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Presidential Welcome Address at
the ENSO III Conference

On behalf of the International Social Ontology Society and the organising committee
at the Centre of Excellence in the Philosophy of the Social Sciences at the University of
Helsinki, I welcome you to the 3rd Conference of the European Network on Social
Ontology.
In recent decades, social ontology has become a thriving research field
populated by researchers from many different disciplines, such as cognitive science,
economics, sociology, and philosophy. Academic conferences and collaborative
networks devoted to research in social ontology have gradually emerged over the
years.
Social ontology can be broadly understood to cover all kinds of entities and
properties that rational study of the social world is taken to need. In this wide sense
social ontology is not only a study of the basic nature of social reality but at least in
part a study of what the best social scientific theories need to appeal to in their
postulated ontologies.
The inaugural conference of the European Network on Social Ontology was
held in Constance in 2009 and the second ENSO conference was organised at Luiss
Guido Carli University in Rome in 2011. The third conference here in Helsinki is the
largest event of the European Network on Social Ontology so far. Before the ENSO
conference series had begun researchers interested in the study of the foundational
aspects of the social world met each other at the biennial Collective Intentionality
conferences, which have so far been organised at eight different universities since the
inaugural conference in Munich in 1999.
The collective intentionality and social ontology conferences have facilitated
collaboration between researchers in this field, but currently new institutional
developments are shaping the field and turning social ontology into a permanent part
of the contemporary study of the social world that already has led to important new
intellectual developments that can also be hoped to bear fruit concerning various
theoretical and practical social matters.
The founding of the International Social Ontology Society (ISOS) in 2012
provides an organisation that is able to coordinate activities in the social ontology
field and to ensure the continuity of its activities. Presently both the Collective
Intentionality and the ENSO conferences are supported by the International Society of
Social Ontology (ISOS). The newly founded Journal of Social Ontology, which will be

published by de Gruyter starting probably before the end of next year, provides an
arena for specialists to publish cutting‐edge research in social ontology. Also the
Springer book series Studies in the Philosophy of Sociality provides an attractive
venue for book‐length monographs and edited volumes in the field of social ontology
and collective intentionality research.
As with any large‐scale event, a good network of collaborators and associates
has proved invaluable in organising the present 3rd Conference of the European
Network on Social Ontology. We have received direct funding from the Wihuri
Foundation and the Finnish Federation of Learned Societies in Finland as well as from
the European Network for Social Intelligence (Sintelnet), which has been an important
partner in organising the symposium on collective reasoning. We have also been
supported in various ways by the University of Helsinki and the Finnish Centre of
Excellence in the Philosophy of the Social Sciences. Social ontology is one of the five
research streams at this Centre, where collaboration between different research
streams is frequent. The dynamic intellectual atmosphere and growing international
research staff of the Centre of Excellence have made this one of the most exciting
places to work on social ontology and the philosophy of the social sciences more
generally today.
I would also like to thank the steering committee of ISOS and the local
organising committee members (especially Matti Heinonen) for their good work in
organising this conference.
As President of ISOS and Chair of the local organising committee I am pleased
to welcome you to Helsinki to attend the 3rd Conference of the European Network on
Social Ontology.
Raimo Tuomela
The Social Ontology Group of
the Academy of Finland Centre of Excellence in
the Philosophy of the Social Sciences (TINT)

Welcome on behalf of the Centre of Excellence in the Philosophy
of the Social Sciences

It is exceedingly delightful to see social ontology in a great shape and its leading
practitioners coming together in Helsinki at the ENSO 3 conference. Our Centre of
Excellence (also known as TINT) is honoured by being involved in this collective
activity. Now the biggest centre in its field (with some 30 researchers at the moment),
it contains as one of its major elements a powerful research stream devoted to social
ontology. A unifying core ambition of the TINT Centre is to pursue philosophical
understandings of interdisciplinarity as a major feature of contemporary (social)
science (for your information: ‘TINT’ is the shorthand of ‘Trends and Tensions in
Intellectual Integration’). In principle, social ontology is in an indispensable position to
contribute to the execution of this ambition in several ways. One is that scientific
disciplines and their relationships are matters of institutional dynamics, and therefore
are apt targets for the application of the concepts and theories of social ontology.
Another is that social ontology as done by philosophers and what is labeled as ‘social
theory’ by social scientists within various social science disciplines appear to cover
basically the same subject matter. Thus one would expect there to be much more
mutually beneficial interdisciplinary interaction between the two than is currently the
case. Yet another is that unearthing the ontological presuppositions of various social
science disciplines – which should be a natural item on the agenda of social ontology
as part of the philosophy of the social sciences ‐ should help these disciplines better
understand each other and so to interact or collaborate more smoothly when the
need arises. Meeting challenges like these will make philosophical social ontology also
practically more relevant. Practical relevance is indeed another unifying ambition of
the TINT Centre. I presume many participants of ENSO 3 share these aspirations. Even
if you don’t, I trust you will enjoy the conference.
Uskali Mäki
Academy of Finland Centre of Excellence in
the Philosophy of the Social Sciences (TINT)

PROGRAMME OVERVIEW

WEDNESDAY 23rd
8:15 – 9:00

Registration

9:00 – 9:15

Opening Words (Room 6)

9:15– 10:15

1st Keynote: Dan Sperber (Room 6)

10:15 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:30 Parallel Sessions I (Rooms 6 and 12)
12:30 – 14:00 Lunch (Restaurant Piano)
14:00 – 16:00 Parallel Sessions II (Rooms 6 and 12)
16:00 – 16:30 Coffee Break
16:30 – 17:30 Parallel Sessions III (Rooms 6 and 12)
17:30 – 17:40 Break
17:40 – 18:40 2nd Keynote: Dave Elder‐Vass (Room 6)
19:00 – 21:00 Rector’s Reception (Main Building, Press Room)
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PROGRAMME OVERVIEW

THURSDAY 24th
9:15 – 10:15

3rd Keynote: Elisabeth Pacherie (Room 6)

10:15 – 10:30 Break
10:30 – 12:30 Parallel Sessions IV (Rooms 6 and 12)
12:30 – 14:00 Lunch (Restaurant Piano)
14:00 – 16:00 Parallel Sessions V (Rooms 6 and 12)
16:00 – 16:45 Coffee Break and Poster Session
16:45 – 17:45 4th Keynote: David‐Hillel Ruben (Room 6)
19:30

Conference Dinner (Ateljé Finné)

FRIDAY 25th
9:00 – 11:00

Parallel Sessions VI (Room 12)
Sintelnet Symposium (Room 6)

11:00 – 11:15 Coffee Break
11:15 – 13:15

Parallel Sessions VII (Room 12)
Sintelnet Symposium (Room 6)

13:15 – 15:00 Lunch (Restaurant Havis)
15:00 – 16:00 5th Keynote: Hans Bernhard Schmid (Room 6)
16:00 – 17:00 Assembly Meeting (Room 6)
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PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

WEDNESDAY 23rd
8:15 – 9:00

Registration

9:00 – 9:15

OPENING (15 min)

Room 6

Opening Words
RAIMO TUOMELA (Helsinki)
President of the International Social Ontology Society

9:15 – 10:15

Room 6

1st KEYNOTE LECTURE (60 min)
An Ontology for Naturalistic Causal Explanations in
the Social Sciences
DAN SPERBER (Paris / Budapest)
Chair: Raimo Tuomela

10:15 – 10:30

Break

10:30 – 12:30

Contributed Papers I
(A1) Explanation and Understanding
Chair: Marion Godman

Collective Understanding
PETRI YLIKOSKI and PEKKA MÄKELÄ (Helsinki)

Room 12

The Ontology of Interactive Kinds
RICO HAUSWALD (Berlin)
Macro‐Mechanisms in Explanations of
Large‐Scale Social Phenomena
TUUKKA KAIDESOJA (Helsinki)
The Duality of Structure, Social Causation and
the Social Ontology of Organizations
JO‐JO KOO (Skidmore)
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PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

WEDNESDAY 23rd
10:30 – 12:30

Contributed Papers I (continued)
(B1) Collective Doxastic Intentionality
Chair: Kaarlo Miller

Essential Normativism about Collective Belief
THOMAS SZANTO (Vienna)
Room 6

Solitary Social Belief
JOHN GREENWOOD (CUNY)
An Intentionalist We‐mode Account of Joint Attention
MICHAEL SCHMITZ (Vienna)
Acts of Terror as Collective Violent Acts
ALESSANDRO SALICE (Vienna)

12:30 – 14:00
14:00 – 16:00

Lunch
Restaurant Piano

Contributed Papers II
(A2) Collective Responsibility
Chair: Arto Laitinen

Holding No One Responsible – Criticizing Collective Moral
Autonomy
ANTON ERIKSSON (Umeå)
Room 12

Collective Responsibility and Individual Obligations: A Logical
Analysis
ALLARD TAMMINGA and FRANK HINDRIKS (Groningen)
Collective Responsibility and Group Control
ANDRAS SZIGETI (Lund)
Collective Obligation Without Collective Agents
BILL WRINGE (Bilkent)
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PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

WEDNESDAY 23rd
14:00 – 16:00

Contributed Papers II (continued)
(B2) Team Reasoning
Chair: Michiru Nagatsu

Team Reasoning and Non‐Evidential Warrant for Belief
ABE ROTH (Ohio)
Room 6

Team Reasoning, Cooperation, and Social Policy
KATHARINE BROWNE (Oslo)
Beyond Mental States: Bacharach and Collective Identities
RICHARD WEIR (Sussex)
What a Mexican Standoff can Tell us About
Collective Free Action
SARA CHANT (Missouri)

16:00 – 16:30

Coffee Break

16.30 – 17.30

Contributed Papers III
(A3) Social Institutions 1
Chair: Frank Hindriks

Room 12

The Place of Status Markers in a Theory of Institutions
FILIP BUEKENS (Leuven / Tilburg)
Borders as an Evolutionary Novelty
A Modular Approach
STIJN VAN TONGERLOO (Leuven)
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PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

WEDNESDAY 23rd
16.30 – 17.30

Contributed Papers III (continued)
(B3) Social Motivation
Chair: Andras Szigeti

Room 6

Social Motivation:
the Obvious yet Overlooked Basis for Human Cooperation
MARION GODMAN, MIKKO SALMELA, and MICHIRU NAGATSU
(Helsinki)
Collective Acceptance and the Appropriateness of Emotions
ANNA WELPINGHUS (Bochum)

17:30 – 17:40

Break

17:40 – 18:40

2nd KEYNOTE LECTURE (60 min)

Room 6

19:00 – 21:00

Beyond Collective Intentionality
DAVE ELDER‐VASS (Loughborough)
Rector’s Reception
Main Building, Press Room, Fabianinkatu 33
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Chair: Petri Ylikoski

PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

THURSDAY 24th
9:15 – 10:15

Room 6

3rd KEYNOTE LECTURE (60 min)
Joint Commitments and Predictability in Joint Action
ELISABETH PACHERIE (Paris)
Chair: Arto Laitinen

10:15 – 10:30

Break

10:30 – 12:30

Contributed Papers IV
(A4) Artificial Intelligence
Chair: Raul Hakli

The Participatory Turn – A Multi‐Dimensional Gradual Agency
Concept for Human and Nonhuman Actors
SABINE THUERMEL (TU Munich)
Room 12

Artifacts and Collective Intentionality
DAVID PEARCE (Madrid)
Collective Unintelligence: The Ground of Society
CRISTIANO CASTELFRANCHI (ISTC‐CNR)
On the Ontology of Communicative Acts
ANTONELLA CARASSA (USI) and MARCO COLOMBETTI (Milan)
(B4) Group Agents
Chair: Michael Schmitz

Collective Memory and the Persistence of Group Agents
DAVID SCHWEIKARD (Münster)
Room 6

Semantic Analysis and Group Agency
JOHANNES HIMMELREICH (LSE)
Group Freedom and Power: A Social Mechanism Account
FRANK HINDRIKS (Groningen)
Bootstrapping Group Agents
LEO TOWNSEND (Cape Town)
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PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

THURSDAY 24th
12:30 – 13:00
Room 6
12:30 – 14:15
14:15 – 16:15

ASSEMBLY MEETING
International Society for Social Ontology
Lunch
Restaurant Piano

Contributed Papers V
(A5) Social Ontology
Chair: David Schweikard

Humean Social Ontology
ANGELA COVENTRY, ALEXANDER SAGER, and TOM SEPPÄLÄINEN
(Portland)
Room 12

On the Troubles with “Existence” and “Reality”
in Social Ontology
EVE KITSIK (Tartu)
Constitutive Rules, Constitutive Relations
and the Relation of “Constitution”
ARTO LAITINEN (Tampere)
Social Modes of Being
OLIVIER MASSIN (Geneva)
(B5) Social Cognition
Chair: Mikko Salmela

Collaboration without the We‐mode: Shared Intention and
Allocentric Social Cognition
LUCA TUMMOLINI (ISTC‐CNR)
Room 6

Social Ontology, Collective Intentionality, and Mindreading
GIANCARLO ZANET and GIUSEPPE VICARI (Palermo)
Simulation and the We‐mode. Towards a Cognitive Account
of Collective Intentionality
MATTEO BIANCHIN (Milano)
Theory, Simulation, and Group Agents
MATTI HEINONEN (Helsinki)
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PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

THURSDAY 24th
16:15 – 17:00

Coffee Break and Poster Session
Does Social Ontology Start with Pretence?
GAETANO ALBERGO (Catania)
Glue and Building Blocks of Social Facts and Institutions:
Collective Intentionality and Other Ingredients
ALEXANDER ALMÉR and JENS ALLWOOD (Gothenburg)
Dialog, Shared Meanings and Cognition
JENS ALLWOOD (Gothenburg) and
PAAVO PYLKKÄNEN (Skövde / Helsinki)
The Speaker Paradox in Statutory Implicatures
SAMUELE CHILOVI (Barcelona / Antwerp)
Going Beyond Atomism: Modelling Collective Intentionality
CORINNA ELSENBROICH (Surrey) and HARKO VERHAGEN (Stockholm)
Coupled Systems and Collective Intentionality
MATTHEW RACHAR (Vienna)
What is an Economic Exchange? A Deontic View
EMMA TIEFFENBACH (Geneva)
Subjectivism and the Dark City
JASON K. WERBELOFF (Witwatersrand)

17:00 – 18:00

Room 6

19:30

4th KEYNOTE LECTURE (60 min)
Beyond Supervenience and Construction
DAVID‐HILLEL RUBEN (London)
Conference Dinner
Ateljé Finné
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Chair: Uskali Mäki

PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

FRIDAY 25th
9:00 – 11:00

Contributed Papers VI & Sintelnet Symposium (First Part)
(A6) Joint Action
Chair: Tuukka Kaidesoja

Common Knowledge and Joint Intentional Action
OLLE BLOMBERG (Edinburgh)
Room 12

Collective Interests and Intentions
SÄDE HORMIO (Helsinki)
On Social World’s Specific Acting and on its Normativity
FRANCESCA DE VECCHI (Milan)
Impossible Attempts in the Legal Domain:
Adjusting Action Theory for Normative Social Ontology
GUGLIELMO FEIS (Milan)
Sintelnet Symposium on Collective Reasoning (First Part)
Chair: David Pearce

Making Complex Beliefs Tractable
BARBARA DUNIN‐KEPLICZ (Warsaw)
Room 6

When the Group Matters: A Game‐Theoretic Analysis of
Team Reasoning and Social Ties
EMILIANO LORINI (Toulouse)
Is Distributed Problem Solving an Instance of Group Level
Cognitive Processes?
KIRK LUDWIG (Indiana)

11:00 – 11:15

Coffee Break

17

PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

FRIDAY 25th
11:15 – 13:15

Contributed Papers VII & Sintelnet Symposium (Second Part)
(A7) Social Institutions 2
Chair: Alessandro Salice

Room 12

Searle and the Social Ontology of Money,
Bank Credit and Economic Cycles
MICHAËL BAUWENS (Leuven)
Searle, Incorporated
ALEXANDRA ARAPINIS and EMANUELE BOTTAZZI (Trento)
Are Institutional Entities Constituted Entities?
SUSANNA SALMIJÄRVI (Göteborg)
Sintelnet Symposium on Collective Reasoning (Second Part)
Chair: Raimo Tuomela

Room 6

Team Reasoning Versus Nash Equilibrium:
Experimental Evidence
ANDREW COLMAN (Leicester)
Team Reasoning and Fair Cooperation
ROBERT SUGDEN (East Anglia)
What Are Collective Preferences?
RAUL HAKLI and KAARLO MILLER (Helsinki)
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PROGRAMME

(3rd October 2013)

FRIDAY 25th
13:15 – 15:00
15.15 – 16.15

Room 6

Lunch
Restaurant Havis

5th KEYNOTE LECTURE (60 min)
Social Ontology and Political Contest
HANS BERNHARD SCHMID (Vienna)
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Chair: Mikko Salmela

KEYNOTE LECTURES

An Ontology for Naturalistic Causal Explanations in the Social Sciences
DAN SPERBER
Departments of Philosophy and of Cognitive Science, CEU, Budapest
Institut Jean Nicod, ENS, Paris
Wednesday 9:15 – 10:15
Room 6
As a social and cognitive scientist trying to contribute to the development of a naturalistic
to social phenomena, I have found ontologies used by social scientists or articulated by
philosophers at best unhelpful and, in general, deeply flawed. They typically follow folk‐
ontologies in granting a causal role to mere Cambridge properties. I have developed an
alternative approach to the ontology of the social sciences in terms of Cognitive Causal
Chains (CCCs) that can extend across individuals and populations. In this talk, I outline this
ontology. I argue that being social and also being cultural are best viewed as graded
properties that items possess to the extent that they owe their features to their being
embedded in CCCs. I analyse institutions as special patterns of CCCs. I suggest an
explanation of the role mere Cambridge properties play in folk‐ontologies of the social.
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KEYNOTE LECTURES

Beyond Collective Intentionality
DAVE ELDER‐VASS
Loughborough University
Wednesday 17:40 – 18:40
Room 6
John Searle’s account of collective intentionality often appears to neglect and perhaps
even to deny the genuinely collective element of social reality, and thus the causal
significance of actual social groups. This paper will argue, however, that an adequate
social ontology needs to include not only collective intentionality but also actual social
groups, and careful consideration of how such groups can be causally significant. In some
kinds of social groups, I will argue, collective intentionality plays an important role, but it
is a role that also depends on the existence of the group itself, and we must also
recognise that some social structures do not depend on collective intentionality.
Social structures thus take a variety of forms. Those that underpin normativity are a
particularly interesting class, and recent work in critical realism has made an important
contribution to showing how they arise from interactions within genuine social groups.
These groups depend on a kind of collective intentionality, but one in which the members
may lack explicit awareness of the collective. Once we have recognised this, however,
Searle’s work remains enormously useful because it helps us to see how normative
structures can create, not just conformity to regulative norms, but also complex
institutional properties like money and property, through the mechanism that I have
called indexing norms.
This paper thus seeks to show that Searle’s argument does make an important
contribution to understanding complex social institutions, and to show how some of the
difficulties and absences in his argument might be resolved by synthesising elements of
Searle’s social ontology with elements of recent critical realist work in social ontology.
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KEYNOTE LECTURES

Joint Commitments and Predictability in Joint Action
ELISABETH PACHERIE
Institut Jean Nicod,
ENS, EHESS, CNRS, Paris
Thursday 9:15 – 10:15
Room 6
There are important divergences among philosophers on the nature and role of the
commitments present in joint action. Some hold that joint commitments, together with
the mutual obligations and entitlements they entail, are constitutive of shared intentions
and engage a sui generis form of social normativity. Others maintain that while mutual
obligations and entitlements are very common in joint action, they are not essential to
joint action. In this talk, I shall approach these issues by considering the function of joint
commitments in joint action. Success in achieving a joint goal rests on the coordination of
co‐agents' intentions and actions and successful coordination itself depends on the
predictability of one's co‐agents decisions, intentions, and actions. I shall argue that the
chief role of joint commitments in joint action is to enhance mutual predictability among
co‐agents. One consequence of this view is that joint commitments are only necessary to
the extent that predictability cannot be achieved by other means. Joint commitments
appear, however, to be more common in joint action than a strict predictability view
would entail. I will also explore some of the reasons why this may be so.
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KEYNOTE LECTURES

Realism and Irrealism in the Philosophy of Social Science
DAVID‐HILLEL RUBEN
University of London
Thursday 17:00 – 18:00
Room 6
What is the metaphysical relationship between the social and the mental (plus the
physical)? Options range from identity, through mereology, to supervenience and finally
to causation. Identity, often referred to as reduction, appears to have had its day. It is
problematic, for many reasons, some of which I specify. But the social must be connected
in some way with the mental (plus the physical).
Supervenience was thought to be a good alternative. It tied the social to the mental
loosely, so that the social retained its non‐reductive integrity but not did acquire
autonomy in any meaningful sense. Philosophers of social science over many years
conceived of the social‐mental relation as one of supervenience.
But the attractiveness of supervenience has all but finished in the philosophy of
mind. It is a weak relation of co‐variance. It leaves open the question: if these are two
non‐identical parts of reality, why should they co‐vary in the way supervenience says they
do? How could one explain the fact of supervenience, if such there be?
Might Searle’s social constructivism offer an alternative explanation of this relation?
In his terminology, a constitutive rule says that in circumstances c, X counts as Y. But he
does not explain why X counts as Y. In general this isn’t a truth. Jupiter doesn’t count as a
planet because people believe or recognise that it is one; given fixed meanings of the
terms, Jupiter is a planet whatever people think or believe or recognise. Searle’s view has
the same problem of explanation that supervenience has.
But the social world isn’t like the astronomical world. One way to discharge the
explanatory burden for both Searle and supervenience is to adopt an irrealist view of the
mental or the social. We do make it up; it isn’t real in one important sense of that
expression. If we discount identity/reduction, and full autonomy, there are few other
options: irrealism and emergentist realism (for both the mental and the social) seem the
only candidates left standing.
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KEYNOTE LECTURES

Social Ontology and Political Contest
HANS BERNHARD SCHMID
University of Vienna
Friday 15:15 – 16:15
Room 6
There are many cases in the history of social ontology where philosophers have made
highly contestable claims about the “essential” character or “constitutive” role of a
certain feature of some or another social fact, practice, or relation. Thus already in the
earliest text in which the term “social ontology” is mentioned, Edmund Husserl boldly
claims that the essence of marriage is in tight relations of mutual empathy between the
spouses. From an empirical point of view, this “a priori”‐claim may not strike as any more
plausible than Searle's apparent claim that only the modern western rules constitute the
practice of chess. Examples such as these give rise to the suspicion that social ontology is
all too quick to make claims about “essences” and “constitutive” features, and
systematically ignores the plurality and divergence of conceptions of the institutional
world. Indeed it seems that it is a mark of social concepts, in general, that they are
contestable, and it may even be plausible to assume that in any given population, there
are widely differing ideas concerning the extension and intension of any social concept.
If this is true, this challenges the view that social reality is based on some sort of joint
acceptance, joint commitment, or collective recognition. However, this is also a problem
for disagreement‐based views, since one of the questions is: how can the relation
between different conceptions be of disagreement rather than mere divergence, given
that the nature of the respective facts is such that it is somehow “made” by the
corresponding attitudes? How can, in other words, reasonable people have arguments
over the intension of a social concept, as they sometimes do, rather than simply stating
that there are different concepts involved? What makes a person who thinks that
marriage should be extended to same‐sex couples believe that her opponent, who claims
this to be impossible on conceptual grounds, is talking about the same thing?
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SINTELNET SYMPOSIUM
Sintelnet Symposium on Collective Reasoning (First Part)
Chair: David Pearce

Room 6, Friday 9:00 – 11:00

Making Complex Beliefs Tractable
BARBARA DUNIN‐KEPLICZ
University of Warsaw
The essence of classical approaches to common knowledge, originating from
epistemology and modal logic, is consensus between group participants.
When established, common knowledge is helpful in drawing common consequences
from commonly known premises. This property is invaluable in creating models of others
or in modelling conventions. However, in complex real‐life applications, especially those
involving cooperation or teamwork, the role of group knowledge has recently evolved.
1. Instead of “what every fool knows”, group knowledge tends to express synthetic
information extracted from the information delivered by individuals.
2. Consensus is not a requirement anymore, as group members do not necessarily
adopt group conclusions. It suffices that during the group's lifetime they obey
them.
Since agents joining a group do not have to revise their individual beliefs accordingly,
inconsistencies may naturally appear. In order to prevent them from trivialising the
reasoning, we choose to live with inconsistencies for the time being, though no longer
than needed. Moreover, in contemporary applications we also need to cope with lack of
informaton which usually leads to nonmonotonic reasoning.
How to formally model such complicated situations?
First of all, we propose a shift in perspective: from reasoning in multimodal systems
of high complexity to querying (paraconsistent) knowledge bases.
This has led to a novel formalization of complex beliefs by Dunin‐Keplicz and Szałas.
In order to bridge the gap between idealized logical approaches and their actual
implementations, the original notion of epistemic profile serves as a tool for transforming
preliminary beliefs into final ones. As epistemic profiles can be devised both on an
individual and a group level in an analogical manner, a uniform treatment of individual
and group beliefs has been achieved.
Various challenges naturally occurring in this context can be solved with the use of
4QL: a new four‐valued rule‐based query language designed by Maluszynski and Szalas.
The role of 4QL is to provide firm foundations for paraconsistent knowledge bases used by
applications external to this language. Importantly, using 4QL ensures tractability.
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SINTELNET SYMPOSIUM
When the Group Matters:
A Game‐Theoretic Analysis of Team Reasoning and Social Ties
EMILIANO LORINI
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS)
Institut de Recherche en informatique de Toulouse (IRIT)
During my presentation I will focus on a well‐known economic theory of collective
reasoning whose aim is to clarify how agents reason and are able to cooperate when
acting as members of the same group: Bacharach’s theory of team reasoning. After
discussing the various limitations of this theory in modeling various types of social
interactions and (artificial or human) societies where different competing groups may
coexist, I introduce a new theory of social ties which appears to provide a simpler and
more intuitive approach to modeling collaborative actions in the context of strategic
interactions. A systematic comparison between this theory of social ties and Bacharach's
theory of team reasoning will be given during the presentation.
Is Distributed Problem Solving an Instance of Group Level Cognitive Processes?
KIRK LUDWIG
Indiana University
Groups can sometimes solve problems more quickly and efficiently than individuals, and
can sometimes solve problems which it is unlikely than any individuals acting alone could
solve. Moreover, in some circumstances, it appears that groups exhibit cognitive
capacities or mechanisms for problem solving which are different in kind from those
exhibited by any of their members. In this paper, I will be concerned with recent
arguments (Theiner, Goldstone and Allen, 2010 and related papers), inspired in part by
considerations that are at play in the extended mind hypothesis, that seeks to move from
observations of the sort just mentioned to the existence of genuinely group level
cognitive processes and capacities—in the sense that they are an emergent phenomenon
which is properly attributed at the group level and that they support the attribution of a
group mind, at least so far as cognition goes. I argue that once we have disentangled
both the various senses we can give to the notions of a cognitive system, a cognitive
process, a cognitive state or property, and a cognitive capacity, and have distinguished
among the various kinds of cases that have been offered as concrete instances of group
level problem solving, memory, and so on, we can see that there is no sound argument to
the conclusion that there are genuine group level minds or cognitive processes except
insofar as we interpret that in a Pickwickian sense.
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Team Reasoning Versus Nash Equilibrium: Experimental Evidence
ANDREW COLMAN
University of Leicester
A cornerstone of the social sciences is the assumption of methodological individualism,
according to which social phenomena must be explained by the intentional actions of
individuals, and individuals always try do the best for themselves in all circumstances that
arise. This assumption is built into Nash equilibrium, the principal solution concept of
game theory. It is easy to prove that a rational solution to any game must be a Nash
equilibrium, but the reverse does not hold, and many interesting games have multiple
equilibria. In the coordination problems that arise from the resulting indeterminism, the
problem arises of explaining how players coordinate and why certain simple coordination
games have intuitively compelling solutions that cannot be derived from game theory.
Theories of team reasoning, in which players act to maximize the collective payoff of the
pair or group of players, rather than their own individual payoffs, offer an appealing
solution to this problem. Results of experiments, some not yet published, provide strong
evidence that human decision makers are influenced by team reasoning, and that it is not
difficult to find games in which team reasoning provides a better prediction of players’
choices than Nash equilibrium. What is missing from theories of team reasoning is any
adequate account of when and why players adopt this mode of reasoning and when they
lapse into individual reasoning. Team reasoning is also much more radical than is usually
acknowledged: it requires abandoning or limiting expected utility theory, because no
utility function can capture a player’s preference for team reasoning.
Team Reasoning and Fair Cooperation
ROBERT SUGDEN
University of East Anglia
In existing theories of team reasoning, each team‐reasoning player of a game chooses his
or her component of the profile of strategies whose outcome is best for the players
collectively (or ‘for the players as a team’). ‘Best for the players collectively’ is usually
modelled in terms of a joint objective function (analogous with a social welfare function).
Whether a given player in fact team‐reasons may depend on the game and its frame. In
some versions of the theory, when maximising the joint objective, team‐reasoning players
take account of the possibility that other players may not team‐reason.
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In this paper, I sketch an alternative theory of team reasoning, which assimilates
team‐reasoning solutions to conventions in Hume’s sense. The key difference is that
team‐reasoning solutions are analogous with those of cooperative game theory, rather
than with the decisions of a welfare‐maximising ‘social planner’. I define one strategy
combination as the non‐cooperative default (to represent non‐agreement), and define a
class of fair agreements – strategy combinations which, relative to that default, are
mutually beneficial and reasonably fair. If a team‐reasoning individual has assurance that
other players will choose their components of some fair agreement, he will choose his
component of that agreement. One way in which that assurance can be generated within
a population of potential players of a game is through recurrent play of the relevant
strategies.
What Are Collective Preferences?
RAUL HAKLI and KAARLO MILLER
University of Helsinki
Various theories of collective reasoning rely on some kind of notion of collective
preference. In these theories collective preferences are not analyzed but their existence
is rather taken as a given starting point for the account. In our talk we try to dig deeper
into the topic. We aim to provide answers to the following kinds of questions: In what
sense can we talk about preferences of the group in addition to preferences of group
members? Where do the group's preferences come from? How do they relate to the
preferences of the individual members? How should preference transformation be
understood?
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(A1) Explanation and Understanding
Chair: Marion Godman

Room 12, Wednesday 10:30 – 12:30

Collective Understanding
PETRI YLIKOSKI and PEKKA MÄKELÄ
University of Helsinki
This paper presents an account of collective understanding that is based on the inferential
account of understanding according to which understanding is an ability to make correct
what if ‐inferences about phenomena. Collective understanding is analyzed as a species of
collective cognition that is conceptually distinct from extended cognition, socially
extended cognition, and communal cognition. While the account of collective
understanding is based on the idea of epistemic agency, it does not depend on any strong
assumptions about mental life of groups. We argue that group’s epistemic performance is
dependent on the composition of the group, the division of labour within the group, and
the joint procedures employed by the group. These variables explain how a given group
fares in comparison to other groups or to individuals. We also argue that metacognition
has an important, but largely unrecognized, role in collective agency. Unlike individuals,
groups cannot rely on intuitive sense of understanding, but they face a similar functional
challenge if they are to be taken as reliable epistemic agents.
The Ontology of Interactive Kinds
RICO HAUSWALD
Humboldt‐Universität Berlin
According to an influential argument by Ian Hacking, the kinds studied by the social
sciences ‐ more precisely, those kinds whose instances are human beings ‐ are “interactive
kinds” exhibiting “looping effects”. I argue that Hacking's account, as well as the debate
surrounding it, suffers from a lack of ontological clarity. To remedy this shortcoming, first,
I introduce a distinction between different forms of looping according to the ontological
sort of entity that changes: (1) people (individual and aggregated individual looping), (2)
definitions of classificatory categories (definitional looping), and (3) kinds (kind‐looping).
In the second part, I examine whether a genuine interactive kind (i.e., a kind subjected to
kind‐looping) is actually compatible with our general ontology of kinds and, if so, how
exactly it can be conceived. I argue that interactive kinds are a special case of historically
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changeable causal cluster kinds. In doing so, it is possible to solve the alleged problem
that some kinds appear to be interactive and indifferent at the same time. I also argue
that Hacking's own “semantic resolution” to this problem is unconvincing because it relies
on a false ontology of kinds.
Macro‐Mechanisms in Explanations of Large‐Scale Social Phenomena
TUUKKA KAIDESOJA
University of Helsinki
The paper argues for the existence of social macro‐mechanism and their indispensability
in explanations of many large‐scale social phenomena, such as revolutions, wars, state‐
formation and globalization. It does so by indicating that, when properly understood, the
notion of social macro‐mechanism is compatible with the basic ideas of the model of
mechanism‐based explanation. It will be also demonstrated that many well‐confirmed
explanations of large‐scale social phenomena in various fields of social research refer to
ontologically irreducible macro‐mechanisms. Finally, the paper indicates that recent
cognitive sciences and organization studies provide promising new approaches and results
that may advance our understanding of the cognitive capacities of relatively enduring
collective actors that form the core components of social macro‐mechanisms.
The Duality of Structure, Social Causation,
and the Social Ontology of Organizations
JO‐JO KOO
Skidmore College
This talk examines the significance of the “duality of structure”, which is most prominently
(but not exclusively) associated with Anthony Giddens’s theory of structuration, for
understanding the relation between human agency and social structure, as well as the
nature of social causation and the social ontology of organizations. Roughly speaking, the
thesis of the duality of structure (a.k.a. structuration) is that we should not conceive social
structure and agency as a dualism, but rather as interdependent aspects of what it is to be
a competent human agent in general. Taking into account certain objections to Giddens’s
own conception of the duality of structure (e.g., J. Thompson, Schatzki, Archer, Elder‐
Vass), I will (1) sketch a modified conception of structuration with the help of other
theorists who discern promise in this idea (e.g., Sewell, Stones). I will then argue (2) that
this modified conception of structuration implies certain constraints on the explanation of
social causation that resonate with those of other approaches on this topic (cf. Pettit,
Little, Schatzki, Elder‐Vass). The claim defended is that while there is no such thing as
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social causation “at a distance”, i.e., that all social causation must occur by way of
“individual” interactions, the “individuals” in question must not be understood in
accordance with the doctrine of methodological individualism, but rather as agents,
whether individual or collective, that acquire and exercise the causal powers that they
possess in virtue of their ongoing structuration. Finally, I explore (3) how the conjunction
of (1) and (2) has implications for understanding the social ontology of organizations (cf.
Pettit, Tuomela, Schatzki).
(B1) Collective Doxastic Intentionality
Chair: Kaarlo Miller

Room 6, Wednesday 10:30 – 12:30

Essential Normativism about Collective Belief
THOMAS SZANTO
University College Dublin
There has been considerable work in social ontology and social epistemology on the
possibility and nature of collective beliefs. Debates typically have centred around the
distinction between collective belief and acceptance (e.g. Tuomela 2000; 2007; Gilbert
2002; 2004; Wray 2001, 2003; Tollefsen 2002, 2003; Hakli 2006, 2007). However, the
respective arguments pro and contra collective beliefs proper have, I take it, reached a
stalemate. In this paper, I propose to look at the issue from a different perspective and
suggest a novel solution: by drawing on recent debates in the philosophy of mind, I shall
argue for the claim that we can best account for collective doxastic states by endorsing
so‐called essential normativism about thoughts (e.g. Zangwill 2005; Wedgwood 2007), viz.
the claim that thoughts imply, or constitutively depend on oughts. In particular, I shall
argue that unlike individual beliefs the doxastic properties of a group are essentially
(identical with) normative properties, i.e., they are constituted and individuated by those
norms of rationality, which are set by the rational point of view (Rovane 1998) of the
respective group.
Solitary Social Belief
JOHN GREENWOOD
CUNY
In this paper I argue for the possibility of solitary social beliefs by providing a
characterization of social beliefs independent of their relation to collective action. While
perhaps rare and parasitic, the possibility of solitary social beliefs is a consequence of the
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dynamical nature of social beliefs, namely their orientation to the represented, or, in the
case of solitary social beliefs, misrepresented beliefs of members of a social group.
An Intentionalist We‐mode Account of Joint Attention
MICHAEL SCHMITZ
University of Vienna
In my contribution I argue that an intentionalist we‐mode account of joint attention is
superior to a disjunctivist one such as John Campbell’s “relational account”. I show how
an intentionalist account can accommodate two points often advanced in favor of the
disjunctivist account. The intentionalist can likewise make sense of the fact that there is
an experiential relation between the co‐attenders and the object of their attention, and
that there is a sense in which the experience of that relation is epistemologically
fundamental. At the same time, the intentionalist account is superior because it can also
acknowledge the obvious fact that misrepresentations, which can also occur in joint
attention, have content just like successful representations. The co‐attenders mutually
represent themselves as joint subjects rather than objects of attention, so that joint
attention involves we‐mode representation (Schmitz 2013). The format of the
representational states at this level is nonconceptual. The bond between the members of
this possibly quite transient unit is established through experiences of familiarity and
emotional connection.
Acts of Terror as Collective Violent Acts
ALESSANDRO SALICE
University of Vienna
In the proposed talk I claim that acts of terror are a particular kind of violent acts. I
presuppose here a notion of violent act according to which these are acts that presuppose
damaging acts (i.e., acts which inflict psychological or physical damage) and that need to
secure their uptake in order to be successful. Accordingly, the victim of acts of terror has
to apprehend the inflicted damage and that the damage has been generated by a
corresponding act of terror.
In contrast to violent acts performed by individuals, however, I contend that acts of
terror have to fulfill three further conditions. The first is that their addressee differs from
the addressee of the underlying damaging acts (the victim). That is to say, terrorists exert
violence on their addressee by inflicting damage on the victim(s): a terrorist may injure
random citizens (the victims), while the actual target of the act of terror is a government
or nation (the addressee). Although the victim(s) differ(s) from the addressee, addressee

32

CONTRIBUTED PAPERS I
and victim have to be related to each other. Most prominently, this relation is that of
membership, i.e., the victim usually is the member of a group. This is the second condition
of the analysis: the addressees of terror acts are groups to which the victim is related
usually by membership.
Thirdly, I argue that acts of terror are not performed by individuals, but by groups:
acts of terror are collective acts. It might be that individuals perform the damaging acts on
which terror acts are eventually based, but such individuals, I contend, act in
representation of a group which is the authentic subject of such acts.

Contributed Papers II
Wednesday 14:00 – 16:00
(A2) Collective Responsibility
Chair: Arto Laitinen

Room 12, Wednesday 14:00 – 16:00

Holding No One Responsible – Criticizing Collective Moral Autonomy
ANTON ERIKSSON
Umeå University
Some philosophers have deemed it correct to consider groups as collective moral agents,
acting upon their own intentions and being subject to normative judgment. Doing so
raises a number of controversial questions, such as the following. Can we hold a
corporation or a state responsible without doing the same with regard to the individuals
of which it is composed? I will discuss this question in the light of David Copp's collective
moral autonomy thesis—a thesis that says that it is possible for a collective to possess
moral responsibility without any of the collective's members being individually
responsible. I will argue that cases meant to support this position in fact amounts to
something far less controversial: cases of faultless harm, in which no one is responsible.
Collective Responsibility and Individual Obligations: A Logical Analysis
ALLARD TAMMINGA and FRANK HINDRIKS
University of Groningen
The relation between collective responsibility and individual responsibility is a topic of
considerable controversy. We present a formal framework as a first step in developing a
more rigorous approach to questions concerning this relation. More specifically, we
propose a deontic logic of collective action loosely based on John Horty’s work. This logic
provides systematic answers to the following questions. How do the obligations of a
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group relate to the obligations of its members? Can it be that all of a group’s members
ought to see to it that A without it being the case that the group itself ought to see to it
that A? Is it possible that both a group ought to see to it that A and one of its members
ought to see to it that not A? To study collective responsibility, we propose a distinction
between (1) tout court obligations for collectives and individuals and (2) the actions that
individuals have to perform to do their share in realizing a tout court collective obligation.
A tout court collective obligation may not lead to tout court individual obligations.
Nevertheless, a tout court collective obligation can only be realized if the individuals in the
collective do their share.
Collective Responsibility and Group Control
ANDRÁS SZIGETI
Lund University
Collectives are more or less structured groups of human beings. Responsibility‐
collectivism is the view that the moral responsibility of at least some such collectives is
something over and above the combined moral responsibility of individual group
members. A key condition of responsibility is the requirement of control. Collective agents
too have to be able to exercise some control over whatever it is they are collectively
responsible for.
Responsibility‐collectivists often try to unpack the idea of group control as non‐
causal control. I argue that even if non‐causal control is a coherent notion (a big “if”!), it is
not an admissible basis for responsibility. If collectives can be morally responsible agents,
then they are to exercise causal control.
In the second half of the paper, I discuss difficulties faced by responsibility‐
collectivism if one understands group control as causal group control. One of these
difficulties is whether causal group control is consistent with ontological individualism,
i.e., the supervenience of collective properties on the properties of individuals. The
second difficulty concerns the relationship of group control and individual control. I argue
that the first difficulty is manageable, but only at the price of having to accept a solution
to the second which runs counter to the original aim of the responsibility‐collectivist. This
was to characterize collective responsibility as compatible with individual responsibility.
Worse still, responsibility‐collectivists have to choose sides in other areas of social
ontology raising the price of this position even higher.
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Collective Obligation Without Collective Agents
BILL WRINGE
Bilkent University
In this paper I address situations where individuals suffer from morally significant harms,
some of which may amount to rights violations, which no individual agent is in a position
to remedy, or which all individual agents may have a morally excusing reason not to
remedy, and which have two further features: First, they are harms which could be
addressed collectively, if some suitable collective agent could be brought into existence;
and second there are individuals who are in a position to bring a collective agent of the
right sort into existence. It is tempting to think that the individuals who are in a position
to bring the collective into existence might be under at least a prima facie obligation to do
so. However it is less clear whether or why such obligations exist. I shall consider two
possible strategies for addressing this issue. On one account, ‘Individual Obligation First’,
the obligation on individuals to form suitable collectives to address harms of the sort
under consideration is primitive. On an alternative account, ‘Collective Obligation First’,
the obligation which falls on individuals in cases like this derives from, and is explained by
a more basic obligation on a group. I shall argue that ‘Collective Obligation First’ is more
plausible than ‘Individual Obligation First’ because it provides a more adequate account of
why a certain kind of ‘we‐regret’ can be appropriate in situations where harms which
might be addressed by a collective agent are in fact not addressed.
(B2) Team Reasoning
Chair: Michiru Nagatsu

Room 6, Wednesday 14:00 – 16:00

Team Reasoning and Non‐Evidential Warrant for Belief
ABE ROTH
Ohio State University
“Team reasoning” – understood as an alternative to individual instrumental reasoning –
has been proposed as a solution to one problem of strategic interaction discussed in game
theory. Some, such as Bacharach, Gold, Sugden, and Bardsley, think that it is a resource
available for a theory of shared activity. A concern of the literature on shared agency is to
characterize the special intentions of participants in shared activity, and to do so in a way
that would be of use in formulating an informative, non‐circular account of shared
activity. Thus, we find proponents of team reasoning arguing that we should characterize
these participatory intentions not in terms of any distinctive intrinsic feature of the
attitude or its content, but in terms of their causal history – specifically, as the upshot of
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team reasoning. I will argue that the only way to make sense of the rationality of team
reasoning as distinct from individual instrumental reasoning depends on a theory of
shared agency and collective intentionality. So, far from team reasoning being a resource
for shared agency, the order of dependence is, if anything, the opposite: we have to
appeal to a theory of shared agency to give an account of the distinctive rationality of
team reasoning.
Team Reasoning, Cooperation, and Social Policy
KATHARINE BROWNE
Centre for the Study of Mind in Nature (CSMN)
University of Oslo
Many socially useful activities—such as voting, recycling, common resource management,
etc.—have the structure of a Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD). Orthodox game theory predicts
that rational individuals will defect in PD situations. Consequently, social policies often
rely on rules, monitoring, economic incentives, and sanctions to make cooperation more
attractive and to deter non‐compliance. This paper calls into question the wisdom of this
approach. In it I highlight the descriptive inadequacy of the orthodox model, and the
inefficiency of the social structures that accompany it. I then examine an alternative game
theoretic approach, namely team reasoning, which promises to explain cooperation in PD
situations. Team reasoning shifts the unit of agency from individuals to groups. Rather
than considering only those actions that are best replies, in terms of promoting her own
aim, to those of her opponent, a team reasoner considers which combination of actions
done by the team’s members will best achieve the goal of the team. This shifts the
question from “What should I do?” to “What should we do”? While it might be the case
that I should defect in the PD, we should cooperate. Consequently, team—or “we‐
mode”—reasoners are able to achieve different and superior results to individual, or “I‐
mode,” reasoners. I outline the central features of this approach, set out the policy
implications of it, and argue that many social policies should be reformed so as to
encourage individuals to engage in team reasoning.
Beyond Mental States: Bacharach and Collective Identities
RICHARD WEIR
University of Sussex
Existing accounts of collective intentionality have been burdened by an overemphasis on
the role of mental states, driven by the perfectly understandable intuition that if such a
phenomenon is held to exist, then it must lie in the form of intentionality at play.
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However, it shall be argued that not only has this resulted in the major divisions between
the key theorists in the field being reducible to more basic differences regarding
conceptions of the individual mind, but it also produces a rather unsatisfying conception
of the subject to whom such collective states and ensuing actions can be ascribed. I will
draw largely on the later work of Michael Bacharach, and to a lesser extent George
Herbert Mead, to suggest that a more palatable alternative can be developed through a
focus on the construction of identity and perspectives, in both the individual and plural
cases. It is my belief that a position established along these lines would both avoid many
of the hurdles that existing positions appear to have struggled with, as well as providing
an account of the collective subject of action that is in greater accord with our
understanding subjecthood and agency in general.
What a Mexican Standoff can Tell us About Collective Free Action
SARA CHANT
University of Missouri
In this paper, I offer the beginnings of an account of collective free action. First, I examine
(and ultimately reject) an obvious proposal for collective free action: namely, that a
group's collective action is free just in case the individuals' constituent actions are free. I
argue that any such reductionist account of collective free action cannot take into account
the complex intra‐group dynamics that play an important role in determining which
actions are available to the group. The main example I draw upon is a so‐called “Mexican
standoff”. These are cases in which each member of a group is threatening other
members of the same group. I argue that relevantly similar cases drive a wedge between
the freedom of the individuals in the group, and the freedom of the group as a whole.
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(A3) Social Institutions 1
Chair: Frank Hindriks

Room 12, Wednesday 16:30 – 17:30

The Place of Status Markers in a Theory of Institutions
FILIP BUEKENS
University of Leuven
Tilburg University
The idea that institutional reality constitutes a huge invisible ontology misses an
important feature of institutions. All institutions have a public face in the form of status
markers that signal or communicate deontic profiles and often indicate sentiments like
the sense of belonging to an institution. I explore the role of status markers in the context
of a theory of institutions that involves both evolutionary and game‐theoretical
dimensions. The place of status markers in Searle’s theory of institutions is ambiguous:
not all physical objects with an institutional status are public signs or symbols that display
an institutional role, while status markers are the obvious candidates for communicating
to those involved in the institutions qua abstract medium, various desire‐independent
reasons to act in certain ways. More empirically based approaches developed in
institutional economics (Aoki 2001, 2008, 2011) give symbolic markers and public
representations a key role in the role of institutions as, on the one hand, constraints on
behavioral choices of individual agents and, on the other hand, the conventionalized and
ritualized outcome of a process of repeated coordination games that reflect strategic
choices among agents. I conclude by arguing that, contrary to Searle, the emergence of
institutions requires a suite of cognitive and cooperative skills and capacities. I show how
a Gricean story about conventionalized signals with non‐natural meaning can explain
many facets of the public dimension of institutions.
Borders as an Evolutionary Novelty
A Modular Approach
STIJN VAN TONGERLOO
University of Leuven
Understanding the human practice of setting up borders as an evolved feature that serves
similar purposes as for animals marking and defending their territory, I describe key steps
from territorial behavior to borders as viewed from evolutionary timescales. We should
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not try to accommodate borders into Searle’s theory of institutions: this approach is
insufficient to capture the enabling conditions of borders as objects of empirical scrutiny.
Drawing on approaches developed in institutional economics (Aoki 2007, 2011,
Herrmann‐Pillath 2011).
I argue that four interacting components make up borders: behavioral dispositions,
strategic choices, behavioral patterns and public representations and signs. This implies
that borders have diverse sorts of cognitive underpinnings. In more primitive form these
components are recognizable in animal territories. Borders as an evolutionary novelty
start to appear when the components making up the territories of our evolutionary
ancestors underwent modification due to the emergence of species‐unique skills for
collaboration, social cognition and Gricean communication. Tomasello’s research into the
evolutionary psychology of human social reality (2009, 2012) provides us with clues on
how to picture these transitions.
(B3) Social motivation
Chair: Andras Szigeti

Room 6, Wednesday 16:30 – 17:30

Social Motivation: the Obvious yet Overlooked Basis for Human Cooperation
MARION GODMAN, MIKKO SALMELA, and MICHIRU NAGATSU
University of Helsinki
It is widely accepted that a distinctive aspect of human sociality is the pervasive
engagement in cooperation. From the mainstream game‐theoretic perspective, however,
a commonly observed cooperative behaviour in one‐shot social dilemmas is prima facie
an anomaly. Four strategies have been proposed to explain this anomaly within the
rational choice tradition: (1) bounded rationality; (2) social preferences; (3) social norms;
and (4) team reasoning. We argue that, although these approaches are theoretically
sophisticated, none of them can explain why people tend to do things together rather
than alone in the first place – arguably a more fundamental feature of human sociality
than cooperation as such. We propose that the social motivation, a set of psychological
dispositions and biological mechanisms biasing the individual to social orienting, social
reward and social maintaining, provides a more basic hypothesis for human sociality since
it constitutes the missing link in the existing strategies for explaining human cooperation,
e.g. the origin of conformity in (3) and mechanisms linking motivation and cognition in
frame‐shift in (4). We support our thesis by drawing on the literatures from social,
cognitive and developmental psychology and neuroscience, and by considering
evolutionary roles of social motivation.
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Collective Acceptance and the Appropriateness of Emotions
ANNA WELPINGHUS
Ruhr‐Universität Bochum
Emotions represent an object as having evaluative properties. They are appropriate if, and
only if their object actually has the represented properties. I aim to spell out to which
extend the appropriateness of normative emotions (i.e. those emotions that represent a
norm compliance or violation) is determined by social norms. Angry jealousy is
appropriate if and only if it is a reaction to infidelity. I apply Hindriks' (2012, 2009) analysis
of institutional entities to infidelity. He argues that under specific conditions, collective
acceptance of institutional entities can determine the obligations people have to each
other. On this basis, I suggest an account of how social norms can influence norms that
hold between individuals while evading an implausibly simple cultural relativism about
the appropriateness of normative emotions.

Contributed Papers IV
Thursday 10:30 – 12:30

(A4) Artificial Intelligence
Chair: Raul Hakli

Room 12, Thursday 10:30 – 12:30

The Participatory Turn
A Multi‐Dimensional Gradual Agency Concept for Human and Nonhuman Actors
SABINE THUERMEL
Munich Center of Technology in Society, TU München
New varieties of interplay between humans, robots and software agents are on the rise.
The enactment of conjoint agency in these heterogeneous constellations is well past its
embryonic stage. It becomes vital to understand agency and interagency in virtual and
hybrid contexts. Therefore a multi‐dimensional, gradual concept of agency for human and
nonhuman actors is introduced. Its applicability to constellations of distributed and
collective agency in sociotechnical systems is demonstrated. Scenarios where solely
humans act can be compared to test‐bed simulations.
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Artifacts and Collective Intentionality
DAVID PEARCE
Universidad Politécnica de Madrid
Human artifacts have often been regarded as objects of an intentional kind. Some writers,
such as Hilpinen and Thomasson, have indeed suggested that the intentions of the
inventors or makers of new artifacts essentially determine the nature of those artifactual
kinds. Such claims have been soundly revoked in a recent paper by Houkes and Vermaas
(2009) that develops an (action‐theoretic) account of artifact production. It is claimed to
accord with engineering practice better than previous models and to refute the thesis
that maker's intentions determine artifactual kinds.
I argue that understanding artifact production in terms of collective intentionality
leads to a position that is largely compatible with Thomasson's and yet fully consistent
with the model proposed by Houkes and Vermaas. In particular, one can analyse the kind
of teamwork involved in artifact production within the Houkes/Vermaas model in terms
of group beliefs and cooperation in the we‐mode as described by Raimo Tuomela in his
book The Philosophy of Sociality. These in turn form the cornerstone of his account of
collective intentionality. An important feature is that group beliefs are not necessarily
held by all group members individually and therefore the agents involved in the
production of a given artifact may hold differing views about its nature while still
cooperating in the we‐mode.
Collective Unintelligence: The Ground of Society
CRISTIANO CASTELFRANCHI
ISTC‐CNR
There are several structural reasons why we have to be stupid or blind. Do not fully
understand and intend what we are collectively building.
(i)

There are no alternative to “spontaneous social order”, self‐organization, “the
invisible hand”; but the achieved equilibria may be bad, not optimal at all for the
actors.
(ii) We play our social functions blindly; not because they are unconscious or mere
“habituses”; also our intentional actions unintentionally “pursue” societal “ends”.
(iii) We are partially blind also in “institutional” construction. We reify as intrinsic to
the object, act, role, certain powers and effects. Our eyes and conducts “dress”
the Emperor.
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(iv) Norms not only work thanks to our not fully understanding, but in a sense they
“prescribe” so: ideally we have just to “obey”, not to agree, to negotiate, or
intending the “common good”; we are not supposed to understand the end of the
norm. We have to act for a sense of duty, for submission.
(v) We are not the best judges of our own “interests”. Sociality and society need and
build upon unavoidable “tutorial” relations, founding not only public authority
but several roles: parents, teachers, doctors, advisors, advocates, politicians, ...
Also representative democracy is based on that impossibility of understanding
and caring of our own interests, and on delegation and this tutorial role.
We cooperate and jointly act thanks to the fact that we do not (fully) understand and
intend what we are jointly doing.
On the Ontology of Communicative Acts
ANTONELLA CARASSA
Università della Svizzera italiana

MARCO COLOMBETTI
Politecnico di Milano

According to mainstream speech act theory (Austin 1962, Searle 1969) people
communicate by making illocutionary acts, regarded as institutional actions performed
pursuant to certain conventional procedures or constitutive rules. This view has been
challenged by several authors. In particular Strawson (1964) argues that the successful
performance of certain types of illocutionary acts (which may be called “communicative
acts”) only requires that the addressee recognises the speaker’s communicative intention
(i.e., a complex intention of the sort first introduced by Grice 1957) of producing a
particular effect in the addressee. This proposal, however, faces two types of difficulties:
firstly, it seems that not all types of communicative acts can be defined in terms of
characteristic effects in addressees; and secondly, it is not clear how the recognition of a
communicative intention may bring about normative effects, which appear to be involved
in many types of illocutionary acts, like for example promises. We believe, however, that
these difficulties can be overcome if the concept of “producing an effect in an addressee”
is suitably understood. We outline a theory of communicative acts based on the following
tenets: (i), the main effect of a communicative act is creating or manipulating a certain
type of normative relationships between the interlocutors, which we call interpersonal
responsibilities (a concept partially inspired by the works of Margaret Gilbert and Stephen
Darwall); (ii), different types of communicative acts (like assertions, requests, promises,
etc.) can be analysed in terms of different configurations of interpersonal responsibilities;
and (iii), such responsibilities are collectively brought about without relying on predefined
conventions or constitutive rules: what is required is that the interlocutors communicate
to each other (in a Gricean sense) their respective intentions to create the normative
relationship.
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(B4) Group Agents
Chair: Michael Schmitz

Room 6, Thursday 10:30 – 12:30

Collective Memory and the Persistence of Group Agents
DAVID P. SCHWEIKARD
University of Münster
In this paper, I explore the significance of memory for the persistence of group agents.
The starting point for this is an adaptation of the psychological criterion of agential (or
personal) identity according to which the cross‐temporal identity of agents depends on
there being overlapping chains of strong psychological connectedness, itself consisting in
significant numbers of direct psychological connections like memories, intentions, plans,
beliefs/goals/desires, and similarity of character. In focusing on memory and corporate
agents, I then first spell out an organizational route, on which specific positions or
procedures are dedicated to ensuring persistence. Secondly, I take a closer at the
structure of collective memory as a shared intentional state, specify its elements and
highlight the role of the members¹ we‐indexical reference to the group agent. In a final
step, I turn to the question whether changes in membership or of the organizational
structure of the group agent undermine their persistence. An answer that appeals to a
notion of collective memory can be given in terms of a narrative conception of identity
that encompasses both a reconstruction of the relevant changes and the specific we‐
indexical reference within the group agent.
Semantic Analysis and Group Agency
JOHANNES HIMMELREICH
London School of Economics
Some believe that talk about group agents is shorthand for facts about individual agents.
One argument to demonstrate this is a semantic analysis. A semantic analysis argument
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says that for any sentence that concerns the action of a group there is an equivalent
sentence concerning the same action and only individuals.
This paper tries to argue that semantic arguments against group agency are not
successful. To the contrary, they may make a case in favor of the existence of group
agents. There are cases where the semantic analysis fails. I will present three examples.
The first is based on the discursive dilemma. The second is based on the China Brain. The
third, which I call “Borg manufacturing”, is based on a group whose members lack
subjectivity.
Group Freedom and Power: A Social Mechanism Account
FRANK HINDRIKS
University of Groningen
Social practices play an important role in people’s freedom or power to engage in
activities such as speaking a language, and also when they are discriminated against, for
instance on the labor market. In this paper I present a social mechanism account of such
group‐differentiated freedoms and powers. Social mechanisms involve individuals,
activities, and the social practices to which they give rise. Individuals can be involved in a
social practice by actively engaging in it, or by being affected by it and thereby form active
and passive groups respectively. Being a member of some such group can mean being
constraint or enabled to do something, and thereby lacking a freedom or possessing a
power. The social mechanisms that give rise to such freedoms and powers involve scripts
as well as processes of internalization and socialization. This account serves to answer a
number of questions including: How do group rights relate to group freedoms and group
powers? What role can social mechanisms play in alleviating structural oppression? Why
are processes of discrimination often invisible?
Bootstrapping Group Agents
LEO TOWNSEND
University of Cape Town
This paper explores a bootstrapping puzzle which appears to aﬄict Philip Pettit’s theory of
group agency. Pettit claims that the corporate persons recognised by his theory come
about when a set of individuals ‘gets its act together’ by undertaking to reason at the
collective level. But this is puzzling, because it is hard to see how the step such a collective
must take to become a group agent – the collectivisation of reason – can be taken without
them already being an agent. I explore this puzzle by recounting Pettit’s account of the
emergence of group agents. According to Pettit this process has two stages: a ﬁrst stage in
which a collective incurs the distinctive pressure exempliﬁed by the Doctrinal Paradox,
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and a second in which the collective responds to that pressure by instituting decision‐
making mechanisms designed to secure collective rationality. After arguing that this
second, response stage in Pettit’s account is not coherent, I conclude with the tentative
suggestion that the personhood of groups should be seen as depending not only on the
eﬀorts of group members but also on the recognitive attitudes of other persons in a wider
discursive community.

Contributed Papers V
Thursday 14:00 – 16:00

(A5) Social Ontology
Chair: David Schweikard

Room 12, Friday 14:15 – 16:15
A Humean Social Ontology

ANGELA COVENTRY, ALEX SAGER, and TOM SEPPALAINEN
Portland Sate University
We develop the mechanisms for a Humean social ontology based on convention and
rooted in associative psychology – most centrally Hume’s analysis of the passions and the
self. We show how this account is superior to rival accounts of Hume that interpret him as
proposing an individualist, game‐theoretical account of convention. We then contrast our
account with John Searle’s institutional ontology and show that our Humean social
ontology has the advantage of explaining “status functions” and “deontic powers”
without necessarily requiring linguistic representations.

On the Troubles with “Existence” and “Reality” in Social Ontology
EVE KITSIK
University of Tartu
A problem haunting metaphysics is that its central concepts, such as ‘existence’, ‘reality’,
‘fundamentality’, ‘priority’, or being something ‘over and above’ something else, are open
to interpretation and divergently interpreted, giving rise to persistent disagreements on
whether X is real or exists, or whether X is something over and above Y, and so on, in the
relevant “metaphysical” sense. I will argue that prominent disagreements in social
ontology are affected by this problem – namely the disagreements on the ontological
status of (1) collective agents, and (2) races. In the case of collective agents, authors such
as Rupert (2005) on the one hand, and List and Pettit (2011), on the other hand, agree
that group attitudes are in principle reducible to individual attitudes and also that some
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collectives may display rational unity, excluding easy translation of the talk of their
collective attitudes into talk of individual attitudes and making it practical to subject such
groups to intentional explanation. However, the parties disagree on whether these
considerations amount to arguments for/against the reality or existence of collective
agents. In the case of races, there is a broad consensus that races are not natural
biological kinds, but rather social constructions of some sort; and disagreement remains,
again, as to whether races exist. I propose recasting similar discussions as reflections on
the multifaceted nature of the basic notions of metaphysics rather than inquiries into the
constitution of the social world.
Constitutive Rules, Constitutive Relations and the Relation of “Constitution”
ARTO LAITINEN
University of Tampere
This paper gives an account of constitutive rules of the Searlean form “X counts as Y in C”
(e.g. a piece of paper is a dollar bill in a certain community) and of the two relations that it
invokes (the relationship between X and Y, and the relationship between X and C) after
comparing Searle’s account to Lynne Rudder Baker’s account of intentionality‐dependent
(ID‐) objects (e.g. a lump of clay is a statue in relation to an artworld). For Baker, the
relationship between X and Y is that of “constitution” (a relation of unity which is not
identity), whereas and the relationship between X and C (artworld) is a “constitutive
relation” in some other sense. We must distinguish sharply between the first relation of
constitution from the second, constitutive relation.
In what sense of “is” do we say that X is Y? For Baker, it is the “is” of constitution, not
“is” of identity or of predication. For Baker, the relation of “constitution” can hold only
between things of different primary kinds. For any existing thing, there are some
(accidental) changes in its (accidental) properties which it can undergo without ceasing to
exist, and some other (substantial) changes (in its essential properties) which amount to
its ceasing to exist. Each existing thing belongs to a primary kind, and the thing’s primary
kind determines which changes amount to its loss of existence. Centrally for Baker, a
statue cannot survive flattening, but a lump of clay can. The lump remains in existence but
no longer constitutes a statue.
While it would be tempting to utilize Baker’s detailed analysis of “constitution” in
analyzing this aspect of Searle’s “constitutive rules”, the paper argues (with reference to
e.g. Frank Hindriks’s and Ludger Jansen’s work) that Baker’s analysis is helpful concerning
only some marginal cases in social and institutional reality. Most constitutive rules and
relations in social ontology do not feature “constitution” in the strict Bakerian sense. The
paper ends with suggestions about how to better understand constitutive rules and
relations in various kinds of cases not covered by Bakerian constitution (e.g. roles,
statuses, organizations, institutions, Searle’s freefloating Y‐terms).
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Social Modes of Being
OLIVIER MASSIN
University of Geneva
This paper argues that questions pertaining to the nature of institutional facts should be
sharply distinguished from question pertaining to their existence. It is one thing to ask
what property, money, or marriages are, it is another to ask how they exist. Social
ontology theories often fail to make explicit which question they address, giving rise to
criticisms that would have been easily avoided had they made that point clear. I consider
two cases. First, Searle's theory of institutional facts faces the objection that it circularly
defines money in terms of what is collectively recognized as being money. However, if
Searle's theory is understood as a theory about the conditions of existence of institutional
facts, rather than about the nature of such facts, the objection vanishes. Second, Reinach
theory's of property has been criticized for being almost entirely silent about the origin of
property. This fair criticism should not lead to throw the baby out with the bathwater: the
core of Reinach's theory of property bears on the nature of property, not on its coming to
existence. In contrast to conventionalist accounts of property, which mostly targets the
way property exists, Reinach essentially purports to elucidate what property is.
(B5) Social Cognition
Chair: Mikko Salmela

Room 6, Thursday 14:15 – 16:15

Collaboration Without the We‐mode:
Shared Intention and Allocentric Social Cognition
LUCA TUMMOLINI
ISTC‐CNR
Mind‐reading (i.e. the ability to infer the mental state of another agent) is taken to be the
main cognitive ability required to share an intention and to collaborate. In this talk, I will
argue that, it is a specific form of mind‐reading that is indeed necessary to collaborate:
representing others’ and ones’ own goals from a third‐person perspective (other‐centred
or allocentric representation of goals). I will argue that allocentric mind‐reading enables
the cognitive ability of goal‐adoption, i.e. having the goal that another agent’s achieve p
because and as long as another agent has that goal that p. After having clarified the
relevance of mutual goal‐adoption for acting jointly, I will propose that when an intention
is shared between several agents, each individual has an intention in favour of the joint
action and one in favour of a joint mode of reasoning. This mode of reasoning is
allocentric reasoning. Allocentric reasoning differs from we‐mode or team reasoning.
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Finally, I will elaborate on the consequences of this view for the scientific study of human
collaboration.

Social Ontology, Collective Intentionality, and Mindreading
GIANCARLO ZANET and GIUSEPPE VICARI
Università di Palermo
Standard accounts of social reality take collective intentionality as the starting point of the
creation and maintenance of social facts. But collective intentionality is enabled, as Searle
suggests, by a more basic capacity to understand another person as an agent like oneself
and as ready to engage in cooperative activities. We can coordinate our collective actions
only insofar we are able to explain and predict the behavior of other persons, we can
understand behavior only insofar we can mindread them, and we can mindread them only
if we assume the constitutive role of rationality in action. Therefore collective
intentionality requires mindreading, and mindreading requires that we assume the
rationality of the agent.
Contemporary debate on mindreading, however, excludes rationality as a viable
option to account for mindreading. Does this point undermine our account of collective
intentionality?
We argue that, mostly when we fail in mindreading tasks, we make a rational effort
of adjusting our misinterpretation. This entails balancing two factors: a) general
theoretical information about the target and simulative strategies; b) normative
considerations. Therefore we propose that rationality theory and hybrid theory of
mindreading are not incompatible but should fruitfully interact. Moreover, the rational
effort should also entail an attitude to individualize our prediction/explanation by means
of more and accurate information about the specific target we are mindreading. This kind
of information is not only theoretical, representational and propositional but also
practical, based on our local (cultural) and deep (biological) Background knowledge that
we have as embodied, embedded agents.
Simulation and the We‐mode
Towards a Cognitive Account of Collective Intentionality
MATTEO BIANCHIN
Universitá di Milano‐Bicocca
Searle’s account of collective intentionality is designed to square individualism with
irreducibility. Both individual and collective intentionality are taken to be primitive
biological capacities of individuals. The fact that collective intentionality is primitive in the
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domain of intentionality, however, does not entail that it cannot be explained by other
cognitive mechanisms. I try to sketch how some mechanism operating in social cognition
may do the work. In the first section I locate the we‐mode in the structure of intentional
states and argue that what is specific to we‐intentions is to represent actions and goals in
a we‐centric plural first personal perspective. In the second section I review two accounts
of collective intentionality that seem to cohere with this reading, involving mirroring and
joint attention respectively. In the third section I suggest that a capacity for mindreading
conceived along the lines of Goldman’s simulation theory may underpin the production of
we‐centric representations. In particular enactive imagination may be recruited to
account for how intentions can be shared in the strong sense that the same intention is
attributed to all the participants in a joint action taken together. Such an account would
explain the first personal stance displayed by we‐intentions in terms of the underlying
cognitive process performed by individual minds. I conclude by tackling two puzzles this
seems to raise: that we‐intentions are reduced to imagination and that error is
impossible.
Theory, Simulation, and Group Agents
MATTI HEINONEN
University of Helsinki
What kinds of cognitive resources are needed for attributing intentional states such as
beliefs and desires to group agents? My presentation draws on the debate between
simulation theorists and theory theorists about mindreading in order to argue that a
particular subset of our mindreading resources are needed for attributing intentional
states to irreducible group agents. Because group agents do not have bodies that our
simulation systems could latch on to and because their decision‐making systems are
relevantly dis‐analogous to our decision making systems as individuals, simulation‐based
mechanisms of mindreading are effectively inaccessible in the case of group agents and
would in most circumstances generate erroneous outputs even if they were available for
use. By contrast, the domain‐general conceptual resources that are associated with
having a theory of mind set no structural constraints on the kinds of entities that can be
treated as intentional agents, and it is easy to see how a theory of mind that is implicit in
natural language could be extended to novel kinds of entities by syntactic manipulation of
mental state attributing sentences. Insofar as being able to adopt a group‐perspective
where there is a shift of agency from the ‘I’ to the ‘we’ depends on the capacity to
understand what it is for a group agent to have intentional attitudes that are irreducible
to the aggregative attitudes of its members, my presentation concludes that having a
theory of mind is a cognitive prerequisite for irreducible we‐mode collective
intentionality.
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(A6) Joint Action
Chair: Tuukka Kaidesoja

Room 12, Friday 9:00 – 11:00

Common Knowledge and Intentional Joint Action
OLLE BLOMBERG
University of Edinburgh
On most accounts, agents must have “common knowledge” (CK) of each other’s
intentions for their joint action to be intentional. I argue that, given an attractive
reductive approach to intentional joint action, such a condition should be rejected. In
particular, I argue that a CK‐condition is not necessary when it comes to joint action‐types
that are, in Michael Bratman’s words, “neutral with regard to shared intention”. This
means that, for example, our joint building of a block tower may be an intentional joint
action even if I falsely believe that you think that I just intend to cover your blocks with
mine. The argument is mainly negative: I examine and reject arguments that have been
made, or could have been made, in favour of a CK‐condition. The common knowledge
required by a CK‐condition is neither a constitutive element of intentional joint action, nor
a necessary enabling condition for its occurrence.
Collective Interests and Intentions
SÄDE HORMIO
University of Helsinki
Elizabeth Cripps (2011, 2013) argues that intentionalist model of collectivity is too
restrictive and cannot fully account for some intuitively central units like family and state.
Defining collectivities in terms of shared goals and intentions, or awareness of group
membership, can leave out those who are entitled to membership. Introducing entry rules
does not solve the problem, as it leads to either circularity or absurdly open‐ended power
to those assigning membership. Cripps's non‐intentionalist model defines membership
based on actual mutual dependence through interests. I will discuss how the common
interests in the non‐intentionalist model and the shared intentions in the intentionalist
models differ – or do not. In particular, I will look at how to respond to the challenge of
the teenage rebel: someone who could jointly intend to do something as a part of a
group, but who chooses not to.
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On Social World’s Specific Acting and on its Normativity
FRANCESCA DE VECCHI
Università Vita‐Salute San Raffaele
In my paper, I focus on that form of acting that is specific of the social world, i.e. the
acting that plays a crucial role in the creation of social entities such as marriages or
divorces, financial maneuverings of the government, elections, doctor’s appointments,
reservations of tickets to the theater, judge’s verdicts, etc. I argue that there are at least
two types of acting that are fundamental in the social world and that must be
distinguished from one another: the acting involved in social acts (promises, commands,
etc.) on the one hand, and the acting involved in collective intentions and collective
actions on the other. I also argue that “social acting” is an essentially normative acting.
The social‐ontological research perspective on acting I will deal with provides an
important argument against the classical descriptive‐normative divide.
Impossible Attempts in the Legal Domain:
Adjusting Action Theory for Normative Social Ontology
GUGLIELMO FEIS
Sate University of Milan
I will inquiry impossible attempts as a relevant case study for social ontology and agency.
Attempts are relevant because their impossibility is determined (i.e. socially constructed)
by way of a set of rules. I will first present a triadic model for impossibilities in the law
which features:
1. a set of sources of impossibilities;
2. the set of the impossibilities of our present legal system: i.e. the legal
impossibilities (2’) due to the specific set of rules of the legal system plus the
further impossibilities (2’’) a legal system may import or assume (e.g.: some
physical impossibilities that the legal systems makes relevant);
3. a function that allows the legal system to import or assume in 2’’ new
impossibilities from the set of sources of impossibilities in addition to the specific
legal ones of 2’.
Then, I will consider the debate on trying without intending with regards to impossible
attempts (in its latest version: Yaffe vs. Bratman) arguing for the possibility to try without
intending.
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(A7) Social Institutions 2
Chair: Alessandro Salice

Room 12, Friday 11:15 – 13:15

Searle and the Social Ontology of Money, Bank Credit and Economic Cycles
MICHAËL BAUWENS
Catholic University of Leuven
On the very last page of ‘Making the social world’, Searle suggests that “a full
understanding of the ontology of the subjects studied by the social sciences requires an
understanding of the structure I have tried to describe.” (p.202). The aim of this paper is
to follow up on that suggestion in a niche of the economic literature on money and
banking. The first part of the paper lays out the relevant ontological elements in Searle’s
writings on money as well as in the writings of economist Huerta de Soto on banking,
stressing the crucial notion of potentiality — in one form or another — in both their
accounts. In the second part, these elements are used to frame the debate between
Huerta de Soto and his opponents on the topic of fractional reserve banking. It is seen
that their ontological positions differ fundamentally, exhibiting respectively a realist
versus a fictionalist stance on the notion of potentiality involved in loans and deposits.
The final part draws some conclusions from this debate for Searle’s general conception of
social ontology. It suggests that the logical structure of society founded on language that
he wants to discover, brings to light the possibility of systemic failures as a result of
(onto)logical contradictions.
Searle, Incorporated
ALEXANDRA ARAPINIS and EMANUELE BOTTAZZI
ISTC‐CNR
In this paper, we will address the issue of free‐standing Y terms as characterized in
Searle’s social ontological framework. The cornerstone of Searle’s analysis of institutional
reality resides in his so called ‘Constitutive Rule’, according to which institutional entities
are built by collectively investing some brute entity with an institutional status, with the
famous ‘X counts as Y, in context C’ rule. In The Construction of Social Reality, this rule was
argued to be operative in every case of institutional constitution, each institutional entity
being purportedly anchored in some non‐institutional brute fact. Later, Searle came
however to loosen his initial position, in response to criticisms to the effect that not all
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institutional entities were in fact thus rooted in material reality. To us there was in fact no
need for amending the rule in the first place, at least not by dispensing of the X term.
Indeed, we will hold that there are in fact no such things as free‐standing Y terms. More
precisely, we will show that where the Y term seems to be, or has been argued to be,
free‐standing, there is always an ‘organization’ that counts as Y. Roughly, organizations
will be defined as relational entities linking people qua invested with an institutional role
or status. The people standing in such relationships form what we will call a ‘perspectile’,
a social token, that is an hybrid object akin to Kit Fine’s qua‐objects and variable
embodiments (1982), viz. objects under a certain description or perspective.
Are Institutional Entities Constituted Entities?
SUSANNA SALMIJÄRVI
University of Göteborg
Institutional entities such as universities and organizations are indispensable ingredients
of our everyday world. We do often refer to, quantify over and interact with them.
However, the ontological status of these entities is far from clear. It is controversial how
they are related to human minds, and also if, and how, they are related to the material
world. This talk will highlight the ontological complexity of a certain category of
institutional entities, such as universities and organizations. It will also be discussed if the
relation between institutional entities and material objects can be analyzed as a relation
of (material or mereological) constitution. The answer will be negative and the relation of
existential dependence will be suggested as an alternative way to analyze the relation.
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Does Social Ontology Start with Pretence?
GAETANO ALBERGO
University of Catania
Humans engage in a very specific form of cooperative communication, namely language,
which no other animal does. But though language is special, it is not a primitive. Rather it
has its ontogenetic roots in pre‐linguistic social and communicative activities, as
pragmatist theories of language acquisition have stressed (e.g., Bruner, 1983; Tomasello,
2003). According to Hannes Rakoczy and Michael Tomasello this ontogeny starts with
pretend play. I agree with them that pretence, if it is an institutional fact or not, involves
normative aspects, that is, what is appropriate, what is a mistake, or highly inappropriate,
in a given context, but we don’t have a conclusive evidence that early pretence involves
the symbolic function. I suggest pretence is primitive for another reason, because it is a
special case of conceptual tracking. My claim is that in pretence we have a memorial re‐
experiencing component, an inner sense, akin to the imagination, and, I think, a non‐
conceptual image, identified with a minimum image, is sufficient to release a specific
reaction. I suggest that the child who pretends productively is tracking the world. He is
responding to the world in something like the way one responds to the world with one’s
beliefs. Rules of pretend‐inference have a robustly objective status, as demonstrated by
Greg Currie (1998). Imagining intends absent objects; perceiving intends present objects.
Same objects, different intentional relation, that is, de re seeing does not prevent de dicto
imagining. So our minimum image is projected into the real situation and it helps to
imagine alternative metaphysically possible situations, that is real departures.
Glue and Building Blocks of Social Facts and Institutions:
Collective Intentionality and other Important Ingredients
ALEXANDER ALMÉR and JENS ALLWOOD
University of Gothenburg
This paper calls into question a current in social philosophy taking collective intentionality
to be of unique importance as a constituent of social facts. Searle and others have
claimed that social facts are essentially (not contingently) depending on collective modes
of conscious thought of certain types. We argue that social ontology would gain from
defining a social fact and its constituency in such a way that its range of application
includes a continuum of different levels and type of social organization among animals
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and man. Investigating the nature of human social affairs, different aspects of cooperative
behaviors and their various physical, mental and evolutionary conditions should be taken
into account. We also argue that a too narrow focus on agency, conscious belief, mutual
and collective belief, deliberate action and the capacity to explicitly represent the mental
states of others is unwise. Collaboration and trust, herd behavior among animals and
humans, the social role of emotions, are all examples of phenomena which admittedly
probably can have intentionality as an ingredient, but wherein the collectivity may not
essentially arise only because of collective content taken in the sense of conscious
thought and intentionality. The glue of social facts might not merely be intentionality, or
not necessarily depend on intentionality at all in each instance.
Dialog, Shared Meanings and Cognition
PAAVO PYLKKÄNEN
University of Skövde
University of Helsinki

JENS ALLWOOD
University of Gothenburg

In this paper, we first present an analysis of the idea that dialog involves sharing of
information and meaning. Our analysis shows that in dialog, information is successfully
shared between participants in such a way that new utterances for content features like
predication, quantification, (pronominal) reference as well as functional features such as
speech act function are totally dependent on the preceding information that has been
shared. The information successfully unfolded in dialog is thus the product of co‐
activation and co‐construction of information. This information is not purely factual but
can also often include emotional and attitudinal information. Our proposal is that shared
information cannot be seen merely as the sum of the information activated by individual
utterances. Rather it arises through an interrelated network of cognitive relations
between the utterances. The question is whether this cognitive network can be
adequately described by existing frameworks, or whether it requires a partly new type of
analysis. To answer this question we will first examine the above ideas in relation to some
key philosophical analyses of shared mental properties, such as collective intentionality or
“we‐intentionality” (e.g. Clark and Schaefer 1987, Tuomela 2007, Searle 2010, Tomasello
et al. 2005). We will close the article by considering whether the holistic frameworks
inspired by modern physics, and quantum theory in particular, can offer new possibilities
for understanding shared meaning and social ontology (e.g. Flender et al. (2009); Pothos
and Busemeyer 2013; cf. also Ladyman and Ross 2007).
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The Speaker Paradox in Statutory Implicatures
Samuele Chilovi
Universitat Pompeu Fabra
University of Antwerp
Speakers engaged in daily conversation ordinarily manage to convey parts of the total
communicative content of their utterances through what the British philosopher Paul
Grice named conversational implicatures. To the extent that we are willing to concede
that multi‐membered bodies such as legislatures act intentionally, the very existence of
legislative intentions implies the possibility that, in enacting a legal text, part of its content
might be similarly conveyed. Let us call the relevant phenomenon statutory implicatures.
The present essay’s aim is to show that, once a majoritarian model of legislative
intentions is assumed, a hypothetical case might occur where the generation of a
statutory implicature would be controversial even if we possessed all the information that
is needed to determine what these intentions are. I call speaker paradox the phenomenon
this kind of cases gives birth to.
The conclusion my analysis will seek to establish is that anyone presupposing a
speech act theory of law‐making should abandon the majoritarian model of legislative
intentions or otherwise explain how that model can be preserved on the face of the
challenge posed by the speaker paradox.
Going Beyond Atomism: Modelling Collective Intentionality
CORINNA ELSENBROICH
University of Surrey

HARKO VERHAGEN
University of Stockholm

Social simulation using agent‐based models (computational social science) is an active
area of research with amongst others inquiries into the role and use of norms as social
coordination mechanisms. The focus has been on inter‐agent mechanisms through which
individuals are influenced by social norms, resulting in dynamics of norms such as
emergence and diffusion. What is lacking is an integration of models of collectiveness
such as we‐intentionality to transcend the atomistic models such as rational choice, game
theory, and social choice theory.
Starting from an integrated model comprising a collection of psychological theories
(the Consumat model) we propose extensions to this model to include a level of
abstraction above the intereagent model namely the level of collectivity in which agents’
individualistic decision‐making modes are replaced by models of the collective of which
the agents are part.
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POSTER SESSION
Extended Cognition in Joint Action
Matthew Rachar
University of Vienna
The extended mind hypothesis allows for both an individualistic and a collectivistic
application to the literature on joint action and collective intentionality. On the
collectivistic view, taking minds outside of heads supports the possibility of the formation
of collective cognitive systems, which are, in a sense, group minds with collective mental
states. According to the individualistic view, the extension of mind is strictly the extension
of the mental states or processes of an individual mind. The proposed account defends
the collectivist application of the extended mind to collective intentionality based on the
analysis of joint action put forward by Margaret Gilbert. I argue that each potential set of
cognitive extensions (body, environment, cognitive tools and other minds) requires its
own specific set of extension conditions and that Gilbert’s account of the formation of a
plural subject provides the extra conditions which allow us to analyze intentional joint
action using the conceptual framework of the extended mind.
What is an Economic Exchange? A Deontic View
Emma Tieffenbach
University of Geneva
An economic exchange is a “mutual transfer of goods” (Menger, 1771, p. 178). Not all
cases of the latter, however, qualify. Non‐relevant cases are, for example, blackmails, the
payment of a ransom and reciprocal gifts. In order to distinguish economic exchanges
from these non‐eligible cases, the requirements of productivity, voluntariness and
reciprocity are, or could be, invoked. The poster is an exploration of these requirements
and aims to show that they are obtained in virtue of facts that are (partly) normative. It
also explores the nature of the normativity that is at play in the third requirement,
namely, the obligation to reciprocate. Such an obligation, it is argued, can fruitfully be
understood as one that stems from a (tacit) promise to transfer one’s good to the other
party. Three alternative understandings, which are rejected, relate the obligation to
reciprocate to either a way of signaling one’s reliability (Posner 2011), a solution to a
social dilemma (cf. David Lewis 1969) or a commitment to do what is “right” (Sen 1982,
Anderson 2000).
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POSTER SESSION
Subjectivism and the Dark City
Jason K. Werbeloff
University of Witwatersrand
In this poster I use Proyas’s film, Dark City, as a counterexample to Subjectivist solutions
to the Configuration Problem. The Configuration Problem is the challenge of specifying
which configurations of, or relations between, individualistic phenomena provide the
principle of unity for social phenomena. Subjectivist accounts of a given type of social
phenomenon S cite the mental states of the persons underlying S as providing a principle
for the unity of S. Gilbert’s account of social groups (as collections of individuals with
certain beliefs about one another) and Searle’s account of social institutions (as
phenomena constructed through collective recognition) are the most influential
Subjectivist solutions to the Configuration Problem. Objecting to the Subjectivist accounts,
I argue that the denizens of the Dark City possess all the mental states specified by Gilbert
and Searle for the existence of social groups and institutions; yet, I will argue, social
groups and institutions fail to exist in the Dark City. Finally, I rebut various responses
Gilbert and Searle might offer to the counterexample.
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PRACTICAL INFORMATION

Registration and information
You will find the conference registration and information desk in the main entrance lobby
of the Forestry House on Wednesday. The address(es) of the Forestry House are
Fabianinkatu 39 (and Unioninkatu 40). On Thursday and Friday the desk will be located on
the 2nd floor (the Finnish 3rd floor) of the Forestry House.
The registration and information desk will be in your service (with the exception of lunch
hours) at the following times:
Wednesday
Thursday

8:15 – 18:00
10:00 – 17:00

Registration desk phone: +358 9 191 29293

Conference venue
The conference venue is the Forestry House of the University of Helsinki
(Fabianinkatu 39 / Unioninkatu 40).

Conference rooms
The parallel sessions will be held in rooms 6 and 12 (2nd floor/the Finnish 3rd floor). The
keynote lectures, the Sintelnet symposium on collective reasoning, and the Assembly
meeting of the International Society for Social Ontology will be held in room 6.
If you need technical assistance or encounter technical problems, please contact the
registration desk +358 9 191 29293.
You can also contact the building managers +358 9 191 21601 (ground floor).
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PRACTICAL INFORMATION

Internet
The University WLAN (HUPnet) is free of charge. You need a username and a password in
order to log in. You can find your temporary username and password inside the book of
abstracts. Please save the username and password throughout the conference.
Your laptop should automatically find the University HUPnet when you are inside the
Main Building. Just select the “Univ Helsinki HUPnet” from the list of available wireless
networks and the log in ‐page should automatically open.
If there is urgent need, conference participants may use a computer that is located at the
registration desk.

Facebook
Participants are invited to organize their own unofficial collegial meetings before, during,
and after the conference days at the conference’s facebook page. The page can be found
with the search “ENSO III”. The facebook page can also be used to present questions to
the local organizing committee and to share conference photos and useful links.

Copying and Printing
Please contact the registration desk.

Luggage room
There are lockers meant for backpacks and smaller items on the ground floor of the
Forestry House.
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PRACTICAL INFORMATION
Dinner Restaurants
There are many nice restaurants in the city centre close to the Forestry House. In these
restaurants you can have both lunch and dinner:
•
•
•
•
•

Restaurant Aino, Pohjoisesplandi 21
Belge Bar & Bistro, Kluuvikatu 5
Sasso, Pohjoisesplanadi 17
Kappeli, Eteläesplanadi 1
Il Siciliano, Aleksanterinkatu 36

Coffee and Coffee Break
Coffee and tea will be served on Wednesday (16:00 – 16:30), Thursday (16:00 – 16:45),
and Friday (11:00 – 11:15) close to the conference rooms on the 2nd floor (the Finnish 3rd
floor).
There are plenty of cafés around the University area, for example:
• Karl Fazer Café, Kluuvikatu 3
• Café Engel, Aleksanterinkatu 26
• Waynes Coffee, Aleksanterinkatu 11 and Kaisaniemenkatu 3
• Espresso Edge, Liisankatu 29
• Coffee House, Mikonkatu 9
• Robert's Coffee, Kluuvikatu 7
The University café on the basement floor of the Forestry House is open on Wednesday
and Thursday from 8:30 to 16:00 and on Friday from 8:30 to 15:00.

Lunch
Lunches on Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday are included in the conference fee.
On Wednesday and Thursday a buffet lunch is served at restaurant Piano. See the map on
page 62 for more information about the location of the restaurant.
On the final day of the conference lunch is served at restaurant Havis. Havis will serve a
Nordic fish buffet (smoked and cured salmon, marinated baltic herring, etc.). There will
also be options for vegetarians.
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PRACTICAL INFORMATION
Rector’s Reception
Reception is open for all registered conference participants. The reception will be held in
the University Main Building (Fabianinkatu 33) Press Hall (lehtisali) on the 1st floor at
19:00 on Wednesday. There will be snacks, salads and drinks.

Conference Dinner
On Thursday, the official conference dinner will be served for participants who have
registered for the dinner at restaurant Ateljé Finne (Arkadiankatu 14). Please note that
advance registration for the dinner is required as a rule, although there may be individual
spare seats left during the conference. Ateljé Finne serves Scandinavian cuisine based on
seasonal ingredients with a modern twist. Possible diets (meat, vegetarian, allergies) have
been taken into account based on the information that participants have provided the
organizers with in their registration data at a minimum of one week before the
conference. See the map on page 62 for more information about the location of the
restaurant.

ATM
The nearest ATMs are located on Kaisaniemenkatu 5 (underground at the metro station,
next to the “gambling den”) and on Liisankatu 18 (next to the bank, at the intersection of
Liisankatu and Snellmaninkatu).

Shopping
Most department stores and shopping centres are open Monday‐Friday 9:00‐21:00, on
Saturday 9:00‐18:00, and on Sunday 12:00‐18:00.

Tourist information
The tourist information point is located on Pohjoisesplanadi 19.
See also www.visithelsinki.fi.
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PRACTICAL INFORMATION

Police and medical assistance
If you need to call the police or need an ambulance, the emergency number is: 112.

Taxi
Dial 0100 0700 to call a taxi. Taxis are rather expensive (40–50 € form the airport) but
safe. Taxis accept all major credit cards.

Public transportation in Helsinki
If you need to use buses, trams or the metro, you might want to buy Day Tickets. A three
day ticket costs €14 and a five day ticket €21 (a single ticket costs €2,70). Day tickets can
be purchased from the Helsinki City Transport office (HSL) downstairs from the Railway
station. Opening hours are Mondays to Thursdays 7.30 a.m. to 7 p.m., Fridays 7.30 a.m. to
5 p.m. and Saturdays 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. Also Stockmann department store and R‐Kiosks sell
tickets. You can find information about routes, timetables, and prices at the Helsinki
Journey Planner: www.hsl.fi/en

Transportation from/to airport
The Helsinki‐Vantaa Airport is located 20 km away from the city centre. To get to the
centre you can choose from the following alternatives:
1) The Finnair bus departs every 20 minutes from outside Terminals 1 and 2 and takes
you to the Railway station. The travel time is 35 minutes. The fare is €6,30. Most
common credit cards are accepted.
2) Bus 615 and bus 620 depart about every 15‐20 minutes from outside Terminals 1 and
2 and take you to the Railway station. The travel time is approximately 35 minutes.
The fare is €4,50. Only cash is accepted.
3) A taxi to the centre costs around €40 and takes about 30 minutes.

63

NOTES

(1) Forestry House (Fabianinkatu 39 / Unioninkatu 40):
Conference venue

(2) Main Building of the University of Helsinki (Unioninkatu 34): Rector’s
reception at 19:00 on Wednesday

(3) Restaurant Havis (Eteläranta 16): Lunch at 13:15 on Friday
(4) Restaurant Piano (Rauhankatu 15):

Lunches at 12:30 on Wednesday and Thursday

(5) Hotel Arthur (Vuorikatu 19)
(6) Radisson Blu Plaza Hotel (Mikonkatu 23)
(7) Beer house Kaisla (Vilhonkatu 4)
(8) Ateljé Finne (Arkadiankatu 14):

Official conference dinner at 19:30 on Thursday

(9) Helsinki Central railway station
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