amtrying to illustrate is that there is no sinple set of

rel ati ons anong notivation, self-interest, institutional structure, and
i nstitutional change. Perhaps the npost anmzing form of status-function
is in the creation of human rights. Prior to the European Enlightennent
the concept of rights had application only within sonme institutional
structure-property rights, marital rights, droit de seignheur, etc. But
somehow the idea canme to be collectively accepted that one night have a
status-function solely by virtue of being a human being, that the X term
was "human” and the Y term was "possessor of inalienable rights.” It is
no accident that the collective acceptance of this nove was aided by the
idea of divine authority: "they are endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable rights, that anong these are Life, Liberty and the
pursuit of Happiness." The idea of human rights has survived the decline
of religious belief, and has even becone internationalized. The Hel sinki
Decl aration on Human Rights ! is frequ ently appealed to, with varying
degrees of effectiveness, against dictatorial regines. Lately there has
even been a novenent for the recognition of animal rights. Both human
and animal rights are cases of the inposition of status- function

t hrough collective intentionality.
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Creating Institutional Facts 51 anple, is that the screwdriver just has
t he sheer physical structure to enable it to performits function, but
for the | aw school graduate to be an attorney, an additiona
authorization or certification is required to confer the status of
attorney. Collective agreenent about the possession of the status is
constitutive of having the status, and having the status is essential to
the performance of the function assigned to that status. An interesting
cl ass of cases are those where the entity in question has both a causal
agentive function and correlated status- function. Consider, for
exanpl e, the actual fence on portions of the border between Mexico and
the United States. It is supposed to function causally as a physica
barrier to crossing the border. But it is also supposed to mark a

nati onal boundary, sonething one is not supposed to cross unless

aut hori zed. Even in this case the status-function is in addition to the
physi cal function, even though they both have the sane ultimate

obj ective. The point is that the Y term nust assign sone new status that
the entities named by the X termdo not al ready have, and this new
status nust be such that human agreenent, acceptance, and other forns of
collective intentionality are necessary and sufficient to create it.
Now, you mght think, that is not nuch of an apparatus to work with, but
in fact, as we will see in detail, the mechanismis a powerful engine in
the generation of social reality. SIXTH, finally there is a special
relation between the inposition of these status-functions and | anguage.
The | abels that are a part of the Y expression, such as the | abel
"noney," are now partly constitutive of the fact created. Odd as it may
sound, in the creation of noney, the linguistically expressed expressed
concepts, such as "noney," are now parts of the very facts we have
created. | will explore this feature in the next chapter
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40 The Construction of Social Reality perforns the function of

i ndi cati ng sonmething beyond itself, nanely, the limts of the territory.
The line of stones perforns the same function as a physical barrier but
it does not do so in virtue of its physical construction, but because it
has been collectively assigned a new status, the status of a boundary
marker. | would like this step to seema nost natural and innocent

devel opnent , but it is nomentous in its inplications. Animals can

i npose functions on natural phenonena. Consider, for exanple, the
primates that use a stick as a tool to get bananas that are out of
reach. ~i And sonme prinates have even devel oped traditions of agentive
functions that are transmtted fromone generation to the next. Thus,
nost fanously Inp, a Japanese macaque, used water to get the sand off
her potatoes and eventually salt water both to get the sand off and to
i mprove the flavor. Thanks to Inp, "today," wites Kumer,
"potato-washing in salt water is an established tradition which infants
learn fromtheir nother as a natural adjunct of eating potatoes.' 4

Ant hropol ogy texts routinely remark on the human capacity for tool
using. But the truly radical break with other fornms of |ife comes when
humans, through collective intentionality , inpose functions on
phenonena where the function cannot be achieved solely in virtue of
physics and chem stry but requires continued human cooperation in the
specific fornms of recognition, acceptance, and acknow edgnent of a new
status to which a function is assigned. This is the beginning point of

all institutional forns of human culture, and it nust always have the
structure X counts as Yin C, as we shall see later. In an earlier
version of this argument, | used the ethol ogists' exanple of groups acts

by uttering the sentences. In these cases the acceptance of the Y status
i nvol ves some form of creation of power such as authorization,

perm ssion, enablenment. O her cases, as we will see, involve sone

Bool ea! n functi on on these forns of power such as negation or
conditionalization. So the question How many types of institutiona
facts could there be? boils down in large part to the question Wat
sorts of power can we create just by collective agreenment? Sheer

physi cal power is unaffected by collective agreenent. We can't add to
our weight or armwestling abilities by collective agreenent. But we
can and do increase people's wealth, or even give themthe power of life
and death over us, by collective agreenment. The general form of the
answer nmust be: W can with this nechanismcreate all and only those
forns of power where the collective recognition or acceptance of the
power is constitutive of having it. If this is the formal structure of
the nmechani sm then two puzzling features are automatically accounted
for. First, the mechani smplaces no restrictions on subject matter so
the enornous variety of institutional reality, fromw ves to warfare,
and from cocktail parties to Congress, should seem | ess puzzling.
Second, the mechani sm so descri bed does not require that the
participants be aware of what is actually happening. They may think that
the man is King only because the is divinely anointed, but as |long as
they continue to recognize his authority, he has the status-function of
ki ng, regardl ess of whatever false beliefs they may hold. There is an



interesting class of exceptions to the claimthat all institutional
facts involve power. Sonme institutional facts involve pure status with
no further function. These are the cases where the status is purely
honorific. If you are awarded a nmedal, given an honorary degree, voted
t he nost popul ar person in your class, or become Mss Al aneda County,
there are in general no rights or powers associated with these
positions. They are purely honorific.
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The CGeneral Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 97 Their opposites
are matters of negative honors. Thus, if you are censured for your bad
behavi or, reprimanded by your superiors, or voted the |east popular in
your class, these are all negative honors. No further powers, positive
or negative, need apply. Qur questionis, In the formula "X counts as Y
in C" how many types of 'Y's are there? Because institutional facts are
structured by collective intentionality and because there are strict
limtations on the possibilities of creating institutional facts, we
ought to be able to answer this question. So |let us begin naively by
listing some formal features of institutional reality. The Y status can
be i nmposed on several different ontol ogical categories of phenonena:
Peopl e (e.g., chairnen, w ves, priests, professors); objects (e.qg.,
sentences, five dollar bills, birth certificates , driver's licenses);
and events (el ections, weddings, cocktail parties, wars, touchdowns).
The peopl e, objects, and events interact in systematic relationships
(e.g., governments, marriages, corporations, universities, arm es,
churches). Oten the Y status is inposed on people and groups of people
in virtue of a set of preexisting preinstitutional relations anong them
Thus a coll ection of people mght constitute a city-state, or a man and
woman m ght constitute a married couple, but such constitution is not
sinmply in virtue of being a collection of people of the right size, but
rather in virtue of the relations anong the nenbers of the collection.
What then are the features of objects, events, and people that are

i nposed by the new status-functions? My first suggestion is that the
category of people, including groups, is fundanental in the sense that
the inposition of status-functions on objects and events works only in
relation to people. This should not be surprising , since it is a
general feature of agentive functions. It is not the five dollar bill as
an object that matters, but rat! her that the possessor of the five
dollar bill now has a certain power that he or she did not otherw se
have. Just so, it is not the screwdriver as an object that natters, but
rat her that the possessor of the screwdriver now has a power that he or
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98 The Construction of Social Reality This suggests what | think is in
fact the case, that the content of the collective intentionality in the
i mposition of the status-function will typically be that sone human

subj ect, singular or plural, has sone power, positive or negative,
conditional or categorical. This will be directly the case where the
status is inposed on an agent, as in, e.g., Jones is President, and
indirectly the case where the status is inposed on an object, as in,
e.g., thisis afive dollar bill. Another formal feature to note is that
t he usual distinction between the internal and the external points of
view applies to institutional facts. In this book we are interested
primarily in the internal point of view, because it is only fromthe
internal point of view of the participants that the institution can
exist at all. The anthropol ogist fromoutside the institution may see
the potlatch, for exanple, as performing functions of which the Kwaki utl
participants are totally unaware, but the whole feast is a potlatch in
the first place only because of the collective intentionality and the

i mposition of status-functions by the participants, and this, whether
consci ous or unconscious, can exist only fromthe internal first- person
poi nt of view Even within the internal point of view there are sone
formal distinctions to be nade. At the mcrol evel the individual sees
noney as a medi um of exchange and store of value and lie or she sees
marriage as a collective lifetime prom se between a male and a femal e
partner. But at a nacrol evel, planners and organi zers, even from an
internal point of view, see the institutions as having different
functions, though the status assigned in individual cases is the sane.
The bi shop sees the function of marriage as gloritying God and produci ng
social stability and the central bank sees the supply of npbney as a way
of controlling the econony. The inportant point is that the internal
mcrolevel is ontologically primary. There i! s no way that the bishop,
the head of the Federal Reserve Board, and the anthropol ogi st can have
their points of view wi thout the | owest-level participants in the very
trenches of noney and marriage having the basic formof intentionality
t hat consti The
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100 The Construction of Social Reality the inposition of institutional
function. For reasons | tried to explain in Chapter 3, we cannot inpose
rights, obligations, etc., without words or synbols. 2. Deontic Powers:
The Creation of R ghts and Obligations The point of having deontic
powers is to regulate relations between people. In this category, we

i npose rights, responsibilities, obligations, duties, privileges,
entitlenments, penalties, authorizations , permssions, and other such
deonti c phenonena. On our earlier suggestion, that in general the Y
status confers (or denies) power, the obvious hypothesis would be that
there are two broad categories of such status-functions. The first is
where the agent is endowed wi th sonme new power, certification

aut hori zation, entitlenent , right, perm ssion, or qualification
granting the ability to do sonmething he or she would not otherw se have
had to do-or, what anmounts to the sane thing, prevented from doi ng
sonet hi ng that woul d otherw se have been doabl e. Roughly speaking, the
two maj or categories are those of positive and negative powers. To have
a label, let us say that all deontic status-functions are matters of
conventional power. This term nol ogy enables us to distinguish
conventional power from brute physical power, even though of course the
two often go hand in hand; because often the point of giving
conventional power is to authorize the use of brute physical power.
Pol i ce power is an obvious exanple. If we take as our primary target of
anal ysis not the social objects , such as nobney, governnents, and

uni versities, but the agents who operate on and within those objects,
then the great divide in the categorization of institutional reality is
bet ween what the agent can do and what the agent nust (and nust not) do,
bet ween what the agent is enabled to do and what he or she is reThe
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CGeneral Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 101 quired to do as a
result of the assignment of status specified in the Y term Here are
some exanpl es: John has one thousand dollars in the bank. Tomis a
citizen of the United States. Cinton is President. Sally is an
attorney. Sam owns a restaurant. Each of these assigns rights and
responsibilities. The first exanple assigns to John the right to buy
things or enploy people with his noney and the duty to pay taxes on

i nterest earned by the noney. The second exanple assigns to Tomthe
right, anong many others , to vote in elections and the obligation,
anong many ot hers, of getting a Social Security nunber. The third
exanpl e assigns to dinton the right to veto legislation and the
responsibility of delivering a State of the Union address to Congress,
etc. Notice also that institutional facts that assign rights and
responsibilities can al so be destroyed or elinminated in various ways.
Here are sonme exanples: Ann lost all her noney. lvan's fortune in rubles
has becone worthless through inflation . N xon resigned fromoffice.
Cool i dge's term expired. Sam got divorced. Sally's husband died. 3.
Honor: Status for Its Om Sake, The point of honors (and dishonors) is
to have statuses valued (or disvalued) for their own sake, rather than
just for their further consequences. Exanples are victory and defeat in
ganes, and institutionally sanctioned fornms of public honor and

di sgrace. Here are sone exanpl es:
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level to an institutional level. That shift, as | have enphasi zed over
and over, can exist only if it is represented as existing. But there can
be no prelinguistic way to represent the N el enment new status-functions
oil entities that are not speech acts, for exanple, on people. Thus in
these cases, in the formula "X counts as Yin C," the X el enent can

al ready be a speech act. Consider, for exanple, the sort of speech acts
people performin a marriage cerenony. Performng such and such speech
acts (the Xterm in front of a presiding official (the Cterra) now
counts as getting nmarried (the Y term. Saying those very sanme words in
a different context, while making |ove, for exanple, will not constitute
getting married. The Y term now assigns a new status to those speech
acts. The promises nmade in the wedding cerenony create a new
institutional fact, a marriage, because iti that context, making those
prom ses counts as getting married. Furthernore, the whole notion of a
"presiding official" specifies a context Cthat is the result of some
previous inposition of function. The whol e notion of an official is the
notion of an institutional status inposed on sone person according to
the structure X counts as Yin C In such a case the presence of the
presiding official is the Ctermin the nmarriage cerenony, but that lie
or she is the presiding official is the result of being the Y termin an
earlier inposition of status-function. If we are right in thinking that
marriage is typical of many instiThe
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The General Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 103 great honor, and
it is a procedural stage on the road to beconi ng President, and the
whol e thing could not exist wthout words or other sorts of synbols, as
| explained in Chapter 3. 1 want to illustrate these points by show ng
how they apply to the case of games. Ganes are especially useful objects
of study for this analysis because they provide a mcrocosm of |arger
soci al phenonena. Fanobusly, Wttgenstein argued that there is no essence
mar ked by the word "gane." But all the sanme, there are certain conmpn
feat ures possessed by paradi gmati c ganes such as those in conpetitive
sports-baseball, football, tennis, etc. In each case the ganme consists
of a series of attenpts to overcone certain obstacles that have been
created for the purpose of trying to overcone them Each side in the
game tries to overcone the obstacles and prevent the other side from
overconing them The rules of the game specify what the obstacles are
and what can be done to overcone them as well as what nust and what
must not be done. Thus in baseball the rules allow the batter to sw ng
at the ball, but they do not require himto swi ng. However, after he
gets three strikes he nust |eave the batter's box and | et sonmeone el se
bat. Mst of the rules of the gane have to do with rights and
obligations (feature 2) but the overall aimis winning (feature 3) and
many of the intervening steps are procedural (feature 4). For exanple,
several of the rights and obligations are conditional. Thus if a batter
has one strike or three balls, that does not so far give himany further
rights or obligations, but it establishes conditional rights and
obligations: two nore strikes and he is out, one nore ball and he is
wal ked to first base. Such conditional rights and obligations are
typical of institutional structures. For exanple , in American
universities, after so many years of service you are entitled to be
considered for a tenure position. "This answer to W ittgenst ein on
games was not invented by me. | do not know who first thought of it or
where | first heard it, but it has beconme part of the oral tradition
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term where X counts as Yin C, is W accept (S has power (S does A)).
Normal | y speaki ng, one can perform a nunber of operations on this basic
structure, and these operations exenplify several distinctions | have
made. As nentioned earlier, there is a distinction between positive and
negative conventional powers, the distinction between enabl enments and
requirements. There is also a distinction between the creation and
destruction of conventional powers. Exanples of this are the

di stinctions between marriage



Page 89

creation and the subsequent mai ntenance of an institutional fact. | by
maki ng t hunpi ng noi ses, then the function of the heart would be to make
a thunping noise, and the noisier heart would be the better heart. If we
val ued death and extinction above all, then we would say that a function
of cancer is to speed death. The function of aging would be to hasten
death, and the function of natural selection would be
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 13 relative features inherit that
ontol ogi cal subjectivity. But this ontol ogi cal subjectivity does not
prevent clains about observer- relative features from being
epistemcally objective. Notice that in Ib and 3b the observer-relative
statenent is epistemcally objective ; in 2b it is subjective. These
points illustrate the ways in which all three distinctions cut across
each other: the distinction between the intrinsic and the observer
relative, the distinction between ontol ogi cal objectivity and
subjectivity, and the distinction between epistem c objectivity and
subjectivity. It is a |logical consequence of the account of the
distinction as | have so far given it that for any observer-relative
feature F, seening to be Fis logically prior to being F,
because-appropriately understood -seenming to be F is a necessary
condition of being F. If we understand this point, we are well on the
road to understanding the ontol ogy of socially created reality. The
Assi gnnent of Function My main objective in this chapter is to assenble
t he apparatus necessary to account for social reality within our overall
scientific ontology. This requires exactly three el enments. The

assi gnnment of function, collective intentionality, and constitutive
rules. (Later, in Chapter 6, to explain the causal functioning of
institutional structures , we will introduce a fourth elenent, the
Background of capacities that hunans have for coping with their
environnment.) In explaining these notions | amperforce in a kind of

herneneutic circle. | have to use institutional facts to explain
institutional facts; | have to use rules to explain rules, and | anguage
to explain | anguage . But the problemis expository and not logical. In

the exposition of the theory | rely on the reader's understanding of the
phenonena to be explained. But in the actual explanation given, there
for each other in a sentence without cllanginl; the truth value of the
sentence. Sentences that fail t! his test are said to be intensiona

Wwith respect to substitutability. Another expression used to name this
sort of in-
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the case that | have been required not to do these things. However, if
we think deeply enough about these issues, we can see that the
paral l elismholds perfectly. The problemis one of scope. Conventional
power exists only where there is sonme act or process of creation, so we
have to think of both institutional enablements and requirenents as

i nside the scope of the collective power creation operator. The way to
under stand the above biconditional is to understand each cl ause as

i nside the scope of the power creation operator, and so understood the
parallelism..ERR COD: 3..
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coll ective acceptance that (- Sis required (--- S does M Exanples wll
illustrate the point. Wien we nmake it the case that anong the
President's powers the President has the power to veto congressional

| egislation, we nake it the case the anong the President's powers he is
not required not to veto such legislation. Simlarly, when | amissued a
driver's license, an authorization to drive, | acquire a status such
that | amnot required not to drive. There is a deep point inplicit in
this about the nature of conventional powers: They exist only where
there is some act or process of creation. So the nmere absence of a
conventi onal power, marked by negation, is not equivalent to the
presence of sone other sort of conventional power, but we can stil
define both nbodes of conventional power in terns of one power plus
negation , provided that both are understood as creations according to
the fornula. The two basic nodes of an agent, and these can be defined
in ternms of each other plus negation. Furthernore, we can define
destroying a power in terns of renmoving a previously existing
conventional power. For exanple, when an enployee is fired or a court
grants a divorce, in each case a previously existing conventional power
is destroyed by renmoving its acceptance. Thus "You're fired!" is

equi val ent to the renoval of conventional power: W renove the powers
(you ..ERR, COD:1.. a court grants a divorce, in each case a previously
exi sting conventional power is destroyed by renoving its acceptance.
Thus "You're fired!" is equivalent to the renoval of conventional power:
W renove the powers (you are enployed) and that is equival ent
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the hierarchy of institutional facts. But if the procedura
status-functions reduce to conditional deontic and honorific
status-functions and can be explained in terns of the iteration of
status-function hierarchies, then there is no separate class of
procedural status-functions. Wl I, what about the honorific cases? It is
best to think of themas Iimting cases of the deontic. A status val ued
for its own sake,
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110 The Construction of Social Reality and not for the power attaching
toit, isalimting case of a status- function. The honorific cases
are, in a sense, degenerate cases of the deontic, because the creation
of conventional neanings of sentences creates the power in speakers to
perform speech acts with those sentences . So in the end we do not have
four independent categories. But if it now turns out that everything is
a deontic status-function, then the term"deontic" is no |onger

appropri ate because it was designed to express a contrast that can no

| onger be nmintained. The upshot is that fromthe point of view of

| ogi cal structure, we cannot maintain the categories of Symbolic,
Deontic, Honorific, and Procedural. We sinply have creations and
destructions of conventional powers. Sonme of these powers are symnbolic,
some are purely honorific, sone are negative, and sone are conditional
Mor eover, some are collective and sone are individual, sone are inposed
at the ground floor on brute phenonena, others are inposed on entities
t hat already have conventional powers . As far as subject nmatter is
concerned, we are left with two broad categories of the |inguistic,
narrowmy construed in terns of actual sentences and speech acts, and the
nonl i ngui stic, which includes noney, property, marriage, and everything
else in institutional reality. Conclusion Qur discussion of the |ogica
structure of institutional reality supports the follow ng hypothesis. |
do not know if it is true and | cerThe
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CGeneral Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) ill tainly have not
denonstrated it, but it is worth further exploration , and it accounts
for the data we have considered so far: There is exactly one primtive

| ogi cal operation by which institutional reality is created and
constituted. It has this form W collectively accept, acknow edge,
recogni ze, go along with, etc., that (S has power (S does A)). W can
abbreviate this formula as W accept (S has power (S does A)). Let us
call this "the basic structure.” Qther cases of status- functions are
cases where Bool ean operations are perforned on the basic structure, or
cases where the structure energes as part of a system of such iterated
structures, or cases where the "power" assigned by the structure is
purely honorific. Thus, for exanple, the requirenent that | pay my taxes
is defined in terns of negation on the basic structure. W accept (Sis
required (S pays taxes)) iff W accept (---S has power (-,-S pays
taxes)). Having one strike on a batter in a baseball gane is a matter of
conditionalization and iteration on the basic structure. W accept (S
has one ..ERR COD: 1..
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112 The Construction of Social Reality | am of course oversinplifying
enormously in order to make the underlying |ogical structure visible.
There are lots of other features involved in being out in a baseball
ganme besides just having to | eave the field. For exanple, three outs and
the whole side is out. But the idea | amtrying to get across is that in
the end all these features cash out in terns of conventional powers, and
conventional powers are variations on and iterations of the basic
structure. | believe that our investigation of the |ogical features of
the intentional content of the Y status-function, in the fornula X
counts as Y has begun to show that the enornous conplexity of the body
of institutional reality has a rather sinple skeletal structure . This
is riot surprising, given the rudi nentary apparatus we have to work
with. W have nothing but the ability to inpose a status , and with it a
function, by collective agreenent or acceptance. But | do not wish to
give the inpression that | think I have got to the bottom of these
issues. Even if | amright so far, this discussion is only a beginning.
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5 The General Theory of Institutional Facts Part |l: Creation

Mai nt enance, and the H erarchy The Creation and Mi ntenance of
Institutional Facts In Chapter 4 we explored the |ogical structure of
institutional facts. Wth this account of structure in hand, we now have
enough material to state a general theory of the creation, naintenance,
and identification of institutional facts. In the statenent of the
general theory I will summarize sone of the material of earlier chapters
in order to extend it. In this account we need to distinguish four
elenments: the institution, its use in the creation of facts, their

conti nued exi stence, and their indication. First, there is the
institution that permts the creation of institu- 113
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116 The Construction 6 f Social Reality cases require that certain types
of institutional facts be created by acts whose perfornances are

t hensel ves institutional facts. Thus the creation of new property rights
typically requires the act of buying/selling or an act of giving, for
exanmple. In all these cases new status-functions are inposed on
phenonena that al ready have had status-functions inposed on them A
speci al case of this type of creation of institutional fact is the use
of explicit performative utterances. In such cases a new status-function
is inmposed on a speech act, the function of inposing a status-function.
Thus when the chairman of the parlianment says, "I hereby declare the
parlianent in session," a new status-function is inposed on the speech
act, the status-function of nmaking it the case that the parlianment is in
session. But as a result, the actual assenbl age of people now has a
status-function inposed on it, that of being a parlianment in session,
and as such has the power of passing laws. In principle, there does not
appear to be an upper limt to this type of iteration of inposed
status-function on inposed status- function. Thus in an election the

i ndi vi dual expressions of preference of the voters count as voting in an
el ection. A sequence of such speech acts, when certified by the
authorities, counts as an election. Getting a sufficient nunmber of votes
counts as wi nning. Wnning and being sworn in count as beconing mayor of
a city. One general principle is this: To the extent that the new
institutional status is of major inportance, we are nore inclined to
require that it be created by explicit speech acts performed according
to strict rules. And these speech acts are thensel ves institutiona
facts. Thus a war is on because it was declared, we are husband and w fe
because we got married, Clinton is president because he was el ected and
has been sworn in. Sone institutional facts that typically require
speech acts for their creation nay also conme! to exis t w thout any
speech act, sinply by a social fact persisting over a period of tine.
Thus if there are laws that so provide, a "conmmon | aw narriage" nmay comne
to exist without a marriage cerenony, and property rights may be
transferred by "adverse possession” w thout any sale or gift.
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The CGeneral Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 11) 117 The Conti nued
Exi stence of Institutional Facts The secret of understanding the

conti nued existence of institutional facts is sinply that the

i ndividuals directly involved and a sufficient nunber of nenbers of the
rel evant conmunity nmust continue to recognize and accept the existence
of such facts. Because the status is constituted by its collective
acceptance, and because the function, ..ERR COD: 1.
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property even though the property is a long way away fromthem Watever
t he advant ages and di sadvantages, the logically nore printive
arrangenents have evolved into institutional structures with
collectively recogni zed status-functions. Just as in the case of noney,
we have inposed, by collective intentionality, new status- functions on
t hi ngs that cannot performthose functions without that collective
i mposition. However, one special feature of these cases is that often
the function is inposed by way of performng explicit speech acts. In
such cases the speech act itself is an instance of a status-function
i nposed on a status-function; and it is ..ERR COD:1.. as being married
Saying "l declare the parlianment open"” counts as opening the
parlianent, and for the parlianment to have been opened and not
subsequently closed counts as its being in session. Status Indicators
Since institutional facts exist only by
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Language and Social Reality 61 other conventional devices that nean
somet hi ng or express sonmething or represent or synbolize sonething
beyond thenselves, in a way that is publicly understandable. | want that
to sound very vague and general at this point, because it is, so far
designed only to specify the feature of |language that | want to claim
has a constitutive role in institutional reality. Language, as | am
using the notion here, essentially contains entities that synbolize; and
i n language, as opposed to prelinguistic intentional states, such
intentionalistic capacities are not intrinsic to the entities but are

i nposed by or derived fromthe intrinsic intentionality of humans. Thus
the sentence "I amhungry " is part of |anguage because it has
representational or synbolic capacities by convention. But the actua
feeling of hunger is not part of |anguage because it represents its
conditions of satisfaction intrinsically. You do not need | anguage or
any other sorts of conventions to feel hungry. W need first Facts Brute
Physi cal Facts ------ > (There is snow on M. Everest) Intentional (I
want a drink of water) Mental Facts (I amin pain) Singular (I want a
drink of water) Nonintentional (I amin pain) Collective=Social Facts
(The hyenas are hunting a lion) Assignnent of Function" (The heart
functions to punp bl ood) Nonagentive Functions (The heart functions to
punp blood) All Qhers (The hyenas are hunting a |ion) Agentive
Functions (This is screwdriver) Casual Agentive Functions (This is a
screwdriver) Status Functions=Institutional Facts (This is noney)
Linguistic (That is a pronmise) Nonlinguistic (This is noney) Functions
are always ultimtely assigned to brute phenonena, hence the line from
t he Assignment of Function to Brute Physical Facts.
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The CGeneral Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 11) 125 c. W can

di stinguish institutional facts by |ogical operations. In Chapter 4 |
suggested that the basic structure was one of inposed power, according
to the structure W accept (S has power (S does A)). Such basic
structures are reported, for exanple, by "Sally has twenty dollars" or
"Jones is our |eader."” But there are |ogical operations such as negation
and conditionalization perforned on the basic structure. For exanple, a
negation of the power in the content of the institutional
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126 The Construction of Social Reality type of function-on | ower-I|evel
phenonena. The story that | told about noney illustrates this point.
Money gradually evolves in ways that we are not aware of. It is not the
case that one fine day we all decided to count bits of paper as noney;
rather, the formthat the collective intentionality takes is that we
begin to accept such prom ssory notes as nedia of exchange, and we
continue collectively to accept them Some cases involve explicit
intentionality , but that seens to nme only one type of case. One way to
i npose a function on an object is just to start using the object to
performthat function. The presuppositions of the use of entities that
have a function are often in the form of Background phenonena that are
sinmply taken for granted. Furthernore even in cases where the function
is assigned in collective acts of intentional inposition, the subsequent
use of the entities in question need not contain the intentionality of
the original inposition. One person, or perhaps a group of people,
invent tools, say, screwdrivers and hamrers, for exanple. In such a
case, they create types of devices on which they inpose a certain
function by collective intentionality. But subsequent generations are
sinply brought up in a culture containing screwdrivers and hammers. They
never think about the inposition of collective intentionality ; they
sinmply take it for granted that these are certain types of useful tools.
What was once the explicit inposition of function in a collective
intentional act is now assunmed as part of the Background. In Chapter 6
we will explore the Background and its relation to causal explanations
of social phenonena.
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6 Background Abilities and the Explanation of Social Phenonena
Constitutive Rules and Causation | have said that the structure of human
institutions is a structure of constitutive rules. | have also said that
peopl e who are participating in the institutions are typically not
conscious of these rules; often they even have fal se beliefs about the
nature of the institution , and even the very people who created the
institution may be unaware of its structure. But this conbination of

cl ai ms poses a serious question for us: Under these conditions, what
causal role can such rules possibly play in the actual behavior of those
who are participating in the institutions? If the people who are
participating in the institution are not conscious of the rules and do
not appear to be trying to follow them either consciously or
unconsciously , and if indeed the very people who created or

partici pated 127
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rules of a Universal Grammar, and these rules are so deeply unconsci ous
that there is no way that a child could becone conscious of their
operation.' This nove is very commpn in cognitive science. Fodor says
that to understand any | anguage we all have to know t he Language of
Thought. 2 And this | anguage is so deeply unconscious that we can never
become conscious of its operation. I amvery dissatisfied with these
accounts . Since Freud we have found it useful and convenient to speak
glibly about the unconscious nmind wthout paying the price of explaining
exactly what we nean. Qur picture of unconscious nmental states is that
they are just like conscious states only m nus the consci ousness. But
what exactly is that supposed to nmean? | have not seen a satisfactory
answer to that question-certainly not in Chonskv or Fodor and not even
in Freud. To put the point crudely, | believe that in nost appeals to

t he unconscious in Cognitive Science we really have no cl ear idea what
we are tal king about."” However, in this chapter | amnot primarily
interested in the



Page 106

130 The Construction o f Social Reality is no objection to identifying
that capacity as, e.g., "the ability to speak English" w thout know ng
the details of its neurophysiological realization. Enabling is neant,
then, to be a causal notion. W are not tal ki ng about | ogical conditions
of possibility but about neurophysiol ogi cal structures that function
causally in the production of certain sorts of intentional phenonena.

Intentional states: | will assunme that intentionality is unproblematic
for the sake of this discussion, though 1 realize it is in fact a matter
of much debate. Specifically, | amgoing to assune that ny argunents to
show that all intentional states are either actually or potentially
conscious are sound' and therefore I will confine ny discussion to

conscious fornms of intentionality. Finally,fanction: W will see shortly
that there is a variety of different types of functioning of the
Background. | will try to explain these under the general heading of the
varieties of enabling. The sinplest argunent for the thesis of the
Background is that the literal meaning of any sentence can only
determine its truth conditions or other conditions of satisfaction

agai nst a Background of capacities, dispositions, know how, etc., which
are not thensel ves part of the semantic content of the sentence. You can
see this if you think about any sentence at all, but it is perhaps nost
obvious with sentences containing sinple English verbs Iike "cut,"
"open," or "grow. " Think, for exanple, of the occurrence of the word
"cut" in sentences such as "Sally cut the cake" or "Bill cut the grass”
or "The tailor cut the cloth"; or think of the verb "grow' in sentences
such as "The Anerican econony is grow ng" or "My soil is grow ng" or
"The grass is growing." In a normal literal utterance of each of these
sentences, each verb has a constant neaning. There is no | exical

anmbi guity or netaphorical usage involved. But in each case the sane verb
will determne different truth conditio! ns or co nditions of
satisfaction generally, because what counts as cutting or grow ng wl |
vary with the context. If you consider the sentence "Cut the grass!" you
know that this is to be interpreted differently from"Cut the cake!" If
sonmebody tells nme to cut the cake
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132 The Construction of Social Reality only functions, that is, it only
determ nes conditions of satisfaction , against a set of Background
abilities, dispositions, and capacities that are not part of the
intentional content and could not be included as part of the content. My
di scussion of the Background is related to other discussions in
contenporary philosophy. | think that much of Wttgenstein's [ater work
is about what | call the Background. And if | understand himcorrectly,
Pierre Bourdieu' s inportant work on the "habitus" is about the sane sort
of phenonena that | call the Background . In the history of philosophy,

| believe Hune was the first philosopher to recognize the centrality of
t he Background in expl aining human cognition, and N etzsche was the

phi | osopher nost inpressed by its radical contingency. N etzsche saw,

wi th anxiety, that the Background does not have to be the way it is. How
does the Background work? | want to give you a feel for how Background
capacities, though they are not and could not be construed as further

i ntentional contents, nonetheless formthe necessary preconditions for
the functioning of intentional contents . One way to do this is to |ist
several types of Background functions. First, as already argued, the
Background enables linguistic interpretation to take place. | have
claimed that the neani ng of any sentence radically under- determnes its
truth conditions, because the literal neaning of the sentence only fixes
a set of truth conditions given certain Background capacities. Notice
that in the exanples the words have a commobn senantic content. The word
"cut" does keep a compn mneani ng in our exanples, but we don't interpret
the sentences at the level of bare semantic content; interpretation
rises to the level of our Background abilities. W imediately and
effortlessly interpret these sentences in the stereotypical appropriate
way. Second, the Background enabl es perceptual interpretation to take

pl ace.
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Background Abilities and the Expl anati on of Social Phenonena 133 Wat
goes for semantics goes for perception. It is a fanmliar point that

gi ven certain Background skills, we are able to see things as certain
sorts of things. Renenber Wttgenstein' s exanple of the figure that can
be seen as either a duck looking to the left or a rabbit |Iooking to the
right, up at the sky.' W are able to see the figure as either a duck or
a rabbit, because we bring to bear on the raw perceptual stinulus a set
of Background skills; in this case we bring the ability to apply certain
categories. And what goes for this case goes for perception in general

| see this as a chair, this as a table, that as a gl ass, indeed any
norrmal case of perception will be a case of perceiving as, where the
perceiver assimlates the perceived object to sone nore or less fanmiliar
category. These two pervasive functions, nanely, the role of the
Background in facilitating linguistic interpretation and the role in
facilitating perceptual interpretation, are extended to consci ousness
general ly: Third, the Background structures consciousness. It is an

i nteresting fact about consci ousness that our conscious experiences cone
to us with what we might call an aspect of famliarity . Even if | amin
a strange locale, in the jungles of Mexico or in Africa, though the
houses and the dress of the people look different fromthe way they | ook
in Europe or in the United States still, those are faniliar to ne as
houses and those are faniliar as people; this is clothing; that is the
sky; this is the earth. Al nonpathol ogical forns of consciousness are
experi enced under the aspect of famliarity. And this is a function of
our Background capacities . Because all intentionality is aspectual, all
conscious intentionality is aspectual; and the possibility of

perceiving, that is, the possibility of experiencing under aspects
requires a famliarity with the set of categories under which one
experiences those aspects . The abili! ty to ap ply those categories is
a Background ability. We find this third feature of the Background by
extending the first two features, nanely, the features that the
Background is essential to semantic interpretation ..ERR COD: 3..
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Background Abilities and the Expl anati on of Social Phenonena 135 and
linguistic categories extend to | ong sequences of events. | not only
percei ve things as houses, cars, and people but | al so possess certain
scenari os of expectation that enable ne to cope with the people and
objects in ny environnent; and these include a set of categories for how
houses, cars, and people interact, or how things proceed when | wal k
into a restaurant, or what happens when | shop in a supernmarket, for
exanpl e. More grandly, people have a series of expectations about bigger
categories in their life, such as the category of falling in I ove, or
getting married and raising a famly, or going to a university and
getting a degree. La Rochefoucaul d says sonewhere that very few people
would fall in love if they never read about it; and nowadays, we woul d
have to add if they never saw it on television or in the novies. Wat
they get fromtelevision, novies, and reading is, of course, in part a
set of beliefs and desires. The point at present, however, is that
beliefs and desires only fix conditions of satisfaction against a
Background of capacities that are not thenselves beliefs or desires. So
anot her mani festati on of the Background is in what | call the dramatic
categories that extend over sequences of events and structure those
sequences into narrative shapes. Fifth, each of us has a set of
notivational dispositions, and these will condition the structure of our
experiences. Let us suppose that you are obsessed by Oriental rugs,
sports cars, and fine wines. Then you will experience the streets of
Paris or New York in a different way fromthe person who is obsessed by
cloud formations and Arizona cactus. There are lots of opportunities for
the collector of fine wines and Oriental rugs, not so nuch for Arizona
cactus. O course, collectors of Oiental rugs do have conscious beliefs

and desires about Oriental rugs. | believe that Kazaks cost a |lot nore
t han Hanadans, for exanple, and | belie! ve that all antique rugs
nowadays cost too rmuch. | would Iike to own a Chi-Chi. These and ot her

beliefs and desires help to structure ny experiences. But the inportant
thing for the present discus-
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70 The Construction of Social Reality creation of institutional facts
has no existence apart fromits representation , we need sone way of
representing it. But there is no natural prelinguistic way to represent
it, because the Y elenent has no natural prelinguistic features in
addition to the X elenent that would provide the neans of

representation. So we have to have words or other synbolic neans to
performthe shift fromthe X to the Y status. | believe these points can
be made clearer by calling attention to the deontic status of
institutional phenonena. Animals running in a pack can have all the
consci ousness and col |l ective intentionality they need. They can even
have hi erarchi es and a doni nant mal e; they can cooperate in the hunt,
share their food, and even have pair bonding. But they cannot l|least in
part, a declaration : it creates the institutional status by
representing it as existing. It does not represent sone prelinguistic
nat ural phenonmenon. W can treat the X object itself as having the Y
status by convention , as we can treat coins as noney, or the |line of
stones as a boundary, but to do that is already to assign a linguistic
status, because the objects now are conventional public synbols of
somet hi ng beyond thensel ves; they synbolize a deontic status beyond the
physics. And all the cases | can think of where the X termis in this
way self-identifying have the essential features of words: the
type-token distinction applies, the X elenents are readily recogni zabl e
, they are easily thinkable, and we see themas synbolizing the Y status
by convention. Fromthe tine of preliterate societies to the present,

t here have been lots of conventional markers that are not words but
function just like words. Here are half a dozen exanples: In the Mddle
Ages felons had their right palnms branded to identity themas such. This
is why we have to raise our right hand while taking an oath in court, so
everybody can see that we are not felons. Priests had a bald spot s!
haved at the top of their head to mark the fact that they were priests.
Ki ngs wore crowns, husbands and In a senminar , | amready for people to
rai se their hand and accuse nme of infinite regress argunents or
fallacies of conposition, but | do not have the reverse readiness. If in
the deep snow at the top of Red Dog Ridge, | encountered a bunch of
peopl e seated at university desks, raising their hands and sayi ng such
things to me as "There is an infinite regress in one of your argunents,"”
I woul d be astounded by that. Such things coul d happen, but they
definitely are not the sort of thing that the Background nakes ne ready
for. Alot of comedy is based on just such incongruities. Seventh, the

Background di sposes ne to certain sorts of behavior. | amdi sposed to
| augh at certain kinds of jokes and not others, | amd isposed to speak
at a certain level of |oudness and not at another , | am disposed to

stand at a certain distance from peopl e



Page 111

1 The Building Blocks of Social Reality The Metaphysical Burden of
Social Reality This book is about a problemthat has puzzled ne for a
long tinme: there are portions of the real world, objective facts in the
world, that are only facts by human agreenment. In a sense there are
things that exist only because we believe themto exist. | amthinking
of things |ike noney, property, governments, and narriages. Yet nmany
facts regarding these things are "objective" facts in the sense that
they are not a matter of your or my preferences, evaluations , or noral

attitudes. | amthinking of such facts as that | ama citizen of the
United States, that the piece of paper in ny pocket is a five dollar
bill, that ny younger sister got married on Decenber 14, that | own a

pi ece of property in Berkeley, and that the New York G ants won the 1991
superbowl . These contrast with such 1
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140 The Construction of Social Reality acting causally to produce that
particul ar syntactic structure. And when the mature adult perforns
speech acts, in any | anguage, when she nakes a promni se or gives an
order, we are to think of the rules of speech acts as functioning
unconsciously in the production of the behavior. Now, which of those is
the right way to think of the Background ? | amnot satisfied with
either. Here is the problemas | see it. If we think of the Background
intentionalistically, then we have abandoned the thesis of the
Background. W arrived at that thesis in the first place only because we
found that intentionality goes only so far. The intentionality is not
self-interpreting. But if, on the other hand, we say that the rules play
no causal role at all in the behavior, then we nust say that the
Background is such that this is just what the person does, he just
behaves that way. For exanple , he produces these kinds of sentences and
not other kinds. He sinply acts the way he does, and that is the end of
the story. Wttgenstein often talks in this latter way. He says there
just is an ungrounded way of acting.' W reach the point where we just
doit. W talk this way and not that way. W accept this and not that.
But Wttgenstein's approach is very unsatisfying, because it does not
tell us what the role of the rule structure is. W want to say that
institutions |ike noney, property, syntax, and speech acts are systens
of constitutive rules, and we want to know the role of that rule
structure in the causal explanation of human behavior. | talk and | buy
things with noney as naturally as | walk, but talk and nobney seemto
have a rule structure that wal king does not seemto have. Another way in
which a closely related i ssue cones out in contenporary intellectua

life is in the current debate between the two conpeting paradigns in
cognitive science. One is the paradigmof the traditional, von Neumann
serial information processing , where a conputer inp! lenents a set of
linear steps of a program The other is the nore recent devel opnent of
paral l el distributed processing, or neuronal net nodeling, where there
is a neaningful input and a neani ngful output, but in between
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the structure of the Background and the structure of social institutions
is to see that the Background can be causally sensitive to the specific
forns of the constitutive rules of the institutions w thout actually
containing any beliefs or desires or representations of those rules. To
see this, let us start with a sinple exanple. Suppose a basebal |l player
| earns how to play baseball. At the beginning he actually |earns a set
of rules, principles, and strategies. But after he gets skilled, his
behavi or becones nuch nore fluent, nuch nore nelodic, much nore
responsive to the demands of the situation. In such a case, it seens to
me, he is not applying the rules nore skillfully; rather, he has
acquired a set of dispositions
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Background Abilities and the Expl anation of' Social Phenonena 143 1. The
rules are never self interpreting, and 2. They are never exhaustive, and
3. In fact in nany situations, we just know what to do, we just know how
to deal with the situation. W do not apply the rules consciously or
unconsciously. W don't stop and think, consciously or unconsciously,
"Ah ha! Money is a case of the inposition of function through collective
intentionality according to a rule of the form'X counts as Y in C and
requires collective agreenent."” Rather, we develop skills that are
responsive to that particular institutional structure. W can understand
t hese points better if we consider sonme anal ogous expl anatory
strategies. There is an obvious anal ogy between what | have been saying
and certain problens in evolutionary biology. Froma phil osophical point
of view, the marvel ous thing about Darw ni an evol uti onary bi ol ogy was
not only that it drove tel eol ogy out of the biological explanation of
the origin of species but that it gave us a new kind of explanation, a
form of explanation that inverts the order of the explanatory apparatus.
So, in pre-Darw nian biology, we would say, for exanple, "The fish has
the shape that it does in order to survive in water." In evol utionary

bi ol ogy we perform an inversion on that intentional or teleological

expl anati on, where we substitute two |evels of explanation . First, the
causal level: W say the fish has the shape that it has because of its
genetic structure, because of the way the genotype , in response to the
envi ronnent, produces the phenotype. Second, the "functional" |evel: W
say that fish that have that shape are nore likely to survive than fish
that do not. Thus, we have inverted the structure of the expl anation.
The original structure was, the fish has this shape in order to survive
now we have inverted it: the fish is going to have this shape anyway,

but fish that
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is sensitive to the rule structure of the institution. To tie this down
to a concrete case, we should not say that the experienced basebal
pl ayer runs to first base because he wants to foll ow the rul es of

basebal |, but we should say that because the rules require that he run
to first base, he acquires a set of Background habits, skills,

di spositions that are such that when he hits the ball, he runs to first
base. Let ne give a thought experiment that will illustrate the |ine of
expl anation | am proposing. Suppose there were a tribe where children
just grew up playing baseball. They never learn the rules as codified

rules but are rewarded or criticized for doing the right thing or the
wong thing. For exanple, if the child has three strikes, and he says
"Can't | have anot her chance?" he is told, "No, now you have to sit down
and | et soneone else conme up to bat." W can suppose that the children
just becone very skillful at play-
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Background Abilities and the Expl anati on of Social Phenonena 145 ing
basebal I . Now al so suppose that a foreign anthropol ogist tries to
describe the culture of the tribe. A good ant hropol ogi st m ght cone up
with the rules of baseball just by describing the behavior of these
peopl e and what they regard as normative in baseball situations . But it
does not follow fromthe accuracy of the anthropol ogi cal description
that the nenbers of this society are consciously or unconsciously
following those rules. Nonethel ess, those rules do play a crucial role
in the explanation of their behavior, because they have acquired the

di spositions that they have, precisely because those are the rul es of
basebal|. This was intended as a fantasy exanple, but in real life we
are in a very simlar situation regarding the rules of syntax or the

rul es of speech acts. Only soneone who is a speech act theorist, as |
am would ever bother to codify the rules of speech acts. As the child
grows up she finds out, for exanple, that if she nmakes a prom se, she
has to keep it, and if she breaks it she is severely criticized . The
child acquires a certain know how that enables her to cope with the
institution. And what goes for baseball and prom sing seens to ne to go
for syntax as well. | am proposing, then, that in learning to cope with
social requires exactly three elenents. The assignnent of function,
collective intentionality, and constitutive rules. (Later, in Chapter 6,
to explain the causal functioning of institutional structures , we wll
introduce a fourth el enment, the Background of capacities that humans
have for coping with their environnent.) In explaining these notions
amperforce in a kind of hermeneutic circle. | have to use institutiona
facts to explain institutional facts; | have to use rules to explain

rul es, and | anguage to explain | anguage . But the problemis expository
and not logical. In the exposition of the theory |I rely on the reader's
under st andi ng of the phenomena to b! e explai ned. But in the actual
expl anation given, there is no circularity. The first piece of

t heoretical apparatus | need | will call the "assignment (or inposition)
of function.” To explain this, | begin by noting the remarkabl e capacity
t hat humans and sone ot her aninals
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Background Abilities and the Expl anation of Social Phenonena 147 ternine
t hose aspects under which the systemis nornmative. It is precisely
because of the rule that naking a promi se counts as undertaki ng an
obligation that we recogni ze that certain kinds of behavior within the
institution of prom sing are acceptable and certain other kinds are
remss. So there are in fact constitutive rules functioning causally,
and we do in fact discover those rules in the course of our analysis.
But it does not follow fromthe accuracy of the anthropol ogi ca
description that the menbers of this society are consciously or
unconsciously foll owing those rules. Nonethel ess, those rules do play a
crucial role in the explanation of their behavior, because they have
acquired the dispositions that they have, precisely because those are
the rules of baseball. This was intended as a fantasy exanple, but in
real life we are in a very simlar situation regarding the rules of
syntax or the rules of speech acts. Only soneone who is a speech act
theorist, as | am would ever bother to codify the rules of speech acts.
As the child grows up she finds out, for exanple, that if she makes a
prom se, she has to keep it, and if she breaks it she is severely
criticized . The child acquires a certain know how that enables her to
cope with the institution. And what goes for baseball and prom sing
seens to ne to go for syntax as well. | am proposing, then, that in
learning to cope with social reality, we acquire a set of cognitive
abilities that are everywhere sensitive to an intentional structure, and
in particular to the rule structures of conplex institutions, wthout
necessarily everywhere containing representations of the rules of those
institutions. To summarize: We can acknow edge the extrenely conpl ex,
rul e-governed structures of human institutions, and we can al so

acknow edge that those rul e-governed structures play a causal role in
the structure of our behavior, but | want to propose that in ma! ny
cases it is just wong to assunme, and certainly unsupported by the

evi dence that has been presented in the course of these discussions

t hat our behavi or matches the structure of the rul es because we are
unconsciously following the rules. Rather, we evolve a set of

di spositions that are sensitive to the rule structure. Sonmebody m ght
object, "Aren't you really saying that it is '"as if' we were follow ng
the rules. But then that doesn't really explain
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7 Does the Real World Exist? Part |: Attacks on Realism So far | have
tried to anal yze the nature and structure of those facts that, in a
sense | attenpted to explain, are dependent on human agreenent or
acceptance. The whol e anal ysi s presupposes a distinction between facts
dependent on us and those that exist independently of us, a distinction
| originally characterized as one between social and institutional facts
on the one hand and brute facts on the other. It is nowtine to defend
the contrast on which the analysis rests, to defend the idea that there
is areality totally independent of us. Furthernore, throughout the book
| have been presupposing that in general our statenments when true
correspond to facts, and it is now also tinme to defend this
presupposition . These defenses are nmade nore pressing by the current

phi | osophical scene in which it is common both to deny the existence of
a reality independent of human representati ons and to 149
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150 The Construction of Social Reality deny that true statenents
correspond to facts. This chapter and the next are about realisn the
final chapter is about the correspondence theory of truth. A thorough
di scussion of these problens would require at | east another book, but
for the purposes of this book | need at |east a brief exposition of
certain presuppositions behind our contenporary compnsense scientific
worl d view because the rest of this book, not to nention that world

vi ew, depends on these presuppositions. These |last three chapters are
efforts at phil osophi cal housekeeping, trying to clean up the nmess, so
to speak. Some Presuppositions of Qur Contenporary Wirrld View In order
to understand what is at stake, we need to get sone of the
presuppositions of our world view out into the open, where we can have a
| ook at them A formal feature of our world viewis the distinction

bet ween objectivity and subjectivity that | tried to explain in Chapter
1. In addition to the usual problens of vagueness and margi na
cases-probl ens that are not serious-this distinction is systematically
anbi guous between an epistenic and an ontol ogical sense. In light of the
di stinction between epistem c objectivity/subjectivity and ontol ogi cal
obj ectivity/subjectivity , we can identify the follow ng structural
features of our world view 1. The world (or alternatively, reality or
t he universe) exists independently of our representations of it. This
view !l will call "external realism” | will refine its formulation
later. 2. Human bei ngs have a variety of interconnected ways of having
access to and representing features of the world to thenselves . These
i ncl ude perception, thought, |anguage, beliefs, and desires as well as
pi ctures, maps, diagrans, etc. Just to have a general terml!| wll call
these collectively "representations.” A feature
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part 1) 151 of representations so defined is
that they all have intentionality, both intrinsic intentionality, as in
beliefs and perceptions, and derived intentionality, as in naps and
sentences. 3. Some of those representations, such as beliefs and
statenents , purport to be about and to represent how things are in
reality . To the extent that they succeed or fail, they are said to be
true or false, respectively. They are true if and only if they
correspond to the facts in reality. This is (a version of) the
correspondence theory of truth. 4. Systenms of representation, such as
vocabul ari es and conceptual schenes generally, are hunman creations, and
to that extent arbitrary . It is possible to have any nunber of
different systens of representations for representing the sanme reality.
This thesis is called "conceptual relativity.” Again, | will refine its
fornmulation later. 5. Actual human efforts to get true representations
of reality are influenced by all sorts of factors-cultural, economc
psychol ogi cal , and so on. Conplete epistenic objectivity is difficult,
soneti mes i npossi bl e, because actual investigations are always froma
poi nt of view, notivated by all sorts of personal factors, and within a
certain cultural and historical context. 6. Having know edge consists in
having true representations for which we can give certain sorts of
justification or evidence. Know edge is thus by definition objective in
the epistenic sense, because the criteria for know edge are not
arbitrary, and they are inpersonal . Know edge can be naturally
classified by subject matter, but there is no special subject matter
called "science" or "scientific know edge ." There is just know edge,
and "science" is a nanme we apply to areas where know edge has becone
systematic, as in physics or chemistry. In light of the distinction

bet ween the epistem c and ont ol ogi cal
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152 The Construction of Social Reality senses of the

obj ectivel/ subj ective distinction, we can say: Proposition 1 (external
realisn) is very close to the viewthat there is an ontologically
objective reality. The two clains are not exactly equival ent, because
the claimthat there is a reality independent of representations
(external realism is not exactly equivalent to the claimthat there is
a reality conpletely independent of minds (ontol ogical objectivity). The
reason for this distinction is that sone nental states, such as pains,
are ontologically subjective, but they are not representations. They are
representation i ndependent but not m nd i ndependent. Ontol ogi cal
objectivity inplies external realism because nind i ndependence inplies
representation i ndependence. But not conversely. Pains, for exanple ,
can be representation independent wi thout being m nd i ndependent.
Proposition 2 inplies that ontol ogical subjectivity gives us epistenic
access to all the reality to which we have access, whether ontologically
subj ective or objective, whether epistemcally subjective or objective.
Proposition 5 says epistemc objectivity is often hard to obtain; and
Proposition 6 says that if we have genui ne know edge, we have epistemc
objectivity by definition. | hope the reader finds these six
propositions so obvious as to wonder why | am boring himor her with
such platitudes, but | have to report that a great deal of confusion
surrounds them Propositions 1 and 3, realismand the correspondence
theory, respectively , are often confused with each other; worse yet,
they are both often supposed to have been refuted. Several phil osophers
think that proposition 4, conceptual relativity, creates a problemfor
realism some think that it refutes it. Many phil osophers think that
proposition 3, the correspondence theory, has been independently
refuted. Several literary theorists think that proposition 5 creates a
problem for the very possibility of objective know edge as stated in!
proposi tion 6, and perhaps even refutes realismas articul ated by
proposition 1. So | fear there is nothing to do but slow down and go
over at |east sone of these matters in |ow gear. Let us begin by asking,
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part 1) 153 What Is Realisn? As a
prelimnary formulation, | have defined realismas the view that the
worl d exists independently of our representations of it. This has the
consequence that if we had never existed, if there had never been any
representati ons-any statenents, beliefs, perceptions, thoughts,
etc.-nost of the world would have renmi ned unaffected. Except for the
little corner of the world that is constituted or affected by our
representations, the world would still have existed and woul d have been
exactly the same as it is now It has the further consequence that when
we all die, and all our representations die with us, nost features of
the world will remain totally unaffected; they will go on exactly as
before. For exanmple, let us assume that there is a nountain in the

H mal ayas that | represent to nyself and others as "Munt Everest."
Mount Everest exists independently of how or whether | or anyone el se
ever represented it or anything else. Furthernore, there are nmany
features of Mount Everest, for exanple, the sort of features that |
represent if | nmake a statenent such as "M . Everest has snow and ice
near its summt," which would have remained totally unaffected if no one
had ever represented themin any fashion and will not be affected by the
dem se of these or any other representations. One mght put this point
by saying that there are nany | anguage-i ndependent features, facts,
states of affairs, etc.; but | have put the point nore generally in
terms of "representations ," because | want to note that the world

exi sts i ndependently not only of |anguage but also of thought,
perception, belief, etc. The point is that, in large part, reality does
not depend on intentionality in any form In the history of phil osophy
the word "realisni has been used with a wide variety of neanings. In the
nmedi eval sense, realismis the doctrine that universals have a rea

exi stence. Nowadays one hears talk of "nodal realism"™ "ethical real
ism" "i ntentional realism," "mathematical realism" and so on. For

t he purposes of this discussion | amstipulating that "external realisnt
and "realisnt



Page 124

154 The Construction of Social Reality ("ER' for short) nanme the view
sketched in the previous paragraph . | use the netaphor of "external" to
mark the fact that the viewin question holds that reality exists
outside of, or external to, our system of representation. Before
exam ni ng argunents for and against realismwe need to distinguish it
fromother views with which it any theory of truth because it is a

t heory of ontol ogy and not of the neaning of "true." It is not a
semantic theory at all. It is thus possible to hold ER and deny the
correspondence theory.' On a normal interpretation, the correspondence
theory inplies realismsince it inplies that there is a reality to which
statenents correspond if they are true; but realismdoes not by itself
imply the correspondence theory, since it does not inply that "truth" is
the name of a relation of correspondence between statenents and reality.
Anot her m sconception is to suppose that there is something epistemc
about realism Thus, for exanple, Hlary Putnamwites2 the whole
content of Realismlies in the claimthat it makes sense to think of a
CGod's Eye View (or better a view fromnowhere). But that is not the
content of realismas nornally construed. On the contrary, the whole
idea of a "view' is already epistemic and ERis not epistemc. It would
be consistent with realismto suppose that any kind of "view' of reality
is quite inpossible. Indeed, on one interpretation, Kant's doctrine of
things in thenselves is a conception of a reality that is inaccessible
to any "view." | realize that since the seventeenth century the nost
comon argunents agai nst realismhave been epistenmic-"all we can ever
really know are our own sense data,"” that sort of thing-but the thesis
under attack, realism is not as it stands an epistemc thesis at all. |
will
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part 1) 155 have nore to say |ater about the
epi stem ¢ argunents against realism A third mstake, also conmon, is to
suppose that realismis conmitted to the theory that there is one best
vocabul ary for describing reality, that reality itself nust determ ne
how it shoul d be described. But once again, ER as defined above has no
such inplication. The view that the world exists independently of our
there is a privileged vocabulary for describing it. It is consistent
with ER to claimthe thesis of conceptual relativity (proposition 4),
that different and even i ncomnmensurabl e vocabul ari es can be constructed
for describing different aspects of reality for our various different
purposes. To summari ze these points: realism as | amusing the term is
not a theory of truth, it is not a theory of know edge, and it is not a
t heory of |anguage. If one insists on a pigeonhole, one could say that
realismis an ontol ogical theory: It says that there exists a reality
totally i ndependent of our representations. In the phil osophical
tradition there is a pervasive further anmbiguity in the notion of
realismthat | need to expose and renove. Typically philosophers who

di scuss these issues treat themas if they concerned howthe world is in
fact. They think the issues between , say, realismand idealismare
about the existence of matter or about objects in space and tinme. This
is a very deep mstake. Properly understood, realismis not a thesis
about how the world is in fact. W could be totally m staken about how
the world is in every detail and realismcould still be true. Realismis
the viewthat there is a way that things are that is logically

i ndependent of all hunman representations. Realism does not say how
things are but only that there is a way that they are. And "things"

.. ERR, COD: 1.
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156 The Construction of Social Reality the issues could not be about
such specific clains. Realismcould not be a theory asserting the

exi stence of M. Everest, for exanple; because if it should turn out
that M. Everest never existed , realismrenai ns untouched. And what
goes for M. Everest goes for material objects in general. But what if
it should turn out that material objects do not exist or even that space
and time do not exist? Well, in a sense it already has turned out that
way, because we now think of material objects as collections of
"particles " that are Mount Everest has snow and ice near the sunmmt or
t hat hydrogen atons have one el ectron, which are facts totally

i ndependent of any human opinions. Years ago | baptized sonme of the

facts dependent on human agreenent as "institutional facts,” in contrast
to noninstitutional, or "brute," facts.' Institutional facts are so
cal l ed because they require human institutions for their existence . In
order that this piece of paper should be a five dollar bill, for

exanmpl e, there has to be the human institution of noney. Brute facts
require no human institutions for their existence. O course, in order
to state a brute fact we require the institution of |anguage, but the
fact stated needs to be distinguished fromthe statenent of it. The
guestion that has puzzled nme is, How are institutional facts possible?
And what exactly is the structure of such facts? But ill the intervening
years some curious things have happened. Many peopl e, including even a

f ew whose opinions | respect, have argued that all of reality is sonehow
a human creation, that there are no brute facts, but only facts
dependent on the human mind. Furthernore, several people have argued
agai nst our conmonsense idea that there are facts in the world that make
our statements true and to which they correspond when they are true,

will also defend (a version of) the correspondence theory of truth
(Chapter 9). The last three chapters, therefore, are co! ncerned with
defendi ng certain general assunptions about reality, representation,
know edge, and truth. Some of the questions | amtrying to answer in the
mai n argunment of the book (Chapters 1-6) are, How can there be an
objective reality that exists in part by human agreenent? For exanple,
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in making [the] past as well as the present and the future.' There are
several disquieting things about all these attacks on realism. The
first is that the argunents agai nst our commobnsense idea that there

exi sts an i ndependent reality are often vague and obscure. Sonetinmes no
clearly stated argunents are even presented . Second, the alternative
views, the views that are supposed to be presented in opposition to
realism are often equally obscure and unclearly stated. Even anong

anal yti c phil osophers many recent discussions of realismare synptomatic
of the general |ooseness that has set in ..ERR CCOD: 1.
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160 The Construction of Social Reality sonme objections of mine, he
apparently takes it all back: he says that all he neant by the
apparently spectacul ar declaration that there is nothing outside of
texts is inpossibility in thinking such a thought w thout |anguage. It
is easy to imagi ne that the course of evolution mght produce bei ngs who
can think of conplex arithnetical relations wthout using symnbols.

Anot her sort of case involves | anguage as a matter of |ogical necessity
, because the linguistic expression of the thought is essential to its
being the thought that it is. For exanple, consider the thought "Today
is Tuesday the 26th of Cctober."” Such a thought requires a quite
definite set of words or their synonyns in English and other |anguages
because the content of the thought locates a day in relation to a
specific verbal systemfor identifying days and nonths. That is why ny
dog cannot think "Today is Tuesday the 26th of Cctober.” W who are in
possessi on of the rel evant vocabulary can translate the expression
"Tuesday the 26th of October" into French but not into another radically
di fferent cal endar, such as the Mayan. The Mayans, using their system
coul d have identified an actual
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part |) 161 where klurgs are of great
religious significance, where they can be delineated only by sacred
virgins working under water and their obliteration nerits the death
penalty. But if "klurg" is a new concept with previously unheard- of
truth conditions, there is no limt to how many new concepts we can
form Because any true description of the world will always be made

wi thin some vocabul ary , sonme system of concepts, conceptual relativity
has the consequence that any true description is always nmade relative to
some system of concepts that we have nore or less arbitrarily selected
for describing the world. So characterized, conceptual relativismseens
completely true, indeed, platitudinous. However, several philosophers
have supposed that it is inconsistent with external realism and
consequently , that if we accept conceptual relativism we are forced to
deny realism But if this claimwere really true, we ought to be able to
state the two theses precisely enough for the inconsistency to be quite
obvious. Let external realismbe the viewthat: ERL: Reality exists

i ndependently of our representations of it. Let the relevant thesis of
conceptual relativismbe the viewthat: CRL: Al representations of
reality are nade relative to sone nore or less arbitrarily selected set
of concepts. So stated, these two views do not even have the appearance
of inconsistency . The first just says that there is sonmething out there
to be described. The second says that we have to select a set of
concepts and a vocabulary to describe it. So why woul d anyone suppose
that the second entails the negation of the first? The answer is that if
we accept conceptual relativism and try to conjoin it with realism we
appear to get inconsistencies. Consider the follow ng exanple from
Putnam' I magine that there is some part of the world as shown in Figure
7.1. How many objects are there in this mniworld? Wll, according to
Carnap's systemof arithnetic (and ac! cording to conmon
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believed to be, or used as, or regarded as, etc., satisfying the
definition. For these sorts of facts, it seens to be al nost a | ogical
truth that you cannot fool all the people all the tine. If everybody

al ways thinks that this sort of thing is noney, and they use it as noney
and treat it as noney, then it is noney. If nobody ever thinks this sort
of thing is noney, then it is not noney. And what goes for nobney goes
for elections, private property, wars, voting, prom ses, marriages ,
buying and selling, political offices, and so on. In order to state this
point precisely we so on. In order to state this point precisely we need
to distinguish between institutions and general practices on the one
hand arid particular instances on the other, that is, we need to

di sti ngui sh between types and tokens. A single dollar bill night fall
fromthe printing presses into the cracks of the floor and never be used
or thought of as noney at all, but it would still be noney. In such a
case a particular token instance woul d be noney, even though no one ever
t hought it was noney or thought about it or used it at all. Simlarly,
there might be a counterfeit dollar bill in circulation
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that the criterion for counting objects has been set in two different
ways. Thus the sane sentence, e.g., "There are exactly three objects in
the world," can now be used to make two quite different and i ndependent
statenents, one of which is true, one false. But the real world does not
care how we describe it and it remains the same under the various
different descriptions we give of it. Some of the exanples of conceptua
relativismgiven in the literature are nore arcane and conplicated than
the ones I have given, but the principle they enploy is the sane, and |
cannot see that anything is gained by the conplexity. They all are

desi gned to show that different conceptual systens will generate
different and apparently inconsistent descriptions of the sane
"reality." As far as | can see there is nothing in any of themthat is

i nconsistent with external realism The appearance of inconsistency is
an illusion
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in kilograns. External realismallows for an infinite nunber of true
descriptions of the sane reality nade relative to different conceptua
schenmes. "Wat is ny aimin philosophy? To teach you to turn disguised
nonsense i nto obvious nonsense."" It is disguised nonsense to say that
conceptual relativisminplies antireali sm obvious nonsense to say that
| cannot , at the sane tine, weigh both 160 (in pounds) and 73 (in

.. ERR, COD: 1.
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that | believe that you believe, etc., is that it sane reality, but, in
fact, inconsistent with each other? The answer is no. The Mercator
projection is just inaccurate about the relative size of Brazil and
Greenland. It is a well-known fact that certain nodels, e.g.,
Aristotelian physics and the Mercator projection, are m staken about or
distort certain features of the world. Al true statenments about the
worl d can consistently be affirmed together. Indeed, if they could not
consistently be affirmed together, they could not all be true. O
course, we are always confronted with the probl ens of vagueness,

i ndeterm nacy, famly resenbl ance, open texture, contextual dependency,
the incormensurability of theories, anbiguity, the idealization involved
in theory construction, alternative interpretations, the
underdeterm nati on of theory by evidence, and all the rest of it. But
these are features of our systens of representation, not of the
representation -independent reality that sonme of these systems can be
used, nore | ess adequately, to represent. Often the sanme sentence can be
used to assert a truth in one conceptual schene and a fal sehood in

anot her conceptual scheme. But this, as we have seen over and over, does
not show a genui ne inconsistency. The Verificationist Argunent
Twenti et h-century phil osophy has been obsessed with | anguage and

meani ng, and that is why it is perhaps inevitable that sone-
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and you are ex hypothesi nmking clains that go beyond what you

experience. For exanple, | claimto know there is a desk in front of ne
now. What does such a claimnean? Well, all | have direct know edge of
are these tactile and visual experiences, and all |-or anyone el se-could

ever have direct know edge of are nore such experiences. So what does ny
original claimanount to? Either it anpbunts to the claimthat there are
actual and possibl e experiences ("sense data" in the twentieth- century
jargon, "ideas" and "inpressions" in that of the seventeenth and

ei ghteenth centuries), or if sonething nore is clained, then it nust be
a cl ai mabout sonething totally unknowabl e and i naccessible to any

i nvestigation. Such a claimis enmpirically enpty. The conclusion is
obvi ous: experience is constitutive of reality. This argunent occurs in
several authors and bad for real estate values. | want this distinction
to seem qui te obvious, because it is going to turn out that soci al
reality in general can be understood only in light of the distinction
bserver-relative features are always created by the intrinsic nental
phenonena of the users, observers, etc., of the objects in question
Those nental phenonena are, |like all nental phenonena, ontologically
subj ective; and the observer-
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The Buil ding Bl ocks of Social Reality 13 relative features inherit that
ontol ogi cal subjectivity. But this ontol ogi cal subjectivity does not
prevent clains about observer- relative features from being
epistemcally objective. Notice that in Ib and 3b the observer-relative
statenent is epistemcally objective ; in 2b it is subjective. These
points illustrate the ways in which all three distinctions cut across
each other: the distinction between the intrinsic and the observer
relative, the distinction between ontol ogi cal objectivity and
subjectivity, and the distinction between epistem c objectivity and
subjectivity. It is a |logical consequence of the account of the
distinction as | have so far given it that for any observer-relative
feature F, seening to be Fis logically prior to being F,
because-appropriately understood -seenming to be F is a necessary
condition of being F. If we understand this point, we are well on the
road to understanding the ontol ogy of socially created reality. The
Assi gnnent of Function My main objective in this chapter is to assenble
t he apparatus necessary to account for social reality within our overall
scientific ontology. This requires exactly three el enments. The

assi gnnment of function, collective intentionality, and constitutive
rules. (Later, in Chapter 6, to explain the causal functioning of
institutional structures , we will introduce a fourth elenent, the
Background of capacities that hunans have for coping with their
environnment.) In explaining these notions | amperforce in a kind of

herneneutic circle. | have to use institutional facts to explain
institutional facts; | have to use rules to explain rules, and | anguage
to explain | anguage . But the problemis expository and not logical. In

the exposition of the theory | rely on the reader's understanding of the
phenonena to then ex hypothesi we are postul ati ng sonething for which we
can have no epistemc basis. | believe both strands are m staken. Let us
consider each in turn. It! is inde ed the case that whenever one

consci ously perceives anything, one has certain experiences. For

exanpl e, for every visual perception there is a correspondi ng visual
experience . In the formal node of speech, to report "I see the table"
inplies "I amhaving a certain sort of visual experience." But fromthe
fact that the visual experience is an essential conponent of the visual
perception, it does not follow that the visual experience
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part 1) 171 follow. Fromthe fact that the
epi stem ¢ basis for ny know edge is ny present experiences, it does not
follow that all | can know are nmy experiences. On the contrary, the way
we described the exanple was precisely as a case where ny experiences
give me access to something that is not itself an experience. It is a
fam liar point in philosophy that in general enpirical clains go beyond
the epistem c bases on which they are made. There woul d not be mnuch
point, for exanple, in nmaking scientific hypotheses if they were just
sunmari es of the avail able evidence. However, at this point, the

def ender of the antirealist position will want to say the following: In
presenting these answers to the antirealist argunent, you have tacitly
presupposed that you are really perceiving mnd- independent objects in
the real world, but that is precisely what you are not entitled to
assunme. The whol e point of the argunent is that you could be having
exactly these experiences and there not be any desk there. But if that
is the case, then it doesn't matter whether we think of the experiences
as providing the "evidence" for your "conclusion" that there is a desk
there. The point is that the only basis that you have for your
confidence that there is a desk there is the presence of these sense
data, and if the desk is supposed to be sonething over and above the
sense data, they would not be sufficient to justify that confidence
because you coul d be having exactly these experiences and be totally

m st aken. The postulation of an external reality is essentially the
postul ati on of something unknowable and ultimately unintelligible. Wat
is the answer to this? In this discussion | amnot trying to answer
general skepticism That is a set of questions that goes beyond the
scope of this book. So for the sake of this argunent let us just grant
that | m ght be having exactly these experiential contents and be having
a total hallucination. | might be subject to a!' Il the h orrors of
traditional epistenology: | mght be a brain in a vat,
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172 The Construction o f Social Reality | mght be deceived by an evil
denmon, | might be dreaming, etc. But it does not follow that nmy claim
that there is a desk in front of me is sinply a summary of the
experiences that pronpt ne to make the claim That is, even if
skepticismis right, and | amsystematically m staken, what | am

m st aken about are the features of the real world. The possibility of
bei ng systematically nistaken about those features does not show that ny
clai ms about themare just summaries of statenents about mnmy sense

experi ences. These brute facts, but only facts dependent on the human

m nd. Furthernore, several people have argued agai nst our commonsense
idea that there are facts in the world that make our statenments true and
to which they correspond when they are true, | will also defend (a
version of) the correspondence theory of truth (Chapter 9). The | ast
three chapters, therefore, are concerned with defending certain genera
assunptions about reality, representation, know edge, and truth. Sone of
the questions | amtrying to answer in the main argunent of the book
(Chapters 1-6) are, How can there be an objective reality that exists in
part by human agreenent? For exanpl e,
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174 The Construction of Social Reality directly, because there is no
nonr epresent ati onal standpoint from which we can survey the relations
bet ween representation and reality, and because there is not even the
possibility of assessing the adequacy of our representati ons by
measuring them agai nst things in thenselves, talk of a transcendent
reality nmust be just so much nonsense. Al the reality we can ever
really get at, have access to, is the reality that is internal to our
system of representations. Wthin the systemthere is a possibility of
realism internal realism but the idea of a reality outside the system
is as enpty as Kant's notion of the Ding on sich, a thing in itself,
beyond the grasp not only of our know edge but of our |anguage and

t hought. Wat external realismoffers us is an unthinkabl e sonet hi ng,

i ndescri babl e , inaccessible, unknowabl e, unspeakable, and ultinmately
nonsensi cal. The real problemw th such a realismis not that it is
false, but that it is ultimately unintelligible. Wat are we to nake of
this argunent? Once again, if we try to state it as an explicit
argunment, with a set of prenises and a conclusion , it is hard to see
how t he concl usion is supposed to follow. Prem se: Any cognitive state
occurs as part of a set of cognitive states and within a cognitive
system Fromthis premise it is
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176 The Construction of Social Reality sentation is always nade from
within a certain conceptual schene and froma certain point of view So,
for exanple, if | describe the substance in front of me as water, the
sane piece of reality is represented as if | describe it as H2O But, of
course, | amrepresenting the sane stuff under a different aspect if |
represent it as water than if | represent it as H,QO Strictly speaking
there is an indefinitely |Iarge nunber of different points of view,

di fferent aspects, and different conceptual systens under which anything
can be represented. If that is right, and it surely is, then it wll be
i npossible to get the coincidence between truth and reality after which
so many traditional philosophers seemto hanker. Every representation
has an aspectual shape. It represents its target under certain aspects
and not others. In short, it is only froma point of viewthat we
represent reality, but ontologically objective reality does not have a
poi nt of view
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8 Does the Real World Exist? Part [l: Could There Be a Proof of Externa
Real i sn? Realism as a Background Condition of Intelligibility I have
said that certain standard argunments against realismare invalid. Are
there any argunents to be given in its favor? There is sonething
puzzling about demandi ng an argunment to show that the world exists

i ndependently of our representations of it. | realize that Kant thought
it a scandal that there was no such proof, and Mdore thought he could

gi ve proof just by holding up his two hands. But, one feels, in the way
t hat Kant posed his demand nothing could have satisfied it, and More's
attenpt to satisfy it somehow "nmisses the point." Yet, at the same tine,
one feels that one ought to satisfy Kant's demand, and that at sone

| evel Moore was surely right. He certainly did have two hands, and if he
had two hands then the external world exists. R ght? What is going on?
177
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178 The Construction o f Social Reality W need to explain both our urge
to prove external realismand our sense that any proof begs the
guestion. The demand for a proof of external realismis a bit like the
demands one used to hear in the 1960s for a proof of rationality- "Wat
is your argurent for rationality?"-in that the very posing of the
chal | enge sonehow presupposes what is challenged. Any attenpt to provide
an "argunment" or "proof " already presupposes standards of rationality
because the applicability of those standards is constitutive of
somet hi ng' s being an argunment or proof. In a word, you can't prove
rationality by argunent because argunents already presuppose
rationality. There are a nunber of such general frameworks where the
demand to justify the framework fromwi thin the framework is always
sensel ess and yet sonehow seens incunmbent upon us. Thus, although one
can prove that a particular argunment is valid or rational within the
criteria of rationality and validity, one cannot prove wthin those
criteria that rationality is rational or that validity is valid
Simlarly, one can establish that a given sequence of words is a
grammati cal or ungrammatical English sentence, but one cannot establish
that English as a | anguage is grammatical or ungrammatical, because
English sets the standard for grammaticality in English. The effort to
establish external realismby sonme sort of "argunent" woul d be anal ogous
to one of these efforts. It would be as if one tried to establish that
representation represents. One can show that this or that claim
corresponds or fails to correspond to how things really are in the
"external world," but one cannot in that way show that the claimthat
there is an external world corresponds to how things
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They think the issues between , say, realismand idealismare about the
exi stence of matter or about objects in space and tine. This is a very
deep m stake. Properly understood, realismis not a thesis about how the
world is in fact. W could be totally m staken about how the world is in
every detail and realismcould still be true. Realismis the view that
there is a way that things are that is |ogically independent of al

human representati ons. Realism does not say how things are but only that
there is a way that they are. And "things" ..ERR COD:1.. nore than a
list of cases of scientific confirmation and disconfirmation. But if, on
the ot her hand, the convergence argunent is to be a genui ne netatheory
about the sociology of scientific research, a theory to the effect that,
as a matter
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2 The Construction of Social Reality facts as that Munt Everest has
snow and ice near the sunmit or that hydrogen atons have one el ectron
which are facts totally independent of any hunman opinions. Years ago |
bapti zed sone of the facts dependent on human agreenent as
"institutional facts," in contrast to noninstitutional, or "brute,"
facts.' Institutional facts are so call ed because they require human
institutions for their existence . In order that this piece of paper
should be a five dollar bill, for exanple, there has to be the human
institution of noney. Brute facts require no human institutions for
their existence. OF course, in order to state a brute fact we require
the institution of |anguage, but the fact stated needs to be

di stingui shed fromthe statenment of it. The question that has puzzled ne
is, How are institutional facts possible? And what exactly is the
structure of such facts? But ill the intervening years sone curious

t hi ngs have happened. Many peopl e, including even a few whose opinions |
respect, have argued that all of reality is sonehow a human creation
that there are no brute facts, but only facts dependent on the hunan

m nd. Furthernore, several people have argued agai nst our commonsense
idea that there are facts in the world that make our statenments true and
that statenments are true because they correspond to the facts. So

consci ous states, and, second, the viewthat reality is socially
constructed , that what we think of as "the real world" is just a bunch
of things constructed by groups of people. To have |l abels, let us call
the first view "phenonenalist idealisrn,” and the second "soci al
constructionism" There is a sinple transcendental argument agai nst
phenonenal i st idealism | said that a transcendental argunent is one
that assunmes a certain condition obtains and then tries to show the
presuppositions of that condition. In this case, however, the "condition
" has to do with our practices and the "presupposition” is what we, from
ou! r own fi rst-person point of view nust presuppose when we engage in
t hose practices. The condition is that we do in fact attenpt to

communi cate with each other by naking certain sorts of utterances in a
public | anguage and the presupposi-
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184 The Construction of Social Reality tion is external realism To
spell this out a little bit nore precisely: the assunption we are making
is that there is a normal way of understandi ng utterances, and that when
perform ng speech acts in a public | anguage, speakers typically attenpt
to achi eve nornmal understanding. The point we are attenpting to show is
that for a large class (to be specified further) a condition of
intelligibility for the normal understanding of these utterances is that
there is a way that things are that is independent of hunman
representations. The consequence is that when we attenpt to communi cate
to achi eve normal understanding with these sorts o f utterances we nust
presuppose external realism Notice that we are not trying to prove the
truth of external realism. | do not believe there could be a

non- questi on- beggi ng argunent for ER But we can show that when we
engage in certain sorts of talk we presuppose external realism To
devel op the argunent of "normal understanding." For nobst speech acts
there is a conmonsense or normal understanding. Oten this is given by
di squotation; for exanple , the normal understanding of the utterance "I
have two hands" is that it asserts that the speaker has two hands. But
wherever there is disquotation there nust always be further ways of
descri bi ng nornmal understanding. Thus in the normal understanding of "I
have two hands," for exanple, there nust be a possible description of
what a ..ERR CCD: 1.
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part 11) 185 analogy with the follow ng: "I
have two di anond neckl aces and | keep themboth in a bank vault in
Switzerland and | have two hands and | keep themin the sane bank
vault." But where in the sentence does it say or inply that More's
hands are not to be kept in a bank vault or even that they are attached
to his body? This is one of the things that we sinply take for granted.
There is no limt to the nunmber of such Background and Network
presuppositions that we have to make in order to understand even such a
sinple utterance as Moore's. Thus, for exanple , suppose that we took it
for granted that if More has two hands, they are attached to his body
all right, but they are growing out of his left ear. O perhaps that
they are attached to his arnms, but his body has shrunk to the size of a
grain of sand, and his two hands have grown to be each as big as the
Atl antic Ocean. Again, suppose we assuned that if people have hands,
they flash in and out of existence like an intermittent flashlight beam
Wth such crazy alterations in the Background, we woul d understand the
sentence quite differently fromthe way we currently understand it. The
point is that in our normal understanding we take a great deal for
granted, but many of these conditions on our nornal understandi ng cannot
be thought of as truth conditions on the utterance w thout considerable
di stortion. These are the sorts of conditions that help us to fix the
truth conditions of our utterances. They are not thenselves part of
those truth conditions . The claiml|l now want to substantiate is,
External Realismis a Background presupposition on the norma
understandi ng of a very large class of utterances. But it differs from
many ot her Background presuppositions in that it is both pervasive and
essential. It is pervasive in the sense that it applies to a very large
class of utterances ; it is essential in the sense that we cannot
preserve normal understanding of these utterances! without it. To see
that it is pervasive, notice that it applies to a large range of quite
di fferent kinds of utterances such as
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of any institution. Institutional facts, on the other hand, require
special human institutions for their very existence. Language is one
such institution; indeed, it is a whole set of such institutions . And
what are these "institutions"? To answer this question, | introduced
anot her distinction, the distinction between what | call "regul ative"
and "constitutive" rules.' Sone rules regulate antecedently existing
activities. For exanple, the rule "drive on the right-hand side of the
road" regul ates driving; but driving can exist prior prior to the

exi stence of that rule. However, sone rules do not nmerely regulate, they
al so create the very possibility of certain activities . Thus the rules
of chess do not regulate an antecedently existing activity. It is not
the case that there were a | ot of people pushing bits of wood around on
boards, and in order to prevent
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ontol ogical theory: It says that there exists a reality totally

i ndependent of our representations. In the philosophical tradition there
is a pervasive further anbiguity in the notion of realismthat | need to
expose and renove. Typically philosophers who discuss these issues treat
themas if they concerned how the world is in fact. They think the

i ssues between , say, realismand idealismare about the existence of
matter or about objects in space and tinme. This is a very deep m st ake.
Properly understood, realismis not a thesis about how the world is in
fact. We could be totally m staken about how the world is in every
detail and realismcould still be true. Realismis the view that there
is away that things are that is logically independent of all human
representations. Realismdoes not say how things are but only that there
is away that they are. And "things" ..ERR, COD:1.. as it does for
statenents about nountains, dogs, and electrons. Wat is special about
these latter sorts of statements is that they purport to nmake reference
to publicly accessible phenonena, in these exanples, publicly accessible
physi cal objects. But for such cases
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M. Everest has snow and ice near the sumrt, and external reality has
never existed. what | say is literally puzzling. W do not know how to
understand it in the normal way, because the second cl ause doesn't just
contradict the first clause but denies a condition that is taken for
granted in the normal understanding of the first. Berkeley and ot her

i deal i sts recogni zed sonething very nmuch |ike this point. Berkeley saw
that it was a problemfor his account that if each person refers only to
his or her own ideas when speaking , then there is a question about how
one succeeds in comunicating with others. Berkeley's answer was t hat

God guar ant ees successful conmunication. This, | believe both Berkeley
and | would agree, is not a case of normal understanding in ny sense.
VWhen | say "snow is white" or "ny dog has fleas," | amnot nornally

taken to be relying on God, since even an atheist can attenpt to
comuni cate in a public |anguage. Berkeley saw that the price for
abandoni ng external realismwas an abandonnent of normal understandi ng,
and he was willing to pay the price. One objection to sone of the
current challenges to realismis that they want to abandon externa
realismw thout paying the price. The price of the abandonnent of
realismis the abandonnment of normal understanding . |If someone w shes
t o abandon normal understanding , he or she owes us an account of what
sort of understanding is possible.
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of an intrinsic teleology in nature, and that functions are therefore
intrinsic, is always subject to a variant of Mbore's open- question
argunment: What is so functional about functions, so defined ? Either
"function" is defined in terns of causes, in which case there is
clothing intrinsically functional about functions, they are just causes
like any others. O functions are defined in terns of the furtherance of
a set of values that we hold-life, survival, reproduction , health-in
whi ch case they are observer relative. | realize that many biol ogists
and phil osophers of biology will to social constructionism. Wat it
shows so far is that for a large class of utterances, each individua
utterance requires for its intelligibility a publicly accessible
reality. | have further characterized that reality as representation

i ndependent. But there is still an anbiguity. Talk of noney and
marriages is talk of a publicly accessible reality, and such phenonena
are 'representation independent” in the sense that this twenty dollar
bill or this marriage between Sam and Sal |y exists independently of your
or ny representations of it. After all, statenments about noney neet the
conditions that there are facts independent of the speech act that nakes
them satisfied or unsatisfied , e.g., "You owe ne five dollars"
presupposes an i ndependently existing reality as nmuch as does "M.
Everest has snow and ice near the sunmit." But narriages and noney,
unl i ke nountai ns and atons, do not exist independently of al
representations, and this distinction needs to be made explicit in the
account. The argunent so far might be interpreted to allow that all of
reality is socially constructed in the way that, for exanple, noney is
socially constructed. Facts about noney can be epistemically objective
even if the existence of nobney is socially constructed, and, therefore ,
to that extent, ontologically subjective. To conplete the argunent we
need to show that within the class of speech acts that r! efer to a
reality beyond thenselves there is a subclass whose nornmal understandi ng
requires a reality independent of all representation. The sinplest way
to show that is to show that a socially constructed reality presupposes
a reality independent of all social constructions, ..ERR COD:1.
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part 11) 191 cially constructed w t hout
presupposi ng sone even rawer materials out of which they are
constructed, until eventually we reach a bedrock of brute physical
phenonena i ndependent of all representations . The ontol ogi ca
subjectivity of the socially constructed reality requires an
ontologically objective reality out of which it is constructed. To the
"transcendental argunent” of the previous section-a public |anguage
presupposes a public world-we add a "transcendental argunment” in this
section-a socially constructed reality presupposes a nonsocially
constructed reality. By this stage in the argunment | hope the point is
obvious. In a sense, one of the main ains of this book has been to spell
it out. Because the logical formof the creation of socially constructed
reality consists in iterations of the structure X counts as Yin C, the
iterations nmust bottomout in an X elenent that is not itself an

i nstitutional construction. O herwi se you would get infinite regress or
circularity. It is a |logical consequence of the main argunent of the
book that you cannot have institutional facts without brute facts. To
concl ude the discussion of realisml would |ike also to show that there
is a contrast between the conditions on our normal understanding of
statenents about brute physical facts and those about institutional
facts. To show that there is a class of speech acts that presuppose for
their intelligibility a reality beyond all representations, |et us once
agai n use "Brute Force" and observe the consequences of putting the
counterfactual supposition of the denial of the condition into the
representation itself. Consider, e.g., the claims 1. M. Everest has
snow and ice near its sumrit, and its negation, 2. It is not the case
that M. Everest has snow and ice near its sunmt . Speech acts of the
sort exenplified by clains 1 and 2, so | will argue, purport to state
facts that are "ontol ogically objective" and
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192 The Construction of Social Reality therefore
"representation-independent” in the sense that | have tried to explain.
In this respect they differ from e.g., the claim3. You owe ne five
dollars, and its negation, 4. It is not the case that you owe ne five
dollars. W can see the difference if we put the counterfactua
supposition into the clains, as follows: A In a world that is like
ours, except that representations have never existed init, M. Everest
has snow and ice near the summt , and B. In a wrld that is like ..ERR
CaD: 3. .
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as part of the conditions of their normal intelligibility. You can see
this by considering the normal understanding of sentences where 1, 2, 3,
and 4 are enbedded in sentences expressing a counterfactual supposition
of the nonexi stence of any representations, A B, C and D. On our
nornmal understanding, the truth ..ERR COD:1.. the world and therefore
do require the existence of representations as part of the conditions of
their normal intelligibility. You can see this by considering the nornal
under st andi ng of sentences where 1, 2, 3, and 4 are enbedded in

sent ences expressing
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62 The Construction of Social Reality a sentence of English. A being
that did not have a | anguage could not think that thought. The nost

obvi ous cases of |anguage- independent thoughts are noninstitutional,
primtive, biological inclinations and cognitions not requiring any
linguistic devices. For exanple, an animal can have conscious feelings
of hunger and thirst and each of these is a formof desire. Hunger is a
desire to eat and thirst a desire to drink, and desires are intentiona
states with full intentional contents; in the contenporary jargon, they
are "propositional attitudes." Furthermore, an animal can have
prelinguistic perceptions and prelinguistic beliefs derived fromthese
perceptions. My dog can see and snell a cat run up a tree and formthe
belief that the cat is up the tree. He can even correct the belief and
forma new belief when he sees and snells that the cat has run into the
nei ghbor's yard. Qther cases of prelinguistic; thoughts are enotions
such as fear and rage. W ought to allow ourselves to be struck both by
the fact that animals can have prelinguistic thoughts and by the fact
that sone thoughts are | anguage dependent and cannot be had by
prelinguistic beings. Wth these distinctions in nind, let us restate
the thesis we are trying to exam ne. | have argued that sone facts that
do not on the surface appear to be | anguage dependent-facts about noney
and property, for exanple-are in fact | anguage dependent. But how coul d
t hey be | anguage dependent since, unlike English sentences , noney and
property are not words nor are they conposed of words? It is a
sufficient condition for a fact to be | anguage dependent that two
conditions be net. First, nental representations, such as thoughts, mnust
be partly constitutive of the fact; and second, the representations in
guestion nmust be | anguage dependent. It follows i mediately fromthe
structure of constitutive rules that the first of these conditions is
met by institutional facts. Fromthe fact tha! t the st atus function
specified by the Y termchapters, therefore, are concerned with

def endi ng certain general assunptions about reality, representation,
know edge, and truth. Some of the questions | amtrying to answer in the
mai n argunment of the book (Chapters 1-6) are, How can there be an
objective reality that exists in part by human agreenent? For exanple,
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Does the Real World Exist? (Part 11) 197 So what difference does it nake
whet her or not one says that one is a realist or an antirealist? |
actually think that phil osophical theories make a trenmendous difference
to every aspect of our lives. In ny observation, the rejection of
realism the denial of ontological objectivity, is an essenti al
conponent of the attacks on epistem c objectivity, rationality, truth,
and intelligence in contenporary intellectual life. It is no accident
that the various theories of |anguage, literature, and even education
that try to undermine the traditional conceptions of truth, epistemc
objectivity, and rationality rely heavily on argunments agai nst external
realism The first step in conbating irrationalism-not the only step
but the first step-is a refutation of the argunents agai nst external
realismand a defense of external realismas a presupposition of |arge
areas of discourse.
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9 Truth and Correspondence My investigation into the nature of social
reality has proceeded by investigating the status of the facts in virtue
of which our statenents about social reality are true. As a final mtter
of phil osophi cal housekeeping, in order to justify that procedure | wll
in this chapter defend the idea that truth is a natter of correspondence
to facts. In earlier chapters | asked questions about the nature and
structure of such facts as the fact that this is a five dollar bill or
that | ama citizen of the United States. If skeptical argunents against
the existence of facts or against the correspondence between true
statenents and facts were really valid, then this aspect of ny
enterprise would at the very |east need to be recast. My conception of
social reality does not logically require the correspondence theory of
trut h-someone could reject the correspondence theory and still accept ny
anal ysi s-but the overall picture |, in fact, hold proceeds by way of
external realismthrough the 199
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to score six points wthout |anguage, because points are not sonething
that can be thought of or that can exist independently of words or other
sorts of markers. And what is true of points in ganes is true of npney,
governnents, private property, etc., as we will see. The | essons from
this exanpl e can now be extended to institulLanguage
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Trut h and Correspondence 205 or events, and correspondence is a matching
or picturing relation between the el enents of the statenment and the
elements of the fact is absurd. Once we have identified the statenent
and the fact, we have nothing further to do by way of conparing them
because the only way to identify a fact is to nake a true statenent.
Once we have answered the question "Wich fact?" we have al ready
establ i shed truth, because, according to Strawson, there are not two

i ndependent entities, the true statenent and the fact. Rather, "facts
are what statenments (when true) state; they are not what statenents are
about."' Facts are not things in the world independent of |anguage ;
rather, the ..ERR, COD:1.. the correspondence theory of truth has gone
hand in hand with the picture theory of neaning, the theory that
sentences have the neani ngs they do because they are conventionalized
pi ctures of facts. The classic statenent of this conception is in
Wttgenstein's
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function of the heart is to punp blood," we are doing sonething nore
than recording these intrinsic facts.
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that there is no probl em about negatives, hypotheticals , etc. The true
statenent that the cat is not on the nat corresponds to the fact that
the cat is not on the mat. Wat el se? And what goes for negative
statenents goes for all the rest. If it is true that if the cat had been
on the mat, then the dog woul d have had to have been in the kitchen,
then it nust be a fact that if the cat had been on the mat, then the dog
woul d have ..ERR, COD:3.. "victory" is the internal accusative for "w n"
and "blow' the internal accusative for "strike." In none of these cases
are there genuine rel ations between the entity named by the subject of
the sentence and the pseudoentity referred to by the direct



Page 161

Truth and Correspondence 209 ing "The cat is on the mat," so it seens
that the word "true" is redundant . For this reason the disquotation
criterion has inspired the "redundancy theory of truth," the theory that
the word "true" is redundant, describing nothing. Several philosophers
who are inpressed by the redundancy argunent have pointed out that

"true" is not quite redundant, because we still need it as a shorthand
for stating infinite sets of disquotations, for saying such things as,
e.g., "Fromtrue prem ses only true conclusions can be validly derived."

But they nonethel ess adhere to a "deflationary” or "minimalist" theory
of truth, the theory that says there is really no property or relation
denoted by "true." The entire content of the notion of truth is given by
di squotation. 12 The first criterion, the correspondence criterion, makes
it look as if there is a genuine relation between two i ndependently
identified entities-the statenent and the fact, and "true" describes
this relation. Disquotation appears to inply the redundancy theory, or
at least the deflationary theory, and redundancy theories and
defl ati onary theories are standardly supposed to be inconsistent with

t he correspondence theory. And we have seen in our discussion of
Strawson's views that there are very serious objections to the
correspondence theory . So the defender of the correspondence theory is
left with two sets of questions: First, can we nmake a substantive
conception of the correspondence theory consistent with the disquotation
criterion ? By "a substantive conception” | nean a conception accordi ng
to which there really are nonlinguistic facts in the world and
statenents are true because they really do stand in certain relations to
these facts, relations that we variously describe as fitting, matching,
stating, or corresponding to the facts. And second, can we answer
Strawson's objections to the correspondence theory? To answer these
guestions | will make sonme general observations abou! t the or dinary
use of the expressions "true" and "fact" and about how they m ght have
evol ved their present neaning. My investigation at this point is a
Wttgensteinian-style enterprise into the | anguage ganes we play with
these words, and its aimis
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210 doesn't just contradict the first clause but denies a condition that
is taken for granted in the normal understanding of the first. Berkel ey
and other idealists recognized sonething very nuch like this point.
Berkel ey saw that it was a problemfor his account that if each person
refers only to his or her own ideas when speaking , then there is a
questi on about how one succeeds in comrunicating ..ERR, COD: 1.
specul ati ons about how t hose usages mi ght have evol ved. "True" cones
fromthe sane etynol ogical root as "trust" and "trustworthy,"” and al

t hese fromthe |Indo-European root "deru" for "tree," suggesting
uprightness and reliability generally. There are not only true

stat enents but
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that nake our statenments true and to which they correspond when they are
true, I will also defend (a version of) the correspondence theory of
truth (Chapter 9). The last three chapters, therefore, are concerned
with defending certain general assunptions about reality,

representation, know edge, and truth. Some of the questions |I amtrying
to answer in chapters, therefore, are concerned with defending certain
general assunptions about reality, representati on, know edge, and truth.
Sone of the questions | amtrying to answer in the main argunent of the
book (Chapters 1-6) are, How can there be an objective reality that
exists in part by human agreenent? For exanpl e,



Page 164

Truth and Correspondence 215 picture generated by disquotation is that
there is no property of truth at all: "Snowis white" is true iff snow
is white. "Grass is green" is true iff grass is green, and so on for
every indicative sentence . On this view, there is no conmon property of
truth, nothing in comon is white" and "Grass is green" in virtue of
which they are both true. | want to call attention to what a wildly
counterintuitive result this is. Mst philosophers would not think of
sayi ng about other sorts of formal terms such as nunber words, e.g.,
"two," or formal evaluative terns, e.g., "good," that nothing whatever
can be said about what they nean other than that certain purely
syntactical constraints are inposed on their application. But many

phil osophers are content to adopt redundancy or deflationary conceptions
of truth. They claimthere is nothing whatever in common to ..ERR
coD: 1. .



Page 165

that is, you need to be able to distinguish anong "Leave the room ," an

order, "WIIl you leave the roon?," a question, and "You will |eave the
room" a prediction. These are three different speech acts with three
different illocutionary forces, but all contain the sane propositiona
content: that you will leave the ..ERR, COD:1.. and "You will |eave the
room" a prediction. These are three different speech acts with three
different illocutionary forces, but all contain the sane propositiona
content: that you will | eave the room Because the different

illocutionary forces relate the propositional content
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other side of statenents, a word for "action" is not enough and even
words for "object" and "event" wll not be enough. Wiy not? Because the
di squotation criterion for success in achieving fit requires that the
conditions on the world side of the word-to-world fit be specified by
using a syntactical formappropriate for expressing whol e propositions.
In short, you need a word for "fact." You need a word for the
nonlinguistic correlate of the statenent in virtue of which, or because
of which, the statenment is true, and that word nust take syntactic
compl etions appropriate to match statements; they nust have a formlike
"the fact that. . . ," where what follows the "that" is just the
expression of the propositional content of the statement. Facts don't
need statenments in order to exist, but statements need facts in order to
be true. So now in your invented | anguage you have words for "true,"
"statenments,"” and "fact." It would be nice to have a general verb to
describe the relations between them a verb that was neutral about all
the specific forns of statements and the variety of ways in which true
statenents relate to facts. About as general and enpty a verb for this
as you can come up with in English is "correspond ," so it would be
useful to have a word equivalent to this, and you can then state the
definitional relations between these notions by sayi ng sonet hing

equi valent to
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Truth and Correspondence 219 Statenments are true if and only if they
correspond to the facts. | believe that this thought experinent, though
it leaves out many conplexities, describes the situation we are actually

in with our use of the words "true,"” "statenent," and "fact." Summary
and Conclusion | will now draw together the various threads of this
di scussion. | want to sunmmarize the foregoing in a way that will explain

somre of the nethodol ogical features of the earlier chapters. 1. "True"
is the adjective for assessing statenents (as well as, e.g., beliefs,
that |ike statenents have the mnd-to-world or word- to-world direction
of fit). Statenents are assessed as true when they are trustworthy,

i.e., when the way they represent things as being is the way that things
really are. 2. The criterion of reliability is given by disquotation.
This nakes it ook as if "true" is redundant, but it is not. W need a
nmet al i ngui stic predicate for assessing success in achieving the word-
to-world direction of fit, and that termis "true." 3. The assignnent of
"true" to statenments is not arbitrary. In general, statenents are true
in virtue of conditions in the world that are not parts of the
statenent. Statenents are nade true by how things are in the world that
i s independent of the statenent. W need general ternms to nane these
how-t hi ngs-are-in-the- world, and "fact" is one such term Qhers are
"situation" and "state of affairs."” 4. Because statenents determ ne
their own truth conditions and because the term"fact"” refers to that in
virtue of which statenents are true, the canonical way to specify the
fact is the sane as the way to specify the statenment, by stating it.
This specification requires a whole clause; hence, both statenents and
facts are
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220 The Construction of Social Reality specified propositionally, "the
fact that. . ." and "the statenent that . . . ," but facts are not
thereby linguistic in nature. 5. Because the identity of the fact is
dependent on the specific features of the fact being the sane as those
specified by the corresponding statenment and in virtue of which the
corresponding statenent is true, it is false to suppose that the context
"the fact that p" nust preserve identity of reference under substitution
of logically equivalent sentences for p. For further discussion of this
poi nt, see the Appendix to this chapter. 6. \Wat about the substitution
of coreferring expressions? In sone cases, substitution of coreferring
expressi ons can preserve identity of fact. Because Tully was identica
with Cicero, then intuitively , the fact that Tul Iy was an orator is
the very same fact as the fact that Cicero was an orator. Why? Because
exactly the sane state of affairs in the world nmakes each statenent
true, and "fact" is defined as that which nmakes a statenment true. But in
general, substitution of coreferring definite descriptions does not
yield reference to the sanme fact. Intuitively, the fact that Tully was
an orator is a different fact fromthe fact that the man who denounced
Catiline was an orator, even though Tully is the man who denounced
Catiline. Why? Because the latter fact requires that sonmeone have
denounced Catiline for its existence, and the existence of the forner
fact has no such requirenent. 7. Facts are not the sane as true
statenents. There are several ways to denobnstrate this. Here are two.
First it makes sense to speak of facts functioning causally in a way it
does not nake sense to speak of true statements functioning causally.
Second, the relation of a fact to statenents is one-nany since the sane
fact may be stated by different statenents. For exanple, the same fact
is stated by "G cero was an orator" and "Tully was an orator."
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The General Theory of Institutional Facts (Part 1) 81 the italicized
expressions in the previous sentence express institutional concepts, and
the facts reported all presuppose systens of constitutive rules
operating through tinme. To develop the analysis further, let us try to
tell a story about narriage and property anal ogous to the one we told
about noney. Such institutions originate in the sheer physical and
intentional facts involved in cohabitation and physical possession,
respectively . Property begins with the idea that | have got this, it is
m ne. Marriage begins with people sinply living with each other, and in
t he case of monoganous marri age, having a sexual nonopoly on each other
Wiy are we not satisfied with these arrangenents? Wiy is it not enough
that | possess this in the sense that | have physical control over it
and why is it not enough that we just live together? Well, for sone
peopl e and perhaps for sone sinple societies it is enough; but nmany of
us think we are better off if there is a systemof collectively

recogni zed rights, responsibilities, duties , obligations, and powers
added onto--and in the end able to substitute for-brute physical
possessi on and cohabitation. For one thing, we can have a nmuch nore
stabl e system of expectations if we add this deontic apparatus; for
another, we don't have to rely on brute physical force to sustain the
arrangenents; and for a third, we can maintain the arrangenments even in
t he absence of the original physical setup. For exanple, people can
remain married even though they have not |ived with each other foryears,
and they way away fromthem Whatever the advantages and di sadvant ages,
the logically nore prinmtive arrangenments have evol ved into
institutional structures with collectively recognized status-functions.
Just as in the case of noney, we have inposed, by collective
intentionality, new status- functions on things that cannot perform

t hose functions wi thout that collective inposition. However, one sp!
ecial fe ature of these cases is that often the function is inposed by
way of perforning explicit speech acts. In such cases the speech act
itself is an instance of a status-function inposed on a status-function;
and it is ..ERR COD:1.. identical with D ogenes and snow is white)."
("Logi cal equivalence" is a technical term Two statenents are logically
equivalent iff they have the sane truth value in every nodel. On this
definition there exists a semantics for definite descriptions according
to which
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the fact that grass is green. But this result would show that for any
two true statements, the first corresponds to the fact stated by the
second. Any two true statenents can be stuck in for "Snhowis white" and
"Gass is green" to show that any true statenent corresponds to any and
all facts. Therefore the notion of correspondence is enpty and the
correspondence theory of truth has been refuted. What are we to nake of
this argunent? | think it is inplausible and the nost that such an
argument shows is the falsity of its presuppositions . 15 In this case,
it seens to me the nost the argunment could showis the falsity of
assunption 2b,, that logically equival ent sentences can be substituted
salva veritate in contexts such as Step 1. Quite apart fromthis
exanpl e, 2b has counterintuitive consequences . For exanple, according
to 2b, fromthe fact that the statenent that (snow is white) corresponds
to the fact that (snowis white), ..ERR COD: 1.
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226 The Construction of Social Reality conpletely extensional with
respect to substitutability of coreferring expressions for "X' and "Y"
The problemis with the nonextensionalitiy of the expression "the fact
that b." That expression does not preserve saneness of reference under
substitution of |ogically equival ent sentences. But why should it? Wy
shoul d facts about snow be identical with, be the very sane facts as,
facts about Diogenes or anybody el se? Where the fact that snowis white
i s concerned, Diogenes has nothing to do with it. Intuitively the idea
that those two facts are really the sane seens out of the question.
conclude that the slingshot argunment does not refute the correspondence
t heory.
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240 Subj ect Index External realism (coat.) and nornal understandi ng,
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228 Conclusion ing ternms between biology and culture are, not
surprisingly, consciousness and intentionality. Wat is special about
culture is the manifestation of collective intentionality and, in
particular, the collective assignnent of functions to phenonmena where
the function cannot be perforned solely in virtue of the sheer physical
features of the phenonena. Fromdollar bills to cathedrals, and from
football ganes to nation-states, we are constantly encountering new
social facts where the facts exceed the physical features of the
underlying physical reality. However, though there is a continuum from
the chem stry of neurotransmtters such as seretonin and norepi nephrine
to the content of such nental states as believing that Proust is a
better novelist than Bal zac, nental states are distinguished from other
physi cal phenonena ire that they are either conscious or potentially so.
Where there is no accessibility to consciousness, at |east in principle,
there are no nental states. Simlarly, though there is a continuity in
col l ective behavior between lions attacking a hyena and the Suprene
Court making a constitutional decision, institutional structures have a
speci al feature, nanely, synbolism The biological capacity to make
somet hi ng synbol i ze-or nmean, or express-sonethi ng beyond itself is the
basic capacity that underlies not only |anguage but all other forns of
institutional reality as well. Language is itself an institutiona
structure because it involves the inposition of a special kind of
function on brute physical entities that have no natural relation to
that function. Certain sorts of sounds or marks count as words and
sentences, and certain sorts of utterances count as speech acts. The
agentive function is that of representin& in one or other of the
possi bl e speech act nodes, objects and states of affairs in the world.
Agents who can do this collectively have the fundanental precondition of
all other institutional structures: Money, property, marriage,! governm
ent , and universities all exist by forns of human agreenent that
essentially involve the capacity to synboli ze.
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in the Philosophy 6 f Mnd, especially chap. 6. 6. | discuss sone of
these in John R Searle, "Collective Intentions and Actions,"” in
Intentions in Communi cation, P. Cohen, J. Mdrgan , and M E. Poll ack,
eds. Canbridge, Mass.: Bradford Books, MT Press, 1990). 7. 1 do not

W sh to suggest that ny views are uncontroversial or unchall enged .
There arc several other powerful conceptions of collective
intentionality. See especially M Glbert, On Social Facts (London:
Rout | edge, _1989); M Bratman, "Shared Cooperative Activity ,"

Phi | osophi cal Review 101, no. 2 (1992), 327-41; and R Tuonela and K
MIller, "We-intentions," Philosophical Studies 53 (1988), 367-89. 8.
Searl e, Speech Acts. 9. Arelated distinction was introduced by J.

Raw s, "Two Concepts of Rules," Philosophical Review 64 (1955). 10.
E.g., Anthony G ddens, The Constitution of Society: Qutline of the
Theory of Structuration (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1984), pp. 19ff. Chapter 2. Creating Institutional Facts 1. John R
Searl e, Expression and Meaning: Studies in the Theory of .Speech Acts
(Canbridge and New York: Canbridge University Press, 1979), chap. 1. 2.
| attenpt to explain the relationship between the individual conmponent
and the collective conponent of collective intentionality ..ERR, COD: 3..
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Endnot es Endnotes 231 More recently, E. O WIson wites, "Tool using
occurs sporadically anong the species of higher primates, nostly to a
degree no greater than in other vertebrate groups. However the

chi npanzee has a repertory so rich and sophisticated that the species
stands qualitatively above all other animals and well up the scale
toward nan." Soci obi ol ogy: The New Synt hesis (Canbridge, Mass.: Harvard
Uni versity Press, 1975), p. 73. 4. Werner Kummer, Prinmate Societies
(Chi cago: Aldine, 1971), p. 118. 5. This situation, by the way, stil
exists with British currency. On the British twenty pound note it says,
"l promise to pay the bearer on demand the sum of twenty pounds.” It is
signed by the chief cashier of the Bank of England. 6. | will use the
expressions "X term" "Yterm" and "Cternt to refer indifferently
either to the actual entities that are the values of these three

vari ables or to the verbal expressions that we substitute for the

expressions "X, " "Y," and "C." | realize that there is always a danger
of a use-nention confusion, but | believe the context will make it clear
whether | amreferring to an expression or to an entity referred to by
that expression. In cases where there mght be a confusion, |I wll make
the distinction explicit by using, for exanple, the distinction between
"the X expression” and "the X elenent." The first of these will refer to
an expression; the second will refer to an actual entity. Chapter 3.

Language and Social Reality 1. Donald M Broom The Biol ogy of Behavior:
Mechani snms, Functions and Applications (Canbridge: Canbridge University
Press, 1981), p. 196-197 Chapter 4: The General Theory of Institutional
Facts Part |: lteration, Interaction, and Logical Structure 1. For
extended further discussion see John R Searle, Speech Acts: An Essay in
t he Phil osophy of Language (Canbridge: Canbridge
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Endnotes 233 3. Quoted by N Goodman, OfF M nd and O her Matters
(Canbridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1984), p. 36. 4. H R
Maturana, F. J. Varela, Autopoiesis and Cognition, The Realization of
the Living (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1980). 5. Terry Wnograd, "Three
Responses to Situation Theory," Center for the Study of Language and

I nformati on, Report No. CSLI-87- 106, 1987, and Terry Wnograd and
Fernando Fl ores, Understandi ng Conputers and Cognition (Norewood, N. J.:
Abl ex, 1986), chap. 5. 6. G Levine, "Looking for the Real: Epistenol ogy
in Science and Culture,” in G Levine, ed., Realismand Representation
Essays on the Problemof Realismin Relation to Science, Literature and
Culture , (Madison: University of Wsconsin Press, 1993), p. 13. 7. J.

Derrida, Limted Inc. (Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press,
1988), p. 136. 8. Putnam Realismw th a Human Face, p. 96ff. H Putnam
The Many Faces of Realism (LaSalle, Ill.: Open Court, 1987), p. 18ff. 9.

N. Goodman, OF M nd and Ot her Matters, p. 36. 10. Putnam Reason, Truth
and Hi story (Canbridge: Canbridge University Press, 1981), p. xi. The
phrase is repeated in The Many Faces of Realism p. 1. 11. Ludw g
Wttgenstein, Philosophical |nvestigations, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1953), part. 1, para. 464 (ny translation). 12. 1 apol ogize for the
brevity of this discussion. | have discussed these sane issues in
greater detail in chap. 2 of Intentionality. For the best argument

agai nst the sense datumtheory, see J. L. Austin, Sense and Sensibilia
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1962). 13. Ludwi g Wttgenstein,
Tract at us Logi co- Phi |l osophi cus (London: Routl edge and Kegan Paul , 1922).
Chapter 8. Does the Real Wrld Exist? Part IL Could There Be a Proof of
External Realisn? 1. Putnam attacking realism describes it as the view
that "Truth is supposed to be radically nonepisternic."” Meaning and the
Mor al
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234 Endnotes Sciences, London: Routl edge & Kegan Paul, 1978, p. 125.
But realismis the claimthat reality is radically nonepistenmic. And if
it should turn out that the concept of "truth" is not radically

nonepi stem c, then we should sinply have to get another concept that
was, for we need a nonepistemc termto describe the correspondence

bet ween our statenments and the radically non- epistemc real world.
Chapter 9. Truth and Correspondence 1. t have to say "in general”
because, for exanple, sone statenments are self-referential, e.g., "This
sentence is in English." 2. It is related to, but not the sanme as,
Tarski's Convention T. See Alfred Tarski, "Der Wahrheitsbegriff in den
formalisierten Sprachen,” Studia Phil osophica (1935) 261-405; transl ated
as "The Concept of Truth in Fornmalized Languages" in Al fred Tarski,
Logi c, Semantics, Metamathematics (Oxford: O arendon Press, 1956). 3. J.
L. Austin, "Truth," and P. F. Strawson, "Truth," Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 34 (1950). Reprinted in Pitcher, ed., Truth
(Englewood diffs: N J.: Prentice Hall, 1964). 4. Strawson, in Pitcher
Truth, p. 32. 5. Ibid., p. 40, italics in the original. 6. Ludw g
Wttgenstein, Tractatus Logi co-Phil osophi cus (London: Routl edge and
Kegan Paul, 1922). 7. Strawson, in Pitcher, Truth, p. 38. 8. Op. cit.,
p. 41 9. "What is a fact? A fact is a thought that is true." Gottlob
Frege, "The Thought," in. P. F. Strawson, ed., Philosophical Logic
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 35. 10. Strawson, in
Pitcher, Truth, p. 38. 11. Such statenents can no doubt be paraphrased
in ways that do not nmention facts, but that is beside the point. The
point here is ..ERR COD: 1.



Back Matter Page 6

Endnotes 235 that they nake sense in a way that attributing causa

powers to statements does not. 12. For exanples of these views, see F.

P. Ransey, "Facts and Propositions ," Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Soci ety supp. vol. 7 (1927), reprinted in Pitcher, ed., Truth; P

Horwi ch, Truth (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), and WV O Quine,

Pursuit of Truth, rev. ed. (Canbridge, Mass.:. Harvard University Press,
1992). 13. For nore on this distinction, see J. R Searle,
Intentionality (Canmbridge and New York: Canbridge University Press,
1983), p. 13. 14. Here is the entire argunent as stated by Davidson: The
principles are these: if a statement corresponds to the fact described
by an expression of the form'the fact that p', then it corresponds to
the fact described by 'the fact that ' provided either (1) the
sentences that replace 'p' and 'q" are logically equivalent, or (2)
differs from'q only in that a singular term has been replaced by a
coextensive singular term The confirm ng argunent is this. Let's'
abbrevi ate sonme true sentence. Then surely the statenent that s
corresponds to the fact that t, where 's' and 't' are any true
sentences. Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation (Oxford: C arendon
Press, 1984), p. 42. 15. There are a nunber of criticisnms of the
slingshot argunment. | believe the one closest in spirit to mneis in J.
Barwi se and J. Perry, Situations and Attitudes (Canbridge, Mass.: MT
Press, 1983).

p
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is no opposition between culture and biology; culture is the formthat

bi ol ogy takes. There could not be an opposition between culture and

bi ol ogy, because if there were, biology would always win. Different
cultures are different forns that an underlying biol ogi cal substructure
can be manifested in. But if that is right, then there ought to be a
nmore or | ess continuous story that goes from an ontol ogy of biology to
an ontol ogy that includes cultural and institutional forms; there should
not be any radical break. The thesis | have been arguing is that there
is no radical break. The connect- 22
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Endnotes Chapter 1. The Building Blocks of Social Reality 1. J. R
Searle, "What |Is a Speech Act," in Black, Max ed. Philosophy in Anerica
(Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, London: Allen N. Unwin, 1965);
and J. R Searle, Speech Acts, An essay in the Philosophy of Language,
(New York: Canbridge University Press, 1969) The notion of "brute fact”
inthis sense is due to GE M Ansconbe, "On Brute Facts,"” Analysis 18,
no. 3 (1958). 2. For an argument for the last two clains, i.e., that the
notion of deep unconscious rule followi ng is incoherent and that
conputation is observer-relative, see John R Searle, The Redi scovery of
the M nd (Canbridge, Mass., London: MT Press, 1992), chaps. 7 and 9,
respectively. 3. L. Wight, "Functions" in The Phil osophi cal Review 82,
no. 2 (April 1973), 137-68. See also P. Achinstein, "Functional

Expl anation” in The Nature of Explanation (New York: Oxford University
Press 1983), pp. 263-90. 229
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232 Endnotes University Press, 1969), and John R Searle, Expression and
Meaning . Studies in the Theory of Speech Acts (Canbridge: Canbridge

Uni versity Press, 1979). Chapter 6. Background Abilities and the

Expl anati on of Soci al Phenonmena 1. N. Chomsky, Refl ections on Language
(New York: Pantheon, 1975). 2. J. A Fodor, The Language of Thought (New
York: Crowell, 1975). 3. For further discussion, see John R Searle, The
Redi scovery of the M nd, (Canbridge, Mass.: MT Press, Canbridge MA and
London , 1992), chap. 7. 4. John R Searle, Intentionality., An Essay in
t he Phil osophy of M nd (New York: Canbridge University Press, 1983), and
op. cit. supra. 5. Searle, The Rediscovery of the Mnd, chap. 7. 6. The
exanple, | believe, is originally due to Robyn Carston, "Inplicature
Explicature and Truth-Theoretic Semantics,” in S. Davis, ed.

Pragmatics: A Reader (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), pp. 33-51.
7. Ludwi g Wttgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (Oxford: Basi

Bl ackwel |, 1953), part 11, sec. xi. 8. Ilbid., part 1, para. 201. 9.
Ibid., Part 1, para. 324ff and passim 10. Daniel Dennett, The
Intentional Stance (Canbridge, Mass.: MT Press, 1987). Chapter 7. Does
the Real World Exist? Part |: Attacks on Realism 1. An exanple of a
real i st phil osopher who rejects the correspondence theory is Peter
Strawson. See his "Truth" Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,

suppl enentary volunme 24 (1950). 2. H Putnam RealismWth a Human Face
(Canbridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1990), p. 23.
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Concl usion One way to taxonony is no sinple task because several

di fferent and crisscrossing distinctions need to be recognized. Wth
some hesitation, | provide a sinplified version of the hierarchica
relations between the different types of fact in Figure 5.1. CQur
original distinction between brute and institutional facts Figure 5.1

Hi erarchi cal Taxonony of (Certain Types of) Facts Facts Brute Physical
Facts ------ > (There is snow on M. Everest) Intentional (I want a drink
of water) Mental Facts (I amin pain) Singular (I want a drink of water)
Noni ntentional (I amin pain) Collective=Social Facts (The hyenas are
hunting a lion) Assignment of Function" (The heart functions to punp

bl ood) Nonagentive Functions (The heart functions to punp bl ood) All

O hers (The hyenas are hunting a lion) Agentive Functions (This is
screwdriver) Casual Agentive Functions (This is a screwdriver) Status
Functions=lInstitutional Facts (This is noney) Linguistic (That is a
prom se) Nonlinguistic (This is noney) Functions are always ultimately
assigned to brute phenonmena, hence the line fromthe Assignnment of
Function to Brute Physical Facts.
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Conclusion One way to get at the underlying thrust of what | have been
arguing in this book is this: On ny view the traditional opposition that
we tend to nake between biology and culture is as misqguided as the
traditional opposition between body and m nd. Just as nental states are
hi gher-1evel features of our nervous system and consequently there is
no opposition between the nental and the physical , the nental is sinply
a set of physical features of the brain at a higher |evel of description
than that of neurons; so there is no opposition between culture and

bi ol ogy; culture is the formthat biology takes. There could not be an
opposition between culture and bi ol ogy, because if there were, biology
woul d always win. Different cultures are different forns that an
under | yi ng bi ol ogi cal substructure can be manifested in. But if that is
right, then there ought to be a nore or |ess continuous story that goes
froman ontol ogy of biology to an ontol ogy that includes cultural and
institutional fornms; there should not be any radical break. The thesis I
have been arguing is that there is no radical break. The connect- 227
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in the Philosophy 6 f Mnd, especially chap. 6. 6. | discuss sone of
these in John R Searle, "Collective Intentions and Actions,"” in
Intentions in Communi cation, P. Cohen, J. Mdrgan , and M E. Poll ack,
eds. Canbridge, Mass.: Bradford Books, MT Press, 1990). 7. 1 do not
W sh to suggest that ny views are uncontroversial or unchall enged .
There arc several other powerful conceptions of collective
intentionality. See especially M Glbert, On Social Facts (London:
Rout | edge, _1989); M Bratman, "Shared Cooperative Activity ,"

Phi | osophi cal Review 101, no. 2 (1992), 327-41; and R Tuonela and K
MIller, "We-intentions," Philosophical Studies 53 (1988), 367-89. 8.
Searl e, Speech Acts. 9. Arelated distinction was introduced by J.
Raw s, "Two Concepts of Rules," Philosophical Review 64 (1955). 10.
E.g., Anthony G ddens, The Constitution of Society: Qutline of the
Theory of Structuration (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1984), pp. 19ff. Chapter 2. Creating Institutional Facts 1. John R
Searl e, Expression and Meaning: Studies in the Theory of .Speech Acts
(Canbridge and New York: Canbridge University Press, 1979), chap. 1. 2.
| attenpt to explain the relationship between the individual conmponent
and the collective conponent of collective intentionality in John R
Searle, "Collective Intentions and Actions,"” in Intentions in

Communi cation, P. ..ERR COD: 3..
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Introduction xiii idea that there is a real world i ndependent of our
t hought and tal k, and to defending the correspondence conception of
truth, the idea that our true statenents are typically made true by how
things are in the real world that exists independently of the statenents
I think that realismand a correspondence conception are essenti al
presuppositions of any sane phil osophy, not to nmention of any science,
and I wanted to nake clear sonme of ny reasons for thinking so. But what
was originally intended as fairly short introductory material devel oped
alife of its own, as is usually the case with such | arge phil osophica
guestions. When the first chapter grewto three |I decided to nove all of
this material to the back of the book, lest it overbal ance ny main
argunment. Chapters 7 and 8 are discussions of realism Chapter 9 is a
def ense of a version of the correspondence conception of truth.
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Creating Institutional Facts 47 tuses that can be assigned by the Y
term therefore, are seriously limted by the possibilities of having
functions where the perfornmance of the function contains an el enment that
can be guaranteed sinply by collective agreenent or acceptance. This is,
per haps, the npbst nysterious feature of institutional facts, and | wll
have a good deal to say about it later. THIRD, the process of the
creation of institutional facts nmay proceed w thout the participants
bei ng conscious that it is happening according to this form The

evol ution may be such that the participants think, e.g., "l can exchange
this for gold,” "This is valuable,"” or even sinply "This is noney." They
need not think, "W are collectively inposing a value on sonething that
we do not regard as val uabl e because the relation of the X and Y terns
in the structure where we sinply count X things as Y things. In our

t oughest netaphysi cal npbods we want to ask "But is an X really a Y?" For
exanpl e, are these bits of paper really noney? Is this piece of |and
really sonmebody's private property ? Is naking certain noises in a
cerenmony really getting married ? Even, is making noi ses through the
nmouth really making a statenent or a pronise? Surely when you get down
to brass tacks, these are not real facts. We do not have this sense of

gi ddi ness where the agentive function is perfornmed entirely in virtue of
physi cal features. Thus, we do not have any netaphysical doubts about
whether or not this is really a screwdriver, or this is really a car,
because the sheer physical features of the objects in question enable
themto function as screwdrivers or cars. At this point I amsinply
describing the structure whereby institutional reality actually works in
real human societies. Because this step is crucial for ny argument, |
will go through it slowy, using the exanple of U S. paper noney; and
since | hope to be able to generalize certain features of the in the
United States and Europe . We ofte! n hear h ow dreadful contenporary
intellectual life is, but | have to say frommy own experience that one
of the great pleasures of the present era is that one can go just about
anywhere in the world and |l ecture, in English, to audiences that are
synpathetic, intelligent, helpful and sophisticated in analytic

phi l osophy . | cannot exaggerate the extent to which | have benefited
fromthe coments of students, friends, colleagues, and total strangers.
| really can't thank all of the people who nmade hel pful comments, sinply
because | do not renenber all of them Anbng those | do renenber, | am
especially grateful to Pierre Bourdi eu, Herman Capel |l en, Hubert Dreyfus,
G | bert Har man,
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Xii Introduction these particles are organi zed into systens that are
consci ous biol ogical beasts, such as oursel ves? Because these questions
concern what might be thought of as problens in the foundations of the
soci al sciences, one m ght suppose that they woul d have been addressed
and solved already in the various social sciences, and in particular by
the great founders of the social sciences in the nineteenth century and
the early parts of the twentieth century. | amcertainly no expert on
this literature, but as far as | can tell, the questions | am addressing
in this book have not been satisfactorily answered in the soci al
sciences. W are much in debt to the great phil osopher- sociol ogists of
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries-one thinks especially of
Weber, Sinmmel, and Durkhei mbut from such acquai ntance with their works
as | have, it seens to nme that they were not in a position to answer the
guestions that puzzle nme, because they did not have the necessary tools.
That is, through no fault of their own, they |acked an adequate theory
of speech acts, of performatives, of intentionality, of collective
intentionality , of rule-governed behavior, etc. This book is an attenpt
to answer a set of traditional questions using resources that | and

ot hers have devel oped whil e working on other rel ated questions. A word
about the organization of the book. The main argunment is in the first
hal f, Chapters 1 through 5. In these chapters | attenpt to develop a
general theory of the ontology of social facts and social institutions.
The main question is, How do we construct an objective social reality?
apol ogi ze for a certain anmount of repetition in these chapters, but in
the nature of the case | was forced to go over and over the sane ground
totry to make sure | was getting it right. In Chapter 6 | try to |ocate
the explanatory force of the constitutive rules of human instititions,
given the puzzling fact that the agents in question are typically
unconsci ous of the! rules. To do that | have to explain nmy notion of the
"Background " of nonconsci ous nonrepresentational capacities and
abilities that enable us to cope with the world. In early drafts of the
book | devoted an initial chapter to defending realism the
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x Acknow edgnment s Robert Harni sh, Ml eana |saacs, Saul Kripke, Francois
Recanati, David Sosa, and Charles Spinosa. For exceptional hospitality
during the course of witing this book, | amgrateful to Ann and Gordon
Cetty and Drue Heinz. Thanks are al so due to the entire passenger |ist
of the M dnight Saga and the Rosenkavalier for putting up so graciously
with ny relentl ess pounding on the conmputer. Special thanks to ny
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way, fromthe earliest formulation of the basic ideas to the final
preparation of the index. As always ny greatest debts are to ny wfe,
Dagmar Searle, to whomthis book is dedicated.
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Introduction We live in exactly one world, not two or three or

seventeen. As far as we currently know, the nost fundanental features of
that world are as described by physics, chem stry, and the other natural
sci ences. But the existence of phenomena that are not in any obvi ous way
physi cal or chemi cal gives rise to puzzlenent. How, for exanple, can
there be states of consciousness or meani ngful speech acts as parts of

t he physical world? Many of the phil osophical problens that nopst

interest me have to do with how the various parts of the world relate to
each ot her-how does it all hang together?-and nuch of ny work in

phi | osophy has been addressed to these questions. The theory of speech
acts is in part an attenpt to answer the question, How does a nental
reality, a world of consciousness, intentionality, and other nental
phenonena, fit into a world consisting entirely of physical particles in
fields of force? This book extends the investigation to social reality:
How can there be an objective world of noney, property, marriage,
governments, el ections, football ganes, cocktail parties and | aw courts
in awrld that consists entirely of physical particles in fields of
force, and in which sone of
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PHI LOSOPHY I n The Construciton of Social Reality, em nent phil osopher
John Searl e exam nes the structure of social reality (or those portions
of the world that are facts only by human agreenent, such as noney,
marriage, property, and government), and contrasts it to a brute reality
that is independent of human agreenent. Searle shows that brute reality
provi des the indisputable foundation for all social reality, and that

social reality, while very real, is maintained by nothing nore than
custom and habit. PRAI SE FOR THE CONSTRUCTI ON OF SOCI AL REALITY
"Bursting with plain and necessary right-headedness . . . Al this is

explained with Searle's customary clarity and strai ghtforwardness. The
prose is spiky and sinple. No stone is |left unkicked. Polem cal arrows
thud into soft targets." -THE NEW REPUBLI C "Phil osophy at its best,
however, still | abors to get our thinking back into relationship with
reality or "being,' and M. Searle's book is a worthy contribution to
this inmpor- tant endeavor." F Fp THE FREE PRESS - THE WASHI NGTON TI MES
JOHN R SEARLE -is the MIls Professor of Philosophy at the University
of California, Berkeley. Among his books are Speech Acts, Evpression and
Meani ng, The Canpus War IntentionalityY, The Rediscovery of the Mnd, and
M nds, Brains and Sci ence, based on his acclained series of Reith
Lectures. ©1991 Sinon & Schuster Inc. Distributed by Sinon & Schuster
Inc. ~~1~1I~l.fllll Cover painting:Henri Matisse. Dance (First Version),
Paris (1909), courtesy of the Miuseum of Mbdern Art. New York. Gft of

Nel son A. Rockefeller in Honor of Alfred H Barr. Jr. Author photograph
by Ann Sel ders 01970000
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Introduction We live in exactly one world, not two or three or
seventeen. As far as we currently know, the nost fundanental features of
that world are as described by physics, chem stry, and the other natural
sci ences. But the existence of phenomena that are not in any obvi ous way
physi cal or chemi cal gives rise to puzzlenent. How, for exanple, can
there be states of consciousness or meani ngful speech acts as parts of

t he physical world? Many of the phil osophical problens that nopst

interest me have to do with how the various parts of the world relate to
each ot her-how does it all hang together?-and nuch of ny work in

phi | osophy has been addressed to these questions. The theory of speech
acts is in part an attenpt to answer the question, How do we get from

t he physics of utterances to meani ngful speech acts perforned by
speakers and witers? The theory of the mind | have attenpted to devel op
isin large part an attenpt to answer the question, How does a nental
reality, a world of consciousness, intentionality, and other nental
phenonena, fit into a world consisting entirely of physical particles in
fields of force? This book extends the investigation to social reality:
How can there be an objective world of noney, property, marriage,
governments, el ections, football ganes, cocktail parties and | aw courts
in awrld that consists entirely of physical particles in fields of
force, and in which sone of
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