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without proper discrimination. Thus, in the law in ques.tion, the igdividual pzlrt'ici»
pants may be treated equally, and equally harshly. Kuiz cites an Englxsl} case, Regmg
v. Hyde (pp. 230-32). The white-washing worry envisages an achmutwe scenario in
which those who think a group bears guilt for its actions think it is notAa.ppropn‘ate to
punish individual group members at all for what they Qid as pzlmclpaAnts‘m ,.th,c
group’s action. That judgment seems more concordant with the “naturalization™ or
“reification” of groups.
32. For some remarks on this see Gilbert (2002a, p. 187).
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Practical Intersubjectivity

Abrabam Sesshu Roth

The intentions of others often enter into your practical reasoning, even when
you're acting on your own. Given all the agents around you, you'll come to
grief if what they’re up to is never a consideration in what you decide to do
and how you do it. There are occasions, however, when the intentions of an-
other (or others) figure in your practical reasoning in a particularly intimate
and decisive fashion. I speak of there being on such occasions a practical in-
tersubjectivity of intentions holding between you and the other individual(s).
I try to identify this practical intersubjectivity and to take some preliminary
steps toward giving a philosophical account of it.

Occasions of practical intersubjectivity are usually those where individuals
share agency, or do things jointly, such as when they walk together, kiss, or
paint a house together. I do not assume that all instances of practical inter-
subjectivity are instances of shared agency. But the converse is true: any in-
Stance of shared agency involves a practical intersubjectivity holding be-
tween the participants. An account of shared agency (or related notions like

- shared activity, joint action, etc.) is inadequate if it fails to handle practical in-

tersubjectivity.

The chapter is structured as follows. In the first section, I present an exam-
Ple to illustrate this idea of practical intersubjectivity, at least as it appears in
the context of shared agency. Practical intersubjectivity is a normative phe-
Nomenon, and it is on this basis that in the next section, Intersubjectivity and
_the Coordination of Intentions, T distinguish it from the mere coordination of
Ntentions some have recognized as essential for shared activity. The task of
the third section, Why Not Intersubjectivity on the Cheap?, is to show how
Practical intersubjectivity cannot be adequately described in terms of ordinary
Ntentions familiar from the study of individual agency. Such approaches fail
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to handle the rational dynamics of intention revision when practical intersub-
jectivity is in place between agents. Finally, the last section, Accessibility, lays
the groundwork for the revision in our understanding of intention necessary
for adequately describing practical intersubjectivity. An important challenge
to understanding practical intersubjectivity in terms of intentions as T do here
stems from the idea that, fundamentally, one can only intend one's own ac-
tions. T contend that this stricture should be relaxed. An advantage of so re-
vising our understanding of intentions is that it yields a satistying explanation
of the social phenomenon of commands.!

PRACTICAL INTERSUBJECTIVITY

Intentions as Rational Constraints

Suppose that you and I have decided to drive to Vegas together to try our
huck at blackjack. We have agreed to take your car, to set out after the morn-
ing rush hour, and to take turns driving, One of the details we haven't yet
worked out is who will drive when. It turns out that you had to drive a cab
all night to pay off some of your gambling debts not covered by your grad-
uate student stipend and so could use a break from driving. So you go ahead
and decide to drive the second leg of the trip, figuring that T wouldn't have
any objection to this. Moreover, you're correct in your supposition. When
you express your intention to me, don’t object and 1 go ahead and take the
driver's seat to drive the first leg.

Why haven't I objected? There are two interestingly different sorts of sto-
ries we can tell to fill out our scenario to answer this question. First, upon
hearing of your intention, I might consider the matter of who is to drive
when and come to my own conclusion about it. Perhaps I prefer to drive the
first leg—my salary as faculty member has (so far) covered my gambling
debts: T haven't driven a cab all night and am well rested. Or, perhaps I don't
much care when I drive, and because you want to drive the second leg, 1 de-
cide to drive the first leg. There are other possibilities for this sort of story.
What's important is that I resolve the matter for myself. Since my conclusion
fits with yours, there is no reason for me to object to your intention.

On the second story, I don't object because 1 simply don't concern my
with trying to figure out who should drive. T consider it a matter that has al-
ready been settled—by your decision. Given that you intend to drive the sec-
ond leg, I act accordingly.

In the first story, your intention, if it does figure in my practical reasoning,
will only figure as a consideration. It is a factor in my decision, one consid-
eration among a number that I might weigh in trying to answer the practical
question of who is to drive when. On the second story, I do not face this

self
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practical question because it has already been answered by you. What is left
for me to do 1s simply to act in accordance with how you've answere(‘i the
questl(?n‘; tl}zlt is, I act in accordance with your intention. If there is any fur-
ther reasoning for me to do, it will take your practical conclusion for granted
Your mtemi.on will serve as a defeasible rational constmz’ﬁf on mj ;ubsc;
quent pracmc.al rcaso.ning.-) I will only consider intending and acting in ways
that are consistent with or cohere with your intention. In particular, I will i;{—
tend to drive the first leg of the trip, thereby making explicit \\711'1; was |
plicit in your intention to drive the second lég. e
The way in which your intention figures in my practical reasoning in the
seco.nd sto.ry as ;1‘ rational constraint rather than 1 mere Consideratioi—i% of
paITlCL{]ZlF mter.est for me here.* I want to emphasize that it is not an unu;ml
way 'of reasoning. This kind of thinking is perfectly natural and ha ens ';ll
the time. Some may not feel that this example is a very good iHUSt‘r’Il)tE)rl ot a
common and natural way of thinking, perhaps because they feel t}(nt the is
sue of who will drive when is controversial and not something that ctm ] 1: :
e'flsﬂy setted in the way I've described. But deciding who drives W’ll;n n)seZiCj
n.t be a controversial matter. Consider a modification to our example: you d
cide that you're going to drive the second leg not because it's your r.ei‘er “:_
tF) do so, but because you think that I have some preférence tor grivin ?rtll(e)
first leg. Maybe I'm reticent and haven't expressed my preference butg’ 7 "
know me well enough to have reason to think that I'd like to get béhindytzu
;Nheel sooner rather than later. So now you've decided to drive the secon(ei
;(;gll_d;ﬁ)i etl::n?re{ﬁndt::]r( ()')f jN‘hO wvill driv'e v‘vh'ich leg to h"dV@ been settled by
e B ma(deyl,) e ufﬁs where individuals are fairly confident that
oy cect s made b Y ()n‘e wil not run roughshod over the preferences and
‘pectations of the others. This confidence might be due perhaps to the fa-
tr:;:hanty of the invdividqals with one another and the good will tilere is b:—
Onetine [Ejgrf):fct; g(?nftl.d.ence in the il.iter.lti()I']S of others might also be based
or the it W-;C- 1V1t§l/1 .e\ngaged m,. its circumstances and environment,
ol éur eX,“ﬁ 1 i 1l1r1 w ich it is carried out.
ot ger o ‘poil teotfiglj(l:nl rr;a;é Ll)]LdVC a preference about what to do, I do
and setle the o Of makh ,grg]o[hm 1.5110fr1 for1 the matter. You get there first
tention o b s e g left for me to do but to take your in-
constraint and to reason and act accordingly. I think it

fair to
say that many deliberati Actics
ion.4 y berative or practical matters are settled in this fash-

The way i ich an i i
ease ay‘ }1ln vlvhlch an @tenpon serves as a rational constraint on practical
ing W.h gs fou d bevfamlhar from discussions of individual practical reason-
. f(.)r grent Idorhm aIn mltlermon to spend the whole day at the beach, T can take
anted that I will not be spending the dz i :

e £ sp ng the day at the library (assuming the

con rzll is not on the beach).> My intention to g0 to the beach is not a fner
1y is not on ¢ : h s e
ideration in favor of the beach option as opposed 1o the library option.¢
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Rather, it serves as a constraint on my practical reasoning and the delibera-
tive problems 1 take up. So long as [ maintain the intention to go to the
beach, going to the library is not an option for me.”

My suggestion is that just as one’s own intentions serve as rational con-
straints on one’s practical reasoning, it seems that there are natural forms of
reasoning that allow one individual's intention to serve as a rational con-
straint on another’s reasoning.

Conflicts between Intentions

Though your intention might have the status of a rational constraint on my
practical reasoning, we should not assume that there will never be occasion
for a conflict between your intention and ope of mine. After all, my own in-
tentions serve as rational constraints on my practical reasoning, and some-
times they conflict with one another. Thus, you may have gone ahead and
formed an intention to drive the second leg of the trip and not the first, not
realizing that 1 have similarly intended to drive the second leg and not the
first. Our intentions conflict. Given background facts that can be taken for
granted by us, these intentions cannot both be satisfied. We cannot drive the
same car at once, nor can the car drive itself. We'll get nowhere at this rate.

So one problem with having conflicting intentions is that it is unlikely that
we'll have the coordination in behavior necessary for driving together to Ve-
gas. But there’s something worrisome about conflicting intentions in this
context, even if by chance our behavior ends up being coordinated. You and
I might have conflicting intentions about who will drive which leg of the trip,
but I might fail to act on mine. Lack of sleep causes me to forget to hand you
the keys at the start of the trip. 1 absent-mindedly hop into the driver’s seat,
and I continue to drive for several hours until you finally announce that it's
your turn to drive.® There is the suspicion that something is amiss here, even
though there’s no failure of coordination in behavior.

The idea of intentions as rational constraints helps us articulate this worry.
Consider the individual case first. My own intentions serve as rational con-
straints on my practical reasoning. My intention to A is, in virtue of its content,
intelligibly related to other intentions that I have or could possibly have. There
is, for example, the intention concerning the means to A-ing. And there’s the
intention 70t to A. And there’s the intention to B, which I can recognize would
preclude A-ing, given my beliefs and background assumptions. In virtue of
these intelligible relations and my intention to 4, 1 rationally ought or ought

not to have certain other intentions. Thus, coherence requires that [ intend the
means to A-ing.? And consistency requires that 1 refrain from adopting the in-
tention not to A4, or some other intentions the satisfaction of which would pre-
clude my A-ing. To the extent that 1 fail to live up to these principles of con-
sistency and coherence, 1 am liable to the charge of irrationality.'’
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[ suggest that the lingering worry with the conflicting intentions in the in-
terpersonal case is akin to the problem in the individual case. The conflict
between our.intcntions regarding who will drive when opens each of us to
the charge of irrationality. The rational tension might not be so evident if it
is unclear that we're doing something together. But so long as this is kept in
mind, then it is quite obvious that we have here a kind of incoherence. This
is evidenced by the evident tension in the following assertion: “We (V()Ll 'mc}
D intend to drive to Vegas together, but I intend to drive the second ieg ;md
you also intend to drive the second leg.” This violates a norm of rationyality
much in the way that the following does: *T intend to spend the whole da
at the beach today, and I intend to stay inside this library all day.”!! So [hz
worry with having conflicting intentions about who will drive when ki% that
you and I have intentions that, in the context of our intention to drive {() V;~
gas to.gether, seem to subject us to rational criticism. Our conflicting inten-
tlf)ns in the case of driving to Vegas together amount to something like the
kind of inconsistency in intentions for which an individual might be criti-
cized. The difference, however, is that the inconsistency appears to hold
across two (or more) individuals.
~So just as my own intentions are intelligibly related to one another in
Ymue of their contents, so too are the intentions of different individuals. That
is, we might speak of the intention of one participant in some activity i)eing
consistent or inconsistent with the intention of another participant. (Likewise
fpr coherence.) Moreover, I am entertaining the possibility that these intén—
tions might rationally engage one another. This is to say that the iﬁtentiom
of one individual might be rationally relevant for another, serving as I”Zl[i()n'l\l
ConstrainFs on the latter’s practical reasoning. In some circumstances, if yo‘u
form’zm intention, principles of consistency or coherence of inten[io;ls may
require me to take up, discard, or otherwise revise my activity-related inten-
th.rhls.12 If T fail to meet these requirements, [ am subject to a form of rational
Criticism. ‘

So suppose that there is this sort of rational engagement between the atti-
Z\tlr("ilie; I;)ff (ff?}?énolgldlr\?iu?l& .where the ‘intentions' of each serve as rational con-
holding hemcen IEC s - x;vﬂld SI’)G’le o.f ther'e bemg. a practical intersubjectivity
ety e el ot :Leldmc 1V1 ‘Llflfl, It 1§ an mFerspbwctivity in light of the sym-
oo or eduaty of (a< 1o.r1taF1I/c‘ smﬁusi each individual is in a position to issue
oo ‘bemuge ve sd rjfi‘.tl())nd. constraints for t.he rest.'* The intersubjectivity is
" > se i 15\ e 1r.1cd in terms.ot a rational engagement of intentions,

opposed to the epistemic or theoretical intersubjectivity of beliefs.

Limitations in Scope

The practical intersubjectivity I have in mind need not be universal in
S i st li ;
cope. While everyone most likely falls under some instance of practical
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intersubjectivity, I don’t assume that there is some single instance of prac-
tical intersubjectivity that holds between everyone.'” I have suggested that
when you and I drive to Vegas together, the activity-related intentions of
each of us will serve as rational constraints for the other. Correspondingly,
you and I are subject 10 a rational demand not to have inconsistent or con-
flicting intentions. The same cannot be said of other individuals who are
not engaged in that same activity. Let me illustrate.

Suppose that on our drive to Vegas we come across a roadblock. Tt has
been set up by a man on a mission to prevent access to that city, perhaps for
moral or religious reasons. His intention conflicts with ours. Not all of the in-
tentions of the three of us can be satisfied given the circumstances. In this
sense, there's an inconsistency that holds across all three of us. But the
charge of irrationality that might have been made against you and me (f,
e.g., we had conflicting intentions about who will drive when) does not sim-
ilarly hold against us and the man who seeks to block our way. My own in-
tentions must not conflict with one another on pain of irrationality. And 1
take your activity-related intention as one with which my intentions should
not contflict on pain of irrationality. But the intention of the blocker does not
so present itself to me; 1 do not take his intention to be a rational constraint
on my practical reasoning. A practical intersubjectivity holds between you
and me; it does not hold between me and the blocker.'

Though the intentions of the blocker do not have the status of rational
constraints for my practical reasoning, there are nevertheless ways in which
his intentions can be relevant for what 1 do. First of all, the blocker’s inten-
tion might pose an obstacle for me, much in the way that a dust storm of

mudslide on the highway might. Such obstacles might force me to reconsider
my intention: if T think that I cannot A because of some obstacle, then many
philosophers hold that T cannot intend to A and will have to revise my in-
tention. Even if, contrary to this view, I can maintain my intention to go to
Vegas, it might no longer be worth the trouble. Given what the blocker is up
to, I'll need to revise my intention and think of something else to do. But s0
Jong as 1 think that the blocker will fail to act as he intends, this sort of con-
sideration will not force me to change my intention. (Even if I think that the
blocker will succeed and so change my mind about going to Vegas, I am not
so much seeking consistency between our intentions, but rather just modi-
fying my own intention in light of new information regarding what 1 think I
can accomplish or new information regarding the benefits of the project.)

Of course, the blocker is an agent acting for reasons, not a mere obstacle
like a mudslide on the highway. This gives us a second way in which his in-
tention can be relevant for my practical reasoning: his reasons might serve a5
reasons for me as well. For example, his reason for setting up the roadblock
might be that gambling is a sin or that one should not act in a way that ben-
efits the mob.!7 Either way, his reason to set up the roadblock might alsO
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as a reason f i
s.erVe as 1 reason for my n.ot going to Vegas to gamble. And the blocker’s ac-
tions m1g ht present me with reasons against going to Vegas, and thus be an
occasion for me to reconsider what I'm doing. So the blocker's intention, in
virtue ifof (tlhe reasons underlying it, might get me to change my intention
qu, ] [ do revise my intention, it was not because his intention served as a
rat@ﬂd copstralpt on my practical reasoning, that is, as something with
which my intentions should be consistent. Rather, if I accept his reasons as
releyant fo.r what I do, these reasons only serve as pro tanto Considerationé
agalnhst going to Vegd% That’s to say that I might have these reasons while
315(? aving .conﬂl.ctmg reasons in favor of going to Vegas and gambling. If I
revise my 11’1[(3.1’1[1()11 in accord with the blocker’s, it's not because the
blockgr s intention settles the issue for me but because I was faced with these
opposing reasons or considerations—for and against going—and decided in
favqr of those reasons' that happen to agree with the blocker’s. Had his in-
termon'served as a rational constraint for me, I would not consider whether
to Contmu? on Fo Veg:}s. I would have taken it for granted that T would not
Sf)’ the intentions of the blocker might have an effect on my practical re'l.—
S(E)mngl and get me to revise my intention, either by presenting me with mere
gl Sti? e,s or with reasons against what I'm doing. In neither case is the
ocker Is 1mpacF that of what I have defined as a rational constraint on my
prtaCn.La reasoning. This is in contrast with the status of the activity-related
l - r - 101 1 . )
nr ae:go?s. ofa fel.low‘ participant in shared activity. It is in this sense that the
practical intersubjectivity in the Vegas example is limited between you and
me and does not extend to the blocker.
0 leen‘ thaF the blocker’s intentions don't serve as rational constraints while
ose of a fellow participant do, we c: : ‘
bl & 1 . we can draw the contrast between the
ellow participant i i
loms arc subject pdl‘tllupdrlt in the following manner: the blocker’s inten-
¢t to undermining or circumvention where F g
s , whereas those 2l-
low participant are not. ot the e
Consi cases > S i
o ilder cases where the blocker’s intention conflicts with mine.!8 Here
doesn’t : ation: ipti i . :
i tsleenlqlto 1?6 any rational proscription against circumventing or
1e blocker’s i i iS s0ns are i
i dg' - blox r's intention. If his reasons are inadequate or mis-
, and if he insists on his course of action, it mi i g
o . action, it might be rational for me
1y to circumvent or undermine his i ion.!” isi
mine ¢ : : ne his intention.!” The decision is, after all
o make. If I've already satisfactorily taken i consi i 7
Vant rops BTV ; s y taken into consideration the rele-
Way oo ‘his actions and he and I are still at odds, then the only
at the blocker’s intention has any furth i g
about : s any further relevance for me is as a fact
the world or my environment I ne ing my
course of avpi, perbeios b need to face up to in pursuing my
. aps his intention poses an ins c ’
one e . < nsurmountable obstacle, or
orth surmounting, and I s i ’
. , should give hat I’ i i
might jacrs give up what I'm doing. But it
ad be an obstacle that c: . 1
S an be cleared aw:
At ther b s acle away or gotten around. The
s the status of an obstacle entails i
N ' S ails that at least inci it is
Ubject to this sort of strategy.?® Thus, it might be B
. , it might be that the most reasonable
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course of action available to me in the circumstances is to circumvent or g,

dermine the blocker’s intention.

In contrast, the intention of a fellow participant is not similarly subject tq
circumvention or undermining by me. As a rational constraint in my practj. }
cal reasoning, his intention is not presented to me as an object or state of af. |

fairs that, if it stands in the way of what I'm doing, is subject to undermining
or circumvention. A rational constraint is supposed to settle what it is that ',

to do. If there is no proscription against undermining or circumventing cer- |

tain intentions, then those intentions will not settle anything for me and can-
not count as rational constraints in my practical reasoning. So assuming thag

a fellow participant’s intentions do serve as rational constraints for me, they

are not subject to undermining or circumvention.?!

So, a practical intersubjectivity of intentions holds for example between par-
ticipants of shared activity but does not extend to nonparticipants. The inter-
subjectivity consists in the rational engagement between the activity-related in-
tentions of the participants. There is a rational demand to maintain consistency
and some level of coherence between the relevant intentions. This is what it
means to say that the intentions of fellow subjects of practical intersubjectivity
serve as rational constraints on one’s own practical reasoning. To the extent
that one fails to treat his or her intentions as rational constraints, one will be
subject to a form of irrationality. If a practical intersubjectivity holds among in-
dividuals, the intentions of each are not subject to circumvention or under-
mining by any of the others.

I don’t mean to have given anything like a conclusive argument for think-
ing that any practical intersubjectivity actually exists. I've described a case
that I take to exhibit this intersubjectivity, but others might want to try to de-
scribe the case differently. Still, the example serves to gesture at what I have
in mind. A fair bit more needs to be said about practical intersubjectivity. To
get a better fix on this idea, I would like to contrast it with certain forms of
coordination some of which have been offered as necessary conditions for
shared activity and related phenomena.

INTERSUBJECTIVITY AND THE COORDINATION OF INTENTIONS

Let me turn for the moment to shared activity.?? This phenomenon involves
coordinated behavior or action toward some common end. This sort of co-
ordinated behavior or action can be traced to the coordination of intentions
of the various participants. So it is natural to take the coordination of infern-
tions as central to shared activity.??

Satisfying the intention-coordination condition will require each partici-
pant to fill in and otherwise modify his set of activity-related intentions in 2
way that maintains consistency and coherence not only with his own inten-
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ions, but also with the activity-related intentions of the others. This will not
equire that all participants have the same set of intentions, in the sense that
each panicipant’s set of activity-related intentions specify the same satisfac-
gon conditions. Coordination is possible with diverging sets of intentions so
Jong as these sets of intentions are to a sufficient extent mutually satisfiable.**

How is the coordination necessary for shared activity related to practical
intersubjectivity which has been our concern so far? Because both are a mat-
ter of maintaining consistency and coherence between the intentions of dit-
ferent individuals, we might be tempted to identify one with the other.
would this be mistaken? Would it, for example, be wrong to think that the
problem with our conflicting intentions about who drives when is simply
that we've failed to satisfy this intention coordination condition?

To see the important distinction between intention coordination on the
one hand, and practical intersubjectivity on the other, consider what hap-
pens when some conflict emerges between the intentions of ditferent par-
ticipants. What can we say about this case solely on the basis of the inten-
tion coordination condition? One thing is clear: there will be less
coordination of intentions. Indeed, the conflict of intentions can be so se-
rious that there won't be sufficient coordination of intentions for the con-
dition to be satisfied, and we’ll no longer have shared activity. But if the in-
tention coordination condition is all we have to go on, we cannot say that
there should not be this conflict of intentions, that the participants ought
(at least prima facie) to modify their intentions in order to avoid this sort
of conflict in their intentions.?> There is, correspondingly, nothing in this
condition to suggest that a lack of coordination entails the possibility of a
mistake or failure on the part of one individual or the other (or both). The
mere fact that there is a coordination of intentions between individuals
does not mean that there is any normative commitment, prima facie or oth-
erwise, to sustaining it at that level, or at any level at all. Coordination per
5¢ seems not to be normative.?

The emergence of any conflict between the intentions of two individuals
is, in and of itself, the reduction or undermining of intention coordination.?”
Not so for intersubjectivity. Indeed, it is often in circumstances of conflict that
it becomes more evident that intersubjectivity is in place, or in force. A ra-
t%Orlal or normative demand tends to be more evident when it is unmet. Prac-
tical intersubjectivity involves the normative demand for interpersonal coor-
dination in terms of consistency and coherence of intentions. This demand
80es unmet when, for example, someone makes a mistake or otherwise fails
10 intend in a way that is consistent with the relevant others. The notion of
miStake or failure is essential to that of normative demand.?® Given that prac-
tical intersubjectivity involves a normative demand, this intersubjectivity and
Normative demand in principle must be able to remain in force when less or
Perhaps even none of the coordination called for is in place.2’
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So, conflicts of intention point to the normative character of intersubjec-
tivity and the non-normative character of intention coordination. When a
practical intersubjectivity holds between several individuals, each is subject
to interpersonal norms of consistency and coherence in their intentions,
There is some rational demand for each to coordinate his intentions with the
others. The intention coordination condition involves no such normative de-
mand on the individuals.

We've distinguished practical intersubjectivity from the intention coor-
dination condition in terms of the normativity of the former and the non-
normativity of the latter. Practical intersubjectivity involves a normative
demand for coordination. As a characterization of practical intersubjectiv-
ity, this is fine as far as it goes. But it is not sufficient. It is, after all, possi-
ble to bring about the coordination of intentions through mere causal ma-
nipulation, or through threats, intimidation, and coercion. This won't do
as a way of satisfying the normativity of practical intersubjectivity, and ra-
tional engagement does not countenance coordination being imposed in
such fashion. The core of the idea of there being a rational engagement of
intention between individuals is that what each intends can serve as a ra-
tional constraint on the practical reasoning and intention formation of the
other(s). This is what's missing when I coerce you into intending in a way
that is consistent with me; if our intentions are coordinated only because
I've coerced you, then your intentions never had the status of a rational
constraint on my practical reasoning and intention formation.*

WHY NOT INTERSUBJECTIVITY ON THE CHEAP?

In practical intersubjectivity, the intentions of another might serve as rational
constraints in my practical reasoning. We've seen that this involves a norma-
tive demand to coordinate one’s intentions with those of another; in certain
situations my intentions rationally should engage those of another, so that
my practical reasoning and intention formation can be constrained by their
intentions. In the example of the drive to Vegas, you intend to drive the sec-
ond leg of the trip, and given the practical intersubjectivity that holds be-
tween us, there is a rational demand for me drive the first leg.

There is a way of characterizing this demand—and thereby giving an ac-

count of practical intersubjectivity—that many find compelling, but which I
think is misguided. As we'll see, this approach may be described as individ-

ualistic. It is worth seeing why individualism will not work.

Individualism provides a simple answer to the question of when practical
intersubjectivity is in place: whether intersubjectivity holds between some in-
dividuals is a matter of each person having the right sort of individual inten-
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fon. Returning to our example, a simple version of individualism holds that
the central condition for the intersubjectivity holding between me and you is
that 1 have the intention of driving to Vegas with you and that you have the
corresponding intention to drive to Vegas with me.*!

An individualism of this sort insists that I should intend to drive the first leg
simply as @ matter of maintaining a consistency among my own intentions.
Given the fact that you intend to drive the second leg, the only intention for
me to form that would be consistent or coherent with my own intention to
drive to Vegas with you would be the intention for me to drive the first leg.
In these circumstances, no other intention of mine will allow me to realize
my intention to drive to Vegas with you. This suggests a reductive strategy:
interpersonal consistency and coordination of intentions is reduced to in-
trapersonal consistency and coordination. The demand to maintain consis-
tency and coherence with another party to intersubjectivity just turns out to
be a matter of maintaining a consistency and coherence among one's own
intentions.

The problem with this sort of individualism should be fairly clear in light
of the discussion in the previous sections. The individualist suggests that in
general the only way to satisfy my intention of driving to Vegas with you is
by intending to drive the first segment. This mistakenly assumes that your in-
tention to drive the second segment is a fixed point, some inviolable feature
of my environment. But it needn’t be. My intention to drive to Vegas with you
Ipight be satisfied if 1 were somehow to trick or coerce you into driving the
first segment. If all that is demanded of me is maintaining consistency among
my own intentions, then nothing would rule out this sort of strategy.

. But we've seen that this sort of circumvention or undermining of another’s
Intention is incompatible with that intention’s status as a rational constraint
On your practical reasoning. In practical intersubjectivity, each agent accords
g::tuztie;; jt (C:)efrzairr;t?mhlority ‘surc.h that thé other’s intentions h%we a special
tion o ratine) a‘nd (r):(iiczcl)nst:;mt.. Ju‘st 1}: ()r.1€ accords.to one’s own i‘nten—
Sistency. o p e ?? (?nt}i so.t at it, along with thc? norm of con-
o S,O inpﬂ; s ’d cefeasn.e‘go.nstramt.on. Whut further intentions one
COrde;j o 'ultheo rciaset hot [?rlactmal .mtersu.b]ectwny another's inFention is ac-
. C(;n Strainttzl Onav,vﬁ d(t)nfg r:}vlth an 1nFerpersonal norm of.consistency,
i . (5531 ol u er )mlte.r‘lt.lons one fo'rm.s..As it stands, the
intentions of othIer‘ as ‘rationzﬁldlpt'ur“c “1]5 11({1?@ EaCh‘ o r'egards _th@
feasoning that his ;)W;’l intentiorilﬁlﬁzn_ e lmPaCt o pm‘cncal

s have, and always subject to undermining

Or circumvention.

I should reiterate that taking another’s intention as a rational constraint

a0§6 not entail that there is no possibility of a conflict between his intention
tn .yours. Conflicts in the interpersonal case can arise just as my own in-
€ntions sometimes make conflicting demands of me. In the individual case
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undermining or circumventing one of one’s conflicting intentions exhibits g
kind of irrationality.** Rather, one or both of the contlicting intentions must
be revised through rational decision. Correspondingly, it would be a sign of
irrationality (of a social variety) were one to have to resort to strategies of cir-
cumvention—even if it is a reasonable tactic to adopt when one is acting on
one’s own. Such strategies involve a failure to recognize that the intention in
question has some sort of rational authority over one. In recognizing some
element of authority in the other’s intention, one acknowledges not only the
demand for coordination with the other’s intention, but also the possibility
that in the event of conflict, rational negotiation may require one to revise
one’s own intention.

The individualist account as it stands fails to capture the thought that the in-
tentions of one individual can serve as rational constraints for another. Why
not then revise the proposal so that it requires as a condition of intersubjectiv-
ity that each individual grant the requisite status or authority to the intentions
of the other? The central thought of this more sophisticated individualism is
that your intention has the requisite status and corresponding impact on my
reasoning in virtue of a special meta-intention 1 form: the intention to coordi-
nate my intentions with yours. I call this a bridge intention and this more so-
phisticated form of individualism the bridge intention proposal ¥

The bridge intention proposal is not without its virtues. First, it affords a
straightforward account of the source of the normative demand for coordi-
nation. In general, the intention to A involves a commitment to A-ing, and
one is thereby subject to a (defeasible) normative demand to A. Thus, the in-
tention to coordinate involves a normative demand to coordinate.

Second—and in an improvement over the simple individualism of the
previous proposal—the bridge intention proposal has a story to tell about
the status your intention has in my practical reasoning. Take your intention
to drive the second leg of the trip. We saw earlier that even if T have an in-
tention to drive together with you to Vegas, your intention cannot serve as a
rational constraint for me because there is nothing to stop me from circum-
venting or undermining it. But now my bridge intention to coordinate with

your intentions prevents me from doing this. S0 on the current proposal it
seems that your intention to drive the second leg of the trip to Vegas can

serve as a rational constraint for my practical reasoning. Let me elaborate.

My bridge intention to coordinate with your intentions effectively transfers
to you some element of discretion over what I will do. Presumably this dis-
cretion will not be unlimited. T will not grant every one of your intentions this
status, but only those that pertain to our trip to Vegas. And among those in-
tentions, there are limits to what you might get me to do; some of the things
you decide might be completely unacceptable for me. within limits, there is
a range of intentions or decisions you may form that 1 will accept as settling
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the matter for me. So long as the range within which I allow you to exercise
discretion is not arbitrarily narrowed around what T myself would decide on
any particular occasion, my bridge intention will genuinely extend to you
and your intentions some authority over my practical reasoning. Thus, while
1 myself would have decided to B on some occasion, you might form an in-
tention that in effect settles that I am to do 4 instead. My bridge intention,
then, makes a difference and allows your intentions to have a substantive im-
pact on my practical reasoning.*

But despite its virtues, the bridge intention proposal is unsatisfactory. Sta-
tic cases, where intentions are filled out or elaborated but not significantly
revised, are handled adequately. But the proposal loses its grip when we
turn to ordinary dynamic cases where there is more significant intention re-
vision in light of changed circumstances. I proceed by describing a case that
poses a problem for the bridge intention proposal.

Presenting the case requires a little setup. Notice first that the practical in-
tersubjectivity that holds between a couple of individuals is often limited in
the sense that it concerns only certain sorts of intentions, usually those con-
cerning some activity. Thus, in the example of going to Vegas together, [ only
take as rational constraints those of your intentions that pertain to the trip to
Vegas. Unrelated intentions, such as those involved in your plans for next
year, or your intention to smoke a cigarette, will not have a similar status. So
practical intersubjectivity is circumscribed so that not all of any individual’s
intentions are taken as rational constraints by the other individual(s). Only
Onfs’s intentions that in some way pertain to the activity at hand will serve as
rational constraints for others. The bridge intention proposal will have to re-
ﬂect this fact. Thus, my bridge intention will not be to coordinate with your
lntgntions in general, but to coordinate with your intentions as they pertain
to filling out and implementing the intention to drive to Vegas together. More
generally, the bridge intention will be of the form I intend to coordinate with
Your A-related intentions, where “A” denotes the shared activity at hand, and
:liu-éeillit::t 'intentions are those int‘ent'iolns we form in filling out and executing
ton pru ;?nlto A.l;n }Ehe case of driving to Vegas togethg, the bridge inten-
Vega, W[;hsti WOE / d\czie to say that we each have the %mention to drive to
ordme e .ot ?r, and moreover, we each have the bridge intention to co-
entions pertaining to driving to Vegas together.

W;;Sf;g}tler prelimlicrllziry. Wf‘leneverh one h’%s an intention, there are some
o one would be .Willhng tQ f1'll it out in carrying it out and other ways

one would not be willing to fill it out. And there are some circumstances
ana(; Xizlrdcféf rri)srtl:ntz)emt(;l(’iitfyé th? intention{ (revisingﬂit, or even giving it up)
in[en[jons reums ts a ‘ ;)n dt prompt any modxhcatl.op. Moreover, how
beople 5 o ed out, moc‘l ied, or defeated can be different in different
cern én depen ing on a host of background factors, such as beliefs, con-

) character.
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Now here’s the sort of case that's a problem for the bridge intention prg.
posal. Take any two-person case (the argument can be generalized) where
one participant (you) forms an intention that conflicts with some activity.
related intention of another (me), and that this new, contlicting intention of
yours is a result of how you've filled out, modified, or defeated the overa]|
intention concerning the activity. Thus, whereas the original intention wag
to drive to Vegas with me, your new, revised intention is to fake a bus to Ve-
gas with me. Or maybe it's the intention to go with me to Reno instead,
Whatever the case, let us suppose that you think that this is a perfectly rea- |
sonable way to revise the intention, in light of the circumstances. For ex- ]
ample, the blocker has done a good job and the 15 is impassable, so you
think that we should go to Reno instead, given that neither of us minds a lot |
of driving. Or perhaps you hear about a great deal for bus tickets, and nei-
ther of us was excited about doing the driving anyway. Your revised inten- ‘
tion, then, is not crazy, and neither of us thinks that it is.

The bridge intention proposal will not adequately capture the normative
demand for coordination that I will face in light of how you revise your in-
tention. Recall that on this proposal, the source of the demand to coordinate
with your intention, and hence the source of the status or authority your in-
tentions have in my practical reasoning, is my bridge intention. More specif-
ically, it’s my bridge intention to coordinate with your intentions relevant for |
filling out and implementing the intention to drive to Vegas together. But |
now you do not have any such intentions for me to coordinate with. Your in-
tention now is to take a bus to Vegas, or perhaps it's the intention to drive to-
gether to Reno. My bridge intention has nothing to say about these intentions |
of yours. As a result, I no longer face any demand to coordinate my inten-
tions with you. The special status or authority your intentions previously had
for me completely evaporates. Your intention is now like those of some non-
participant. Conflicts between our intentions no longer demand the rational
resolution they did before. It is now open to me to somehow circumvent Of
undermine your intention. So if the bridge intention proposal of the individ-
ualist is correct, your intentions lose the special status they're supposed to
have for me. No substantive practical intersubjectivity would remain be-
tween us when you revise your intention in the manner described.

This consequence of the bridge intention proposal is seriously mistaken,
and is a reason, 1 think, to reject it. T think that the correct and natural view
to take about this case is that your intention retains its authority as a rational
constraint for me. Reasonable revision of intentions does not straightfor-
wardly undermine practical intersubjectivity in this way. Of course, your re-
vised intention very well may conflict with my intention, for I might still be
thinking of heading to Vegas rather than Reno, or I may have revised the in-
tention in a different and incompatible manner. But we've seen that such |
conflicts of rational constraints do not in themselves rule out practical intet”

subjectivity. Rather, when a practical intersubjectivity is in place between
WO individuals, and there is a conflict between their intentions, then there s
a rational demand for them to render their intentions consistent; and it is not
open to one to circumvent or undermine the other’s intention.

This is exactly what the advocate of the bridge intention strategy cannot
say. On the bridge intention proposal, your intentions might regain their sta-
ws as rational constraint for me only if I were to adopt a new bridge inten-
tion to coordinate with your intentions pertaining to the new activity. Why
would I do this? Presumably, T will make a decision about what is expressed
in your intention. And this highlights the authority your intention lacks, for
my making this decision is precisely what it is for me nof to take your inten-
tion as a rational constraint. Your intention is no longer the sort of thing that
is supposed to settle what it is that I'm to do. In effect, any revision of inten-
tion of the sort described here will require that practical intersubjectivity be
restarted. And this would undermine what is central to the idea of practical
intersubjectivity, viz., the thought that the intentions of one individual might
serve as rational constraints in the practical reasoning of another.?

At this point, the individualist might try to defend the bridge intention pro-
posal along the following lines. Suppose that our reason for going to Vegas
is to gamble. Thus the relevant bridge intention very likely will be not merely
to coordinate intentions pertaining to going to Vegas, but to coordinate in-
tentions pertaining to gambling. Thus, when you revise the intention to one
of going to Reno, my bridge intention is broad enough to ensure that your

new intention has the necessary authority and will serve as 4 rational con-
straint for me.

The individualist's reply assumes that there will be a common further goal
beyond going to Vegas together. It's not clear that this need be the case; per-
4ps my aim in going to Vegas is not to gamble (as it is in your case), but to
take in the special kitsch peculiar to Vegas—one that Reno cannot provide.
But let us suppose for the sake of argument that we share the same reasons
for going to Vegas: we both are going to Vegas in order to gamble. Thus we
EOth have the intention to gamble. It doesn't mean that this intention to gam-
: le is somehow freestanding. Gambling is an end that can be satisfied by go-
lngy o Vegas, but there is no reason to think that it is because of this en(i that
ZVedVé decided to go to Vegas. On the contrary, we may have adopted this
Ifl In order to make the most of going to Vegas. Or perhaps for us the end
gthii:jil;hng comes packaged With g(ii()ng' to Vegas and that we would not
I ‘et pursue’ or mtgnd galpblmg; Either way, the end of going to Ve-
e as it w’ere an e'nd in itself 'fm.d pot merely a means to gambling. If this
tion (acaje—an‘d I §t1pulate that itis in our example—then my bridge inten-
ing 3 }’IO‘UI"S) Wl.ll be to coordinate with y‘our.mtentions pertaining to go-
o egas For going to Vegas to. gamble); .1t .w1ll not be the broader inten-
0 coordinate with your intentions pertaining to gambling. If this is right,
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then the bridge intention proposal will not have the resources to account fop
the authority or status retained by your revised intention to go to Reno.

ACCESSIBILITY

Wwhen your intentions serve as rational constraints in my practical reasoning,
they settle practical matters for me much in the way that my own intentions
do. This suggests that you are often in a position to have intentions con-
cerning what it is that 'm to do. For example, your intention to drive the sec-
ond leg of the trip to Vegas will require me to drive the first.*! Your intention
may have been explicitly formulated only in terms of what you are to do
(drive the second leg), leaving implicit what T am to do (drive the first). But
in cases like this where the rationally demanded coordination rules out all
but one course of action for me, there is no reason to think that what I'm to
do could not figure explicitly in your intention.*? Thus, if your intention has
the status of rational constraint and thereby settles what I'm to do, there is an
important sense in which what I do is accessible to your intentions. Accord-
ing to the Accessibility Thesis, whether explicitly or implicitly, when practi-
cal intersubjectivity holds between you and me, you may intend my action
much in the manner in which you intend your own (and vice versa).*
Practical intersubjectivity and the sort of accessibility it entails are at odds
with the idea that, fundamentally, one can only intend one’s own actions.
The Own Action Stricture* on intending is widespread among philosophers
of action and mind. Sellars, for example, says that

1 turn now to another case of intention revision that spells trouble for the
bridge intention proposal. Suppose I revise my bridge intention to coordj. !
nate with your intentions. This is presumably something I can do, given that
the bridge intention is, by hypothesis, an individual intention. It is therefore
mine to reconsider should circumstances arise that I judge to warrant recon.
sideration. If something does come up that gives me good reason 1o revise
my bridge intention, I may do so—even though you don't think it's a reason
to revise this intention. Once I revise the bridge intention, the intentions yoy
have (supposing they are not geared to the revised bridge intention, assum-
ing I even have one) will not have the status of rational constraint for me. [
am free to ignore (circumvent or undermine) your intention that wouid have
me A. I would be able to do some B instead.

But this seems to give me a way of shielding myself from any sort of ra- |
tional objection to my B-ing rather than A-ing. In revising my bridge inten-
tion, I sweep away any sort of authority you may have had as a party to the
intersubjectivity between us. Your intentions no longer have a status that de-
mands my coordination. It was this authority and status that was the basis of
your objection that by B-ing I am not maintaining the proper sort of consis-
tency or coherence between our intentions. By revising my bridge intention,
your intentions no longer can make any claim on me. This doesn’t seem
right. I should not be able so easily to undercut the special status your in-
tentions have for me.

I do not mean to be suggesting that one may never rationally act against
the sort of demand to coordinate that we find in practical intersubjectivity.
One may sometimes be able to extricate oneself from the demands of prac-
tical intersubjectivity and even do this unilaterally.®® What I'm objecting to
here is the possibility that one can simply dissolve the status had by the oth-
ers’ intentions so that they are no longer the sort of things that can make 2
demand on one. The mistake here is to represent (1) a case where there is @
conflict of rational demands (and one acts on one demand rather than an-
other) as (2) a case where there is no conflict of rational demands at all. We
have in (1) a case that requires a rational resolution between these differing
rational constraints. I may not simply ignore (circumvent or undermine) your
intention in the manner that the bridge intention strategy would seem to al-
low.®

Intentions pertaining to the actions of others are not “intentions to do” in the pri-
mary sense in which I shall do A is an intention to do. Thus, in spite of their su-
perficial similarity, Tom shall do A and I shall do A do not have the same con-
ceptual structure. The former has the form

(ceteris paribus) I shall do that which is necessary to make it the case that
Tom does A
whereas the latter cannot, without the absurdity of an infinite regress, be sup-
posed to have the form

(ceteris paribus) I shall do that which is necessary to make it the case that
1do A](1968, p. 184)®

Perhaps we can avoid the conflict between the Accessibility Thesis and the
QWD Action Stricture because the accessibility underlying practical intersub-
Jectivity is not as strong as I may have suggested. Sellars allows that my ac-
thHS can figure in the content of your intention as the intended consequence
In 2 causal sense) of something you do. This is not normally the way in
Which your own actions figure in your intentions. But perhaps this weak-
ned form of access will do for the purposes of practical intersubjectivity.
On this proposal, what I do is related to your intention much in the way
chE 2'1 rock and 'What it doe§ is related to me when I use it as a paperweight,
is, when I intend that it hold these papers down (where this is under-
Stood as intending to do something that causes/leads to the rock holding

I think that I have said enough to raise serious worries about the prospects
of individualistic approaches to practical intersubjectivity. I now consider 2
challenge to understanding practical intersubjectivity in terms of rational

constraints.®
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down these papers). But surely this is not the sort of accessibility we find in
practical intersubjectivity. Notice that the rock is not in any way responsible
for keeping the papers from blowing about. The rock is, obviously, not sub-
ject to a rational demand to behave in any way. If it does not keep the pa-
pers from blowing about, it is not itself somehow at fault. (If anything, I am
at fault for not placing it properly or for failing to act on my intention at all)
Now, supposing the accessibility of my actions to your intentions is under-
stood along these exclusively causal lines, then your intention would be to
do something to cause/bring about my A-ing. But then I would not thereby
be responsible for 4-ing; 1 would not thereby be subject to any rational or
normative demand to A. If anything, my not A-ing would reflect a failure on
your part; you would have failed to do something that causes me to A. We
have seen, however, that in practical intersubjectivity, I am subject to a (de-
feasible) rational demand to A4 when your intention serves as rational con-
straint for me. The sense in which my action is accessible to your intention
should mark the rational demand to which I am subject when your intention
serves as rational constraint for me. The purely causal sense of accessibility
therefore will not do for our purposes.

We cannot accommodate the Accessibility Thesis to the Own Action Stric-
ture by weakening accessibility in the manner suggested. Practical intersub-
jectivity and the accessibility it entails will force us to reject the claim that
fundamentally we can only intend our own actions. In rejecting the Own Ac-
tion Stricture, I am not suggesting that it's possible for your intentions to have
some sort of magical access to my actions. Your intention serves as a rational
constraint for me, and I act accordingly. Some process must underlie this,
much in the way that some psychological process (involving in part a form
of remembering) allows me to exercise my ability to act on a prior intention
of my own. Moreover, the process that allows for my acting in accord with
the rational constraint you set for me could very well involve certain acts on
your part. For example, you might have to perform a speech act to commu-
nicate your intention to me. Surely something like this must happen, and re-
jecting the Own Action Stricture doesn’'t commit me to denying that it does.

The Own Action Stricture derives some of its appeal from being confused
with a different and very plausible idea. This is the thought that typically the
only way one’s intentions can have the impact on the world that they're sup-
posed to have is through one’s actions. Thus, realizing my intention that I
have a nice meal tonight will require me to do something. Similarly, realiz-
ing your intention for me to drive the second leg of the Vegas trip will require
you to do something, such as communicate your intention to me. This strikes
me as plausible, and it can be accepted without granting what 1 deny: that
your intention for me to drive the second leg of the trip is to be understoo
4s the intention to do something that will cause me fo drive the second leg
of the trip.
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Recall that intention involves commitment. My intention to A involves :
(defeasible) commitment to A. I become subject to certain norms so that I mi
rationally criticizable if my subsequent practical reasoning and Zl;‘tiOI’l‘ failL to
pe in accord with the intention. The Own Action Stricture entails that thé
only way for me to have such a commitment and to be subject to the corre-
sponding norms is through some intention of my own. T will ne?er be sub-
ject to thi.s sort of commitment in virtue of another's intention. This is the }de't
that our inquiry into practical intersubjectivity forces us to reject. | ‘
Once we distinguish the Own Action Stricture from the more plausible
point regarding what is necessary for realizing one’s intentions theré i%tlittle
to be said in favor of the stricture. And the existence of practic";l intersxlb' >
tivity gives us a reason to reject it. ‘ T
There 1§, moreover, another reason to think that the Own Action Stricture
on intending must be mistaken. A common form of interaction betv;'een in-
diVi.duals involves one commanding another to do this or that. I hold that th
nothn of command involves the expression®® of one pcrson.’s intenti(;n ree—
garding what another is to do. Just as Estelle’s intention to go to the store is
supposed to settle what it is that she is going to do, so it is When*Naoms'
commgnds Estelle to go to the store. The intention un’derlying Naomi’s com1
magd is supposed to settle what it is that Estelle is to do—as if it wcrck an i _
tention Estelle herself had generated. h o
. I:Iigtlsc((;]t]léatl iigotﬁl,:: \:vrzltle?ilfl)quc uErlctlsilyl(ng her command is‘not the intention
e omerhing tha ause Estc ‘e 9 go to the store. Such an intention
. pture the sense in which Estelle would be responsible for go-
:}g trcl) tllle store. Estelle would not face any sort of rational demand to Coél’n-
I Nacm's retion were Sy to o something v covoe il 6 v
the store, this would fail to reflect th vay i m'%'t*o L“UWVESICHG to’ o,
posed to settle and commit Estell e \‘My . Whld'j thf command s sup-
Insistence on the Own ACU:OT] : ['O e aCUOQ- !
Stricture would, therefore, rule out the sort

of intention famili S '
o ntion famxl1ar to us from the case of commands.® This gives us another
ason to reject this stricture.

It is ti k of
dones Im}?e to take stoc.k of what has been done and to note what is yet to be
perso.n 1 ave characterized practical intersubjectivity in terms of certain inter-
a ~ 10 ) 1
vy 1 c;10}1;ms of pr.ac(tjmdllred.sonmg. More specifically, practical intersubjec-
$ between individuals when the intentions :
: ntions of each serve as ration:
o Pt . serve as rational
e others. Each is subj a rati
: . $ subject to a rational demand t i
€r intentions with the i ‘ e e
others. This normativity distingui i
subjeet " ers. ity distinguishes practical inter-
ty from the coordination condition oft
o le ition often seen as a necessary condi-
r shared activity. Individualisti i 1
. istic reductions of the ration:
s i prmecical I e e rational demand one
ersubjectivity do not succeed, failing i i

s . . . not succeed, failing in particular to cap-
the dynamics of intention revision. Finally, practical intersubjectivilt)y



84 Abrabam Sesshu Roth

entails that it is mistaken to think that one can only intend one’s own actions,
But this in any case is mistaken, as the case of commands illustrates.

A host of interesting questions remain. Two in particular are worth men-
tioning, if only to dispel certain confusions that may arise from assuming that
somehow I have answered them. First, in practical intersubjectivity, an indi-
vidual has a kind of authority so that her intentions have the status of rationa}
constraints for others. How, in general, does one individual acquire this sort
of authority over another?® Second, and relatedly, just when does practical
intersubjectivity hold between individuals? I think it is clear that practical in-
tersubjectivity very often does hold between individuals and that it can be
sustained through some revision of intentions. (My arguments against indi-
vidualism rely on this fact.) But I do not deny that often it might be difficult
to discern whether practical intersubjectivity is in place, and I have not of-
fered any formula that yields a simple answer to this question.

There are no easy answers to either of these questions. But their difficulty
should not tempt us to adopt a skepticism about practical intersubjectivity.
To succumb to this temptation would be to blind ourselves to the social re-
ality that surrounds us and pervades our agency.
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NOTES

1. The story I tell here is incomplete. While the form of intention that T identify
overcomes certain important obstacles to understanding practical intersubjectivity in
terms of intentions, there are other aspects of this intersubjectivity that call for further
developments in the proposal and point to important ways in which the sort of in-
tentions implicated in practical intersubjectivity and shared agency differ from the
sort we find in commands. It is therefore more accurate to say that the sort of inten-
tion we find in shared activity, and the sort we find in the phenomenon of com-
mands, are species in a4 common genus.

2. The constraint is defeasible for it might be revised given new information or the
discovery of conflicts with other constraints (see below). The term constraint is
meant to mark how the intention has the status of something that both structures and
limits practical thought. That said, I'm not especially invested in the term. One might
talk instead of rational commitment, default, or presumption.
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3. Besides intentions, someone’s wants or desires may also figure as rational con-
straints in my practical reasoning. But if wants and desires are not subject to norms
of consistency and coherence the way intentions are, there is the possibility that
when I take up your desire as a rational constraint, I might run afoul of your inten-
tions (in the case where you have decided against acting on that desire).

4. 1 have in mind a case of relative equals; each individual has the authority or
status to issue intentions that serve as rational constraints for the other. Nevertheless,
there is no guarantee that each will exercise his or her authority to the same extent.
It would be worrying if, between us, you were always the one settling these practi-
cal issues. I come to resent the control you exert over what we're doing, and you be-
come irritated at how my passivity forces you to do all the planning and decision
making. The possibility of such problematic relationships should not, however, put
into question the very idea that one individual’s intentions might serve as rational
constraints for another. A similar problem exists in the case of individual intentions.
Someone might have the tendency to form too many intentions too early on in the
course of some activity, with a resulting loss of spontaneity and sensitivity to circum-
stance. That the ability to form intentions for the future might not be well exercised
does not put into question the very idea of forming such individual intentions, which
commit oneself to a course of action and serve as rational constraints in one’s subse-
quent practical reasoning.

5. This is a point nicely made and developed by Harman (1976, 1986) and Brat-
man (1987).

6. If it were, then we'd be led to illegitimate bootstrapping. For discussion, see
Broome (2001), Bratman (1987), and Velleman (1997b).

7. This is not to say that nothing will ever come up to prompt me to reconsider
my intention to go to the beach. In that case, going to the library can become an op-
tion for me.

8. T am not sure whether this case where there is coordinated behavior despite
conflicting intentions should count as genuinely shared activity.

9. T don’t mean to suggest that the intending of means is the only way to increase
coherence. Given that one intends A, one might form some intention B not because
Bis a means to or otherwise facilitates A-ing, but because having B as an end would
make better sense of A-ing; A-ing would be more worthwhile in such a context. For
€xample, suppose I had an interest in seeing the desert. Then it might be more worth-
While to go to Vegas if I were to take it as an opportunity to see the desert. Apart from
ftS intrinsic merits, a trip to Vegas has the added benefit of being convenient for see-
Ing the desert. So I adopt the intention to see the desert as a matter of coherence,
FhOUgh it is certainly not a means to going to Vegas. Another intention T might adopt
18 to dress in a rat-pack sort of way, or perhaps don my Elvis outfit, and stay not at a
flewer family-oriented hotel, but at a seedy old establishment. By introducing an el-
ement of kitsch into the activity, greater sense is made of it. Adopting the intention to
dress in this way is not a means toward the end of going to Vegas, nor need it facili-
tate it—it could even make it harder. But this intention, too, is adopted as a matter of
coherence.,

10. That both intentions and beliefs are subject to principles of consistency and co-

?erence has tempted some to identify intention as a kind of belief. See Harman
1976).
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11. It needn't be the case that 1 am irrational in making these sorts of statements
(or in thinking the corresponding thoughts). After all, these expressions might be
thought or uttered when one realizes that one has been forgetful or has otherwise
made a mistake. There is a rational tension here, and one is irrational if one doesn't
see it as a problem or is otherwise complacent about resolving it. (Of course, 1 might
see it as a problem, but there might be more urgent things to attend to, like getting
out of this burning house.)

12. Why only activity-related intentions? 1 might have some intention that is not
connected with the activity in question, and this might conflict with some nonactivity-
related intention held by another participant. It doesn’t scem to me that there is a ra-
tional demand for us to eliminate this conflict—at least, there is no rational demand
having to do with the activity we share at the moment.

13. The idea that the intentions of one might serve as rational constraints for an-
other is also manifest in more hierarchical situations, where not everyone has the
same status to issue rational constraints for others (see below).

14. Sellars discusses the logical engagement of intentions between individuals in
the course of defending a quasi-Kantian account of morality. See especially Sellars
(1968), but also Sellars (1963b). Also relevant for practical intersubjectivity is the dis-
tinctive sort of commitments, identified in Gilbert (1989, 1990), between participants
in shared activity. I discuss these commitments in some detail in Roth (2002).

The demand to maintain consistency and coherence with the intentions of another
raises issues of authority and entitlement. For 4 to be able to form an intention that
serves as rational constraint for B, 4 must have some sort of authority to settle what
B is to do. Correlatively, B must have some sort of entitlement to the practical con-
clusion embodied in A’s intention. This issue is raised in my discussion of the idea of
acting directly on another’s intention, in Roth (2002).

My focus is on cases where one individual forms an intention that serves as rational
constraint for another. 1 have not suggested how individuals may settle practical mat-
ters by deliberating together. No doubt we sometimes arrive at our intentions in this
manner. However, it would be too impractical to settle every issue between us by de-
liberating together. When people do in fact deliberate together, they’ll communicate
and exchange of ideas regarding what to do until a point is reached where one or the
other individual (or both) will be in a position to be confident to form an intention
that will serve as a rational constraint for herself and the other. (And particularly com-
plicated or momentous decisions might involve a period subsequent to the initial de-
cision making during which one sees if the decision/intention will stick, so to speak.)

15. Nor do I deny it. I leave it as an open question.

16. At least, the intersubjectivity that holds between you and me does not hold be-
tween me and the blocker. There may be some other intersubjectivity that does hold
between me and the blocker, one that is broader than the one that holds between you
and me. But there need not be, and 1 will be assuming here that there is not.

17. Thanks to Seana Shiffrin for the latter consideration.

18. In one situation, the blocker's reasons might be accepted by me but out-
weighed by other considerations in favor of continuing to Vegas. In another situation,
I might simply reject his considerations as misguided, confused, and so on.

19. Of course, there may be legal or moral proscriptions against circumventing Of

undermining the blocker’s intention.
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20.. Again, [ am setting aside the possibility that there is something like a moral rule
or principle that disallows taking this kind of stance against the blocker. It might be
that it is rationally permissible to undermine the blocker's intention but not morally
permissible. Alternatively, it might turn out that some sort of practical intersubiectiv:-
ity does in fact hold between me and the blocker, contrary to what I have stipulated
in the setup of the example. If so, I would not be able to undermine his intention, as
I presently argue is the case with respect to a fellow participant. -

21. §ince ope‘s own intentions are rational constraints on one’s own practical
reasoning, a similar line of thought explains why it would be problematic and a
sign‘ of irrationality if one were to try to circumvent or undermine one’s own in-
tentions.

Bratman (1992) includes a no-coercion condition on shared cooperative activity
He is moved by the intuition that coercion is not a part of cooperative activity Bu£
we can see now that there is a further consideration behind such a principle onc; that
might explain Bratman’s intuition. To the extent that shared cooperative u;‘tiVitV 1;1—
volves a practical intersubjectivity, it seems that the no-coercion condition migl;t be
based on the idea that coercion is not compatible with the thought that each individ-
ual takes the intentions of the others as rational constraints. 4

22. Recgll that my focus has been on practical intersubjectivity, which 1 take to be
necessary for but perhaps not limited to shared activity. Though lthc example of driv-
ing to Vegas is an instance of shared activity, my purpose in describing it is to illus-
trate points about practical intersubjectivity. I am not tying to give an aécount ;)f
§hare(1 activity or agency, and I am simply assuming that this case of going to Vegas
is an example thereof. o
. Rractical intersubjectivity (or something very close to it) might be in place between
individuals who are not engaged in shared activity when for example they are en-
ggged in the pursuit of individual goals under thc‘ restriction that they n()f'ixlterfere
;thft};r(::er a;r(l)(;:illecrolnt ;{1(:co<m’m()dafin'g onc another, each will take infenli()ns of the
o tile \ ,h ‘ns ‘ramt.'s A(at least insofar as they respect the consistency condition,
bt hocucleetrs;;; ;orz)cilt[l(())n’). But\ Yth%’r‘c is no explicit shar'cd imeflti(m. such as to
i e (08 ,an a,ctwi 7 gt,}o [[o h/eg%\s [)()gther, gnd the hkc (I find it strained to
ing e ere o 0 ty 11 they 7‘1‘rc domg together, viz., together accommo-

2l o ?(‘n Ir}tls 1 h{ng?s on this.)
dism;C; (f)rr:;en tmt;)rrlltbi:;’rtl:s’m‘tflxst}ngtl{shmg mrenti-on as some psychological attitude
toveon (o Coordinatios C;qum a'nd :so would resnsit any fundamental distinction be-
then, g orp o ation ¢ ’{i:Fentlon and the c'oorclimanon of a‘ction. On such a view,
the oo o former‘ig 1Cor1 plrletty I‘n’LlCh ]ust'w. the c<'?<')rd1nati<,)n of intention. To

2t e e the form ter;n f.entr‘l Bt(? shflrcd (acmqty, 50 is tl?e latter.

ample, ot it thet e z(t);n ( rd{[ll“‘l;‘lln’(l)()Z), the intentions must mesh. For ex-
ecor, and rou might ir‘nend thd;[) ;{Vt a (t ea’p plafe for lunch j‘lnd not care about the
about the price. Our intentions are soi (t)lp di . Eacky place Afor lPr}Ch and not care
Conditions, s it ceniorentt Ih:e are not 1e 7541?1#; thgy spegfy different satisfaction
iefy o eemntions that there ‘or’ ination is possible, given the background be-
Toute, ¢ is a cheap and tacky restaurant somewhere along our
evlzlp;rfofs(r)r(fjc;rlziinggli rii rt}il}z nc:prdir{at%m condition is rather difficult. While some
s is necessary for shared activity, it would be mistaken
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to require complete satisfaction of all activity-related intentions. Shared activity might
be had even while some important though nonessential activity-related intentions go
unsatisfied and some conflicts between participants go unresolved. I would go so far
as to say that this is the norm. We need therefore to allow that two sets of activity-re-
lated intentions mesh to the extent that their intentions are mutually satistiable (this is
{0 revise Bratman’s usage, which makes mesh to be incompatible with any contlict or
mutual unsatisfiability of intentions [Bratman 1992, p. 332]. Two sets of activity-related
intentions clash to the extent that their intentions contlict. Thus, my intentions relevant
for our ride to Vegas mesh with yours to the extent that we agree on when to drive,
what car to use, what route to take, and so on. But our respective sets of activity-related
intentions clash to the extent that we have a contlict over who will drive which leg of
the trip. Then, the level of coordination between our activity-related intentions is de-
termined by two factors: the level of mesh and agreement between the two sets of in-
tentions and the extent to which they clash. The coordination condition for shared ac-
tivity will require some sufficient level of coordination so understood in terms of mesh
and clash. I think that the boundaries between what counts as shared activity and what
does not are vague, and so the vagueness of the coordination condition seems appro-
priate. However, I don't pretend that the proposal is not in need of refinement. (An-
other source of complexity: How many participants in shared activity can fail to have
sufficiently coordinated intentions before there is no shared activity? And to what ex-
tent can one's intentions fail to coordinate with the rest before one will no longer count
as a participant?)
25. There can, of course, be a hypothetical ought: if there is to be shared activity,
there should not be this conflict of intentions.
26. 1 do not deny that the concept of intention is normative. I reject the idea that
it is a purely causal/functional concept. The point is that the coordination of inten-
at least the coordination of individual intentions of different

tions is not normative
individuals is not.

27. Reducing the level of coordination will not necessarily lead to a failure to satisfy
the intention coordination condition on shared activity; whether it does will depend on
how stringently the condition is formulated. If it is formulated so as not to allow any
conflict, then the condition would go unsatistied. But 1 think most would agree that, so
formulated, the condition is too severe as a condition for shared activity.

28. One is tempted 1o say that normativity entails the possibility of error. But that
would be too strong, for it would seem to render incoherent the notion of infallibil-
ity, and that doesn't seem right. Rather, we want to say, roughly, that were someone
not to conform to the normative demand, then they would be making a mistake.

29. One might think that some coordination of intention is a condition for intef-
subjectivity. Because it is normative, the very idea of intersubjectivity goes with that
of mistake or failure—in this case miscoordination. So we can't require perfect coor-
dination of intentions as a condition for intersubjectivity. For as soon as there was
miscoordination, intersubjectivity and its normative demand would not be in place.
The normative demand of intersubjectivity would become empty: holding only for
those for whom it is otiose, and not applying to those for whom it would be sub-
stantive.

We will need to address at some point the nature and extent of coordination that
would be a condition for intersubjectivity. It might be that coordination plays a part
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of a genetic condition for intersubjectivity, and that it is possible for the coordination
to disappear even while the intersubjectivity and the normative demand remains 7

30. See the remarks on Bratman in note 21 above. B

31. The inspiration for this position can be found in Tuomela and Miller (1988)
who claim that in what they call joint activity, each participant has a “wc—intentk’h :
where this is analyzed in terms of individual intentions of the form 7 intend to do mvl'
part in our A-ing. It should be noted that Tuomela are Miller are not there dcfendhg
a view meant to provide an account of practical intersubjectivity.

32. This is not to say that it can't be a rational strategy. But if one needs to resort
to this sort of strategy, then one suffers from some form of irrationality. F()rk emm" le
it might be rational for me to try to undermine some compulsive intention. Xnotr})lery
case where it might make sense to adopt a strategy of undermining an intention is
when I lack a sort of rational unity over time (e.g., my day self doesn't want to e:;t
M&M’s, but my night self does—and not because it's a compulsion; at bedtime I de-
cide in a deliberate and cool-headed fashion that eating M&M's I‘lO\”V is J fine tl{ing to
do, whereas six hours earlier, and the next morning as well, 1 think that I rcall?
should not eat the M&M’s). y ‘ l

33. Bratman (1992, pp. 332-34) defends a view like this, although it is not formu-
lated as an account of practical intersubjectivity. He attributes to each participant in
shared activity an intention to mesh subplans. Y

- 34. 'Thc nature of the sort of reduction being attempted by the sophisticated indi-
vidualist will depend upon how the content of the bridge intention is formulated. If
my bridge intention is to accord to your intentions the authority requisite f(‘)r théir
serving as rational constraints for me, then the individualist mi;%h[ be appe;ﬂino to
concepts that can no longer be considered purely individualistic in content. In {;lmt
Cla:?‘e, the individualist is not offering a conceptual reduction of practical inte.rsub'cc—
thlty; but the account is individualistic in that nothing besides intentions of in‘(livi]du—
a.ls is appealed to. On the other hand, the individualist might attempt a more ambi-
Flous z?nd controversial semantic reduction and try to specify the content of the bridge
{)ntefmon ir'1 argtlably individualistic terms. On this view, my bridge intention mi;jn
Wi[;otr}?:ti}s;itlifri t;fulrflctiréziogoiz f:orm ir;tentions that are consistent and coherent
cem 1 give oo, . sorts of proposals will be susceptible to the criti-

Stri?ﬂ.t "lfshlllr;ll;:rfnhowc;hfc Ve)ry ngtion of one’s own intentions serving as a rational con-
e $ unc nne if every time I were to act on a prior intention, 1 could not take
; [C)ire\fmus decision for granted, and would have to decide the matter anew.
hat vf})(r)lgkcllcirelidtlzgt tﬁlerj :1‘rre1 ways ig which an inqwidual might revise an intention
them o 10 ‘et isso ution of the practlcjul intersubjectivity holding between
termabjactivn o i 1lnve(1;novn pr<?posal has the implausible consequence that the in-
iy e ectty s dissolved every -nme t'hat someone revises an intention in a way that
pated by the bridge intention.
N e?)aGn [’E}:tnljtgllz }%frgle)rhﬁ;g t}rlnay lzie hi;ghc':r in' thc order of justification, this does not
i the tha[\ Wtie o e order o th}t it is that we're settled on doing, let alone
ed on doing together.

tioiz.ﬂzlecr)t::: ;ufffgtlon or; -behf-ill(f of the indAividualisl is to relax the bridge inten-
ot U P . something like the mte}nt?on to coordinate with your intentions

ining to our going to Vegas, or to any similar activity. But what would count as
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sufficiently similar activity? Similarity is notoriously vague and there are many differ-
ent dimensions along which activities might resemble one another. What activities
count as similar to going to Vegas? Would spending the weekend playing blackjack
on the home computer count as sufficiently similar? Would going sightseeing in the
desert count as sufficiently similar? Or going gambling in Reno? Or going to Grace-
land (supposing vou had in mind kitsch when heading to Vegas in the first place)
Even if we set aside this worry and grant that we can make sense of similarity here,
there is the further worry that it's not at all clear that the rational revision of intentions
must lead from the intention to perform one activity to the intention to perform an
activity similar to that originally intended. For example, on our way to Vegas, we're
held up by a traffic jam (no doubt because of the blocker). So we decide to head
home and get ahead of schedule doing research for a paper we're planning to jointly
author. Given the circumstances, it could make a lot of sense to revise the intention
in this fashion. But this activity really doesn’t seem to be similar to that of going to Ve-
gas to hang out in the casinos.

38. Pace Gilbert, who characterizes her central notion of joint commitment in
terms of the claim that no one party to such a commitment can withdraw from it uni-
laterally. See Gilbert (1999). That said, 1 should add that Gilbert's work has been in-
fluential in my thought.

39, Tt is useful to compare this with an analogous proposal regarding the status
one’s own intentions or decisions have on what one will do. Suppose that at time t1,
[ decide/intend to send a paper to an editor at some later time t2. My decision/inten-
tion should settle the matter of what I will do at t2. It is now 2. Given my decision,
and the fact that nothing has since come up that gives me reason not act on it, I
should be sending the paper now. Why? Is it because at 2 T have what amounts to a
diachronic bridge intention to act on the prior intention I formed at t1? That couldn’t
be it. For nothing would stop me from discarding the intention to act on the prior in-
tention, in which case the prior intention would lose its status to demand any sort of
behavior on my part. But, in fact, the intention does retain its status for me. My prior
intention persists, and isn’t merely represented in my subsequent practical reasoning
and action by the intention to act on that prior intention.

40. The arguments presented against individualism—of both the simple form and
the more sophisticated bridge intention proposal—rely on the thought that they fail
to reflect what is evident: that practical intersubjectivity persists through some revi-
sion of intention. Of course, there is some revision in intention that would bring prac-
tical intersubjectivity to a halt. The issue of when it is that a practical intersubjectivity
holds between individuals is a difficult and interesting one that needs further explo-
ration. Tts difficulty is obscured by individualism, which gives an overly simplistic
(and as we've seen, mistaken) answer in terms of the special individual intentions as-
cribed to each party to intersubjectivity.

41. This isn’t always the case. Often the intentions of yours with which I'm sup-
posed to coordinate may be such as to leave me significant latitude in deciding what
to do. Nevertheless, in principle, and often in practice, your intention can narrow
things down so much as to specify just what action I am to take.

42, Once we admit this, there is nothing to stop us from allowing for the possibil-
ity that your intention might have explicit content that exclusively concerns what /
am to do. For example, your intention might have been for me to do all the driving.
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43. Accessibility in its purest (and perhaps most controversial) form is manifested
when your intentions specifically concern what I'm to do. But accessibility more gen-
erally is manifest whenever your intentions serve as rational constraints for me.

44. To adapt Michael Bratman’s term for the view.

45. Other proponents include Baier (1970), and more recently Stoutland (1997),
who holds

an agent can intend only to do something herself. She cannot intend anyone else to do
some act, but at best intend to do something herself that gets someone else to do the act.
I cannot intend you to buy me a dinner; 1 can only intend to do something which might re-
sult in that. (535-50)

See also Velleman (1997b) for important discussion of another related thesis that
might also raise worries for what 1 say about practical intersubjectivity here. T hope to
discuss that article on a different occasion.

46. Anscombe (1963, p. 5) rightly points out that commands are expressions; there
is no such thing as an unexpressed command. Intentions, however, are not them-
selves expressions, though they may be expressed. Talk of expressions of commands
is redundant. The current thesis is that a command is an expression of one individ-
ual’s intention regarding what some other individual is to do.

47. Often we utter things that sound like commands in contexts where no relations
of authority are in place. These are not genuine or substantive commands and do not
carry with them the sort of status that induce a commitment in the individual to whom
they’re issued.

48. One way in which the situation of commands differs from that of practical in-
tersubjectivity lies with the nature of the relations between the relevant parties. In the
case of commands, there tends to be an asymmetry: only one individual usually has
Fhe authority to settle practical issues for the other. In the case of practical intersub-
jectivity, authority is symmetrical: each individual has some authority with respect to
the other so that each can issue intentions that serve as rational constraints for the
other.

) 49. Corresponding to this question of authority is the question of how it is that one
individual is entitled to the practical or deliberative conclusions of another. These is-
Sues receive some discussion in Roth (2002).





