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ABSTRACT

In this thesis I examine the philosophical views of John Searle, Guy Debord, and Jean Baudrillard. These thinkers have radically different methodologies and theoretical alignments, but they are not entirely dissimilar. John Searle argues that there are two types of facts—those independent of human observation and those whose meaning depends on agreement. Guy Debord posits that modern society has replaced authentic social life with mere representation. The “spectacle” has replaced real interactions with others so that meaning itself is no longer authentic; it is treated as a commodity or currency. Jean Baudrillard argues that society has replaced reality with signs and symbols. Thus, human experience consists only of simulations, not reality itself. Each of these figures maintains that meaning is socially constructed. After examining the key assumptions of their respective theories, I demonstrate that their accounts are compatible and argue that their accounts are most cohesive when considered together.




I. INTRODUCTION
I will argue that a synthesis of John Searle, Jean Baudrillard’s, and Guy Debord’s accounts possesses superior explanatory power than any of their accounts do singly. Especially concerning the question of the status of meaning in society. I contend that my hybrid account of their views provides a new perspective; one that I think possesses wider explanatory scope and greater internal consistency. My first tentative claims are as follows: I think that certain of Searle’s arguments can form the necessary ontological basis for articulating a socially constructed account of meaning. I also think that Debord’s account is consistent with Searle’s social ontology; it provides an explanatory principle to account for the varied image functions within capitalist socio-economic conditions. I will also argue that Baudrillard’s concepts are compatible with Searle’s social ontology. Baudrillard shares Debord’s concern that we can no longer distinguish between what is and is not “real.” In Searle’s terms, we can no longer distinguish mind-independent facts from mind-dependent facts. Debord and Baudrillard both focus upon ways in which meaning in society, which is what Searle would call “social reality,” is or could be eroded or otherwise compromised. The assumption they both share is that any such erosion of the status of meaning would lead to negative consequences for human well-being. My goal is to show that, at their core, Searle, Debord, and Baudrillard are all concerned with the status of meaning in society; they only differ, in this respect, in how they discuss such an erosion of meaning. My central assumption is that their respective accounts are neither incommensurable nor necessarily opposed; I wish to suggest that their accounts, specifically concerning meaning, have more in common than one would initially assume.
II. SEARLE ON MEANING
Searle subscribes to epistemological realism—the proposition that a “real” world exists independently of the ideas and perceptions of conscious entities—and a correspondence theory of truth—the proposition that a statement is true if it corresponds to the facts in the “real” world. Some of the living organisms within natural systems, through the process of natural selection, have evolved nervous systems, which produce and maintain a conscious mental state. Barnes writes, “Searle wants us to acknowledge an ontological continuity between biology (itself ontologically continuous with physics), and culture” (Barnes, p. 248).[footnoteRef:-1] According to Searle, consciousness is a physical and a mental state that gives rise to intentionality, which is the mind’s capacity to represent, to itself and to other minds, objects and or states of affairs in the external world (Searle, p. 6, 9).[footnoteRef:0] Collective intentionality is a capacity found primarily in humans and exhibited in shared intentional states, such as beliefs and desires (Searle, p. 23). Determining whether the features of an object exist by human agreement is to ask whether a given feature X could exist without any human beings (Searle, p. 11). Searle distinguishes between “brute” and “institutional” facts to establish that at least some aspects of our reality exist solely because of human agreement, while others exist independently of human thought or design (Searle, p. 27).[footnoteRef:1] Smith says, “For Searle…there is one single level of brute facts—constituted effectively by the facts of natural science—out of which there arises a hierarchy of institutional facts at successively higher levels. Brute facts are distinguished precisely by their being independent of all human institutions, including the institution of language” (Smith, p. 8).[footnoteRef:2] Searle gives logical priority to brute facts over institutional facts simply because there can be no institutional facts without brute facts for them to derive from, and all institutional facts must “bottom out” in the physical at some point (Searle, p. 34, 55-56).  [-1:  Barnes, Stanley B. “Searle on Social Reality: Process is Prior to Product” in Grewendorf and
Meggle; pp. 247-93. Print.
]  [0:  Searle, John R. The Construction of Social Reality. New York: Free Press, 1995. Print.
]  [1:  The following provides a useful outline of the finer points of many of Searle’s distinctions and concepts. The first distinction is between non-mental brute facts and mental facts (Searle, p. 121). Non-mental brute facts would be ontologically objective facts such as there being snow at the summit of Mt. Everest. Mental facts would be ontologically subjective facts such as having a desire or being in pain. The second distinction is within the class of mental facts; Searle distinguishes between intentional and non-intentional mental facts (Searle, p. 121). An intentional mental fact would be something like wanting a drink of water (something you have control over), whereas a non-intentional fact would be something like being in pain (something you don’t have control over, strictly speaking). The third distinction is between singular and collective intentional facts (Searle, p. 121). This is essentially the difference between an individual wanting something and a group wanting something. The fourth distinction is within both individual and collective intentionality (Searle, p. 121-22). Searle distinguishes between those forms of intentionality that assign a function, “this is a screwdriver,” and all others, “I want a drink of water.” The fifth distinction is between non-agentive functional facts, e.g., “the function of the heart is to pump blood,” and agentive functional facts, e.g., “the function of hammers is to drive nails” (Searle, p. 123). The sixth distinction is between functions performed solely in virtue of the “brute features” of the phenomena and functions performed only by way of collective acceptance (Searle, p. 124). Agentive functions become institutional facts after a function is collectively imposed upon some person, event, or object and that function cannot be performed solely because of its physical composition. The function can only be performed as a matter of collective acceptance or recognition (status functions) (Searle, p. 124). The seventh distinction has three parts and deals with how status functions, and the corresponding institutional facts, are classified: (i) by subject matter, linguistic, economic, political, religious etc. (Searle, p. 124); (ii) by temporal status, we can distinguish between the initial creation of an institutional fact and the continued maintenance of said fact, and the eventual destruction or
]  [2:  Smith, Barry. John Searle. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003. Print.
] 

Searle posits that institutional facts can exist only within a structure provided by certain sorts of social rules. Those rules may be either “regulative” or “constitutive” (Searle, p. 27). Regulative rules do exactly what they advertise; they regulate, rather than constitute, existing activities, whereas constitutive rules create the very possibility of certain activities (like chess, for instance, where without the rules you are just pushing around pieces of wood aimlessly) (Searle, p. 27). Searle claims that it is constitutive rules that provide the structure for institutional facts (Searle, p. 28). Thus, institutional facts are logically dependent upon brute facts; our social reality is dependent upon the underlying brute facts of physical reality. Searle says, “An institutional fact cannot exist in isolation but only in a set of systematic relations to other facts” (Searle, p. 35). This hierarchical structure of social reality creates and maintains systematic relationships among institutional facts, and institutional facts cannot exist outside of such a hierarchically structured social system. This is achieved via constitutive rules, which always take the form “X counts as Y in C,” where the X is an object, the Y is a function ascribed to that object, and the C is a given context” (Searle, p. 44). The Y term must assign a status the object doesn’t already have just in virtue of satisfying the X term (Searle, p. 44). Essentially, this means that the status and its function do something beyond the intrinsic brute features of the object in question. Furthermore, there must be collective agreement in the imposition of said function on the object in the X term and about its function (Searle, p. 44-45). 
In essence, then, the three core concepts of collective intentionality, the assignment of functions and constitutive rules give us a picture of the creation of an institutional reality in which organisms like ourselves, acting with collective intentionality, assign functions to objects. Some of these assignments are of functions which can be performed if and only if there is collective recognition or acceptance of the function (status functions), and these status functions are imposed according to the structure “X counts as Y in C” (constitutive rules) (Searle in Grewendorf and Meggle, p. 15).[footnoteRef:3] Without those conditions obtaining there cannot be social or institutional facts, according to Searle, and they always take the form above. Crucially, the formula “X counts as Y in C” can be iterated; status functions can be imposed upon other status functions (Searle, p. 80). The underlying logical structures of complex societies are explained by these iterations and the very possibility of such iterations existing at all depends, crucially, upon language (or some more or less “language like” system of representation) (Searle, p. 81). Essentially, language is “epistemically indispensible,” social facts must be “communicable” by definition, the representation of complex social phenomena requires language, and the continued existence of social facts requires an independent means of representation through time (Searle, p. 76-78). Speech acts are a special class of institutional fact, as they are essentially the function of imposing a status function (Searle, p. 116); this is what allows the iteration of status functions to occur. Searle says, “In principle there does not appear to be an upper limit to this type of iteration of imposed status function on imposed status function” (Searle, p. 116). The “X counts as Y in C” formula places no inherent restrictions on subject matter, so the vast differences, as well as the similarities between cultural institutions appear less relativistic (Searle, p. 87, 96).  [3:  Grewendorf, Günther and Georg Meggle. Speech Acts, Mind, and Social Reality: Discussions with John R. Searle, Günther Grewendorf and Georg Meggle (eds.). Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic, 2002] 

[footnoteRef:4] Remarkably, the agents operating within an institutional framework need not be consciously aware of the formal structure of institutional facts (the status function imposition), and most often they are not (Searle, p. 145).[footnoteRef:5] Searle says, “I want to propose that in many cases it is just wrong to assume…that our behavior matches the structure of the rules because we are unconsciously following the rules. Rather, we evolve a set of dispositions that are sensitive to the rule structure” (Searle, p. 145). [4:  Moural, Josef. “Searle’s Theory of Institutional Facts” in Grewendorf and Meggle; pp. 247-93. Print.
]  [5:  Searle argues that institutional facts, as well as our ability to create them, presuppose the existence of a “background” of capacities (Searle, p. 126). The thesis of the background is as follows: “intentional states function only given a set of background capacities that do not themselves consist in intentional phenomena” (Searle, p. 129). Searle defines the background as “the set of non-intentional or pre-intentional capacities that enable intentional states of function”
(Searle, p. 129)
] 

III. DEBORD & BAUDRILLARD
I will now develop some of the ways in which Debord and Baudrillard are conceptually consistent with Searle’s account. I will begin with a brief overview of Baudrillard’s concepts and core presuppositions. In Simulacra and Simulation, Jean Baudrillard presents his stance on “the postmodern.”[footnoteRef:6] He begins by describing a short fable from Jorge Luis Borges called “On Exactitude in Science.”[footnoteRef:7] In the story, an empire creates a map on an exact 1:1 scale with the actual world it tries to represent. Baudrillard’s point is that “It is the real, and not the map, whose vestiges persist here and there in the deserts that are no longer those of the Empire, but ours. The desert of the real itself”(Baudrillard, p. 1).[footnoteRef:8] In fact, though, Baudrillard thinks our situation is worse: in our case, the map now precedes the territory itself; it has become indistinguishable from the “original” territory; where we could once discern the difference between a “map” and its referents, we can do so no longer. The abstract simulations and models that we use are not really simulations or models at all, because they are not actually based upon anything real. They are based upon other simulations and models; every simulation is now an iteration of another, earlier simulation. These preliminary presuppositions of Baudrillard’s are useful for understanding his concept of the “precession of simulacra,” a thesis that outlines how image use in society has changed through time roughly corresponding to the pre-modern, modern and postmodern eras: [6:  Baudrillard, Jean. Simulacra and Simulation. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 1994. Print. ]  [7: 
 Since it is such a short piece, I include the entirety of Jorge Luis Borges fable, “On Exactitude in Science.” (http://www.sccs.swarthmore.edu/users/08/bblonder/phys120/docs/borges.pdf): “…In that Empire, the Art of Cartography attained such Perfection that the map of a single
Province occupied the entirety of a City, and the map of the Empire, the entirety of a Province. In time, those Unconscionable Maps no longer satisfied, and the Cartographers Guilds struck a Map of the Empire whose size was that of the Empire, and which coincided point for point with it. The following Generations, who were not so fond of the Study of Cartography as their Forebears had been, saw that that vast Map was Useless, and not without some Pitilessness was it, that they delivered it up to the inclemencies of Sun and Winter. In the Deserts of the West still today, there are Tattered Ruins of that Map, inhabited by Animals and Beggars; in all the Land there is no other Relic of the Disciplines of Geography.” 
]  [8:  Baudrillard is remarkably close to Searle here, although some nuanced differences remain. For Searle, iteration need not be of an identical or near-identical copy of a given social fact, although nothing in his account rules this possibility out. Baudrillard, on the other hand, is thinking of iterations of copies—copied copies, more or less. Where Searle would say a Y term could count as the C term of a higher-level status function in the social hierarchy, Baudrillard would likely say that once we reach a certain level of abstraction the process becomes meaningless, the Y term loses its meaning and status. ] 

1. First order (or pre-modern): For Baudrillard, the orders of simulacra align with different time periods. Here, Baudrillard refers to the period from the Renaissance to the Industrial Revolution.[footnoteRef:9] In the first order of simulacra, a given sign is only one level of abstraction removed from a real item. This would be like taking a photo of a flower; it is an accurate, true-to-life depiction of an ontologically more “basic” entity in reality, Searle would refer to a flower as a “brute” ontologically objective fact. However, the sign is a clear counterfeit of the real; the sign is just an illusion or place marker for the real “the difference between the image and its referent is obvious to the viewer” (Toffoletti p. 20).[footnoteRef:10] [9: 
 Of course, images existed prior to this, but according to Baudrillard they occupied a pre-modern era of social relations characterized by symbolic exchange—a time before objects accumulated value in the economic or aesthetic sense that we are familiar with today (Toffoletti p. 17). ]  [10: 
 Toffoletti, Kim. Baudrillard Reframed: Interpreting Key Thinkers for the Arts. London: I.B. Tauris, 2011. Print.
] 

2. Second order (or modern): The second order of simulacra corresponds to the Industrial Revolution and the introduction of mass production techniques that change how objects and images function, along with how they are valued (Toffoletti p. 20). In the second order of simulacra, a sign deviates in some way from the real item it is meant to depict. The second order of simulacra comes into play when the distinction between truth and falsity is compromised because simulation is no longer recognized as such; it begins to be taken as real.[footnoteRef:11] What we see are potentially infinite copies or iterations of an object that can be confused for the original, in fact, they might as well be the original; and therein lies the potential for simulacra to devalue meaning.  [11:  Toffoletti uses the example of Andy Warhol’s “Campbell Soup Cans” as an example; they capture the serialized nature of image production in this era of simulacra and convey uniform equivalence even as they masquerade as “different” from one another (Toffoletti, p. 23). Mass production creates a rift in our conception of what is real, it turns reality into technique of production, and now what is real is whatever can be multiplied ad infinitum in a reproducible medium.] 

Third order (or postmodern): Here, a sign has no relationship to reality at all. Facebook is a perfect example of this, as one can now carefully tailor one’s online appearance for others. It is, in fact, extremely easy to lose oneself and become unaware that the life online is not identical to the one offline. “It is in the third schema that any discernable distinction between images and reality begins to fall away completely” (Toffoletti p. 24). In third order simulation, the model precedes the real (the map precedes the territory). Lane says, “This does not mean there is a blurring between reality and representation; rather, there is a detachment from both of these, whereby the reversal becomes irrelevant” (Lane, p. 84).[footnoteRef:12] Simulacra and the systems of simulations they create effectively destroy reality, because they obscure and twist our conception of what is and is not real so effectively that meaning implodes.  [12: 
 Baudrillard’s classic example of a third-order simulacrum is Disneyland, of which he says, “Disneyland is presented as imaginary in order to make us believe that the rest is real, whereas all of Los Angeles and the America that surrounds it are no longer real, but belong to the hyperreal order and to the order of simulation” (Baudrillard, p. 12). In other words, Disneyland exists as a reminder that it is unreal and to imply that the “real” is outside of Disneyland, but this is a false reminder because nothing is real any longer outside of Disneyland either; the real has died and given way to the hyperreal. Baudrillard says, “It is no longer a question of a false representation of reality (ideology) but of concealing the fact that the real is no longer real, and thus of saving the reality principle” (Baudrillard, p. 12-13). ] 

The result of all this, for Baudrillard, is a nihilistic outlook. Baudrillard thinks that society is composed solely of systems and iterations of various simulacra, and that as a result we now live in an entirely different sort of reality, a “hyperreality” of sign and images. This is, according to Baudrillard, the result of a long trend in history, outlined in the three orders of simulacra, where what is natural and “real” in the objective sense, is replaced with abstract signs and images of those real or natural referents. Baudrillard thinks that all we have in modernity are abstract signifiers, simulacra, with no referent whatsoever—i.e., without any relation to the “real” world. According to Baudrillard, our present postmodern society, with all of its technology, is comprised primarily of the hyperreal, “the generation by models of a real without origin or reality” (Baudrillard, p. 1). Eventually, Baudrillard thinks, hyperreality will predominate and determine our notions of what is and is not real (Lane, p. 84-85).[footnoteRef:13]  [13: 
 Toffoletti and Lane both highlight that one must not read Baudrillard as attempting to deny the existence of reality entirely; rather, he is saying that images now generate our sense of what “reality” actually is and that this shift is brought about by simulation (Toffoletti p. 29)] 

IV. UNEXPECTED CONNECTIONS
Now that I have discussed Baudrillard’s core concepts, I will turn to my explanation of how his and Debord’s accounts are compatible with specific concepts from Searle’s account of social ontology. Searle defines intentionality as “the capacity of the mind to represent objects and states of affairs in the world other than itself” (Searle, p. 6). My contention is that both Debord and Baudrillard’s views depend upon singular and collective intentionality of the sort Searle has in mind. In particular, the spectacle and simulacra are conceptually dependent upon a given subject’s mind being receptive to the intentional acts of others. The entire purpose of the spectacle is to perpetuate a system of artificial needs and desires that it itself dictates to workers and consumers. I think the very concept of simulacra presuppose conscious entities capable of creating and maintaining intentional states. Further, the very purpose of simulacra is (sometimes) to convey the intentional states of their creators: for instance, “buy this” or “this will result in such-and-such an emotion.” Debord claims that the spectacle is an abstract social relation among people that is mediated by images, and simulacra are images that are essentially identical with the spectacle; one might even call the spectacle the sum total of the systems of simulacra that comprise the sorts of hyperreal simulations Baudrillard discusses. Hence, my contention is that the spectacle, and the concept of hyperreality meant to go beyond it, are best thought of as examples of abstract collective intentionality, and that neither the spectacle nor simulacra could exist without entities capable of intentional states. What Baudrillard calls the “real” is essentially equivalent, ontologically speaking, to what Searle calls brute or mind-independent facts. Although one might be lead to think that Baudrillard believes brute facts (i.e., the real) no longer exist, my contention is that he could still maintain that they do. This is because Baudrillard does not outright deny the existence of brute facts; he only maintains that our attitudes about what is and is not real have changed.[footnoteRef:14] I do not think that Debord can feasibly deny the existence of brute facts of the type Searle discusses. Baudrillard, on the other hand, manages to avoid the antirealist label precisely because he thinks only that what we consider as brute facts has changed, not that there are no such brute facts at all. In this way Baudrillard can present a radically new vision of reality without actually having to go so far as to deny completely that reality exists. Similarly, Debord would not, nor could he, deny the existence of brute facts and remain consistent. Debord’s entire analysis proceeds from Marxist assumptions, and it is difficult to see how he could deny the existence of brute facts and still maintain the Marxist importance of material conditions on social reality.  [14:  Searle says, “It could not be the case, as some antirealists have maintained, that all facts are institutional facts, that there are no brute facts, because the analysis of the structure of institutional facts reveals that they are logically dependent on brute facts” (Searle, p. 56). ] 

My contention is that the spectacle and hyperreality can be described in terms of the “X counts as Y in C” formula of Searle, providing a clear connection between their otherwise outwardly differing accounts. Essentially, I contend that the spectacle and hyperreality are high level, abstract iterations of institutional facts, in the form of images, resulting from the distorted and manufactured collective intentionality of consumer capitalism. Baudrillard’s concept of hyperreality is the result of institutional facts, but it appears to be a sort of brute fact. This is because of the way our attitudes about what is and is not real are altered under hyperreality, leading us to alter what we consider as brute and institutional facts. The spectacle and hyperreality masquerade as intrinsic features of the world due to their relatively high level within the abstractly iterated social ontology, but they cannot exist without conscious entities like us to create the necessary preconditions (society) for Searle’s iterative process to begin. In other words, neither the spectacle nor hyperreality are possible without collective intentionality to allow the iterative process (of the “X counts as Y in C” formula) to begin. My contention is that the spectacle and hyperreality are not intrinsic features of the world; they are observer-relative features of the world that arise within modern capitalist societies.[footnoteRef:15] Now, we consider hyperreality and the spectacle as brute facts, instead of thinking of them as institutionally derived observe relative features of the world that exist at a high level of abstract iteration (of the “X counts as Y in C” formula) in the social ontology as a whole.  [15:  I say capitalist societies here, but I can see no reason why, at least in principle, any sufficiently automated economic system, predicated upon a high turnover rate of consumption and production, could not generate phenomena similar to the spectacle and hyperreality.] 

 I think that Searle provides a formula that can account for the abstract meaning attached to social facts and objects in human society. Language is the necessary prerequisite for Searle’s formula to exist at all; that is to say, language requires language (Searle, p. 37, 60). Searle must think that meaning in society is fundamentally reducible to the formula “X counts as Y in C,” because it is hard to see how the imposition of a status function via collective intentionality does not ultimately reduce to what sorts of abstract meanings we attach to an object X. I suspect that the spectacle can be explained as conceptually parasitic, in a sense, upon the “X counts as Y in C” formula, but rather than “counts as” functioning as the logical locution we get “is valued as” or “means” instead. When this conceptual schema is pushed or iterated to extremes, we arrive at something akin to Baudrillard’s hyperreal. The “X counts as Y in C” formula is inverted, so that artificial value replaces genuine value and genuine meaning is replaced with the pseudo-meaning of the spectacle. In other words, we begin to value what is essentially valueless to such an extent (driven by the spectacle) that we ourselves form the wedge between what is and is not real and allow the conditions for this curious occurrence to continue. Social reality gives way to the preconditions of hyperreality precisely at that point where X is “valued as” Y in context C becomes invisible (i.e., it exists as the spectacle). In essence, my claim is that Searle’s initial formula, which is capable of infinite iterations (at least in principle), is only one side of the coin. The other side of the coin is the “valued as” locution. This “new” formula, with its hidden value-laden dimension, eventually forms iterations that result in the sorts of “simulacra” and “simulations” (of all orders) that Baudrillard discusses, and it is this “valued as” locution that permits the collapse of meaning to occur. This “valued as” locution exists alongside the “counts as” locution in capitalist societies, and the constant barrage of what consumers should value (some object, event, group or person X) is what sets the stage for the collapse of meaning and signals our entry into hyperreality. 
V. CONCLUDING REMARKS
 I think it is apparent by now that Debord and Baudrillard are both concerned that meaning is no longer directly communicated. Given that Baudrillard and Debord both think that the subject-object distinction is now irrelevant, they must rely upon some sort of mediated communication to enable humans to speak to one another. This puts them in the awkward position of negatively critiquing the very concept that would enable communication, even in the negative sense attached to it, in their own accounts. I do not think that either Debord’s or Baudrillard’s accounts can remain coherent if they outright deny the subject-object distinction, because many of their concepts necessarily depend upon that distinction, despite critiquing it as if their theories were not also subject to it. Searle’s concept of collective intentionality necessarily presupposes an “other” in the form of a linguistically equipped human, and intersubjective communication depends upon the subject-object distinction remaining. 
My concern is that if we accept Baudrillard’s conclusions as they stand, then the possibility of non-imagistic communication is rendered null. I conclude that resisting the influence of the spectacle, and avoiding the slide into hyperreal perceptions and the accompanying nihilism, is both possible and necessary. I will briefly outline some reasons why Baudrillard’s nihilistic stance is unjustified: It effectively destroys the possibility for resisting the spectacle and the hyperreal, it implicitly denies the possibility that non-imagistic communication could remain viable in our postmodern era, and it fails to consider the possibility of resisting the influence of the spectacle and learning to discern the levels of simulacra to avoid the slide into hyperreal perceptions.  My strongest argument against Baudrillard’s nihilistic conclusions is that it is rather tricky to prove the existence of a simulated reality, or a hyperreality of the sort he describes and argues exists. This is simply because any sort of evidence can be immediately claimed as yet another simulation, and so on down the rabbit hole we go. In essence, we are faced with a vicious regress as a result of Baudrillard’s account that I think renders it untenable; we simply have no way to distinguish simulated reality from any ontologically real or brute physical reality because we have no way to bring meaningful evidence to bear on the matter. 
The scope of my deflationary claim aimed at Baudrillard is limited: it is not that we must ban or eliminate the use of image-mediated communication. In other words, we do not need to prevent the iteration of simulacra into second or third order levels of abstraction. Rather, my claim is that all that is required is education in image literacy. Just as reading and writing are now considered mandatory, learning to “read” imagistic communication (i.e., seeing through the spectacle and discerning the levels of simulacra in a critical fashion) is now necessary to reduce the influence of the spectacle and hyperreal. In essence, what I think is required to assuage these concerns are more accurate to life depictions of objects, events, people and groups. In Searle’s terms, we must have a pure concept to serve as the “background” for such phenomena. In essence, Searle’s background thesis is not only compatible with the radical theories of Debord and Baudrillard, but it can actually serve to help alleviate their concerns. My claim is that to serve as a background concept, a given X must be, if not the original, then as close to the original as possible.[footnoteRef:16] This would mean that the iterative process described above could be stopped, we would not slide into perceiving second- and third-order simulacra as real because we could draw upon our “pure” background conceptual template to say “that X is not a real X, it is a second or third order simulacra.” Even if a person educated in critical image literacy remained unable to discern simulacra from brute facts or other simulacra, and remained unable to tell the real from the hyperreal as a result, I think the tendency towards encouraging healthy skepticism and interpretive nuance towards images and their meaning would remain intrinsically valuable.[footnoteRef:17] [16:  Obviously, some things cannot reasonably have such a conceptually “pure” template to serve as a background for future conceptual comparisons. However, I think that this claim remains worthwhile because it could still be applied in the future; we could preserve the identity of the original, the reality principle, thus allowing meaning to remain comparatively more stable through time.
]  [17:  This is because it would encourage active engagement with such images, as opposed to the narcotic and passive acceptance encouraged through the spectacles influence and implicitly sanctioned by the encroachment of the hyperreal. 
] 

I discussed many conceptual connections that I think demonstrate the compatibility of these seemingly disparate accounts. I hope my account has shown these seemingly disparate thinkers to have more in common than is usually assumed. I argued that Searle’s ontology is consistent with both Debord’s and Baudrillard’s accounts and outlined how they align with certain concepts of Searle’s social ontology. I then advanced my own arguments aimed at providing a way of resisting the influence of the spectacle and the encroachment of the hyperreal to assuage the prematurely nihilistic conclusions of Baudrillard.
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