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Acting Together* CHRISTOPHER KUTZ



Utziversity of California, Berkeley



Collective action is a widespread social phenomenon, ranging from intricate duets to routinized, hierarchical cooperation within bureaucratic structures. Standard accounts of collective action (such as those offered by Bratman, Gilbert, Searle, and Tuomela and Miller) have attempted to explain cooperation in the context of small-scale, interdependent, egalitarian activities. Because the resulting analyses focus on the intricate networks of reciprocal expectation present in these contexts, they are less useful in explaining the nature of collective action in larger or more diffuse social contexts. I argue here instead for a nzii?iincllist account of collective action, which explains collective action across a broad range of contexts by reference to individuals' overlapping "participatory intentions," i.e., intentions to do one's part in a collective act. Participatory intentions are, formally, simply species of individual instrumental intentions, although their objects make irreducible reference to collective acts.



I. Introduction Two partners plan to rob a bank. The first recruits a driver while the second purchases a shotgun from a gun dealer. The driver knows he's taking part in a robbery, although not a bank robbery. The gun dealer should have checked his customer's police record before the sale, but failed to do so. The bank is robbed, a guard is killed, and the robbers escape, only to be caught later. "They committed bank robbery," a prosecutor will say. But does "they" include the gun dealer, whose lax standards made the robbery possible? "They conspired to rob the bank"-but does "they" here include the driver, who didn't know it was a bank they were robbing? "They killed a bank guardnbut does it matter which robber inside the bank pulled the trigger? Construed as claims of moral or legal accountability, these questions range in difficulty, from easy to middling. But construed as claims in the theory of action, these questions are extremely difficult. Take the philosophers' chestnut, "Russell and Whitehead wrote the Principia Mathernatica." This sentence is puzzling, for while it is true as a compound, its conjuncts *
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state falsehoods: it is false that Russell wrote the Prirzcipia, for he only helped to write it; and likewise for Whitehead. Perhaps we should say that the group, "Russell and Whitehead," wrote the Principia. But groups are composed of nothing more than their members, so how can the group "Russell and Whitehead" have done something that neither Russell nor Whitehead did? This is the challenge of collective action: bridging the gap between the statements true of the group and the statements true of its members. Moreover, we need to bridge this gap not just for such cases of highly interdependent, egalitarian cooperation as (perhaps) exemplified by Russell and Whitehead, but also for the great range of examples of collective enterprise in which agents' relations to one another are far more attenuated-industrial production, stadium "waves," complicated bank heists, military maneuvers. In all these cases a group has acted together in a way that is difficult to map onto the minuscule or marginal contributions of its members. Recent philosophical attempts to make sense of collective action (or "joint action" as I shall also call it) have built some of the requisite bridges. These accounts have generally aimed at explaining the special case of intimate, tightly reciprocal cooperative activity, such as conversing, walking together, or singing a duet, and they have done so with great sophistication. Highly interdependent cooperative activity does play an important role in our social lives. But so do the pedestrian but nonetheless genuine forms of collective action that we see in broader or more attenuated social contexts, such as voting, working in large organizations, supplying capital for risky ventures-collective acts typical of the consolidated yet simultaneously highly individualized circumstances of modernity. And in general these broader forms of collective action make implausible attribution of the high degrees of interdependence and mutual consciousness that are at the heart of extant analyses of collective action. For example, Margaret Gilbert invokes a somewhat metaphysically obscure notion of "plural subjects" in her analysis, which relies upon understanding collective action in terms of collective beliefs and desires.' But attributing collective beliefs and desires would seem to presuppose greater cognitive and motivational homogeneity than we can reasonably expect to find in contexts of limited information and individual alienation. Michael Bratman's examination of "shared cooperative activity" in examples like singing duets leads him to an explanation in terms of an intricate network of reciprocal attitudes and intentions that, again, may not as plausibly be attributed to agents who orient themselves around a common project, such as participating in a military maneuver, but who are uninterested in the success
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See Margaret Gilbert, "Walking Together: A Paradigmatic Social Phenomenon,", IS Midwest St~tdiesin Phik~sophy1-14 (1990); see also Gilbert, 01t Social Fucts (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), Ch. 4. CHRISTOPHER KUTZ



of the common e n d e a v ~ r Raimo .~ Tuomela and Kaarlo Miller define their own brand of individual "we-intentions," intentions of individuals whose content is "we shall do such and such"; in small-scale interactions the individual arrogation of a collective perspective is plausible, but would be thought impertinent, if not incoherent, in cases of hierarchically structured joint a ~ t i o nFinally, John Searle does provide a general theory of collective .~ action, in terms of an irreducible, distinctive type of intention he also calls a "we-intention." But Searle's approach invites charges of proliferating intentional kinds, charges that methodological parsimony encourages us to try to avoid.4 So if what we want is a very general account of collective action, then we need an account that is parsimonious in its metaphysics and philosophical psychology, sufficiently undemanding to account for the cooperation of loosely-linked agents, and anti-egalitarian enough to reconcile collective action with hierarchy. Such an account is what I call a "minimalist conception" of collective action, and it is what I aim to provide here. More narrowly, I want to determine what makes true such statements as "They prepared the picnic food for tomorrow" or "She participated in their robbery by acting as a lookout." The general intuition that I shall be exploring at length is that collective action is the product of individuals who orient themselves around a joint project. In particular, I will argue that jointly intentional action is primarily a function of the way in which individual agents regard their own actions as contributing to a collective outcome. I call this way of regarding one's own action, acting with a participatoty intention.



11. The necessity o f a collective conception How must individuals act and be disposed to act towards one another so that they may be said to act collectively? What conditions on their beliefs and actions must be satisfied? Certain kinds of joint activity-playing chess or tangoing, for example-will require great mutual interdependence and sensitivity: for example, close monitoring of one another's behavior, as well as highly determinate expectations of each other's plans. Other kinds of group action, such as filing through a narrow door into a theater, or voting absentee See Michael Bratman, "Shared Cooperative Activity," Philosophical Review 101 (1992): 327-41, reprinted in Bratman, Faces of Intention: Selected Essc~yson Intention and Agency (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp. 93-108. Hereafter I will refer to this article as "SCA." See Raimo Tuomela and Kaarlo Miller, "We-Intentions," Philosophicc~l Studies 53 (1988): 367-89. See John R. Searle, "Collective Intentions and Actions," in Interztions in Comtnunication, ed. Philip R. Cohen, Jerry Morgan, and Martha E. Pollack (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1990), pp. 401-15; see also Searle, The Social Corzstruction qf Recllity (New York: The Free Press, 1995), pp. 23-26. Despite my disagreements with these authors, I am obviously greatly in their debt.
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in a general election, require much less of participants, perhaps only a general sense one is acting concurrently with others, coupled with adherence to conventions that minimize mutual interference. The great variety of collective actions can be misleading, since what looks like a necessary condition for an exemplary type of collective action, such as the solution of simple coordination problems like entering a theater, will turn out not to be necessary after all in more attenuated, yet still plausible, collective action examples such as a joint scheme in which the individuals deliberately fail to coordinate. Thus, attempts to generalize an analysis of collective action from analyses of specific types will often meet with frustration. This raises the obvious suspicion that there are no universal conditions which are constitutive of collective action as such. Collective action types might simply hang together in a familiar familial fashion. Nonetheless, I will argue in this section that all forms of collective action share a common element in the form of overlapping, individual participatory intentions. My strategy is first to try to elicit the individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for a case which is under-detailed enough to generalize plausibly, yet determinate enough to guide our intuitive assessment of the analysis. Then I will show whether these conditions remain necessary for other collective action types. In this section I focus on one of the simplest forms of collective action, one-shot coordination or matching. It is obvious coordination requires that individuals be somehow aware of the attempt by others to coordinate, and that they make their own choices on the basis of expectations about the choices to be made by those with whom they wish to coordinate. I will argue that these basic strategic conditions on coordinating individuals are not enough; even simple coordination is best explained in terms of individuals acting on participatory intentions. Later, in Section V, I will pare back this analysis further, and argue that the core, minimalist, notion of collective action as such requires only that individuals act on overlapping participatory intentions, for we can imagine cases of spontaneous collective action in which there is neither mutual responsiveness nor mutual awareness beyond that required by the very idea of a participatory intention-namely, some conception that one is doing one's part in a collective p r ~ j e c t . ~ Consider first some examples that resemble jointly intentional action but are not genuine-examples where it would be false to say that some group of agents jointly did G, where G stands for either a joint act or activity (such as playing softball), or for an outcome brought about by several agents (such as the performance of a symphony). You and I may go to Chicago together by



I conduct my argument in this somewhat backtracking form because the examples ,of spontaneous collective action are too thin to serve as a basis for the analysis, though they can serve as a check.
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happening to go there in the same plane or train, but it would not be true to say that we went to Chicago jointly if our coming on the same flight or train was sheer coincidence."ointly acting individuals do not merely act in parallel: each responds to what the others do and plan to do. Thus, our going to Chicago jointly requires that the presence of each of us on the plane or train somehow depends upon the presence of the other. Unless my choice of transportation somehow depends upon your choice (or my expectations regarding your choice), and similarly for you, we will not have coordinated our going to Chicago. Let us call agents' intentions strategically responsive if what they intend to do is sensitive to their beliefs or predictions about what others intend lo do. Joint action will often-and coordinated action will always-require strategic responsiveness: individuals acting jointly decide to act, and do act, in light of their beliefs about other potential or actual joint actors. You and I satisfy another plausible condition on joint action: we share a goal. Let us say two agents share a goal if there is at least one token activity or outcome, involving the actions of the other, whose performance or realization would satisfy the intentions of each.' Both of us share the goal of going to Chicago on the same mode of transportation. Even competitive forms of joint action involve some shared goal. You and I may each be trying to beat the other at chess, and hence no ending of the game will wholly satisfy the goals of each of us. But, at a lower degree of resolution, there are some goals we do share: we each seek an orderly game with the other, played by the rules, and so on. If we did not share these goals, we could not compete with one another, for there would be no background against which to assess the other's performance. Sharing goals, in a sense that I specify further in Section V, is a necessary condition across all forms of joint action. But even sensitivity to each other's choice coupled with sharing a goal is not enough to make it true that we go to Chicago jointly. Suppose that you and I are Spy and Counterspy, each trying to keep tabs on the other's trip while hiding our presence from the other. Our choices are strategically sensitive, obviously. Somewhat less obviously, we may be said to share a goal, for the state of affairs involving our actions in which we both either take the train or take the plane satisfies the intentions of each. Even if we do manage "he



example 1s M~chaelBratman's, the treatment 1s largely mlne See Bmtman, "SCA," p 100 the more restrlctlve notlon of sharing a goal from havlng the same We must d~stlngu~sh goal, whlch requ~resonly that agents ~ntendthe same t ) l l ~of~ actlvlty or outcome You and I might have the same goal of golng to Chicago by alr, and our goals wlll be satisfied so long as each of us flies to Chicago, though not necessarily on the same flight. By contrast, when we share a goal, the intentions of each are only satisfied by the perforrnance or realization of the same token activity or outcome. We share the goal of going to Chicago when specification of the goal makes reference to the acts of the other, so that we each only achieve our goals when the other comes too.
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to choose the same mode of transportation, it would be odd to say we have jointly gone to Chicago. This seems odd because each of our choices will have been made with the hope and aim that the other be unaware of that choice. If Counterspy knew of Spy's choice, Spy's secret espionage project would be thwarted, and vice versa. Conversely, it seems that for our going to Chicago together to be joint, we each must believe it at least possible the other knows of or will try to predict our choice, and be favorably disposed to the other's knowledge or anticipation of that choice, at least in the sense that no one would modify his or her plans in virtue of disclosure. As friends rather than spies, each knows or hopes that the other got notice of the planned means of transportation, or was otherwise able to predict the other's choice. If, in fact, the messages did get through, or if we are able successfully to anticipate the other's choice, then each will be acting consistently with the other's preferences: our individual aims are furthered rather than frustrated by the other's awareness. So, for our trip to be a joint production, each must not only act in light of beliefs about the other's plan, but each must also be favorably disposed towards the other's possible knowledge of this strategic sensitivity. More simply, each must be open to the possibility of joint action. Call this a condition of inutual openness concerning our interaction. Mutual openness is a much weaker condition than common knowledge of our situation: it can accommodate those cases of joint action that come off despite inchoate expectations about the other's plans or a w a r e n e s ~ Yet . ~ it is strong enough to exclude cases of fully adverse strategic interaction, cases like the spy example that are not plausibly regarded as joint. Strategic responsiveness, shared goals, and mutual openness are necessary for our jointly going to Chicago together. But they are not sufficient. A further intentional commitment of the participants to promoting the group act is required, an intention by each to do his or her part of promoting the The notion of common knowledge, particularly as developed by David Lewis in his seminal Converltiorl (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1968), pp. 52-60, according to which some proposition p is common knowledge among individuals when each knows that p, and moreover each knows that each knows that p...indefinitely iterated. The weaker idea of mutual openness, or mutually favorable attitudes towards the other's awareness, is also an iterative concept, since each is open to the other's openness to one's own awareness, but nothing in my analysis depends on the logical structure of that iteration. If our intentions do in fact become known to the other, then the cognitively demanding state of common knowledge may obtain. But see Dan Sperber and Dierdre Wilson, Relevarzce (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986), pp. 3845, for the weaker, and so more pliable, notion of mutual manifestness, which accounts for the shared cognitive background of speakers, a background that need not be the object of explicit beliefs in order to serve its role in assign~ngdeterminate content to each other's potentially ambiguous utterances. A fact is mutually manifest to a set of individuals if each individual is capable of representing that fact and accepting it as probably true, and this fact is further manifest to each individual. So, more precisely, mutual openness consists in dispositions favorable to mutual manifestness.
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group activity or outcome. This further intentional component, by which agents conceive of their actions as standing in a certain instrumental relation to the group act, both satisfies common linguistic intuitions about when we may say that individuals act jointly, and-more importantly-explains how many forms of joint action are possible. To see that the elements of strategy, shared goals, and mutual openness are insufficient, return to Spy and Counterspy. Suppose now that each of us knows the other is trying to keep tabs; so long as we can satisfy our missions, this mutual awareness does not matter. So each of us has the goal that we go to Chicago together and is disposed to act in response to expectations about the other, while all this is potentially or actually manifest between us. Nonetheless, it seems odd to describe our going to Chicago together as joint, because each of us essentially regards the other as an object of pursuit rather than as a partner in the enterprise. The distinction emerges once we realize each spy's aim is satisfied by the mere presence of the other on the flight. As Michael Bratman points out, if a third party were to kidnap us and put us on the same flight, our shared goal of keeping tabs on each other would be realized even though we did not need to rely upon our strategic dispositions.' By contrast, if we are friends trying to go to Chicago together, our goals will not be fully satisfied by a third-party's intervention. For we do not (presumably) simply want it to be the case that we arrive in Chicago on the same plane. Rather, we want our traveling together to be the product of the decision of each. That is, we go to Chicago jointly when we go there together, and our going there together is the product of each of us acting with an intention of contributing to our joint project of getting to Chicago together. We act jointly when we act as members of a group who act together. The crucial role of the participatory intentions as I call them, is also revealed in an important strand in recent philosophical literature about the foundations of game theory. A number of writers have argued convincingly that the purely individualistic components of game theory-namely the strategic dispositions and common knowledge requirements I have outlinedcannot determine optimal individual choices even when it is intuitively obvious what course of action individuals ought to pursue.i0 These writers claim cooperative game theory must be supplemented by certain assumptions about what is collectively preferable.



'
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C ' Bratman, "SCA," p. 100. See Martin Hollis and Robert Sugden, "Rationality in Action," 102 Mind 1-35 (1993); Gilbert, Socicil Fcicts, 330-36; and Susan Hurley, Nciturcll Reusut~s(New York: Oxford University Press, 1988), pp. 145-48. Donald Regan makes a similar argument in the context of a critique of act utilitarianism, in Utilitc~rianismcind Coopereltion (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), Ch. 2.
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Take the easiest case, coordinating on a single, clearly preferable outcome. Suppose that you and I have not been able to coordinate our travel plans for Chicago, but each knows that the other is intent on travelling together, and given the satisfaction of that end, prefers planes to trains. The structure of the problem confronting us can be represented graphically: You take Plane



Train best



worst



Plane 2d worst



best



I take



2d worst



2d best



Train worst



2d best Me: bottom-left You: top-right Matclzing Ganze



Intuitively, it is obvious each of us should choose to take the plane, since that is both better for each and better for both. The trouble lies in showing why we are justified in relying upon this intuition. For I cannot just assume you will take the plane, since I know you will only take the plane if you think I will also (you prefer our taking the train to your taking the plane alone). Therefore, I should only choose the plane if I think you will choose the plane too. But if your choice depends upon mine, then you are in no better position to make a determinate choice of planes over trains. Each of us most prefers to match the other, and this preference for mutual matching fails to converge on a single choice. The only point of convergence in our expectations is simply a preference for matching the other, and that preference is indeterminate with respect to both the plane and the train, each of which is an equilibrium.ll Strategic reasoning will get us nowhere. Of course, actual agents will not be stuck in an infinite regress: each sees that both prefer planes to trains, and so will choose planes. Moreover, this is clearly the rational course of action. How could it be at odds with game theory? The answer is that this choice is not inconsistent with game theory, but that game theory fails to determine the collectively optimal outcome as "
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In game-theory jargon, a pair of choices is a (Nash) equilibrium if and only if each choice is a best reply to the other, that is, if neither player can unilaterally improve his position.
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the rational choice. In order to justify choosing planes, we have to import a crucial further assumption: each of us will, in anticipation of the other, opt for the collectively rational outcome.12 Unless I see you as wondering what we should do in this context, and assume you see me in the same way, we have no substantive point of convergence in our expectations. But once I conceive of each of us as choosing for us, it is obvious I should choose planes, because it follows from my conception that you will do so as well. This assumption is natural, and consistent with though an addition to cooperative game theory, as Martin Hollis and Robert Sugden suggest.13 The important point is that this additional requirement in the cooperative case distinguishes it from competitive game theory. In competitive contexts, each attempts to achieve the most preferred outcome, based on the most likely choice of the other (or, in the absence of any further information, based on the choice of the other that would make for the worst outcome). Each player is like Spy and Counterspy: the other's choice is simply part of the background against which strategy is formed.I4 In cooperative contexts, by contrast, each must act in accordance with a conception of the other as committed to joint resolution of the problem. In Susan Hurley's terms, they transform the conceptual unit of agency.15 Each sees the other as an intentional participant in a collective action. So when we try to coordinate our going to Chicago together, we need further material for our deliberations, external to but consistent with our expectations about each other's preferences, to bring those expectations to converge. A participatory intention can fill this role providing a sufficient and parsimonious basis for choice. I will do what you would expect me to do, assuming we are mutually searching for an optimal means to our joint goal of going to Chicago together. Deliberating in this way amounts to my doing my part of our going to Chicago together, since I make my choice sensitive to the achievement of our joint goal. Given that we both prefer planes to trains, it is reasonable for me to expect that a choice of plane would follow from joint deliberation over an optimal means. I, therefore, do my part of what would be our solution to the problem and take the plane. If you also deliberate in terms of what we jointly ought to do, then we will have coordiI'



l4



IS



There is one other possible solution: we could individually adopt "mixed" strategies, whereby we each assign a probability to the other's possible choice and randomize our choice in light of the assigned probability. The chief problem with this approach is that the expected value of the choice is necessarily lower than that secured by the cooperative solution, because we must on some occasions end up mismatching, or both on the train instead of the plane. For discussion, see Regan, Utilitc~rietnisnznnd Coopercitiorc, pp. 196-98. But it is an addition-it does not follow from the axioms of game theory. See Hollis and Sugden, "Rationality in Action," p. I I. Again, the competitive context may itself be the product of cooperation. Hurley, Norltrcll Rectsorls, pp. 14.5-48. See also Thomas Schelling, The Srrclregy ofcorlflict (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 196011980), Ch. 3 and app. C.
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nated by means of cooperation: by determining our actions in accordance with a joint goal. If each of us deliberates in this manner, and we do both take the plane together, then it will be true that we went to Chicago jointly. What makes this claim true is how we each conceived of the choice, as one in which each intends to do his part in promoting our group act, not any prior agreement or concert on our part. Call this way of conceiving of action a participatory ilztetztion: an intention to do my part of a collective act, where my part is defined as the task I ought to perform if we are to be successful in realizing a shared goal. This conception of oneself as contributing to a collective, as manifested in one's deliberation and action, is what lies at the heart of collective action generally, from simple coordination to complex cooperation. It would be impossible to show that there are no forms of individual interaction in which the agents lack such a conception of themselves as contributors to a collective end. Doubtless there are highly routinized forms of coordination in which agents see their actions as contributing entirely to their own ends; economists' idealized competitive markets may be such creatures, although actual markets reveal cooperation and altruism. But an interpretation of apparently coordinating agents' behavior that attributes to them participatory intentions makes better sense of their deliberations and dispositions than does any purely self-regarding attribution of intentional content. I now turn to the task of refining the content of participatory intentions, and then deploying that concept across a range of collective activity.



111. The contributory content of participatory intentions A participatory intention has two representational components, or sets of conditions of satisfaction: individual role and collective end. By "individual role" I mean the act an individual performs in order to foster a collective end; and by "collective end" I mean the object of a description that is constituted by or is a causal product of different individuals' acts. This is to say that individual participatory action aims at two goals: accomplishment of a primary individual task that contributes to a secondary collective achievement, be it an activity or an outcome. The collective end might be a state of affairs whose realization depends upon several agents acting together, such as the movement of a heavy object; or an activity, such as dancing a tango, or it might be a social group with characteristic behavior or internal culture, such as a university faculty.lh Some joint activities can be performed jointly intentionally or unintentionally, such as going to Chicago together. Others can



The last category, being a group of a certain type, might not seem to count as a collective end. But in groups that are defined in part by normatively structured behavior, each member helps to constitute that group (make it the group it is) by acting in conformity with the group's internal standards.
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only be performed jointly intentionally if they are performed at all, such as playing chess or dancing the tango.I7 The defining characteristic of a participatory intention, then, lies in the form of relationship between individual act performed and the group act or outcome that rationalizes the part. Contributory relations might take instrumental form if what the agent does helps cause the collective outcome (my pushing helps to move the car), or if the agent's part is a constitutive element of the group act (stepping this way is part of dancing a tango). The relation might be expressive if by doing one's part, one thereby exemplifies one's membership in a group or participation in an activity, as when by voting I express my membership in a political community. And the relation might be normative if one performs one's part because of norms internal to some group or institution that demand certain behavior (I wear a dark suit as an IBM employee). Of course, a single act may stand in many contributory relations to a group goal or activity. If I am a member of a criminal conspiracy, my refusal to cooperate with the police furthers the success of the conspiratorial objective, adheres to the norms of criminal honor, and expresses my solidarity with my co-conspirators. What makes my behavior participatory is nothing more (and nothing less) than my conception of what I do as related to the group act, whether that conception is explicit in my deliberations, or functionally implicit in my actual or counterfactual behavior. Merely wearing appropriate clothing is not what constitutes my willing participation in Citibank's corporate culture, but rather wearing dark suits with the intention of being a part of that culture. Of course, I need not suit up in the morning thinking, "Better put on this blue suit today if I'm to show my loyalty to Citibank." But it must at least be true that my putting on a dark suit is counterfactually sensitive to my acceptance of the norms that structure life in that organization: if I worked at a web start-up, I'd wear jeans and a tee shirt instead.18 Similarly, pushing a car only counts as participating in a group effort given an intention to participate in promoting the group outcome; otherwise, it's isometrics. Indeed, given an appropriate context, a participatory intention alone can be sufficient to transform individual acts into jointly cooperative activity. Adaptl7 



One can, of course be mistaken about the identity of one's co-actor, or even about the co-actor's nature, as when I discover that the person I thought I was playing internet chess against is in fact a computer. I only mean there is no way two agents can play chess together or dance the tango purely fortuitously, such that it is a discovery to them that they have engaged in a joint activity at all. I"rob1ems of overdetermination arise. I might have worn dark suits anyway, but do in fact wear them as part of fitting into Citibank corporate culture. In such cases of overdetermination, we must either expand the domain of the counterfactual's antecedents (i.e., I wouldn't ordinarily wear suits and I don't work at Citibank), or avoid the counterfactual altogether and simply rely upon a non-counterfactual, realist claim about the reasons that motivate my action.



ACTING TOGETHER



11



ing an example of John Searle's, imagine an announcement to factory workers during an economic crisis that they can best help the nation by continuing to work industriously at their posts. Each goes back intending to do his or her part of supporting the nation's economy by doing exactly the same as before." Now, however, all the workers are cooperating in producing what was before merely a peripheral effect of their individual acts. The invisible hand has now been supplemented by individual participatory intention^.^^ Participatory intentions can thus be seen as merely a species of ordinary, instrumental intentions, differentiated by the group-oriented content of the goal they specify. However, the phenomenology of jointly intentional action accentuates features less commonly found in the purely self-regarding case. First, participatory intentions involve a reflective or deliberative self-awareness of the instrumental relation of one's part to the group act that is its end. In contrast, I do not usually think of myself, when pulling on a door knob, as doing something that will result in a door opening. Rather, I simply open a door. This reflective or deliberative component may just be a function of the complexity of much joint activity, which tends to be interactive and dynamic rather than 'pre-programmed' and one-shot. Complex, non-participatory action will also occasion instrumental deliberation, while well-rehearsed joint action may require no conscious deliberation or reflection. But the complexity arising from problems of coordination renders collective activity especially salient, making it stand out against a background of unreflective, self-regarding activity. A second noteworthy feature of participatory action is that the very possibility of free-riding on others' efforts often adds a salient normative dimension to agency. Because joint action often occurs in a context of implicit or explicit agreement, others' expectations are raised, generating obligations of trust and r e ~ i p r o c i t y .If, ~ ~however, my preferences diverge from a straightforward desire to perform my part, then a motivational gap may open between part and group act: it may become a prudential question whether I ought to perform the part, given my preferences and despite my obligation^.^^ In the Iy 20



22
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See Searle, "Collective Intentions," p. 405. The requirement of counterfactual sensitivity is still met, so long as the workers would slow down if the crisis called for that behavior instead. The obligations need not be moral: if I have agreed to do my part in a crime, then I am presumably not under a moral obligation to help with the crime. However, relative to the norms that structure cooperative undertakings, there may be some sense in which I ought to do my part in any collective act in which I have deliberately incurred others' reliance. See, e.g. T.M. Scanlon, "Promises and Practices," 19 Philosop/zy clnd Public Afc~irs199226 (1990); see also Michael Bratman, "Shared Intention and Mutual Obligation," in Fr1ce.7 uf'lntention, pp. 130-41. My reasons for promoting the group act may also not be strict functions of my desire that the group act be realized. I may, for example, do my part in a double-play not because I want our double-play to be successfnl (perhaps I have bet against my team), but because I don't want my treachery to be obvious.
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case of purely self-regarding action, on the other hand, normative questions are usually resolved (if they are raised at all) during prior practical deliberation. Once I have already determined the moral permissibility of the course of action I attempt, there is no conceptual room for asking myself whether I morally ought to go ahead and perform that act, simply because the issue of free-riding does not arise.23As with complexity, the possibility of free-riding, or cheating, contributes to the special salience of our collective activity. Both of these aspects of the phenomenology of collective activity distinguish it from self-regarding activity only in degree, not in kind.



IV. The reducibility of collective action to individual intention My approach may raise two opposed worries. First, including the idea of jointly intentional action in the content of individual intentions makes my analysis uninformatively circular. Second, that by insisting on an individualistic fornz, my analysis fails to take seriously the distinctive nature of cooperative intentions. I will now argue that the content of agents' intentions can be irreducibly collective so long as the structure of their intentions is straightforwardly individualistic. The worry about circularity is more methodological than substantive. As Michael Bratman suggested in an earlier work, if the analysis of intentional collective action merely shows that individuals intend to act collectively, we will be left with the problem of understanding what these individuals intend to do.24We ought rather, he suggested, seek an analysis of collective action built up out of components that do not themselves presuppose the concept of collective action. The methodological point is important, but it can be too strictly applied, and Bratman has since relaxed his ~trictures.'~ The problem is that the intentions to perform many kinds of jointly intentional acts cannot be made sense of except in collective terms: non-cooperative chess is not chess but something else-mutual chess solitaire. Likewise, there is no way to characterize the intention of an individual planning to dance the tango except as an intention to engage in jointly intentional tango dancing. What we need, then, is not an analysis that tries to show how each instance of collective action is built out of non-collective materials, but rather a genealogical account that shows generally how the capacity to engage in collective action emerges out of capacities explicable without reference to collective concepts. Consider first the individual case. There are many purely individual actions that agents intend to engage in intentionally and for which any analysis must '3



24 25



At least, the issue of free-riding on my own act cannot arise without an extremely Parfitian view of personal identity. Bratman, "SCA," pp. 96-97. Michael Bratman, "I Intend that We J," in Faces qf Ir~tention,p p. 1 4 7 4 8 .
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presuppose the concept of intentionality. For example, when I intend to play a waltz on the piano, I intend to play it intentionally. That is, I intend to engage in the intentional activity of piano playing. At some level my action must be explained in terms of intentions to move my body, but it would be neither analytically helpful nor accurate to characterize my intention as an intention to move my fingers in ways that will produce the sounds of a waltz. Rather, in learning to play the piano, I come to incorporate the skill of non-intentional piano-playing-that is, pure finger-movements-into my skill-repertoire, such that once I have the skill the concept can occur ineliminably in attributions of my intentions.16 Once we have learned to walk, we can learn to run. We need not start with the fundamentals of balance and leg movement but can presuppose those in the next iteration. We can make use here of a more general distinction, between executive and subsidiary intentions. An executive intention is an intention whose content is an activity or outcome conceived of as a whole, and which plays a characteristic role in generating, commanding or determining other intentions and mental states in order to achieve that total outcome. A subsidiary intention is an intention generated and rationalized by an executive intention, whose content is the achievement of a part of the total outcome or activity. This is a functional distinction, and a relative one: executive intentions are executive relative to the subsidiary intentions they command, determine, or generate, and vice-versa. Subsidiary intentions may therefore be thought of as elements of the plans generated by the goals established by executive intentions; they are causally explained by and make instrumental sense in relation to that goal. For any complex task, we will act on the basis of a broad and hierarchically structured set of executive and subsidiary intentions.17 My executive intention to play a waltz commands a range of subsidiary intentions regarding my finger and toe movements, not to mention intentions to sit down at the piano and pull out the Chopin score. S o my claim is that the content of executive intentions can be irreducibly intentionalistic, and even jointly intentionalistic, so long as the subsidiary intentions they command have non-intentional objects. Accordingly, when I play chess, my subsidiary intentions can be explicated without relying on the notion of joint intentionality, such as intending to move my queen in response to the threat from your rook. In learning to play chess, I first conceive of the elements of
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similar point can be made about linguistic intentions. An account of communication, like Paul Grice's, can allow for irreducibly linguistic intentions at a later developmental stage so long as there is room at earlier stages for explanation of language use in terms of pre-linguistic intentions. See H.P. Grice, "Meaning," and "Utterer's Meaning and Intentions," in Studies in the Way of Words (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989). My distinction is akin to Bratman's between plans and sub-plans. Since plans represent for him both the contents of intentions and intentional commitments themselves, plans can motivate subplans. However, the notion of executive and subsidiary intentions seems better to accommodate interpersonal relations.
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the game in non-joint terms: the knight moves so and so; it is best to open with pawns; and if you threaten my queen, I should check your king. As I learn to play, these constituent elements of chess come to be represented and internalized as 'my playing chess,' or, alternatively, 'my doing my part of our playing chess together.' By such a bootstrapping process, the irreducibly collective joint activity thus becomes the object of an agent's executive intention, having been built up out of non-collective, elements. Cooperation does not have to be a basic, unlearned capacity, for it is entirely plausible that children (and certain animals) learn to act jointly in pursuit of a common goal through, for example, initially self-involved play activity. To borrow Schiller's terms, we move from the nai've ability to play to the sentimental capacity to conceive of ourselves as participants in joint endeavors. Even though my account makes room for irreducibly collective content in executive intentions, it is also subject to challenge as overly reductive in its construal of joint action as a species of individual action. John Searle offers such an objection against the reductive account offered by Rainlo Tuomela and Kaarlo M i l l e r . 2 ~ u o m e l and a Miller explain jointly intentional action in terms of individuals who act with the intention of doing their parts in a collective act, although they add conditions I believe s ~ p e r f l u o u sSearle .~~ argues that jointly intentional action can only be explained by positing a distinct, "irreducible" form of intending that he calls "we-intending." Weintentions are individual intentions to engage in collective activity, distinct from "I-intentions" to perform one's own acts. The difference is not just the difference in content I have already mentioned-the goal of participating in collective action differs, tautologically, from the goal of engaging in individual action-but also in form. Searle's argument is interesting, not because it shows that collective action demands a separate fornz of intending, but because, despite his actual claims, it reveals how collective content is necessary to distinguish cooperation from merely parallel behavior. He proposes the following counter-example: a group of business school students has been indoctrinated to believe one can best help humanity by pursuing one's selfish interests when others do so also. Furthermore, each student believes that each student believes this to be true and will act upon it. Since "each believes that his selfish efforts will be successful in helping humanity," Searle claims each "intends to do his part"
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Raimo Tuomela and Kaarlo Miller, "We-Intentions," Pltilosoplziccil Studies 53 (1988): 367-89. 2"uomela and Miller, "We-Intentions." Tuomela has developed a detailed account of collective action in later work. See, e.g., Raimo Tuomela, The Itnportclnce of U s (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995). His treatment goes considerably beyond the joint paper under discussion. However, I focus on this earlier paper because of its comparative simplicity of presentation, and because Tuomela's later work still rejects the minimalist view I argue towards here.
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of helping humanity by pursuing selfish interests.30He objects that even if the business students knowingly do something that, taken together, helps humanity, they are not acting jointly. Contrast this with the case of business school students who form a pact to help humanity by individually pursuing their selfish interests. There surely is an important difference between the two cases. If the first students pursue their selfish interests in the belief they jointly will help humanity, but without intending to promote that end, then they will not be acting with the intention of jointly benefiting humanity. By contrast, if the second group of students forms a pact to help humanity by acting selfishly, then they are acting with the intention of jointly benefiting humanity. But the difference between the two groups is not one of form. It is instead the familiar difference between intending a certain result and acting with the knowledge the result will obtain. The first group of students believes humanity will be helped because of their (collective) selfish efforts, but they do not intend that end; their actions are not counterfactually sensitive to its achievement. Presumably they would act selfishly even if they came to believe humanity was rendered worse off. Members of the second group, however, act selfishly in order to promote an end that can only be brought about collectively. They would not act selfishly if their selfish acts were likely to be fruitless, since they aim at the end of benefiting humanity and not merely of acting selfishly .31 So the difference we need to capture is simply one of intentional content: jointly acting groups consist of individuals who intend to contribute to a collective end, whether outcome or activity. Groups of individuals, all of whom merely know they happen to be contributing to a collective outcome, cannot be said to act jointly. So long as we see individual actions as aiming at the achievement of a collective end, we can attribute to them participatory intentions, defined in terms of their goals rather than their form. To put the same point another way, we can have irreducible content and reducible form.



V. The centrality of participatory intentions I have claimed that jointly intentional action is fundamentally the action of individuals who intend to play a part in producing a group outcome. Other
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Searle, "Collective Intentions," p. 405. If one thinks that acting with knowledge of producing a result is intentionally producing that result, then both groups will jointly intentionally benefit humanity. But only members of the second group intend that result, and that is what distinguishes them from the first set of members. A similar argument applies to Searle's distinction between a set of individuals independently running to a shelter because of a rainstorm, and a corps de ballet making exactly the same moves. Members of the second group, but not the first, make their movements in order to promote the gronp outcome of the realized dance. The first group members have no such instrumental intentions. "Collective Intentions," p. 403.
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conditions will have to be met as well, depending upon the type of activity in question. Going to Chicago jointly requires a mutual expectation about one another's dispositions and goals, as well as mutual sensitivity to the other's likely means of transportation. Playing chess or dancing the tango together requires not only a willingness to play or dance, but basic knowledge of the constitutive rules of the activity, as well as dispositions to respond to the other's movements as the play or dance progresses. In the analysis of particular group activities, a great many more conditions may be needed in order to support claims that a group engages in an activity jointly intentionally. If we attempt to generalize from these highly interdependent activities, we may arrive at an account of collective action that makes very strong demands upon agents' dispositions and expectations of one another. I believe, however, that it is a mistake to emphasize the kinds of interdependencies that are constitutive of particular types of joint action in a general account of the phenomenon. Groups can act jointly although members of the group have only very weak expectations about each other's intentions, do not and are not disposed to respond strategically to one another, and do not intend that the group act be successfully realized. So long as the members of a group overlap in the conception of the collective end to which they intentionally contribute, they act collectively, or jointly intentionally. I call this the minimalist conception of joint action. The requirement that agents intend to participate in a group act is internalist; it is a condition on how agents conceive their own agency. As I argued above, joint action also often involves strategic responsiveness and mutual favorable awareness, at the stage of both intention formation and execution. Individuals decide to act jointly because of their beliefs about others' similar intentions, and modulate their pursuit of a joint project in response to the actions of those others; they further hope their intentions to act jointly are manifest to the others. Thus, a standard way of preparing to cooperate is to announce a conditional participatory intention: I'll do my part of carrying the sofa if you others will do yours." My intention actually to carry the sofa is formed only in response to my beliefs about others' participation. Indeed, strategic interaction and responsiveness are essential to many paradigmatically joint activities, such as going for a walk together. As Gilbert points out, if we are walking together, then each of us must be matching our paces to the other, searching the other for hints that a change in direction would be 32 



Or so J. David Velleman argues persuasively in his "How to Share an Intention," 57 Philosophy nrld Phenornetzologicc~l Research 29-50 (1997). While Vellernan's argument appears to work well in the special context of ascribing determinate joint intentions, it would make implausible demands if extended to the general case of joint action, because it demands much higher degrees of interdependence than are found in large-scale collective undertakings. Vellernan does not suggest that his account is extendable to the general notion of collective action.
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welcome, taking turns fighting off the brambles, and so on.33 Persons not inclined to so respond are not genuinely going for a walk together, any more than is a crowd moving down a city sidewalk. Gilbert, Bratman, and Tuomela and Miller therefore suggest that mutual expectation and responsiveness are essential to jointly intentional action as such. Gilbert argues that a participating member of a "social group" must first accept that others have committed themselves to the group project.34 Bratman requires that each agent intend that the group effort be realized in part because of the intentions of the other participants, with these intentions commonly known.35And Tuomela and Miller claim that jointly acting agents must believe a sufficient number of themselves intend to do their parts, and that this is commonly known.3h But it is crucial to recognize that mutual and universal responsiveness are not necessary to joint action as such, at the stage either of intention formation or execution. Two types of ostensibly collective action show that individuals need only have very weak hopes or beliefs about each other's plans. Some collective acts emerge when an entrepreneurial agent begins doing what will be part of a joint effort, but only if others follow suit. No member of a group need form an intention in the light of expectations about the others. Suppose that while we are having a picnic, it begins to rain. I jump up, grab the sandwiches and head for the car. I intend to do my part of our saving the picnic, hoping you will simultaneously grab the drinks and the blanket.37 If you do, then it is reasonable to say we will have jointly saved the picnic. We might not have acted jointly, if, say, you had been dozing when the rain hit. But if we do both act with participatory intentions, then we will have jointly intentionally saved the picnic though neither had formed an intention to save the picnic in the light of expectations about the other's intentions. My claim that non-responsive or independent action can be jointly intentional does depend upon a disputable thesis: agents need not believe beforehand that they will likely succeed in their aims for their actions to count as jointly intentional. For example, two agents might jointly and intentionally dislodge a heavy car without believing they will be successful in their attempt. This general principle seems to me well established for the individual case, as when I try to make a difficult basketball shot, make it, and claim
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Gilbert, Social Facts, pp. 357-58. Gilbert, Social Facts, pp. 413-14. Gilbert is somewhat hard to read on this point, and so I focus on Bratman and Tuomela and Miller. Bratman, "SCA," p. 105. Tuomela and Miller, "We-Intentions," p. 375. In Schelling's terms, I hope that grabbing the drinks and heading for the car is salient for you, that is sufficient to determine your action in the absence of explicit discussion.
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that I hit the basket i n t e n t i ~ n a l l yJust . ~ ~ as a joint attempt to dislodge a car may be unsuccessful because the car is too heavy, so a joint attempt to save a picnic may be unsuccessful because it is not sufficiently joint. The putative requirement that agents respond to one another dynamically in execution is equally implausible, for it is clear joint acts can be fully planned beforehand. You and I may agree to do our parts of watering Beth's plant while she is away: you on Mondays and I on Fridays. Once we have planned together, we simply stick to our individual schedules. At the end of the week, it would seem reasonable to say that we cooperated in tending to her plants, and not just that we cooperated in planning, even though we may not have communicated at all during the week.3y Note that the picnic and plant-sitting examples do satisfy the condition of mutual openness I suggested earlier. Each of us will regard our individual intentions as furthered, or at least not hindered, by their becoming mutually manifest. But this mutual openness just follows logically from the very concept of participation. For it seems impossible for me to conceive of my act as contributing to a collective end while also intending that my contribution never become known. If I do intend that my contribution to some collective end be secret, for example surreptitiously stuffing a ballot box to help a candidate, then the natural thing to say is not that I am doing my part of our electing the candidate, but rather that I am acting as a rogue, trying to get my candidate elected.4oBy contrast, when I merely cast my ballot, I do conceive of the act as my participation in our common act and so potentially open to public view, whether or not anyone actually knows of my act. (Arguably, it is only this sense of participation that explains the individually irrational behavior of voting in the first place.) So rather than describing mutual openness as a separate necessary condition, it may be more economical to treat it as merely explicating the notion of a participatory intention.
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By contrast, a claim that I intended to hit a difficult basket would smack of empty bragging, as Gilbert Harman points out. See Harman, C h n t l ~ eitr View (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1986), pp. 90-93. 3"ratman prefers to distinguish what he calls "pre-packaged cooperation" fro111 fully cooperative action. Bratman, "SCA," p. 106. It is not clear that the distinction is useful in characterizing cooperation as such, since many joint activities provide independence for the participants, although it does isolate what is specially valuable about certain types of cooperation. Beyond that, Bratman's claim seems to have more to do with the ordinary usage of the word "cooperate." 40 This assumes that I realize that ballot stuffing is generally regarded as improper. If I think the prevailing norms do not forbid but perhaps even encourage vote-tampering, then I may well regard my act as doing my part of our getting the candidate elected by any means necessary, although I may also accept a norm of circumspection about my stratagem. (And if I am wrong about the norms, this may further be a case in which my participatory intention fails to overlap with others'.) So perhaps there is even a limiting case of collective action in which the ordinary condition of mutual openness is overridden by strategic concerns. But I do not want to rest too much on this example.
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So joint action as such requires neither positive belief about others' intentions nor dispositions of responsiveness, since we can conceive of genuinely joint, if simple, forms of collective action in their absence so long as agents nonetheless act with participatory intentions. Only one further general condition seems to be required as part of the very concept of joint action: a condition of extensional overlap. It must be the same joint enterprise in which agents intentionally participate. Because objects of intention are intensional, however, the question of whether agents' intentions overlap depends upon the way their joint activity is described. Here I discuss some of the complexities attending the notion of overlap. Agents' participatory intentions to do their parts of a group act overlap if there is common ground in the states of affairs that satisfy the intentions of each. To be precise, agents' intentions overlap-they share goals-when the collective end component of their participatory intentions refers to the same activity or outcome and when there is a non-empty intersection of the sets of states of affairs satisfying those collective ends. So, for example, if you and I each have an intention of playing tennis together, then our intentions overlap: the state of affairs in which we play tennis together satisfies the participatory intentions of each, to do his or her part of our game. Matters are a little more confusing when the collective end component refers only to an activity or outcome generically, and does not refer to the other participants. If each of us merely has the intention of playing tennis with whomever shows up at the courts, then our intentions are in a state of merely potential overlap: potential because the state of affairs in which I play tennis with Beth while you play with Charlie also satisfies the intentions of each, but our intentions as realized do not actually overlap. When in fact what each of us does satisfies the participatory intentions of the other, because we play with each other, then the potential overlap of our intentions will be actual, and our action is joint. So the condition of overlap is one of actual, and not merely potential, overlap. But the actuality of overlap, like the success of speaker's indirect reference more generally, will rely on a contribution from the world as well, namely whether the other's acts in fact do partly satisfy one's participatory intenti~n.~' Clearly, some degree of overlap is necessary in order to characterize an act as jointly intentional. It might even be thought that in paradigm cases of joint action, overlap is perfect. There is only one state of affairs that satisfies each agent's intentions, and it is commonly recognized. But perfect overlap is rarely, if ever, the case. If we intend to go for a walk together, then the state of affairs in which you and I stroll together, responsively and conversationally, satisfies the intentions of each. But I may further intend that as we 41



I am grateful to a referee for Philosophy clnd Phe~lo,lteiloiogicn~ ResecwcA for pointing out this problem.
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walk, we talk about my ill health, while you have no set conversational agenda. Thus, while a broad range of states of affairs will satisfy your intention that we stroll together, only a subset of those will satisfy mine. So overlap is essentially a pragmatic concept and always a matter of degree, given inevitable differences in each agent's expectations and conceptions of the group act. Agents will have more or less determinate conceptions of the group act, they may be more or less willing to compromise after bargaining on the character of that act, and they may have very different ideas about the scope of the group act, its duration and membership. As a result, a group act can be jointly intentional under one description and not jointly intentional under another. You may believe we are going to a friend's house for a quiet dinner, while I believe we are going for a surprise party. While our going to the surprise party is not jointly intentional, our going to the friend's house is.



VI. Participation and the perspective of command The central reason that Gilbert, Bratman, Tuomela and Miller claim that participating individuals intend to act in light of their positive expectations about one another's plans is that they explain joint action in terms of individuals' intentions that their group perform an act. I will refer to these intentions as group-intentions. Group-intentions are ordinary, instrumental individual intentions whose subject is the individual agent and whose object is a collective act or outcome: I intend that we will dance the tango. Clearly some paradigmatic forms collective action incorporate our action as the direct aim. But I as a participant in a group act do not always contemplate my actions from a perspective suggesting that what we do is up to me. When I do, I occupy an executive perspective. But it is a mistake to conceive collective action only from the executive perspective because collective action often incorporates the contributions of participants who have no views, let alone intentions, concerning what the group as a whole should do. Participating individuals necessarily orient their conduct around a collective end, and so participatory intentions must have collective content. But participants need not intend to achieve that collective end. It is sufficient that participants regard themselves as contributing to a collective end. Two arguments support this claim, one based on collective activity in hierarchical contexts, and the second based on making a knowing contribution to a collective end that one disavows. Bratman and Tuomela and Miller's group-intentions differ in content as well as in syntax from ordinary individual intentions, because individual group-intentions cannot be directly transformed from intentions that P to intentions to P. (My intention that we paint the house is not the same as my intention to paint the house.) As Bratman notes, the notion of group-intentions sacrifices a tight fit between intentions and actions. One might ask ACTING TOGETHER
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whether there really are such non-standard intentions, or whether they are instead figures of speech, either expressing a hope that we will do something, or standing in for an individual intention to promote our doing something.42 Bratman defends group-intentions by relying upon the "planning" face of intention. Although group-intentions are not directly linked to action in the way that self-regarding intentions are, they may still play identifiable roles in practical reasoning and planning. For example, the content of my intention that we paint the house can be realized functionally, through my dispositions to check on your schedule, to ensure that you have the same color-scheme in mind, etc. Group-intentions thus generate directly action-linked self-regarding intentions, such as an intention to call you tonight, to meet you tomorrow, and so on.43 The introduction of group-intentions is permissible, and perhaps even required in order to explain the practical reasoning and planning of some members of jointly acting groups. In general, when agents act so as to realize the collective outcome, to the extent of aiding others in their contributions, we should attribute to them the group-intention to achieve that collective end. However, I think that Bratman and Tuomela and Miller have been misled by their reliance on examples of collective action where such planning is universally shared, namely cases of small-scale, highly interdependent, and nonhierarchical cooperation, in which each participant plausibly aims at everyone's achievement of the collective goal. Although individuals who intend "that we do G" intend to do their parts of G-ing, the converse is not true. Individuals may intend to do their parts of our G-ing, and thus jointly G, without intending that we G. The result is that collective action need involve only individuals acting upon participatory intentions, not upon group-intentions. Ordinary language provides a clue to the inappropriateness of routinely attributing group-intentions. If you and I paint a house together, it seems reasonable to attribute to each the intention, "that we paint the house together." After all, each has agreed to the time and place for the house painting, we are disposed to agree on a color scheme, and there is even the suggestion that we'll make a pleasant day out of an onerous chore. But there are many contexts in which attributing group-intentions to the participants is out 42 
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Bruce Vermazen carefully discusses these questions, ultimately to defend intentions with non-individual act objects. See Vermazen, "Objects of Intention," 71 Philosophical Studies 223-65 (1993). Bratman, "SCA," pp. 98-102. Tuomela and Miller defend their reliance upon we-intentions in similar terms. They claim that we-intentions are necessary to account for characteristic patterns of practical reasoning, such as the inference an individual makes from "we intend to do G" to "I will do P." They also point to the phenomenon of individualcollective akrasia, whereby an individual accepts that "we will do G and then fails to do his part, perhaps because of a contrary individual disposition not to incur those costs. Tuomela and Miller, "We-intentions," pp. 367-68.
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of place. It would ring false to attribute to an individual cellist in an orchestra the intention that "we play the Eroica," or to a single running back the intention that 'we win the football game.' (A cellist or running back who said this might be thought to take too grandiose a view of his or her role.) Rather, it is far more natural to attribute to the cellist an intention to perform his or her part in the symphony, and likewise to the running back. In contrast, we might say of a conductor, orchestra manager, or coach, that each intends that his or her group perform or win, given the ability of each to influence these total outcomes. Recall the distinction between executive and subsidiary intentions. The distinction between executive and subsidiary intentions also cuts across the interpersonal1 intrapersonal distinction. Just as my executive intention to lose ten pounds by winter commands my subsidiary intention to go easy with the mayonnaise on my sandwich, so a conductor's executive intention that the orchestra quicken the tempo commands the cellist's subsidiary intention to play faster. The executive intention, whether intra- or interpersonal, causes and rationalizes the subsidiary intention, of course, against a causal backdrop of dispositions to comply with executive intentions. The cellist, if asked why she sped up, can truly say it was because the conductor wanted it so. In large groups, individuals whose contributions are marginal will typically not have an executive intention with respect to producing the total outcome or activity. Instead they will have a subsidiary, participatory intention, an intention to do their part of achieving the executively-determined goal. They may have an intention regarding the whole, but they don't need such an intention to identify with and act for the sake of the main goal. Their individual participatory intentions will in turn serve as executive with respect to further intentions and actions. The cellist, for example, has a subsidiary intention to perform the cello part of the Eroica, which generates further intentions to play in tune and tempo, and to show up for rehearsal on time. The cellist's participatory intention may be subsidiary not only to the music director's intention that the orchestra perform the symphony, but to the cellist's own self-regarding intention to make a career out of music, to play as much Beethoven as possible, and so on. The principal reason for distinguishing between group-intentions and merely participatory intentions both kinds of intentions are needed to show how individual cooperation is intentional, even when an individual's efforts are marginal relative to the collective act. Marginal individuals display planning and action directed towards the goal of performing their roles, not towards securing the group outcome, since there is nothing they could do to make a non-marginal difference. The cellist plans to attend rehearsals, practice the cello part, attend the conductor's signals, and so on. But the cellist need not, and likely will not, engage in planning directed at ensuring that others will accomplish their parts, or worry about whether the bassoonists have ACTING TOGETHER
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properly realized the mood of the conductor's i n t e r p r e t a t i ~ nThe . ~ ~ cellist's participatory intention is fully explained by citing the conductor's executive intention: but for the conductor's intention, the cellist would not know what to play. So while the cellist's conduct is fully explained by positing an intention to contribute to the orchestra's performance. Nothing the cellist has done suggests an intention whose scope includes the entire performance. Thus it would be superfluous to posit an executive, group-intention By contrast, a conductor's planning and action is aimed at the goal that the symphony together perform the Eroica; the conductor is therefore disposed to choose suitable rehearsal times, to ensure that replacement players can be found in case of illness, to study scores and previous performances so this performance can be novel or traditional, and so on. I do not want to suggest that the cellist could not have these dispositions as well, but only that there is no independent justification for positing such an intention. By contrast, it is hard to make sense of the conductor's behavior unless we posit such a group-intention. Compare the hierarchical case of the orchestra with the egalitarian project of going for a walk together. When I go for a stroll with you, I intend our stroll together as the end of my action, and do not merely play my part in our walking. Although I do play my part, by taking care to heed your direction, following when you decide to lead, and showing up at the appointed time and place, I also am disposed to coordinate with you in the first place, to choose a meeting place and route, leading the way as you become distracted in conversation, ensuring that you have a pleasant time as well. My intention that we walk together explains my doing my part of this project. Indeed, in this context, we need to attribute to me such a group-intention in order to explain my participatory intention. Because there is no obvious leader, each of us must engage in collective-directed planning and behavior. Each solves the associated coordination problems by considering first what we ought to do, then doing one's own part of that solution. Where centralized authority or planning is lacking, individuals must plan and act on the basis of collective intentions. But such collective action is by no means universal. In the orchestral case, as with many other hierarchies, someone is vested with authority in order to resolve coordination problems; subsidiary participants play their parts in the solution. I take this point as important because I seek an account of collective action that can accommodate both hierarchical and non-hierarchical contexts. Collective action always involves intentional participation; it does not always involve group-intentions. A second reason to think that jointly intentional action is possible in the absence of group-intentions arises from the general distinction between inten44 



Again, this raises the question of whether participating individuals must be cooperative. Certainly, in any good orchestra, the cellist will be willing to incur extra costs.
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tional and intended action. I will now argue that individuals can intentionally contribute to a collective end even though they do not intend the realization of that end. This claim conflicts with what might seem to be an analytic principle of action: who wills the means wills the end. Nonetheless, I will defend the claim that agents who intentionally perform their part of some joint act, but who lack a group-intention of realizing that joint act, will intentionally perform an act as a means to the joint end. We can distinguish the notion of performing an act because it is a means to an end, and performing an act in order to realize an end. For me to intentionally perform an act M as a means to end E, the following counterfactual must be true:



(1) If I did not believe M was a way of producing E in such circumstances, I would not do M but would do some other act M'. For it to be true that I intend to do E by doing M, however, a stronger counterfactual must be true:



(2) If I did not believe M was a way of producing E in such circumstances, and I did not believe M actually would produce E, then I would not do M but would instead do M' or call the whole thing off.45 I might therefore perform an act which is a means to an end, because it is a means to that end, but would perform it whether or not I believed the end would be produced. For example, say that I live in a country ruled by a ruthless dictator, and I am a famous neurologist with secret dissident political sympathies. The dictator has just had a stroke. Because of my skills, I am called in by the dictator's aides to administer the appropriate medications. I follow my ethical commitment as a doctor to offer appropriate medical care, all the while hoping that the drug will not, in fact, save him. I do not do M (administer the drug) in order to produce E (save the dictator's life), although I perform M because it is a means to E.4hSimilarly in the joint action case, the following counterfactuals can diverge:



(1) If I didn't believe P would contribute to G's occurrence, assuming G could otherwise be realized in these circumstances, I wouldn't do P (but would do P').



"4 4h



am grateful to the referee for Plzrlosophy cind Phetzonzenologiccil Research for steering me away from an earlier, mistaken, formulation of these counterfactuals. I am grateful to Martin Putnam for this example.
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(2) If I didn't believe P was a way of contributing to G's occurrence in such circumstances, and I did not believe G could be realized in these circumstances, I wouldn't do P (but would do P' or might call the whole thing off). When I intend to do my part of G, but do not intend that G be realized, the first counterfactual is true and the second is false. I need not intend that the group act be realized in order intentionally to do my part. It could be objected that my examples do not require a wholesale denial of the principle that who wills the means wills the end, for all of these cases can be re-described in terms of an end the agent does have, for example, "going through the motions" or "putting on a show" of achieving the unwanted end. But my point is that an agent's acts can be non-accidentally related as means to end (or part to group act), and the agent can intend that that relation obtain, without intending that the end (or group act) be realized. It may also be true that the agent necessarily intends some other end to be realized, but this does not impugn the validity of the counterfactuals expressing the means-end relationship. I insist upon this point because many cases of collective action involve contexts where agents are alienated from the end to which they contribute, whether because of coercion, willful ignorance, or moral qualms. A pacifist takes a job at the nuclear weapons plant, because it is the only job available; an accountant processes the astonishingly large receipts of a pizza parlor, not inquiring too carefully into their explanation. These are cases in which the collective activity is jointly intentional and the product of individual intentional participation, for they involve individuals who see themselves as acting in concert, contributing to a collective end though they disavow that end. The collective nature of the activity is sufficiently explained here by the group-oriented content of their participatory intentions. It would be false to these participants' self-understanding, as well as to the most plausible rationalization of their behavior, to view them as intending to realize the collective end rather than merely to contribute intentionally to it. The minimalist account is weak enough that it can accommodate intentional participation by cognitively vague, alienated, or dyspeptic agents. It can make sense of collective action in our familiar circumstances of routinized cooperation, hierarchical authority, and compartmentalized information. Some might, however, worry that the minimalist account is now too weak, for example because it treats cases like the picnic rescue as genuinely collective, where we have no interaction nor determinate beliefs once the rescue is underway, but only hopes about each other's intentions. One might well think such putative cases of collective action are really simply collections of individual acts, and that more structure and interdependence is required
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for genuinely collective action.47Merely linguistic intuitions are unreliable here, for the claim that "we saved the picnic" is ambiguous between collective and non-collective interpretations of 'we', as in "we commuters crossed the bridge together at rush hour." The principal defense of this broad theory of collective action lies in the force of the examples, for it seems natural to regard the picnickers acting cooperatively in saving the picnic, even though this particular form of cooperation required no interactive structure. Furthermore, it would be consistent with the general contours of my account to rule out some of the borderline cases, assuming a non-arbitrary condition of interaction could be established, a condition that does not rule out cases even a narrower view would want to keep in. But what is decisively in favor of a broad theory is that characterizing the picnickers' rescue as joint simply mirrors the content of their individual intentions, intentions to do their individual parts of together rescuing the picnic. When their actions taken together really do amount to a rescue, the insistence that their rescue was not joint would entail that they would be mistaken in claiming that they had achieved their aims of together rescuing the picnic by doing their respective parts. And so, absent a compelling intuition or argument that points in a narrower direction, it makes great methodological sense to map the category of collective action directly and transparently onto the intentions that produce it. Conversely, there is no evident explanatory advantage in circumscribing the notion of collective action to a domain less ambitious than that of the conceptions of the individuals who endeavor to act together.



VII. Ascribing collective acts So all collective action, hierarchical and non-hierarchical, pre-programmed and dynamic, planned and spontaneous, admits of a common analysis: a set of individuals jointly G when the members of that set intentionally contribute to G's occurrence by doing their particular parts, and their conceptions of G sufficiently and actually overlap. Put negatively, a set of individuals can jointly intentionally G even though some, and perhaps all, do not intend G be realized, or do not even intend to contribute to G, but only know that their actions are likely to contribute to its realization. Depending upon the particular type of act, these requirements on individuals may need to be strengthened, by adding stronger requirements of responsiveness, common knowledge, and executive purview. Individuals' overlapping conceptions of the collective act to which they contribute are the basis of joint action. This common analysis forms the basis for our ascriptions of actions to groups, and to the individuals who compose them. 47 



I am again grateful to the Philosophy and Phenometzologicc~l Research referee for pressing this point.
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A group acts because its members act, and so the causal explanation of a group's act consists in the motivating intentions of its members. Furthermore, a group's act is determined by the goals, or conditions of satisfaction, of its members' intentions. It does what they mean it to do when they perform their parts of a collective act. If I make sandwiches for our picnic, and you buy the drinks, then we have prepared for a picnic. Our collective act is causally explained by our intentions, and is describable as preparation for a picnic because that was the overlapping joint goal that we individually promoted. So the following general principle for attributing collective acts seems to be true: a group intentionally acts (performs G intentionally) when its members do their parts of intentionally promoting G and overlap in their conceptions of G. This principle, however, is both too narrow and too broad. It is too narrow because it assumes that only acts performed by all a group's members may be re-described collectively as the group's acts. But some collective actions may be just the actions of a single member: when Exxon announces its plans for oil exploration, only the spokesperson for Exxon has acted. And we made sandwiches for the picnic, although I, in fact, was the only one to make them. The principle is also too broad, because it fails to exclude acts done by agents with participatory intentions that do not, nonetheless, count as the group's actions. If someone posing as Exxon's spokesperson announces the exploration plan, Exxon has not acted, but only this poser has. So there must be more constraints on the attribution of collective actions to groups than simply the presence of overlapping participatory intentions. It will be helpful to distinguish between two sorts of jointly acting groups: eplzerneral groups, and institutional groups. Ephemeral groups are groups whose identity as a group consists just in the fact that a set of persons is acting jointly with overlapping participatory intentions. When we push a car out of a snow bank, we are an ephemeral group, whose identity is given by our mutual goal of pushing the car. Our overlapping participatory intentions distinguish each of us as insiders of that group, while excluding from membership those watching from the sidewalk.48But there is no further criterion of membership. Institutional groups, by contrast, have identity criteria that do not wholly consist in the presence of overlapping participatory intentions. I cannot make myself a member of the Giants by running out onto the field and catching a line drive, or of the U.S. Senate by intentionally participating in its deliberations. In the case of some institutional groups, recognition of one's membership by other members may be sufficient. Other groups, like the U.S. Senate, have additional necessary membership conditions: even 48 



Presumably, someone shouting encouragement from the sidelines with the intention of spurring us on will also count as a group member, just as a coxswain counts as a member of a crew. See Tuomela, "What is Cooperation?' Wishful thinking alone, however, does not seem like enough for membership, though it may give rise to vicarious identification.
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if other members regard me as Senator, if I did not win a majority of the vote, I am not a member of that group.49 In the case of ephemeral groups, the acts of each and the acts of all are the acts of the group, in the sense that they can be ascribed to each and all of us, considered qua members of the group. For they are, after all, nothing but the actions of each of us, and not the actions of some supra-individual entity.5o Within the modality of collective action, the acts of the group can be ascribed to each. We can expand the domain of ascribable actions by using either the "we" pronoun, or adding a "qua group member" modifier. And now we have a solution to our puzzle about the joint authorship of the Principia. Russell did not write the Principia alone; and it would be false for him to say "I wrote it." But Russell did write the Principia as a member of the Russell-Whitehead team; and he could truly say "we wrote it." You and I can each say "we bought wine and cheese, and so prepared for our picnic," though neither of us did all of these things. Statements about joint action are true, when they are true, in virtue of agents' overlapping participatory intentions and their consequent individual actions. Now, I noted earlier an important complication to this picture: the description-relativity of action ascriptions. By description-relativity, I refer to the principle that actions may be intentional as described one way, and unintentional under another d e ~ c r i p t i o n I. ~intentionally ~ let out the cat, but a wasp flies in. My letting out the cat was the same action as my letting in the wasp, but only letting out the cat was intentional. This feature of actionascription is especially marked in the context of collective, or joint action, ascriptions, since actions are only ascribable to a group when they reflect overlapping participatory intentions. Our joint picnicking may also be, in your view, a chance to discuss our work; but if I do not share this view, then we do not jointly prepare an occasion for discussing our work-only you do that. Furthermore, our shared intention may be indeterminate in some respects. As the shared intention becomes less determinate, it becomes more difficult to say whether a particular action can be ascribed to the collective. The limits on ascription are largely implicit, a function of shared tacit prefer4'



5"
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Institutional groups may (if they are empowered to do so) formally recognize a member despite that member's failure to meet additional, external criteria. Alternatively, recognition may not be necessary, as in the case of a cabal of spies jointly stealing state secrets, no one of whom knows the identity of any other. But such institutional cases must be anomalous, since most institutions depend upon easy ways of identifying fellow members. I do not mean to claim that everything predicable of a group is predicable of its members. We, after all, are many, while I am only one. But collective actions are not fully emergent in this way; they are re-descriptions of the actions of each of us, in light of the shared goal that gives those actions their point. The claim that the same action is picked out under different, intentional and unintentional, descriptions is not undisputed. For a defense, see Donald Davidson, Essrlys o n Actiotls and Events (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980).
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ences and constraints. We may not have discussed which wine you would buy; but whether you pick Chianti or Chardonnay, this act can plausibly be ascribed to us as a group. But if you pick out Night Train instead, that might be considered your aberrant action rather than ours, because it falls outside the scope of any plausible refinement of a goal that we share. In the case of ephemeral collective action, where no party commands another but all cooperate, the participatory intentions of each allow the mutual attribution of actions, but only inclusively. Because I did not command others' acts, I cannot claim exclusive authorship of them, but only inclusive a u t h o r ~ h i pThough .~~ I did not do either what you did or what we did, I am part of the group that did those things. My claim of inclusive authorship is licensed indirectly by my membership in the group, and directly by the fact that I pursue the same goal that explains your, and our, actions. The presence of the shared goal, and its derivative intentions, therefore, is the basis for collective attributions. This case should be distinguished from merely vicarious or expressive claims of authorship, as when I say "we won the Superbowl!" This claim states no fact about my role in producing (or intending to produce) the outcome, but only expresses my imaginative solidarity with the hometown team.53 The case of institutional groups is similar, though more complex. Here, too, the action of each and the actions of all are the actions of the collective. Exxon pays a bill when its treasurer writes a check, and prospects for oil when its geologists survey and its engineers drill. However, because group members are not identified solely by their participatory membership, but by additional membership criteria, only the actions of bona fide members of the group can be attributed to the group. (The group's actions do not include those of posers, even posers who act for the sake of the group.) Furthermore, the actions performed by bona fide group members must be consistent with the particular powers and limitations on the member's role. When IBM's executive negotiates a sale of its microcomputer division, IBM sells its division. But if an IBM computer salesperson negotiates a sale of the division, IBM does no such thing; the salesperson merely tries to sell the division.54 Any member of the institutional group can claim inclusive 52
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One can imagine a member of a collective who claims exclusive authorship. "We did not win the championship, I did," says the talented and arrogant quarterback. Meir Dan-Cohen argues that such voluntary identification is sufficient to ground individual authorship of collective acts, whatever the agent's actual role in producing them, or membership in a group defined by overlapping participatory intentions. While voluntary identification may be sufficient for the kinds of notional "membershius" that ground individual psychological identity-Dan-Cohen's principal concern-it seems to me insufficient to ground third-personal attributions of responsibility. Dan-Cohen, "Responsibility and the Boundaries of the Self," 105 Harvurd Law Review 959-1003 (1992), 986-87. A qualification: frequently, in law, a company will be liable for contracts made by its members (and principals for their agents) even if the members exceed their actual
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authorship of acts done by other members, so long as those actions were done for the sake of the institution's goals, in conformity .with restrictions on those members' participatory powers. As in the ephemeral case, claims of inclusive authorship are licensed by the fact that each member's acts are explained by the overlapping goal of realizing the group's plans.



VIII. Conclusion I have argued for a conception of collective action that is both individualistic with respect to agency and irreducibly holistic with respect to the content of agents' intentions. Groups are nothing more or less than agents who intend to participate in collective action. I have argued furthermore for a minimalist conception of the conditions of collective action. Although particular types of joint activities may require high degrees of responsiveness and robust mutual expectation, joint action as such merely requires that there be sufficient overlap among the objects of agents' participatory intentions. From these few elements, we can do much: we can explain what we do together.



authority to make those contracts. (The legal policy is dictated by a concern to protect the reliance interests of third-parties.) Because of the external legal policy, it might be appropriate to say that the company does what its rogue agent does, though it might be better yet to say that the company is treated cis ifit did what its rogue agent did.
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