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INTRODUCTION

1. Social ontology: a short history? While the work of Searle is gen-
erally considered the starting point for any distms of social ontology
today, yet | would argue that we should approaehissue from another
angle, and that we should retrace the origins oh suconcept in order to
gain a different, and possibly more interestingsspective. As Paolo Di
Lucia has pointed out, “both the expression ‘soortblogy’ and the no-
tion of a ‘systematic ontology of social data [egystematische Ontologie
der soziale Gegenheit] appeared in a 1910 mantidwyiReinach’'s mas-
ter, Edmund Husserl, [1859-1938]Di Lucia highlights Reinach’s three
major contributions to social ontology: his theoifysocial acts, that of ju-
ridical objects, and the theory afpriori truths which bind social acts to
their products, i.e. juridical objeéts

If we look further back, we shall see that the delman the problematic
relationship between philosophy and psychologyctvhiook place in the
period from Brentano to Frege, helped lay the fatiots for a renewed
metaphysics and, consequently, for social ontoldgwas within such a
period and context that Alexius Meinong carried bist philosophical re-
search. Meinong redefined the relationship betwam@nlogy and the sci-
ence of knowledge by integrating his theory of otgenith the concept of
the nonexistent object and that of the impossibjea.

For Meinong, the object derives from experience iandot bound by
the law of non-contradiction, nor by that of comgibgity. Indifferent to
being or beyond being, the thinkable object is kabhl through language;
language which turns a merely gnoseological rafaio an ontological
affirmation. Thus, traditional ontology comes tocempass intentional
psychic expressions which find their reference imithis same dimension.
Furthermore, even those objects which are saidetmdn-existent must

" The first paragraph has been written by C. Stanitet second by E. Fadda, and
the last by A. Givigliano. All the paragraphs, heee have been discussed to-
gether, so that this text has to be considereti@®ag by all of us.

L E. HusserlSoziale Ontologie und deskriptive Soziologie, 1910.

2 P, Di Lucia, “A objecto actus recipit speciem”, ® Lafredini (ed.)A priori
materiale. Uno studio fenomenologico. Milano: Guerini e Associati, 2006, pp. 169-
181.
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have their own specific properties: “tBesein of an Object is not affected
by its Nichtsein.”® Meinong concludes that “the totality of what esjsn-
cluding what has existed and will exist, is infatjt small in comparison
with the totality of the Objects of knowledgé Similarly, he argues that
neither the science of the real, nor the sciencbedfig, no matter how
universal, can be considered the science of objeatsexcellence: “the
sciences of being in general, including the onectviias to do generally
with whatever is actual, are inadequate to the tdsthe science of Ob-
jects.”® In effect, Meinong aims at defining a condition ©bjectivity
which encompasses both cognition and representation

Charles Sanders Peirce revises the notion of apdlrough his theo-
ries of signs. For Peirce, knowledge is the proadictigns which are de-
termined by the objects to which they refer andHhgyinterpretation of the
sign/object relation our thought produces.

A sign is such, whether it is “of the nature ofignfficant quality, or
something that once uttered is gone forever, oeraturing pattern, like
our sole definite article; whether it professestand for a possibility, for a
single thing or event, or for a type of things étraths; whether it is con-
nected with the thing, be it truth or fiction, thatepresents, by imitating
it, or by being an effect of its object, or by angention or habit; whether
it appeals merely to feeling, like a tone of voioeto action, or to thought;
whether it makes its appeal by sympathy, by emghasiby familiarity;
whether it is a single word, or a sentence, oridGn’s Decline and Fall;
whether it is interrogatory, imperative, or assestavhether it is of the na-
ture of a jest, or is sealed and attested, orgrei®n artistic forcé”

Both Meinong’s and Peirce’s positions, also giveese two philoso-
phers’ interest in language, evidence how socitilogy originates, and is
deeply rooted, in the profound transformations Wtatfected metaphysics
between the Nineteenth and Twentieth centuries.

2. Some issues under debate. Searle’s theory becomes more and more
known worldwide, and it is doubtless the mainstréheory of social on-
tology (at least in the post-analytical traditioayen if actual research in
this domain is engaged in critic confrontation witthposing at issue some

3 A. Meinong, “On The Theory of Objects” iRealism and the Background of
Phenomenology, ed. by R.M. Chisolm, trans. by I. Levi, D.B. TeirR.M. Chi-
solm. Glencoe: Free Press, 1960, p. 82.

* |bidem, p. 79.

5 Ibidem, p. 88.

6 C.S. Peirce, “Pragmatism”, MS 318, 1907, Tihe Essential Peirce 2 (1893-
1913). Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998, @34
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of its main concepts. Searle’s approach continaeshépe the debate, but
his construction is more and more sharply dissedteth in its details and
in its general assumptions. Furthermore, new pets@s, not rooted in
analytical tradition, are taking place, so that aoly alternative answers,
but alternative questions are arising. Our volutearty shows this situa-
tion, namely for two basic issues of social ontgtdiystly, the relation to
Rights and Politics, and then the role of language.

Rights and Politics are another frontier for thisdk of study, and
scholars are now trying to sketch a general accotippwer, norms and
law, but also to apply social ontology’s principlessingle case studies,
comparing their approach with the traditional orta#, also with, for ex-
ample, Foucault’s idea of power, Lakoff's neuropicdi, etc.

Concerning language, we can say that Searle’s yh&fosocial ontol-
ogy springs from the connection of his former refiltens on language with
his philosophy of mind (and above all, his ideanténtionality), and the
link between intentionality and language is theyvesre of his approach.
The idea of performatives as creating reality, eathan simply stating it,
has evolved in a conception of Declarations as simgpstatus functions.
Language has beaieconstructed and reassembled in its components, in
order to trace a path from simple intentionalitystial reality. An alter-
native view, as is well known, has been presenteMaurizio Ferrari§
taking its start from Derrida’s conceptions aba@utguage and writing. But
it's not the only one which has the right to existe: what if, for instance,
we try to apply to these problems the inheritarafethe semiotic thought,
both in Saussurean and Peircean traditions? Wdimdll on one hand, the
(Saussurean) issue of the relations between thtyaaf language and the
different idioms which instantiate it, and on thiaey hand the necessity
(shared by every form of semiotic approach) of wenall institutions as
primarily systems of signs, allowing both commutima and cognition
and constituting human environment even more thanréalm ofbrute
facts.

3. Some challenges. Concluding these introductory remarks, are we
able to delineate some issues that represent whahink the next devel-
opment of these really core problems could be? Wiedto propose three
possible routes.

Firstly, the necessity to account for but not tegate the object of So-
cial Ontology only inside an analysis of Languagevhich Social Objects

"The contemporary debate on the last version danifesto del nuovo realismo,
is only partially mirrored in this volume, for chrological reasons.
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arise and by which they are described and put uddleate. The analysis
and discussion on language theory, time by timguiestion (so not neces-
sarily always the same), must be put together withe logical and the
epistemological fields from which each single lirgiec position comes.

In this way we can account for tlebjects in the social space and in
each social field by a complex point of view thaedn'’t identify Ontology
as being distinguished from the process itselfrefitting and describing
realities; a process in which the researcher is not a simbserver, and
that isn’t only a linguistic process, but also @istemological and logical
one.

Secondly and directly connected with the formempadihe necessity
not to considerer Social Sciences (from Law stutiieSociology, from
Political Analysis to Historical and widely Philgsuical instances) merely
as derived products of the reflections about lagguahese sciences give,
and at the same time are, possibilities and cdnsiréo Language Theo-
ries according to the instance thmedl subjects live the social spaces that
are objectified by Social Ontology: subjects thavénto be considered as
social relational objects themselves.

Social Sciences and Language Theories are difféa@guages them-
selves which, working together, let the social egaewhen the subjects
put it as a problem, giving it the form of a reglit

Thirdly, resuming the first two issues and synttiagj them we can put
under debate the number of realities in questiath tArir natures them-
selves. Is it correct to speakraflity, world andnature as the same thing
inside an ontology of any type? If we state a défeee amongprute facts,
social facts, x fact, etc., inside an Ontology that postulates only one world
we make a fragmentation of the Ontology itself ip@rticular different
ontologies.

Is it possible that the only reason to assume tt#frent kinds obb-
jects as connected among them, is the principle ofdhasion itself (fal-
ling into a circularity)? If there is only one wdrlthere also has to be only
one ontology, considered as the set of the obgdfsat world. If it seems
S0 problematic, is it possible to distinguisture, world andreality?

One proposal to discuss for the present and fusuie@ consider single
realities in a sort of tension-relation with thendoas a product of the in-
teraction among subjects and nature. In this wayoitld be possible to
describe each discipline as a single languageiriguistic game as we
would rather say), as a single real dimension efwbrld itself, in order to
give a complex and dynamic description and analyk(svhat we call) the
tension among language theories, epistemologicahent, logical con-
straints and social sciences’ constructions.
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OUTLINE FOR A SOCIAL ONTOLOGY:
A SKETCH AND AN ANALYSIS

ALEREDOGIVIGLIANO ~

The infinite bustle of Nature of a summer’s noon,
or her infinite silence of a summer’s night,
gives utterance to no dogma.

They do not say to us even with a seer’s assurance,

that this or that law is immutable

and so ever and only can the universe exist.
But they are the indifferent occasion
for all things and the annulment of all laws

—H.D. Thoreau, April 19, 1840

there are, besides, raggues
and especially, reglossibilities
—C.S. Peirce, 1905

0. Walking toward the wood

In this paper we present a modebkotial ontologythrough three steps.
The first one is a comparison with J.R. Searle&aglorsocial ontology
The second is a sketch of an outline docial ontologyaccording to ae-
lational processual complex approadhn the third we present some con-
sequences of the comparison of our approach anteSdaeory.

We can think about whaocial is and how it rises, emerges and/or is
made in a plurality of different ways; ways thatr&times overlap each
other, sometimes are strictly distinguished, someti shade off one an-
other. According to the specific scientific andfailosophical fields in
which we move, we also have many different thecattand/or heuristic
and/or methodological instruments to account farideas of social real-
ity. The third consideration is that we can nevecliede taking care of a
comparison with the dimension of common senseigmthtought task.

We can find theaeasonand themotive the causeand thebecauseof

" University of Calabria, alfredo.givigliano@gmadr
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this in our (social) position and its (social) &efory in, through, and ac-
cording to the (social) space: in the dynamic pseuality that lets us see
in which way these positions are in tension with fields that they con-
tribute to, construct, and modify, and by which ffasitions are also co-
constructed and modified.

We consider SocialPosition as the set of Sociallhegnthat describes
and makes the SocialSubject himself in his beingension with Social-
Structures by, through, and according to SocialiRela: designing a
complex and processual tension.

1. A comparison with J.R. Searle

J.R. Searle has an idea of what oeial is according to a point of
view that involves common sense. A common sensemudtiematized or
analysed in a philosophical or sociological wayt A&iccommon sense he
uses looking what there is around him, when heslityeand then trying to
explain what he lives in the terms of what he In@dtetically constructed,
as well as a presupposition and as a justificasfdh He describes what is
the social reality and in which way it is constructed/made, startirgnf
the positions of the philosophers that want touslhow we have to think
and use the concepts: in a way that is the riglyt wa

We can identify two points to discuss as conseceen( this first de-
scription.

1.1 The first point regards some considerations abletrelation
among Philosophy and sciences, in particular Piyilbg and Sociology.
According to us it is impossible to speak absaotial ontologyoutside a
perspective that is together philosophically ancicddogically based; obvi-
ously we can do it, but it's not the right way tocaunt for it. Someone
who speaks abougocial ontologycan’t avoid presenting his description
inside a framework that declines sociological theraed objects (in a so-
ciological way) as well as philosophical ones (in its proper eyl It

! Probably this is thdabitus of every philosopher. What we'd like to underline
here in Searle’s thought is the absence, accotding, of the tension amouigubt
andbeliefsfollowing Peirce’s analysis of methods. Cfr. Pejrt878.

2 That is not a pure social statistic way.

3 Here we present a perspective sociologically aribgophically based according
to oursocial trajectoryin thefield of Science and Philosophy. Of course it is pos-
sible, it is necessary, to do the same thing uimdeg and presenting the way in
which otherSocial Scienceand Philosophy shade off one another, in a differe
respect to Searle who works only in a Philosophianfijuagelfis own philosophy
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would be like speaking about the philosophical disien of Physics
without taking care of what physical objects argde the fields of Phys-
ics itself. This separation and fragmentation aémiific disciplines and
philosophical perspectives and analysis isn't dblelesign the dynamic
and complex process regarding knowledge and iteldpmnent about the
social (and itsontology), except if we are in search of a mere interpictat
in spite of an account of the process itself. Thie of interpretation is the
dark side of the semiotic thought. An interpretatmompletely divided
from a process of construction xfal realitie$, that isn't able to account
of the process of the objectification of the ohifeed; an interpretation
completely imposed by the outside without any emselation with the
object to interpret: an interpretation that becoar@mposition of sense.

According to this description we can remember trst part of the an-
swer given by P. Bourdieu to L.J.D. Wacquant touastjon concerning
language

Yes. | have spent my entire life fighting arbitrdrgundaries that are pure
products of academic reproduction and have noexpibgical foundation
whatsoever, between sociology and anthropologyiokmyy and history,
sociology and linguistics, the sociology of art ahd sociology of educa-
tion, the sociology of sport and the sociology ofitics etc. Here again is a
situation where the transgression of disciplinanyraries is a prerequi-
site for scientific advanc®.

1.1.1 Searle tries to use, construct, and propose a pbimtew that
is, according to him, completely philosophicallysbd. He wants to de-
velop a perspective that is the foundation ofRh#osophy of SociefyHe
underlines that the interest fsocial ontologyis something recent, but this
is true only by his particular language based partsype, according to his
core ideas, namely declarations, collective intematiity, and status func-
tions. He should remember that from a sociologjmaiht of view? the
guestion orsocial ontologyis one of the themes that arose when sociology

of language) perspective. We presehsahit

* Cfr. Peirce, 1898, § 6.203.

5 A node we’ll develop soon.

5 Bourdieu, Wacquant, 1992, pp. 148-149. We'll seevhich way the epistemo-
logical consideration advocated by Bourdieu car'tseparated by an ontological
one as Searle would like it to be.

" Cfr. Searle, 2010.

8 A point of view on these arguments really closedtynected with philosophical
constructions, in a process of mutual influence thkes at the same time distin-
guished and connected Philosophy and Sociologywiile spaces in common.
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was born, and never dismissed during its developn&=arle doesn’t ad-
mit these constructions only because the authorgibtes don’t use (some
years before Searlean books) what he thinks abagtlge.

In giving an account of language, | will try to eeeme the curse of all so-
cial (and political) theorizing from Aristotle to utkheim, Weber, and
Simmel to Habermas, Bourdieu, and Foucault. Althef philosophers of
politics and society that | know of take language dranted. They all as-
sume that we are language-speaking animals andhbgrare off and run-
ning with an account of society, social facts, idgpes, political obliga-

tion, the social contract, communicative actiorjdity claims, discursive

formations, the habitus, bio-power, and all the odit.®

We think that this idea is wrong, as well as if sa&y that Aristotle
didn’t speak about logic because he didn’t useZdenelo-Fraenkel axi-
omatic theory. In fact, the remark Searle makesiathiee missing descrip-
tion of what language is, is false. For exampleoading to Durkheim’s
description, language is a social fact and so veenkwhat language is; or
concerning Comte, who, for the wopdsitiveused a declination based on
a tension among common sense (in an implicit wayginary language
(spoken by theulgo) and scientific language (@ssitiveitself)'°. The dif-
ference consists of the perspective by which thestion aboutvhat lan-
guage isis answered, and when Searle continues his argati@mtwe
find something worse.

It may seem odd that | claim that Habermas, Bourdiend Foucault take
language for granted, because they all have a dezdtto say about it and
they recognize its importance for their philosoplfgociological research.
But the problem with all of them is that they da tell us what language

9 Searle, 2010, p. 62. When he uses the expressamiat (and political)” he falls
into the same error that he imputes to ¢berent courses oPhilosophy of the so-
cial sciencesthe contents of these courses presented by S€afte Hempel, and
J. Rawils) are probably the contents developeddrithited States universities, but
there are many others countries in whitlilosophy of the social sciendssan et-
iquette for teaching really different arguments] Bhilosophy of languagis often
an etiquette to present many (really differenthatg and arguments also in con-
trast with Searle’s theoretical position. Anothensideration is that he probably
forgets thataking language for granted a specific philosophical position ihi-
losophy of languagsdt is also interesting that A. Schiitz widely ugies notion of
taken for grantedor his account of the world, cfr. Muzzetto, 2006.

“We have presented our ideas about language aridi&pg discussing these
and many others sociologists’ constructions insitiepugh and by a Peircean
analysis in terms of an articulation of the hypoiedn Givigliano, 2006.
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is. They take it for granted that we already knokhatvanguage is and go
on from theré?

This is clearly false. In fact iAn Invitation to Reflexive Sociologthat
we have formerly quotetfito a question asked by Wacquant “Your analy-
sis of language, then is not an accidental “incursinto the domain of
linguistics but, rather, the extension, into a rempirical realm, language
and speech or discursive practices more geneialtjufling those of lin-
guists), of the method of analysis you have appgiiedther cultural prod-
ucts™®, Bourdieu answered:

| think that one cannot fully understand languadghaeut placing linguistic
practices within the full universe of compossiblegtices: eating and
drinking habits, cultural consumptions, taste irteraof arts, sports, dress,
furniture, politics, etc. For it is the whole clalsabitus, that is, the syn-
chronic and diachronic position occupied in theiaostructure, that ex-
press itself through the linguistic habitus whishbut one of its dimen-
sions.Language is a technique of the bpdnd linguistic (and especially
phonological) competency is a dimension of bbdyisin which the whole
relation to the social world expresses its&lf.

And if that isn’t enough, Bourdieu said:

I now come to the concepts, the words, and the adstlthat the “profes-
sion” employs to speak about, and to think, theatogorld. Language

poses a particularly dramatic problem for the dogist: it is in effect an

immense repository of naturalized preconstructiar] thus of precon-
structions that are ignored as such and which gaatibn as unconscious
instruments of constructidh.

1.1.1.1  When Bourdieu uses the wopdeconstructiongo contextu-
alize what he is saying, he writes a footnote waitiouble quotation that

1 Searle, 2010, p. 62.

12 pyplished in English 3 years befdFae Construction of Social Reali(§995),
11 years before the International Conference teereber Bourdieu organized by
the Collége de France (2003) where Searle partagipaith a contribution, and 18
years befordlaking the Social Worl¢{2010).

13 Bourdieu, Wacquant, 1992, p. 148.

1 vi, p. 149. This is the continuation of the quotatiem have formerly presented
concerning the impossibility and inconsistency ofibdaries. Bourdieu also un-
derlines in a footnote that the tetathnique of the bodg used according with M.
Mauss’ description.

151vi, p. 241.
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presentsin practice his rejection of rigid boundaries: the first is hy
Wittgenstein and the second by N. Elias:

Or, in Wittgenstein's (1977:18) words, “Languagésseveryone the same
traps; it is an immense network of easily acceesifriong turnings.” This

view is shared by Elias (1978a: 111) who countféiited structures of
speech and thought” among the most serious obstaxk science of soci-
ety: “The means of speaking and thinking availablsociologists at pre-

sent are for the most part unequal to the taskskdtem to perform.” He

points out a particular, following Benjamin Lee Whdhat Western lan-

guages tend to foreground substantives and objdtse expense of rela-
tions and to reduce processes to static conditfons.

1.2 The second point regards what Searle says wherrites\iWe
are just talking about one reality, and we havexplain how the human
reality fits into that one reality” (Searle 201(Q.px-x). According to us,
there are two points that are really problematithia description. The first
point is about the presumexhe reality The second point concerns what
Searle means when, starting from the former pdiatjnfers thahuman
reality fits intothat one reality If he sayshow, he assumes that it happens
in some way. It seems that there is a problem thighnumber of realities,
if one reality(human reality) has to be fitted into anotbae (the one he
assumes), and at the same time we are speaking@idgone reality We
now present an answer to these problems througldesaription ofSo-
cialReality.

2. A sketch of an outline forsocial ontology:
the relational complex approach

We speak abouBocialRealityin the light of a description and analysis
of the SocialObjectdy a perspective that we describe aslational pro-
cessual complempproach. We introduce the terminolo§gcialReality
SocialObjects SocialSubjectsSocialRelations SocialStructuresetc. not
for an instance of a presumed originality for araity sake, but as these
terms themselves work asrelational processuatomplexdynamic be-
tween form and contefit

16 Ibidem The references presented by Bourdieu are in imal bibliography
Wittgenstein, 1977 and Elias, 1970. Wittgensteid &fias are, under some re-
spects each, two authors whose constructions baiegrio our approach.

7 Cfr. Peirce, 1903.
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2.1  We think that using the terns®cial reality social objectsso-
cial subjects social relations social structuresetc. let us fall in to an
abyss of a form of dichotomic thought, given byragise logic framework
from which it is impossible to escdfean abyss given by the relations of
a bivalent logic framework with the theoretical stmctions, the meth-
odological assumptions, and the heuristic declmatiregarding the ob-
jects in focu¥’. Searle’s position is:

All human social institutions are brought into éeisce and continue in
their existence by a single logico-linguistic opena that can be applied
over and over again. | will explain in this chapgerd in the next one in
what sense language is constitutive of institutioreality, and conse-
quently in what sense all human institutions aseesally linguistic?°

On the contrary, we agree with Bourdieu, when hs:sa

Those who are surprised by the paradoxes thatamdiogic and language
engender when they apply their divisions to cortirmimagnitudes forget
the paradoxes inherent in treating language age@yplogical instrument

and also forget the social situation in which sadklationship to language
is possible*

2.2 According to our approach, there is only one natilitee ten-
sion among one, two, three realiffels resolved, or better, isn't at any
case a problem, because there is a distinction gmesaiity, world, and
nature¢>. These are not synonymous with each other, byt describe,
present, and represent the different ways by whath theoretical posi-

18 |Instead of what Searle thinks, there is a fornkmdwledge and thinking that
tries to describe and analyse what we &altialRealitydifferently from thephi-
losophytout courtand thephilosophy of social sciencég presents. And we don’t
agree either with M. Ferraris when calls Searlbeoty thestandard theorycfr.
Ferraris, 2008, p. 479.

19 According to us, one of the more relevant exampfeahis dynamic among log-
ic, theory, methodology and heuristic declinatiergiven by Bourdieu. We don’t
think that Bourdieu’s thought is dichotomic anddlant, and we use in our analy-
sis a lecture of Bourdieu’s work starting from thansideration.

2 searle, 2010, pp. 62-63.

21 Bourdieu, 1979, p. 476.

22 The tension advocated by Searle.

2 A distinction not present in Searle’s thoughtislimpossible to take together a
realist instance about one reality and a constrigtitt instance about th@echa-
nism of production ofsocial objectsas we think Searle wants to do, without a
change in the logic and in the epistemological freuork.
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tion has declined the ontological instance regardia specificfield of
pertinence doing this in a way that time by time has beegspnted as the
core of the discourse alternatively: the nature, world, the reality. We
think that there is a way to describe thedgectstogether and distin-
guished at the same. We underline now three monudritis dynamical
process that allow us to describe BecialReality a real ontological di-
mensionconstructed by and made ®bcialSubjectsSocialStructuresSo-
cialRelationswhich are, at the same time, made byS3beialReality

2.2.1 The knowledge questioMVe adopt the perspective of the re-
searcher who wants to answer the question admmiél reality a question
that is a knowledge-related one, according to #ut that, if we ask our-
selves what something is, we want to know becauserélevant for us in
some respecOur starting point is always a knowledge questimide an
ontological perspective. These two moments aredivisible; if we want
we can underline the first or the second momemig tby time, concerning
the point of view that we assume each time, b ithia reduction of the
complexity that makes things easier and/or diffeanthe same time. In
living everyday life affairs, we never ask oursealwehat a single object is,
or if it is a social object or a physical one,titbielongs to one reality or
two, etc. The knowledge question is due to ourtos in theSocial-
Spacesand in the specififields we are taking care of; it results from our
tension betweedoubtandbelief$*,

2.2.1.1 It is interesting noting that “The logic of resdais an in-
termeshing of major or minor problems which foreeta ask ourselves at
every moment what we are doing and permit us gthdt@a understand
more fully what we are seeking, by providing thgibaings of an answer,
which will suggest new, more fundamental and mog#ieit questions®.

2.2.2 The objectification of the objectifieBocusing on the knowledge
guestion, we have the necessity to go beyond ttethmy, the false di-
chotomy, between objectivity and phenomenology.sehare two facés
of the complex dynamic process we are discusshgcanstructionmo-
ment produces aeal moment from which begins anotheonstructing
step, and so on. We have to place under debateptbiess itself each
time. We have an example of this construction ohaihing real when
Bourdieu says:

24 Cfr. Peirce, 1878.
% Bourdieu, 1984, p. 7.
% |t is impossible to separate them from each other.
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One cannot avoid having to objectify the objectifyisubject. It is by turn-
ing to study the historical conditions of his ownguctions, rather than by
some form or other of transcendental reflectioaf the scientific subject
can gain a theoretical control over his own strreguand inclinations as
well as over the determinants whose products tmey and can thereby
gain the concrete means of reinforcing his capdoitpbjectification?’

2.2.3 The tension among nature, world and realityhen a knowledge
guestion rises, it is a co-construction of a singttological dimension,
due to the tension-relation between 8wmcialSubjectwho formulates the
question, and the world in which he lives; a wdhdt is, at the same time,
the everyday life world and his own scientific fielln the everyday life
world the researcher is someone who lives ordiadfgirs and someone
who wants to know things in a scientific way, heismember of the eve-
ryday life world, but he is also a member of higestific field. Through
these relations with thevorld the researcher co-constructstological di-
mensionsnade ofreal object$®. This is donealso by, in function of, and
through, the language (the constructions and ubeaach scientific lan-
guage): we can say that any scientific disciplgjeat the same time, a real
ontological dimensiorand alanguage So we can speak &ocialObjects
PhysicalObjectsetc. that areeal objects,and at the same time are differ-
ent from theobjectsin the world. Regarding thebjectsin the world, we
can say only that we are in tension with them te@ostruct thesento-
logical dimensionsbut we don't analyse or speak about them in oigns
tific fields. Another difference between our apprioaand Searle’s is that
the language is not and does not give a mechapisizedure to take care
of what social objects are.

3. Some consequences comparimgational processual
complex approach and Searle’s theory

In the first pages oMaking the Social Worldwhen he presents the
purpose of the book, Searle describes his own gouakapparatus. This
apparatus is the last step (at this moment) of théoretical journey
through Philosophy. He presents it both as the oblés argument and as
the necessary presupposition and guideline to édtircation of the prob-
lems concerning the construction of the socialityealeclination based on

27 Bourdieu, 1984, p. xii.

2 As well as introducing the terphysicalwe co-construct in tension with the
world anontological dimensiorthat is thereal PhysicalReality Constructivism
and realism are simultaneously present inptteeessof construction of realities.
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the assumed distinction among different types mfrees that have to take
care of reality as a unique object. In his words:

This work proceeds on the basis of a certain metlogital assumption: at
the very beginning we have to assume that humaetgpa society that is
importantly different from all other animal socegiknown to me, is based
on certain rather simple principles. Indeed, | wiljue that its institutional
structures are based on exactly one principle. éiftemous complexities
of human society are different surface manifestatiof an underlying
commonality. It is typical of domains where we havsecure understand-
ing of the ontology that there is a single unifyjrinciple of that ontology.
In physics it is the atom, in chemistry it is tHeemical bond, in biology it
is the cell, in genetics it is the DNA moleculeddn geology it is the tec-
tonic plate®®

We can identify, under different respéét$ problematic nodes in the-
se words:

i. this work proceeds on the basis of a certain metlogical as-
sumption;

ii. atthe very beginning we have to assume that hisuaiety, a so-
ciety that is importantly different from all othanimal societies
known to me, is based on certain rather simplecipies;

ii. 1 will argue that its institutional structures drased on exactly one
principle;

iv. the enormous complexities of human society aresidifft surface
manifestations of an underlying commonality;

v. it is typical of domains where we have a secureewstdnding of

2 gearle, 2010, pp. 6-7.

%0 Some examples of these respects are: Searle’sifiEst involves a tension
among Cartesian and Peircean points of view omeejemethodology and cer-
tainty; the distinction between human subjects amichals, and whether it is right
to speak aboutnimal societywhensocietyasobjectbelongs completely to human
ontological dimension; a problematic discussiornhef term manifestations: it is a
form of representations, presentations, constmsti@tc. or something different
from all of these; the close connection of the fermespect with the tension
among our approach, Searle’s position and for elamsipuctural realism(cfr.
Landry, Rickles (eds.), 2012)ritical realism (cfr. Bhaskar, 1979; Bhaskar (2002)
2012; Archer, 1995), antkelational sociology(Donati, 2011a, 2011b); we can't
forget to underline that, when he speaks aboutighlyshemistry, biology, genet-
ics, or geology, he is also speaking (accordinguoapproach) ofanguagesand
when he speaks about an atom, chemical bond, @EIR molecule or tectonic
plate, he is speaking of (theoretical) construdionthesdanguages
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the ontology that there is a single unifying pnoeiof that ontology;

vi. in physics it is the atom, in chemistry it is tHeemical bond, in bi-
ology it is the cell, in genetics it is the DNA raolle, and in geol-
ogy it is the tectonic plate.

Here we want to discuss the fifth node.

3.1 Itis typical of domains where we have a secureewstdnding
of the ontologyFirstly there is no science about which we hawseeure
understanding of its own ontology. Secondly, thisra contradiction here
in Searle’s thought. He speaksdifmainsso it should be more than one
domain but he has affirmed also: “How can we accountofar social and
mental existence in a realm of brute physical fadts answering that
guestion, we have to avoid postulating differerntbomgical realms, a men-
tal and a physical, or worse yet, a mental, a gaysand a sociaf*. The
problem is whethedomainsandrealmsare the same constructions or dif-
ferent theoreticabbjects? It sounds strange that before, we have to avoid
postulating different realms, and after, we assudifeerent domains.
Searle’s contradiction is due to his will to keemdther, as the same
thing™, the SocialReality(instead according to usreal constructedonto-
logical dimensionnot postulated, but emerged in tBeciological field,
the PhysicalReality(instead according to usreal constructedntological
dimension not postulated but emerged in leysic field and theworld®*,
The Searlean necessity to fit one reality into heoteturns here.

3.2 This is a consequence of the answer Searle givegh&t he
calls thefundamental question in contemporary philosophjow, if at
all, can we reconcile a certain conception of tharldvas described by
physics, chemistry, and the other basic sciencéls what we know, or
think we know, about ourselves as human beirigsi#'we have to recon-
cile these conceptions it means that they are mesway epistemologi-

31 Searle, 2010, p. ix.

%2 Searle doesn't give a description of the tereedm anddomainor of the rela-
tion between them.

33 That are based on the sabasic facts

34 paradoxically it seems that Searle tries to folBamte’s classification of sci-
ences with its own relation among the data of esibnce with the assertions of
the upper one.

35 Searle, 2010, p. 3. These of Searle’s words saulittle bit strange also if we
remember “And hence also ‘obeying a rule’ is a ficac And tothink one is obey-
ing a rule is not to obey a rule”, Wittgenstein 39§ 202.
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cally distinguished, in fact it is done startingrr physics and chemistry
according to their own knowledge assumptions. Badrle refuses to in-
scribe his analysis in an epistemological contart] he gives two condi-
tions of adequacy to be able to answer this questazording to his per-
spective.

3.2.1 First condition of adequacy'we must not allow ourselves to
postulate two worlds or three worlds or anythindtaf sort. Our task is to
give an account of how we live in exactly one wpddd how all of these
different phenomena, from quarks and gravitaticattriaction to cocktail
parties and governments, are part of that wdtldkgain there is the prob-
lem of postulating, but theonstructionof the SocialRealityas we have
seen is not postulatingpractice, to the contrary of Searle’s assumptions.
There is also another problem. In contemporary iehyis the ontological
dimension of Physi¢cghere is a problem of takinguarks and gravita-
tional attractiontogether. In quantum physics, there is a problecoant-
ing for gravity attraction, a problem not yet salvén this regard physics
uses the expressigmoblem of dimension of observational |éVeQuarks
and gravitational attraction are constructs in eotl. Is it the certainty
Searle speaks about?

3.2.2 Second condition of adequadfccording with the first condi-
tion it is really hard now to understand how we v “respect the basic
facts of the structure of the universe. These basits are given by phys-
ics and chemistry, by evolutionary biology and tbther natural sci-
ences®®. What are théasic factsf we neither know if the structure of the
universeis quantumbased ostring based?

3.2.3 According to Searle, it is possible to answer thedamental
guestion in the following way: “We need to show hallvthe other parts
of reality are dependent on, and in various waysveefrom, the basic
facts. For our purposes the two most fundamental skebasic facts are
atomic theory of matter and the evolutionary theafriology™. His per-
spective is really clear if we compare this answigh the assumption that
“We have to show how everything we say is not ardpsistent with but
in various ways derived from and dependent on tmichfacts*’. Firstly,

%6 Searle, 2010, p. 3.
87 Cfr. Lindley, 2007; Woit, 2006.
% Searle, 2010, p. 4.
% Searle, 2010, p. 4.
40 Searle, 2010, p. 4.
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the basic factsare epistemological objects, they amside a theory. Sec-
ondly, we can make a comparison between these gitaps of Searle’s,
and the result is thatll the other parts of realityare everything we say
The single principle advocated by Searle risesingle contradictions we
have seen.

3.2.3.1 The idea of a single principle that we can put urdibate,
also through a consideration that changes theamdethe function of lan-
guage described by Searle, exactly in his stapiigt, given by the basic
facts of Physics:

When one speaks today of modern physics, thetfimight is of atomic
weapons. Everybody realizes the enormous influef¢kese weapons on
the political structure of our present world andviling to admit that the
influence of physics on the general situation &satgr than it ever has been
before. But is the political aspect of modern pbyseally the most impor-
tant one? When the world has adjusted itself ipdtitical structure to the
new technical possibilities, what then will remaiithe influence of mod-
ern physics%

3.3 The last consideration with regards to what Seealés brute
factsis: “Some facts exist independently of any humeastitiation. | call
these brute facts. But some facts require humaitutisns in order to ex-
ist at all. An example of a brute fact is that Basgt 93 million miles from
the sun, and an example of institutional fact & ®arack Obama is presi-
dent of the United State®’ The number 93 million is notlarute factbut
anobjectof theMathematicalRealitys arontological dimensiorthe mile
is not abrute factbut anobject of the PhysicalRealityas anontological
dimension They are epistemological and ontological conssrumt pre-
sent in theworld as Searle would like; they are constructed humatitil-
tions,real in theirontological dimensions

4. Inside the wood

We can find something interesting in the words .ofv& to compare
with Searle’s constructions and ours. lve is peshape of the few men re-
ally inside, understanding, and sharing teality distortion field of S.
Jobs.

1 Heisenberg, 1958, 32.
42 Searle, 2010, p. 10.
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Why do we assume that simple is good? Becausephiykical products,
we have to feel we can dominate them. As you boirtger to complexity,
you find a way to make the product defer to youm@icity isn't just a
visual style. It's not just minimalism or the abserof clutter. It involves
digging through the depth of the complexity. Tothdy simple, you have
to go really deep. For example, to have no scrawsammething, you can
end up having a product that is so convoluted @andosnplex. The better
way is to go deeper with the simplicity, to undanst everything about it
and how it's manufactured. You have to deeply ustded the essence of a
product in order to be able to get rid of the ptr&t are not essentfal

At first glance it seems that these words are amgte of what Searle
says; simplicity against complexity, the necesgitiase our constructions
physically, the mechanistic point of view accordioga thing’s function.
But, if we look closer, we note certain words: $ltiot just minimalism or
the absence of clutter” and “It involves diggingatiigh the depth of the
complexity”. We can't reduce the complexity of tlpgocess of co-
construction of thentological dimensionf SocialRealityto a process caus-
ally based, as in Searleé&tatus Functions Declaration¥here’s no simplest
way to co-construct things, other than showingntyathe complexity of
what is complex. Theeal simplicity in practiceis the complexity of what is
complex. Otherwise, we will fall in to Thoreau'sophecy:

The universe will not wait to be explained. Whoeseriously attempts a

theory of it is already behind his age. His yea tes®rved no nay for the
morrow.

The wisest solution is no better than dissolutidneady the seer whispers
his convictions to bare walls; no audience in tredican attend to theth.

References

Archer, MargaretRealist Social Theory: the Morphogenetic Appraach
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995.

Bhaskar, Roy.The Possibility of NaturalismHemel Hempstead: Har-
vester, 1979.

—. Reflections on MetaRealitfondon & New York: Routledge, (2002)
2012.
Bourdieu, PierreLa distinction Paris: Les éditions du minuit, 1979,

translated by R. NiceDistinction Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1984.

43 |saacson, 2011, p. 199.
* Thoreau, 1906, pp. 133-134.



16 Outline for a Social Ontology: A Sketch and an Amsi

—. Homo AcademicudParis: Les Editions de Minuit, 1984, translatgd b
P. Collier, Homo AcademicusStanford: Stanford University Press,
1988.

Bourdieu, Pierre, Wacquant Loic J.Bn Invitation to Reflexive Sociology
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992.

Donati, PierpaoloRelational SociologyLondon & New York: Routledge,
2011a.

—. Sociologia della riflessivitaBologna: il Mulino, 2011b.

Elias, Norbert,Was ist Soziologie®einheim und Munchen: Juventa
Verlag, 1970.

Fadda, Emanuele, Stancati, Claudia, Giviglianoredb. “The Role ofes
languesin Social Ontology”. InOggetti e metodo. Spunti di dibattito
tra scienza e filosofiaedited by R. Cirino, A. Givigliano, 143-159.
Roma: Aracne, 2012.

Ferraris, Maurizio. “Scienze sociali”. I8toria dell’Ontologia edited by
M. Ferraris, 475-489. Milano: Bompiani, 2008.

Givigliano, Alfredo. La costruzione del dato in sociologia. Logica e
linguaggia Milano: FrancoAngeli, 2006.

—. La sociologia come linguaggi®oma: Aracne, 2012.

Heisenberg, WernePhysics and philosophy. The revolution in modern
science London: George Allen & Unwin, 1958.

Isaacson, WaltefSteve Johd ondon: Little, Brown Book Group, 2011.

Landry, Elaine M., Rickles Dean P. e®ructural RealismNew York:
Springer, 2012.

Lindley, David.Uncertainty. Einstein, Heisenberg, Bohr, and thei&ile
for the Soul of Sciencélew York: Doubleday, 2007.

Muzzetto, Luigi.ll soggetto e il sociale. Alfred Schiitz e il monaken for
granted Milano: FrancoAngeli, 2006.

Peirce, Charles S. “How To Make our Ideas Cle@h& Popular Science
Monthly, no. 12 (1878): 286-302. M/ritings of Charles S. Peirce: A
Chronological Edition. Volume 3 (1872-187&loomington: The In-
diana University Press, 1986.

—. “The Logic of Continuity (1898).” In Charles Beirce,Collected Pa-
pers Vol 4, Cambridge: The Belknap Press, 1931-1959.

—. “Ethic of terminology (1903).” IImThe Essential Peirce 2 (1893-1913)
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998.

Searle, John RThe Construction of Social Realithiew York: The Free
Press, 1995.

—. “Réalité institutionelle et représentation limgfique.” InLa liberté par
la connaissance. Pierre Bourdieu (1930-2Q02%dited by J.
Bouveresse, D. Roche, 189-214. Paris: Odile J&a(y.



Alfredo Givigliano 17

—. Making the Social WorldNew York: Oxford University Press, 2010.

Stancati, Claudia, Givigliano Alfredo. “Relazioni eelazionalita”. In
Pensare Georg Simmel: eredita e prospeftedited by M.C. Federici,
M. Picchio, 587-604. Perugia, Morlacchi, 2012.

Thoreau, Henry DThe Writings of Henry David Thoreau, Journal vol. |
(1837-1846) Volume VII, edited by B. Torrey. Boston-New York:
Boughton Mifflin and Company, 1906.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig.Philosophical InvestigationsOxford: Blackwell,
1953.

—. Vermischte Bemerkungertdited by G.H. von Wright Frankfurt:
Suhrkamp, 1977. Translated by P. Win€ylture and ValueOxford:
Blackwell, 1998.

Woit, PeterNot Even Wrong. The Failure of String Theory arel @onti-
nuity Challenge to Unify the Laws of Physitendon: Jonathan Cape,
2006.



DOCUMENTALITAAND INTERSUBJECTIVITY.
SEARLE VS. FERRARIS?

STEFANO SANTASILIA

Abstract The present paper questions the validity of Maarkerraris’ cri-
tique of Searle’s development of social ontologheTarticle compares both
Searle’s and Ferraris’ positions in the attempdttess the critical and problematic
issues informing the latter's views. The paperlfinaeeks to offer a better inter-
pretation of Ferraris’ thought.

The present article explicitly questions the vajidf Maurizio Ferra-
ris’ critique of Searle’s ‘construction’ of sociahtology. Ferraris has prin-
cipally developed such a critique in his two bodkscumentalita(2009)
andAnima e Ipad2011). In both works, Ferraris attempts to cdrrelcat
he considers a series of misinterpretations whiabehso far prevented
theorists from developing a true social ontologie Ttalian philosopher
critically engages the works in which Searle attenip elaborate and elu-
cidate the tenets of social ontologihe Construction of Social Reality
(1995), andVaking the Social World. The Structure of Humanilation
(2010).

The third chapter of the volunmi2ocumentalita. Perché & necessario
lasciar tracceis dedicated to social objects. Here, after clargythe dis-
tinction between ontology and epistemology, Fesrageks to provide a
definitive formulation of his views concerning tbatological value of so-
cial objects. He then moves on to illustrate treite these objects deter-
mine (in relation to different speculative positowhich Ferraris defines
according to a series of peculiar properties whialil soon examine). As
the title suggests, my paper aims to discuss the arguments that consti-
tute Ferraris’ critique of Searle and, in particultaf Searle’s description of
the structural dynamics that give rise to socialitg Subsequently, | will
illustrate, albeit in passing, the links existingtWween the issue of ‘social

This paper has been translated in English by AfeisaDe Marco,
demarcoalex@yahoo.it
' University of Calabria, santasilia@gmail.com
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reality’ and that of intersubjectivity in order stimulate a more accurate
and thorough reflection on such issues.

In order to highlight the value of his theoretiegproach called “weak
textualism”, Ferraris focuses on a critique of styoealism, weak realism,
and strong textualishl am particularly concerned with Ferraris’ crigini
of Searle’s position, defined as “weak realismsdfar as such a form of
realism cannot arguably be dismissed in the sastéda as the others. In
effect, both “strong realism” (which claims thatc&d objects are not so-
cially constructed) and “strong textualism” (affimg that every object is
socially constructed), have been mistakenly dewetlofas both Searle and
Ferris acknowledge) in the absence of any distinchetween ontology
and social ontology.

Indeed, for both thinkers, social ontology is sudeated to epistemol-
ogy. As Searle affirms in relation to this issuEof' our present discussion
two senses are crucial, apistemic sensef the objective-subjective dis-
tinction and arontological sensé® Similarly, Ferrari argues that:

In effetti, una volta che si sia distinta I'ontolaglall’epistemologia, si ot-

tengono due risultati importanti. Primo, si mostraali sfere d’essere
risultino intrinsecamente dipendenti dall’episteanih — e si tratta degli

oggetti sociali, non degli oggetti naturali, sebbdeui I'epistemologia non

riguardi le credenze giustificate che nascono iitomscientifico, bensi

quelle appunto che si generano nell’lambito dellerazioni sociali e delle

istituzioni. Negli oggetti sociali I'ontologia rita sistematicamente subor-
dinata a una epistemologfa.

Weak textualism and strong realism are rooted eénstime logic. Why,
then, the disagreement between Ferraris and SelmnkePeason for Ferra-
ris’ critique lies in his description of social elgfs.

According to the Italian thinker, social objectsspess four principal
characteristics: 1) they belong to a social splotgarly distinct from the

L Cfr. Ferraris, 2009, p. 153.

2 Cfr. Ferraris, 2009, pp. 134-152; Searle, 2006 18p15.

3 Searle (1995), p. 8.

4 “In effect, once we have separated ontology fraistemology, we achieve two

significant results. First, we are able to showahhdimensions of being are intrin-
sically dependent on epistemology — that is sadligécts, not natural objects, al-
though within such a context epistemology doescoatern the affirmation of jus-

tified beliefs within science. Rather, epistemolapncerns those convictions and
beliefs arising from social interactions and ingt@ns. Ontology is systematically
subordinated to epistemology when it comes to satigects.” Ferraris, 2009, p.

134.
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natural one (Vico); 2) they are located within aersubjective sphere
(Reid); 3) they are the product of a performatiet @) they are deter-
mined not simply by a linguistic act, but by andrised act With the ex-
ception of the third point (the one concerning peritive acts), Ferraris’
specific critique of Searle’s theory focuses onré@aining characteristics
of social objects. | will start by looking at thast and fourth points as
they are strictly interconnected. Both Searle aeddfis agree on the fact
that social objects belong to a social sphere ndistfrom the natural
sphere. Yet, Ferraris criticises the fact thatoading to Searle’s formula
(“X counts as Y in C%), social objects are always and exclusively fouhde
on physical objecfs

Therefore, to say that a physical object “counts ias. by investing it
with a statusfunction, would entail that only physical objeftctioning
as social objects exist. Ferraris uses “the debtdrze of the most signifi-
cant examples to support this view. The debt hagcél function, yet its
genesis shouldn’t be read through Searle’s formagait lacks any refer-
ence to a physical objeétHence, weak textualism proposes a new for-
mula “Object=Inscribed Act”. This new formula, whits premised on the
principle (inspired by Derrida) that “no socialrbiexists outside a text”
would validate the existence of social objects eagnhey lack any refer-
ence to physical objects. Moreover, it would canfithat social objects
exist not simply within language, but within memotgli oggetti sociali
sono il risultato di atti sociali registrati, anseenplicemente nella testa
delle persone®

| find Ferraris’ argumentation rather unconvincingd believe that his
criticism does not succeed in fully overthrowingaBe’s theory. In my
view, as far as the relation between social andsighl objects is con-
cerned, the example of the debt does not suffiaetnonstrate the possi-

5 Ferraris, 2009, p. 141.

5 Searle (1995), p. 28; Searle (2008), p. 452; 8g2010), p. 19. In his subse-
quent replies to the objections moved to his theBegarle seems to preserve the
validity of this formula even in his most recenalebrations of the construction of
social reality, cfr. Searle (2010), pp. 19-24.

" Ferraris, 2009, p. 161.

8 | would argue that the criticism informirgima e iPagdwhich was meant to cor-
rect the ‘misinterpretations’ in Searle 2010, sdobé read within the same pur-
view as Ferraris 2009. In effect, Ferraris’ latestrk also bases its criticism of
Searle’s theory on the question of collective ititerality: cft. Ferraris (2011), pp.
96-100.

9 “Social objects result from social acts that argciibed, even if only in people’s
minds.”Ferraris, 2009, p. 181.



