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How a naturalistic social
ontology is possible?

That is unambiguously connected with the life
sciences.



How social ontology is related to social
scientific methodology?

1. Ontology precedes research (Searle 1995, Epstein 2015);

2. Ontology is the result of iterated empirical work, theorizing
and reflection (Elder-Vass 2007, Guala 2007, Little 2020).



Two main ways of doing social
ontology (Guala 2007)

1. Conceptual analysis

e Searle 1995, 2010
e Epstein 2015

e Gilbert 1992

e Tuomela 2002

2. Game theory

e Lewis 1969
e Skyrms 2014
e Sugden 2006



Both tackle essentially empirical questions from
an a priori point of view and lack empirical
foundations (Guala 2007).



Social coordination is ubiquitous:

implicit ,,code of conduct” at academic conferences like this
one

traffic lights
explicit legislative rules

any social interaction — planned or emergent



Research Questions

. Why do humans understand how to interact with each
other in different social situations?

. What makes social coordination describable in game-
theoretic terms possible?

. How has evolution made humans able to coordinate?

. How a naturalistic social ontology unambiguously related
to evolutionary biology and cognitive science is possible?



Social Coordination in game theory:

1. Conventions
2. Norms
3. Institutions



Conventions

e guide “the use of space, time, posture, or gesture and also provide
indications of the relative power, prestige, and status among the
individuals taking part in interactions” (Karp 2016: 7);

e are behavioral regularities emerging from repeated
Interactions (Lewis 1969);

e are reached with help of psychological factors responsible for
converging on a particular equilibrium, or a focal point
(Schelling 1960).



Norms

e are rules based on empirical and normative expectation
regarding behavoir—,grammar for social interactions”
(Bicchieri 2018);

e are “the cement of society” (Elster, 1989).



Institutions

are constitutive rules like ,X counts as 'Y in C* (Searle 1995);
are self-sustaining salient behavioral patterns (Aoki 2007);
are norm-governed social practices (Tuomela 2013);

are rules-in-equilibria (Guala & Hindriks 2015, Guala 2016).



Conventions

Coordination ——Mechanism—® Institutions




What enables social coordination itself, and
how does it differ from that in animals?



Guala & Hindriks (2015}

Unified social ontology: “rules-in-equilibria”

1.“X counts as Y in C"is derivable from “if X, do Y":

2. Coordination is a basic social mechanism;



Guala & Hindriks (2015}

1. Social coordination as “correlated equilibrium” might be
rooted in evolution;

2. Sterelny (2003): human and animal conventions differ in
scope of actionable signals;

3. Humans are able to invent and follow different rules given
the same correlation device.



Evolutionary conditions — coordination leading
to social institutions?



Cognitive requirements — coordination
sustaining social institutions?



Guala (2020)

“what cognitive mechanisms establish
coordination?”



Kaidesoja (2079)

,Explanations in terms of game
theoretical equilibria do not explicate
any causal processes or
mechanisms”.



Turner's (2007) ,,sane* constraints on
social theory

1. Cognitive realism
2. Computational tractability
3. Physical realizability



“we can think of actual societies as made up of
multiple focal points which are the subject of
joint attention by different overlapping groups,
as the distributed rather than centralized
source of multiple modes of coordination”

-Turner, 2018: 209



The road ahead

1. to view social coordination as involving cognitive
optimization; element class="fragment" -->

2. describe this optimization in terms of evolutionary and
cognitive mechanisms;

3. model cognitively minimal agents capable of sustaining
social institutions.



Implications of naturalizing
coordination for social ontology and
social science

1. Basic social mechanism (coordination) is unambiguously
rooted in evolution of cognitive and social capacities —

naturalistic social ontology;

2. Groundwork for “interactional mechanics” — a general
theory of face-to-face social interaction.
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