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1 Shared Agency - Pacherie

Jun 30, 2008 - Our painting together is a shared intentional activity, roughly,4 when ..... thwart you and yet not being set to help you if need be, is at best tricky. ..... shared agency involves, inter alia, a move to such forms of mutual obligation â€“. 
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Shared Agency Michael E. Bratman – Stanford University 6-30-08 (For inclusion in Chris Mantzavinos, ed., Philosophy of the Social Sciences: Philosophical Theory and Scientific Practice, Cambridge University Press, forthcoming ) subject to modest changes prior to publication Human beings act together in characteristic ways.1



Forms of shared



activity matter to us a great deal, both intrinsically – think of friendship and love, singing duets, and the joys of conversation -- and instrumentally – think of how we frequently manage to work together to achieve complex goals. My focus will be on activities of small, adult groups



in the absence of asymmetric authority



relations within those groups. My approach begins with an underlying model of individual planning agency, and then seeks a conceptual and metaphysical bridge2 from such individual planning agency to modest forms of sociality. 1. Shared Intention Suppose you and I are painting a house together. What makes this a shared intentional activity?3 We could imagine a contrast case in which we each intentionally go through the same motions as we do when we paint the house together, and yet there is no shared intentional activity. Perhaps we are each set only on our individual painting project and respond to each other only with an eye to avoiding collisions. Echoing Wittgenstein’s question about the difference, in the individual case, between my arm’s rising and my raising it, we can ask: what is the difference between such a contrast case and shared intentional activity? In the case of individual human action we can see the difference as involving an explanatory role of relevant intentions of the individual agent. I propose an analogous view of the shared case: the difference in the case of shared agency involves an appropriate explanatory role of relevant shared intentions. Our painting together is a shared intentional activity, roughly,4 when we paint together because we share an intention so to act. But what is shared intention? And what is an appropriate explanatory relation?



Here I focus on the first question, though certain ideas about this
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explanatory relation (as I call it, the connection condition) will feed back into our model of shared intention. I see shared intention as consisting in relevant intentions of each of the individual participants, in a suitable context and suitably inter-related.



Further,



the contents of these intentions of each will involve appeal to the group activity. Our shared intention to paint together involves your intention that we paint, my intention that we paint, and relevant further contents, interrelations, and contexts. This involves violating the own-action condition on the content of intention.5



According to



the own-action condition it is always true that the



subject of an intending is the intended agent of the intended activity. And it does seem initially plausible that intentions should respect some such constraint. Since my view involves rejecting the own-action condition, something needs to be said. One reaction to this is John Searle’s.6 Searle focuses on what he calls “we-intention”. What he means by this is not what I mean in talking about our intention. Searle’s we-intentions are attitudes in the head of an individual, though attitudes that concern the activity of a “we”. You could have a we-intention, in Searle’s sense, if you were the only person in the world, but thought there were others with whom you might paint. A Searlean we-intention is, then, a candidate for the intentions of individual participants that together help constitute a shared intention, though Searle himself does not say how the we-intentions of different participants need to be inter-related for there to be shared intention. Searle’s we-intentions violate the own-action condition. This may be why he claims that we-intentions are not just ordinary intentions with a special content, a content that involves the activity of a “we”. We-intentions are, rather, a special intending attitude, to be distinguished from the ordinary attitude of intending involved in individual agency. If we suppose that the ordinary attitude of intending is subject to the own-action condition, and if we countenance weintentions, then it will be natural to see we-intentions as distinctive attitudes rather than as ordinary intentions with a special content.
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This contrasts with a view that appeals to a special content that involves an activity of a “we”, but sees the relevant attitude as ordinary intention. Just as I can believe that I will do something, and also that we will do something, but in both cases what I have is an ordinary belief; so in the case of intention. My approach to shared intention is a view of this kind. Such an approach allows us to draw directly on what we know about the nature of ordinary intention, whereas this is apparently blocked by Searle’ strategy, since Searle’s we-intentions are not themselves ordinary intentions. But if we do proceed in the way I favor we must explain why it is acceptable to violate the own action condition. I return to this matter below; but first I outline my overall approach to shared intention. 2. Constructivism about shared intention Begin with a trio of ideas.



First: we make progress in understanding



aspects of mind by articulating characteristic functions or roles together with associated norms. This is a central idea behind my approach to the intentions of individuals, an approach I have called the planning theory.7 The planning theory sees intentions



as guiding intentional action and as coordinating forms of



planning central to our temporally extended agency and to our associated abilities to achieve complex goals across time and inter-personally. The theory appeals to the guiding, coordinating, organizing roles of intentions as elements of larger – and, typically, partial, hierarchical, and future-directed – plans. And the theory appeals to norms associated with these roles, norms that are normally operative in a planning agent’s psychic economy. Primary among these norms are norms of consistency, agglomeration, means-end coherence and stability: Intentions are to be internally consistent, and consistent with one’s beliefs. It should be possible to agglomerate one’s various intentions into a larger intention that is consistent in these ways. Intentions impose demands, roughly, to settle on known necessary means and the like – demands of means-end coherence. And intentions should involve a certain resistance to reconsideration and change.8 Second: we apply this methodology directly to shared intention. We ask: why do we bother with shared intentions? what roles do they play in our lives,



3



and what norms are associated with those roles? And my initial answer appeals to analogues, in the shared case, of the coordinating, structuring, and guiding roles of intention in the individual case. In particular, the characteristic roles of shared intention include inter-personal coordination of action and planning in the guidance of shared activity, and the structuring of related bargaining and shared deliberation. And relevant norms of social agglomeration and consistency, social coherence and social stability will



be associated with these social roles.



should be possible to agglomerate the relevant



It



intentions of the different



participants into a larger social plan that is consistent, that adequately specifies relevant means, and that is associated with an appropriately stable social psychological structure.9 Failure to satisfy these norms will normally undermine the distinctive coordinating, guiding, and structuring roles of shared intention. So we have structures of roles and associated norms both at the level of individual intention and at the level of shared intention. How are these structures related? My third idea is a conjecture about how to answer this question, at least in the cases of small groups that are my focus here. The basic idea is, roughly, that the norm-assessable social functioning characteristic of shared intention emerges from the norm-assessable and norm-guided functioning of a relevant structure of interrelated intentions of the individuals, as understood by the planning theory. We seek a construction of intentions and related attitudes of the individuals in appropriate contexts that would, when functioning in the normguided ways highlighted by the planning theory of individual intention, play the roles characteristic of shared intention. And we try to see conformity to central norms characteristic of shared intention – norms of social consistency, social agglomeration, social coherence and social stability -- as primarily emerging from guidance by norms that apply directly to the relevant interrelated structures at the individual level. If we had such a construction we would have reason to say that this construction is shared intention, or at least one important kind of shared intention.10 In saying this I am distinguishing between being assessable by a norm, being guided by a norm, and conforming to a norm. To think that certain thought
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and action is assessable by a norm (or, alternatively, that the norm applies to that thought and action) is to suppose that the violation of that norm by that thought and action is for that reason criticizable. A norm guides relevant thought and action when its acceptance is an appropriate aspect of the actual psychological functioning. Thought and action conform to a norm when they do not violate it. And the aim is to provide a construction of intentions of the individuals whose individual-norm-assessable constitute



the



and



individual-norm-guided



social-norm-assessable



and



functioning



would



social-norm-conforming



social



functioning of shared intention. Call this constructivism about shared intention. We begin with the idea that shared intentions interpersonally structure and coordinate thought and action, and that these structuring and coordinating roles involve associated norms. We then ask: will these norm-assessable social roles emerge from the normassessable and norm-guided functioning of appropriate attitudes of the participants – attitudes with appropriate contents, in appropriate contexts, and appropriately interrelated?11 We seek to answer this question by constructing a special structure of interrelated attitudes of the individuals, and norms that apply to and guide those attitudes, that would induce the norm-assessable and normconforming social roles characteristic of shared intention. We want to show that attitudes of individuals with these special and distinctive contents and interrelations would, insofar as they function properly and in a way that is guided by the norms of individual planning agency, play the roles of shared intention in part by conforming to central norms that apply to shared intention. Constructivism highlights the idea that the individual participants are guided by norms of individual planning agency, but that given the special contents of their intentions, and their interrelations, this brings with it the applicability of, and conformity to, corresponding social norms on shared intention. In this sense, constructivism posits a kind of normative emergence. When the individuals become aware of this normative emergence they may go on explicitly to internalize these social norms and directly appeal to them in their



5



practical reasoning. This would be a further



step from the basic kernel of



individualistic normativity at the bottom of shared agency. Constructivism aims at sufficient conditions for shared intention. It allows for the possibility that there are multiple constructions, each of which provides some such basis for the social roles and norms characteristic of shared intention. In the face of purported, alternative constructions, the basic issue is which makes better sense of the complexities of these forms of sociality -- though the best thing to say, in the end, may be that shared intention is multiply realizable. 3. Building blocks How might we proceed with such a construction? Suppose that you and I share an intention to go to NYC together. What construction of intentions and related attitudes of each would be such that its norm-guided functioning (as articulated by the planning theory) constitutes the norm-conforming functioning of the shared intention? 3.1



I intend that we J, and circularity



As indicated, I propose that we here appeal to the condition that (i)



we each intend that we go to NYC



where the intentions alluded to in (i) are intentions of the sort characterized by the planning theory of the intentions of individuals.12 Appeal to these intentions in (i) ensures that an intention-like commitment to our activity is at work in the practical thinking of each. Once our activity is an element in my plans, I will face characteristic problems of means with respect to our activity and be constrained by characteristic requirements of plan consistency with respect to our activity. This explains something we need to explain, namely: the responsiveness of each to the end of the shared activity, responsiveness that is an element in the characteristic functioning of shared intention. (i) appeals to the intention of each in favor our activity. But what concept of our activity is at work in the content of these intentions? On the approach we are taking, shared intentional activity will be activity suitably explainable by shared intention. So if the concept of our activity that is at work in (i) is the
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concept of shared intentional activity, we face a problematic circularity in our construction of shared intention. Such concerns about circularity might suggest that we see the concept of shared intentionality as primitive. Indeed, that is what Searle supposes.13 But I propose a different tack, one analogous to a common approach to the corresponding issue about individual intentional action. In many cases we have available a concept of our activity that, while it draws on ideas of individual intentional action, is neutral with respect to shared intentionality.14 We have, for example, a concept of our painting the house that involves only the idea that, roughly, we are each intentionally painting that house in ways that avoid collisions. We then use such neutral concepts in the contents of the intentions involved in our construction of initial cases of shared intention. We depend on the other elements of the construction, including the connection condition, to ensure that when these intentions connect up in the right way to the group behavior there is shared intentional activity. We then try to use these initial cases to build up to cases involving, in the contents of the relevant intentions of the individuals,



concepts of shared activity that



are not paired with a



corresponding concept of our activity that is neutral in this way.15 In this way we seek to provide an account of shared intentional action by appealing to the appropriate roles of shared intention, but to explain what shared intention is without using, in the most basic cases, the very idea of shared intentionality in the content of the intentions of each. 3.2 Interlocking intentions The next step is to note that in shared intention each participant is committed to treating the other participants not merely as aspects of the world that need to be taken into account, but also as intentional co-participants in the shared activity. We can begin to capture this idea by appealing to the condition that the relevant intentions of the participants interlock in the sense that each intends that the shared activity go in part by way of the relevant intentions of each of the other participants.16 Further, the relevant intended route from intention to action will need to be a route compatible with the action’s being a
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shared intentional action, and so will need to satisfy the connection condition. In the case of our shared intention to go to NYC together, then, we appeal not only to (i) but also to (ii)



we each intend the following: that we go to NYC in part by way of the intention of the other that we go to NYC (where the route to our joint activity satisfies the connection condition).



I intend that we go to NYC in part by way of your intention that we go to NYC; and vice versa. The content of my intention refers to the role of your intention, and vice versa. So there is a semantic interconnection between our intentions: it is part of what each intends that the other’s intention be realized in the right way. This interlocking of our intentions goes beyond the idea in (i) that we each intend that we go to NYC. After all, it might be true in, as it were, the mafia sense, that each of us intends that we go to NYC by throwing the other into the trunk of the car and driving to NYC.17 In such a mafia case we have (i) without (ii); and that is one reason why this is not a case of shared intention. 3.3 Intended mesh The next step is to reflect on the attitudes of each toward the various subplans for the shared activity. In shared intention there will be a tendency to conform to a norm of compatibility of the relevant sub-plans of each. This is tied to the coordinating role of shared intention. If I intend that we go to NYC by driving, and you intend that we go by train, we have a problem. We will normally try to resolve that problem by making adjustments in one or both of these subplans, perhaps by way of bargaining. So we want our construction to account for this standard norm-conforming functioning of the shared intention. And a natural way to do that is to use in the construction the idea that each not only intends the shared activity, but also intends that this shared activity proceed by way of subplans of the participants that mesh in the sense that they are co-realizable. We appeal, that is, to the condition that (iii)



we each intend the following: that we go to NYC in part by way of sub-plans of each that mesh with each other.
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In this way we ensure that each is committed to, and appropriately responsive to, the coherent and effective interweaving of the planning agency of one another. Note that yours and my sub-plans can mesh even if they do not match. Perhaps your sub-plan specifies that we not go during rush hour, whereas mine leaves that issue open; yet our sub-plans are co-realizable. Further, what is central to shared intention is that we intend that we proceed by way of sub-plans that mesh. This can be true even if our sub-plans do not now mesh, so long as we each intend to solve that problem. 3.4 Disposition to help if needed Suppose that I intend that we go to NYC in part by way of your intention that we so act (and meshing sub-plans). My intention engages norms of meansend coherence and consistency.



It would be (pro tanto) irrational of me to



continue so to intend while believing that to achieve that end it is necessary now for me to intend a certain necessary means, and yet not intend those means. This rational demand grounds rational pressure on me to track necessary means to this intended end. Again, it would be (pro tanto) irrational of me to continue so to intend while also intending something else that I believe to be incompatible with this intended end. This rational demand grounds rational pressure on me to filter further intentions accordingly. This



is so far just to apply the planning theory of the intentions of



individuals to the intentions cited in (i)-(iii). But now we need to address a further issue. As I know, our going together to NYC involves actions both of mine and of yours, in each case actions that are explainable in part by my intentions and your intentions respectively. When I intend that we go to NYC, do I thereby intend both that I go (by way of my intentions) and that you go (by way of your intentions)? Well, sometimes we intend something that involves a certain pre-condition but do not intend that pre-condition: I might intend to respond to your threat or to your offer, but not intend your threat or your offer. Your threat or offer is only a pre-condition of what I intend, not itself something I intend.
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However, as I am understanding it, my intention that we go to NYC does not see your contribution to our joint activity as merely an expected pre-condition of our going, a pre-condition to which I am, as Nicholas Bardsley puts it, simply “adding-on” and “providing the finishing touch”.18 Your contribution to our going to NYC is, rather, a part of what I intend. In intending, in a way that satisfies my side of (i)-(iii), that we go to NYC, part of what I intend is that we both go, where that involves your going in part by way of your intention that we go.19 This means that the demands of means-end coherence and of consistency apply as well to my intention in favor of, inter alia, your playing your role in our joint activity:



I am under rational pressure in favor of necessary



means to that, and in favor of filtering options incompatible with that. I am under rational pressure in the direction of steps needed as means if you are to play your role in our joint activity. And I am under rational pressure not to take steps that would thwart your playing your role. This will normally mean that, insofar as I am rational, I will be to some extent disposed to help you play your role in our going to NYC if my help were to be needed. A qualification, however, is that I can intend our going, and so your role in our going, and still be willing to bear only a very small cost in helping you. And this raises the question: Suppose I am unwilling to incur any costs at all in helping you if need be, while remaining confident that you will not need my help and so will in fact play your role? Would such a complete unwillingness on my part to help you, if need be, be compatible with my intending (and not just expecting) our going to NYC, and so your role in that, given that I expect that you will in fact not need my help? Well, I think we can make sense of some such case of intending, but just barely. We would still need to insist that, insofar as I am rational, I am set to give up my intention that we go to NYC (and that you play your role) if I were newly to come to believe that you needed my help. And we would need to add that at least I am set to filter out options incompatible with your playing your role. So, at the least, I am set not to thwart you in your role. But the idea of being set not to thwart you and yet not being set to help you if need be, is at best tricky. After all,
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if you need my help then I thwart you if I do not help. In this respect the filtering role and the means-tracking role of intending tend to go together. So such cases of my intending our joint action, and your role in it, and yet having no disposition at all to help you if need be are, at best, precious and unusual. An intention that satisfied one participant’s side of (i)-(iii) but involved no such disposition to help would be, at most, an attenuated intention. So, since our concern is with robust sufficient conditions for shared intention, I will proceed by assuming that the intentions of the participants that satisfy (i)-(iii) are of the ordinary, non-attenuated sort.



These intentions involve, by way of rational



pressures toward means-end coherence and consistency, at least a minimal disposition to track means to the joint action and so, more specifically, to the other’s contribution to that joint action. For this reason these intentions involve at least a minimal disposition to help if needed.20 3.5 Common knowledge Analogues of (i)-(iii)



will be basic building blocks in our construction.



Given the planning theory, these intentions of each will help ensure modes of norm-assessable functioning that are characteristic of shared intention. These modes of functioning will include intention-like responsiveness of each to the end of the shared action, aspects of treating each other as intentional co-participants, the pursuit of coherent and effective interweaving of sub-plans, and dispositions to help. The next point is that in shared intention the participants will in some sense know of the fact of the shared intention. Such epistemic access to the shared intention will normally be involved in further thought that is characteristic of



shared intention, as when we plan together how to carry out our shared



intention.



Since such shared planning is part of the normal functioning of the



shared intention, we need an element in our construction of shared intention whose functioning involves such thoughts of each about our shared intention. It is here that something like a common knowledge condition seems apt. It is common knowledge amongst us that p if we each know that p, and both p and the fact that we each know it is out in the open amongst us. So we are each at
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least in a position to know that the other knows, to know that the other knows that we know, and so on. How more precisely to understand these ideas is a difficult question; here I simply work with the intuitive idea of common knowledge.21 What we want is that one constituent of our shared intention to J is a form of common knowledge of that very intention. Further, we do not want to reintroduce problems about circularity by explicitly including in the content of the relevant attitudes the very idea of shared intention. This suggests that we appeal to common knowledge whose content is that the cited components of the shared intention are in place. We do this by adding as a further building block: (vi)22



there is



common knowledge among the participants of the



conditions cited in the construction. Let us now return to the own-action condition. 4. I intend that we J, and further building blocks In intending X I normally suppose that my intention will lead to X and that X would not obtain if I did not so intend. Such supposition need not always be belief; it may rather be what I have called “acceptance in a context”.23 However, to keep the discussion manageable I will proceed on the simplifying assumption that these constraints on intention go by way of belief.24 Applied to intentions of the sort cited in (i) this means that, normally, in intending that we J I believe that my intention will lead to our J-ing, and that we would not J if I did not so intend. And, normally, in intending that we J you believe likewise. Further, in a standard non-mafia case of shared intention we will both be right in these suppositions. And this raises the question: how could we both be right?25 My answer,26 briefly and roughly, is that we could both be right if it is common knowledge between us that (a) we each intend that we J, (b) for each of us the persistence of his own intention that we J causally depends on his own continued knowledge that intends, and
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the other also so



(c) if, but only if, we do both so intend then as a result (and in accordance with the connection condition) we will J. When my intention that we J would lead in this anticipated way to our J-ing, in part by way of your intention that we J – an intention that depends on your knowledge of my intention - the control my intention has on our J-ing is a case of what I call “other-agent conditional mediation”.27



And such other-agent



conditional mediation need not baffle intention. In believing (a)-(c) each believes that his intention that we J appropriately leads to our J-ing in part by way of its support of the persistence of the other’s intention that we J (and thereby the other’s relevant actions). Each can then coherently intend that we J even though this intention violates the own-action condition. This points to further elements of shared intention. In light of (c), and returning to our shared intention to go to NYC, we will want to add to our construction: (iv)



we each believe the following: if and only if each of us continues to intend that we go to NYC then, as a result (in a way that satisfies the connection condition), we will go to NYC.



And in light of (b) we will want to add to our construction: (v)



we each believe the following: the persistence of his own intention that we go to NYC causally depends on his own continued knowledge that the other also so intends; and vice versa.



In (v) each believes the following condition of interpersonal intentioninterdependence: (DEP) Each continues to intend that we go to NYC if and only if the other continues to intend that we go to NYC. And we can expect that normally, when there are the beliefs in (v), (DEP) will indeed be true. Now, the condition of interlocking, in (ii), and the beliefs about efficacy, in (iv), build the connection condition into the contents of relevant intentions and beliefs. I think, roughly, that the basic element of this connection condition is that the route from the complex of my intention and your intention to our joint action
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involves mutual responsiveness of each to each in a way that aims at the joint action.



There will be responsiveness of each to each in relevant subsidiary



intentions about means and preliminary steps.



This is responsiveness in



intention; and a tendency toward this is ensured by the condition that each intends that the activity proceed by way of sub-plans that mesh. There will, further, be responsiveness of each to each in relevant actions in pursuit of the intended joint activity. This is responsiveness in action. 5. The basic thesis Our construction sees analogues of (i)-(vi) and (DEP) as building blocks of shared intention. Bracketing some subtleties, and using boldface to indicate generalizations of the conditions cited, the idea is that shared intention, in a basic case, involves (i)



intentions on the part of each in favor of the joint activity,



(ii)



interlocking intentions,



(iii)



intentions in favor of meshing sub-plans,28



(iv)



beliefs about the joint efficacy (in conformity with the connection condition) of the relevant intentions,



(v)



beliefs about interpersonal intention-interdependence,



(DEP) interpersonal intention-interdependence, and (vi)



common knowledge of (i)-(vi) and (DEP).



And conditions (ii) and (iv) involve appeal to the connection condition and thereby to conditions of mutual responsiveness. The basic thesis is that these interlocking and interdependent intentions of the individual participants,



and relevant beliefs of those participants, in a



context of common knowledge, will, in responding to the rational pressures specified by the planning theory of individual agency, function together in ways characteristic of shared intention. This structure will, when functioning properly, normally support and guide coordinated social action and planning, and frame relevant bargaining and shared deliberation, in support of the intended shared activity. And conformity to social norms of social agglomeration, consistency,
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coherence, and stability that are central to shared agency will emerge from the norm-guided functioning of these interrelated attitudes of the individuals. Recall the observation that Searle does not say how various “weintentions” need to be inter-connected for there to be shared intention. In contrast, the basic thesis helps characterize this social glue. This social glue is not solely a cognitive glue of belief and common knowledge. This social glue also includes the forms of intentional interconnection specified in (ii)-(iii) as well as the interdependence cited in (DEP). While I cannot here provide a full defense of this basic thesis,29 let me note three points that would bear on such a defense.



First, in our shared



intention I intend that we J in part by way of your analogous intention and meshing sub-plans.



This complex content of my intention imposes rational



pressure on me, as time goes by, to fill in my sub-plans in ways that, in particular, fit with and support yours as you fill in your sub-plans. This pressure derives from the rational demand on me to make my own plans means-end coherent and consistent, given the ways in which your intentions enter into the content of my intentions. By requiring that my intention both interlock with yours, and involve a commitment to mesh with yours, the theory ensures that rational pressures on me to be responsive to and to coordinate with you – rational pressures characteristic of shared intention -- are built right into my own plans, given their special content and given demands of consistency and coherence on my own plans. And similarly with you. So there will normally be the kind of mutual, rational responsiveness in intention -- in the direction of social agglomeration, consistency, and coherence -- that is characteristic of shared agency. A second point concerns the way in which a shared intention can frame bargaining about means. Recall our shared intention to paint together. Given this shared intention we might, for example, bargain about what color to use, and about who is to scrape and who is to paint; and this bargaining will be framed by our shared intention. How does this work? Well, on the theory, we each intend the shared activity in part by way of the intentions of the other and by way of meshing sub-plans: each of our intentions includes, in its content, the condition
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that the other’s intentions be effective by way of sub-plans that mesh. So we are each under rational pressure to seek to ensure that our sub-plans, agglomerated together, both are adequate to the shared task and do indeed mesh. And that is why our shared intention wil tend to structure our bargaining in the pursuit of such adequate and meshing sub-plans. The third point is that the sharing of intention need not require commonality in each agent’s reasons for participating in the sharing. You and I can have a shared intention to paint the house together even though I participate because I want to change the color whereas you participate because you want to remove the mildew. Though we participate for different reasons, our shared intention nevertheless establishes a shared framework of commitments. Granted, extreme divergence in background reasons might undermine the organizing roles of shared intention. Nevertheless, much of our sociality is partial in the sense that it involves sharing in the face of divergence of background reasons for the sharing. Our construction of shared intention can recognize and help us understand this partiality. 6. Putting obligation in its place All of this faces the objection that there is an important aspect of shared intention for which we have not accounted.



Some have argued that if, for



example, you and I share the intention to paint together then we each have distinctive, corresponding obligations to the other, obligations that include obligations not to opt out without the other’s permission. This idea is behind much of Margaret Gilbert’s work.30 Now, when each of us intends that we J we each have intentions that are, according to the planning theory, subject to norms of stability. Insofar as the reconsideration and change of either of these intentions violates these norms, some at least pro tanto criticism is in the offing. And the interdependence characteristic of shared intention will help extend this stability of the intentions of each.31 So our constructivism can explain how criticism of opting out of a shared intention can be grounded in the intentions of each and the norms of the planning theory. But this criticism does not by itself ground an obligation of each to the
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other, or an associated entitlement of each to the performance of the other; it appeals only to norms of stability on the intentions of each, not to what each owes the other. And the objection is that this is a fundamental lacuna in the theory. What to say?



Well, I agree that shared intention frequently involves



obligations of each to another – though I doubt that this is always the case.32 However, it seems to me that this is because shared intentions normally involve, both in their etiology and in their execution, associated assurances, intentionally induced reliance, and/or promises. Such assurances (and the like) typically induce relevant moral obligations of one to the other.33 We can recognize this and still see shared intention as consisting in the social-psychological complex articulated in our construction, a social-psychological complex that – taken together with its typical etiology and execution -- will typically induce, given relevant principles of assurance-based obligation and the like, obligations of each to another. And once these obligations are on board they can provide further support for the stability of the shared intention. Let us try to take a larger view of this dispute. I seek to understand 1. characteristic forms of functioning and associated norms of individual intention, and 2. characteristic forms of functioning and associated norms of shared intention. And I want to see to what extent 3. 2. Is constituted by special versions of 1. The idea in 3. is that the norm-conforming roles in 2. emerge primarily from the underlying norm-guided roles in 1., as they are understood within the planning theory of intention, given appropriate, special contents, contexts, and interrelations. I agree with Gilbert that the functioning in 2. is normally – even if, as I see it, not universally -- supported in part by forms of mutual obligation. But when we turn to 3. I do not think we should require that these obligations emerge solely
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from the underlying roles and norms in 1. Instead, I think we need at this point to draw on further normative principles, in particular moral principles of assurancebased obligation and the like.34 These resources in hand, we can acknowledge important roles of such obligations of each to another in normally providing support for 2., without supposing that those obligations need to be embedded entirely in the basic social psychology of sharing. To understand these mutual obligations we need also to appeal to further principles of moral obligation. My constructivism about shared intention begins with an underlying model of individual planning agency. This model – the planning theory -- highlights roles and norms characteristic of individual intending and planning. My constructivism then seeks a conceptual and metaphysical bridge from such individual planning agency to modest forms of sociality. This conceptual and metaphysical bridge draws on special and distinctive contents and contexts, and on



ideas



of



intention,



interlocking,



mesh,



mutual



responsiveness,



interdependence, and common knowledge. It applies the norms of the planning theory of individuals to the distinctive intentions and plans of individuals that are constructed using these further ideas. In these ways this conceptual and metaphysical bridge tries to articulate infrastructures that, when functioning properly, realize salient forms of social-norm-assessable and social-normconforming social functioning. Once we have these articulated infrastructures on hand we can ask how their functioning will normally engage moral norms of interpersonal obligation. And we should expect that the ways that such moral norms are characteristically engaged will feed back into the social functioning and support these forms of sociality. Gilbert’s alternative strategy is to see non-moral obligations of each to another as partly constitutive of shared agency. The move from individual to shared agency involves, inter alia, a move to such forms of mutual obligation – where this involves, in her view, the introduction of a non-reducible social concept of “joint commitment”.35 In my judgment, this runs the risk of too quickly passing over complex bridging structures of the sort that I have been highlighting. Granted, our sociality normally involves forms of mutual obligation. These are,
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as I see it, familiar forms of moral obligation: human sociality and morality are, after all, ineluctably intertwined. But I think that when we examine modest forms of sociality under our philosophical microscopes we can discern, at bottom, even more fundamental intentional, causal, semantic, epistemic, and rational structures. This essay has been an effort to say, albeit roughly, what those structures are, and to show how they can constitute such sociality. We can then see relevant forms of moral obligation of each to another as grounded in part in those structures. The concepts I have used, at bottom, to specify these aspects of sociality – concepts of interlock, mesh, mutual responsiveness, interdependence, and the like -- are ones that are broadly available to our theory of individual planning agents (which is not to say that planning agency by itself ensures the capacity for modest sociality). Or anyway, this is true with the possible exception of the appeal to common knowledge. So we are in a position to argue that we do not need, for our theory of these modest forms of sociality, a further practical concept that goes beyond the resources of our theory of individual planning agents. The social glue involved in these forms of sociality does go considerably beyond the cognitive glue of common knowledge – here Gilbert and I agree. But I think we can say what else is involved in this special social glue – including its distinctive normativity -- without appeal to yet a further, conceptually primitive, and nonreducible practical social relation of the sort that Gilbert has in mind in her talk of “joint commitment”. There is a distinctive social-norm-assessable and socialnorm-conforming functioning associated with shared intention and shared agency. However, in its most basic form this social functioning is constituted by special versions of the individual-norm-assessable and individual-norm-guided functioning characteristic of individual planning agency. And we can say what these special versions are while staying within the conceptual and metaphysical resources of the planning theory. 1



This essay is culled from a larger unpublished manuscript that I hope someday will be a book. That manuscript, in turn, draws in part from earlier work of mine on this subject: “Shared Cooperative Activity,” “Shared Intention,” “Shared Intention and Mutual Obligation,” and “I Intend that We J” – all reprinted in my Faces of Intention (New York: Cambridge University
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Press, 1999); “Shared Valuing and Frameworks for Practical Reasoning,” as reprinted in my Structures of Agency: Essays (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007); and “Dynamics of Sociality,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy: Shared Intentions and Collective Responsibility XXX (2006): 1-15. My recent thinking about these matters has benefited from discussions with many people; but let me mention in particular discussions with Scott Shapiro when we both had the privilege of being Fellows at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences in 20032004, and discussions with Facundo Alonso and Jules Coleman. Work on this essay was supported in part by a Fellowship at the Stanford University Humanities Center. 2 This bridge will involve, but not be limited to, the “interlocking” intentions I have appealed to in earlier work and that Abraham Roth calls “bridge intentions”. See his “Practical Intersubjectivity,” in Frederick F. Schmitt, ed., Socializing Metaphysics (Rowman & Littlefield, Inc, 2003): 65-92, at 76-80. Thanks to Roth for this apt metaphor of a bridge. 3 I do not say shared cooperative activity, since on my view the idea of “cooperative” brings into play a further constraint of non-coercion that I will not address here. See my “Shared Cooperative Activity,” in Faces of Intention at 101-102. In that discussion, at 103-105, I also treat a kind of commitment to helping the other as characteristic of shared cooperative activity but not strictly necessary for shared intentional activity. In contrast, my present discussion includes a disposition to help within the model of shared intention. See below note 20. 4 Putting aside complexities I allude to in “Shared Cooperative Activity,” note 6. 5 For this terminology see “I Intend that We J” in Faces of Intention. 6 “Collective Intentions and Actions,” in P. Cohen, J. Morgan, and M.E. Pollack, eds., Intentions in Communication (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990): 401-415. 7 Intention, Plans, and Practical Reason (Harvard University Press, 1987; reissued by CSLI Publications, 1999). 8 See my Intention, Plans, and Practical Reason. My formulation of the agglomeration principle here has benefited from the discussion in Gideon Yaffe, “Trying, Intending and Attempted Crimes,” Philosophical Topics 32 (2004): 505-532, at 510-522. I discuss the nature and ground of these norms further in “Intention, Belief, Practical, Theoretical,” in Jens Timmerman, John Skorupski, and Simon Robertson, eds., Spheres of Reason (forthcoming). 9 These norms apply against a background of assumptions about, roughly, what is possible and what is effective. Here I make the simplifying assumption that these will be beliefs with respect to which the participants are in agreement. A more complete account would appeal here to what I call “context-relative acceptance”. See my “Practical Reasoning and Acceptance in a Context,” in my Faces of Intention. 10 I discuss differences between these two ways of putting this point in “I Intend that We J” in Faces of Intention at 144. 11 Much of our theoretical work will be to say which attitudes, contents, contexts, and interrelations are the “appropriate” ones, and precisely what conceptual resources are needed to do this. That is what the basic thesis, to be sketched below, tries to do. 12 In my early thinking about these matters some remarks of Philip Cohen helped lead me to (i). 13 Searle claims that “collective intentional behavior is a primitive phenomenon” and we should not seek “a reductive analysis of collective intentionality. “Collective Intentions and Actions,” at 401, 406. In contrast, Searle does not take a similar non-reductive tack to individual intentional action. See John Searle, Intentionality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), chap. 3. My approach to collective intentionality is more in the spirit of Searle’s approach to individual intentional action than is Searle’s own approach to collective intentionality. 14 “Shared Intention,” at 114-115; “I Intend that We J” at 146-148. And see Christopher Kutz, Complicity: Ethics and Law for a Collective Age (Cambridge University Press, 2000), at 86-88.
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See, again, Kutz, Complicity. (One example of a shared-intention-involving concept might be: engaging in a conversation.) 16 “Shared Cooperative Activity,” p. 124. The classic source of ideas broadly in this spirit is H.P. Grice, “Meaning,” Philosophical Review 66 (1957):377-88, though my proposal differs from Grice’s in important ways. 17 “Shared Cooperative Activity,” p. 100. 18 Nicholas Bardsley, “On Collective Intentions: Collective Action in Economics and Philosophy,” Synthese (2007): 141-159, at 145. In his positive view, however, Bardsley rejects the idea, in my next sentence, that what I intend really does include your action. See his p. 152. 19 Can I really intend that? The worry here is, again, the violation of the own-action condition. I turn to this issue in section 4 below. 20 This represents a slight revision of my discussion of the case of the unhelpful singers in my “Shared Cooperative Activity” in Faces of Intention at 103-105. In the terms of that earlier discussion, I am now building it into the (non-attenuated) intentions that satisfy (i)-(iii) that there is at least minimal cooperative stability. In my thinking about this adjustment I was helped by discussions with Facundo Alonso. 21 Classic statements are in David Lewis, Convention: A Philosophical Study (Harvard University Press, 1969), 52-60; and Stephen Schiffer, Meaning (Oxford; Oxford University Press, 1972). See also Jon Barwise, “Three Views of Common Knowledge,” in M. Vardi, ed., Proceedings of the Second Conference on Theoretical Aspects of Reasoning About Knowledge (Los Altos, Ca.: Morgan Kaufman, 1988): 365-79; and Gilbert Harman, “Self-reflexive Thoughts,” Philosophical Issues 16 (2006): 334-345, esp. p. 342. Since I am not providing an account of common knowledge, I am not in a position to claim that it can itself be understood solely in terms of structures of individual agency. 22 I skip to (vi) to leave room for further conditions, to be discussed below. 23 See “Practical Reasoning and Acceptance in a Context,” as re-printed in my Faces of Intention, esp. p. 32. 24 Facundo Alonso argues that appeal here to belief is stronger than we need and that what is needed is, rather, a kind of reliance. See Facundo Alonso, “Reliance in Shared Intention,” forthcoming. 25 As J. David Velleman forcefully puts the worry: “how can I continue to regard the matter as being partly up to you, if I have already decided that we really are going to act?” See his “How to Share an Intention,” as reprinted in his The Possibility of Practical Reason (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), at 205. 26 “I Intend that We J,” in Faces of Intention, where I also discuss further complexities. 27 “I Intend that We J,” at 152. 28 Where the intentions in (i)-(iii) are non-attenuated in the sense discussed in section 3.4. 29 For further discussion see “Shared Intention,” section V. 30 See for example her essays, “What Is It for Us to Intend?” in her Sociality and Responsibility (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000), 14-36; “A Theoretical Framework for the Understanding of Teams,” in Natalie Gold, ed., Teamwork: Multi-disciplinary Perspectives (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2005), 22-32; and her “The Structure of the Social Atom: Joint Commitment as the Foundation of Human Social behavior,” in Frederick F. Schmitt, ed., Socializing Metaphysics (Rowman & Littlefield, Inc, 2003): 39-64. Abraham Sesshu Roth develops an importantly different version of this idea; but here I focus on Gilbert’s version. See Abraham Sesshu Roth “Shared Agency and Contralateral Commitments,” The Philosophical Review (2004): 359-410. 31 Facundo Alonso develops this last point in detail in his Shared Intention, Reliance, and Interpersonal Obligation (Ph.D. Thesis, Stanford University, 2008), chap. 7.
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For a defense of this qualification, and aspects of the approach to the connection between shared intention and mutual obligation that I go on to sketch, see “Shared Intention,” esp. pp. 126-127, “Dynamics of Sociality” esp. pp. 6-8, and “Shared Intention and Mutual Obligation”. 33 In contrast, both Gilbert and Roth see the relevant obligations as not specifically moral. 34 As I note in “Shared Intention and Mutual Obligation” at p. 140, other moral principles may also be relevant here. 35 “What Is It for Us to Intend?” 25-26.
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