
Plural	Subjects	
III.	



What	Knowledge	Is	“I	intend”?	
1.   Self-Iden+fica+on	(“infallibly”	established	iden?ty):	knowledge	

of	the	form	“I	intend”	secures	its	own	standpoint:	it	is	immune	
against	challenge	concerning	the	iden?ty	of	the	intender.	

2.   Self-Valida+on	(knowing	“just	like	that”):	knowledge	of	the	form	
“I	intend”	is	immune	against	challenge	concerning	its	source;	I	
know	immediately;	it	is	in	virtue	of	the	form	of	knowledge	itself	
that	I	know.	

3.   Self-Commitment	(being	bound	to	act):	knowledge	of	the	form	
“I	intend”	leaves	no	mo?va?onal	gap	(blocks	challenges	of	the	
form	“I	intend	–	but	why	should	I	care?”)	

4.   Self-Authoriza+on	(the	maker’s	privilege):	knowledge	of	the	
form	“I	intend”	puts	me	in	the	posi?on	of	the	one	who	(usually)	
knows	best	-	as	the	one	who	has	made	up	his	own	mind.	

à		“I	intend”	is	self-knowledge.	Self-knowledge	is	subjec+vity.	
	



Is	“We	Intend”	Self-Knowledge?	

If	“we	intend”	is	subjec?ve	in	the	same	
way,	it	has	to	be	self-known.	
à		Does	“we	intend”	self-iden?fy,	self-

validate,	self-commit,	and	self-
authorize?	



Iden?fica?on	
I	intend	 We	intend	

•  leaves	no	room	for	the	
ques?on	“who	am	I	thinking	
about?”.	The	iden?ty	of	the	
agent	comes	with	the	thought	

	
•  does	not	“pick	out”/represent	
an	agent	

•  cannot	misiden?fy		

•  is	in	need	of	an	answer	to	the	
ques?on	“who	am	I	thinking	
about?”	The	iden?ty	of	one’s	
partners	does	not	seem	to	
come	with	the	thought.	

•  obviously	picks	out/represents	
agents	(one’s	prospec?ve	
partners	in	joint	ac?on)		

•  misiden?fies	rather	easily	

à	self-iden+fies	 à	does	not	self-iden+fy!?	✓	 ✗	



Valida?on	
I	intend	 We	intend	

•  Knowledge	of	what	it	is	I	
intend	is	not	in	need	of	
observa?onal	evidence.	

•  Knowledge	of	the	form	“I	
intend”	is	not	–	and	cannot	be	
derived	from	–	knowledge	of	
the	form	“HBS	
intends”	(regress,	pe??o)	

•  Illeism	(self-blindness)	
undermines	reasoning	
capaci?es	(Shoemaker).	

•  Knowledge	of	what	it	is	we	
intend	needs	observa?onal	
support.		

•  	Knowledge	of	the	form	“we	
intend”	involves	-	and	is	
par?ally	derived	from	-
knowledge	of	the	form	“XY	
intends”,	where	XY	is	one’s	
prospec?ve	partner.		

•  Illiism	(plural	self-blindness)	
does	not	(seem	to)	undermine	
reasoning	capaci?es.	

à	self-validates	 à	does	not	self-validate!?	✓	 ✗	



Commitment	
I	intend	 We	intend	

•  commits	to	ac?on	without	
addi?onal	mo?va?on;	I	can’t	
simply	not	care,	as	not	caring	
destroys	the	inten?on	

	
	
•  is	per	se	under	the	guise	of	the	
good;	“It	is	bad	(under	any	
descrip?on),	but	I	intend	it”	is	a	
contradic?on	in	commitment	of	
the	sort	of	Moore’s	paradox	

•  does	not	commit	to	ac?on	in	the	
way	“I	intend”	does;	I	oYen	do	
not	(and	indeed	some?mes	
should	not)	care	about	what	I	
know	we	intend,	and	this	does	
not	destroy	our	inten?on	

•  is	not	per	se	under	the	guise	of	
the	good.	“It	is	bad	(under	any	
descrip?on),	but	we	intend	it”	is	
not	a	paradox,	but	oYen	a	very	
reasonable	posi?on	

à	self-commits	 à	does	not	self-commit!?	✓	 ✗	



“I/We	believe	that	P,	but	not-P”	vs.	“P	
but	I/we	don’t	believe	that	P”	



Authority	
I	intend	 We	intend	

•  Is	not	infallible	predica?on-wise,	
but	privileges	over	observers	(I	
might	be	mistaken,	but	I	usually	
know	best.	

•  comes	with	the	authority	of	the	
maker	of	the	a[tude	

	
	
	
	
	

•  does	not	per	se	privilege	over	
outside	observers	

	
	
•  Some	members	may	be	
authorized	by	the	group	to	speak	
the	shared	a[tude,	but	no	such	
authoriza?on	is	self-authoriza?on	
through	the	mere	form	of	
thought.	

à	self-authorizes	 à	does	not	self-authorize!?	✓	 ✗	



Singularism	
Knowledge	of	the	form	“we	intend”	does	not	self-
iden?fy,	self-validate,	self-commit	and	self-authorize	in	
the	way	“I	intend”	does.	
“We	intend”	is	not	self-knowledge.	“We	intend”	
involves	other	people.	You	can’t	self-know	other	
people.	
Knowledge	of	inten?onal	joint	ac?on	is	each	
par?cipant’s	self-knowledge	of	his	or	her	own	doing	
(perhaps	of	a	special	mode	thereof),	plus	knowledge	
(e.g.,	common	knowledge)	of	what	the	respec?ve	
partners	are	doing.	
“We	intend”	does	not	involve	a	plural	subject	in	the	
sense	“I	intend”	involves	a	singular	subject.	
All	subjec+vity	is	singular.	



Singularism	about	Joint	Ac?on	

1.  Content-Account:		Wedistr	intend	to	φcoll.	
2.  Subject-Account:	 	Wecoll	intend	to	φcoll.	
3.  Mode-Account:			Wedistr	wecoll-intend	to	φcoll.	



Singularism’s	Discontents	
Singularism	cannot	account	for	the	way	
inten?onal	joint	ac?on	is	unified	(one	
collec?ve	ac?on	rather	than	a	distribu?on	of	
individual	ac?ons).	Singularism	is	the	claim	
that	there	is	no	one	inten+onal	joint	ac+on.		
The	singularist	accounts	are	construc?ons	of	
simula?ons	of	joint	ac?on	(accounts	of	how	
individual	ac?ons	can	be	suitably	fiaed	
together	to	look	like	and	work	like	a	joint	
inten?onal	ac?on	without	actually	being	
jointly	inten?onal).	



A	Problem	for	the	Pluralist	
The	pluralist	view:	There	is	joint	inten?onal	
ac?on	which	is	unified	in	that	it	is	a	plural	
subject’s.	
à  If	pluralism	is	right,	joint	inten?onal	

ac?on	involves	an	inten?on	which	is	
known	by	us	to	be	ours,	collec?vely.	

à  How	can	that	knowledge	be	the	kind	of	
self-knowledge	that	is	(plural)	
subjec?vity?	



Plural	Self-Knowledge	Revisited	
The	Pluralist	View:	inten?onal	joint	ac?on	
is	ac?on	of	which	there	is	plural	self-
knowledge.	Plural	self-knowledge	is	
groundless	group	self-knowledge.	As	
groundless	self-knowledge,	it	is	of	the	same	
form	as	the	knowledge	at	work	in	individual	
inten?onal	ac?on,	but	the	plural	version	
differs	from	the	individual	version.	
	



Plural	Self-Iden?fica?on	
1.   “We	intend”	does	not	presuppose	prior	representa+onal	

“picking	out”;	it	involves	a	sense	of	“us”	that	is	pre-
inten+onal	(pre-reflec+ve,	non-thema+c,	groundless).	

2.   The	“sense	of	us”	is	fallible,	but	so	is	the	“sense	of	I”:	“I	
intend	to	write	this	paper”	may	misiden+fy	the	subject	in	
the	same	way	as	“we	intend	to	write	this	paper”	can	–	as	in	
the	case	in	which	wri?ng	the	paper	is	actually	something	
we	intend	to	do	together,	but	which	I,	forge[ng	about	the	
inspira?on	and	involvement	from	your	part,	mistake	to	be	
something	I	intend	to	do.	In	this	case,	“I	intend	to	write	this	
paper”	misiden+fies	the	subject	of	the	inten+on.	

à		There	is	a	sort	of	self-iden+fica+on	in	thought	of	the	form	
“we	intend”!	

	



Plural	Self-Valida?on	

1.  No	observa?onal	knowledge	of	other’s	ac?ons	plus	singular	self-
knowledge	establishes	joint	inten?on;	the	observa?onal	knowledge	
of	partners	presupposes	the	knowledge	that	they	are	partners,	which	
has	to	be	known	“just	like	that”.	

2.  It	is	in	virtue	of	our	joint	inten?on	that	I	expect	(predict)	you	to	
contribute,	not	the	other	way	round:	it	is	not	in	virtue	of	my	
predic?on	of	what	you	are	going	to	do	that	we	jointly	intend.	

3.  There	is	not	only	singular	self-blindness,	but	plural	self-blindness,	too	
(“illiism”)..	

à	 	There	is	a	sense	in	which	“we	intend”	self-validates!	



Plural	Self-Commitment	
1.  It	is	true	that	a[tudes	of	the	form	“X	is	(uaerly)	bad,	but	we	

intend	it”	are	not	a	straigheorward	paradox	of	contradictory	
commitments,	but	oYen	rather	solid	knowledge.		

2.  However,		a	person	who	is	plurally	self-blind	cannot	see	it	as	
what	it	is:	not	a	paradox,	but	s?ll	a	tension	of	commitments	
that	calls	for	further	joint	delibera?on.	

3.  “We	intend”	is	not	cons8tu8vely	sub	specie	boni	in	the	way	“I	
intend”	is,	but	it	is	norma8vely	sub	specie	boni.	“We	intend”	
self-commits	to	joint	delibera?on	that	makes	it	the	case	that	
it	is	sub	specie	boni.	

à	 	There	is	a	sense	in	which	“we	intend”	self-commits!	



“I/We	believe	that	P,	but	not-P”	vs.	“P	
but	I/we	don’t	believe	that	P”	



Plural	Self-Authoriza?on	
1.  The	“we”	is	no	collec?ve	“I”	(no	integrated	“moi	commun”	in	

the	perspec?ve	of	which	the	common	mind	is	made	up).	
2.  Yet	“we	intend”	does	not	fail	to	come	with	some	form	of	first-

person	authority:	the	authority	of	a	par+cipant	in	the	making	
up	our	mind	about	what	we	intend	(first-person	plural	
authority).	

3.  The	reason	why	we	usually	privilege	group	members	from	
outside	observers	in	ques?on	concerning	a	group’s	a[tudes	
is	not	only	that	we	assume	them	to	be	in	a	beaer	posi?on	to	
observe	each	other;	rather,	we	privilege	the	par?cipant	
perspec?ve	simply	because	it	is	a	par+cipant’s.	

à	 	“We	intend”	does	self-authorize:	not	in	the	autocra+c	sense	
in	which	“I	intend”	self-authorizes,	but	in	a	par+cipatory	
(democra+c)	way.	



A	Plural	Subject	Account		
of	Collec?ve	Inten?on	

Joint	ac?vity	is	inten?onal	in	virtue	of	our	plural	self-knowledge	
in	the	same	way	my	individual	ac?vity	is	inten?onal	in	virtue	of	
my	singular	self-knowledge.	
Joint	ac+vity	is	inten+onal	in	terms	of	collec+ve	inten+onality;	
what’s	collec+ve	about	collec+ve	inten+onality	is	that	it	is	
plurally	self-known.	This	form	of	the	inten+onality	in	ques+on	is	
the	subject.		

1.  Content-Account:		Wedistr	intend	to	φcoll.	
2.  Subject-Account:	 	Wecoll	intend	to	φcoll.	
3.  Mode-Account:			Wedistr	wecoll-intend	to	φcoll.	

✗	
✗	

✓	



Subjec+vity	
Pre-reflec?ve/non-thema?c	self-consciousness	
Immediate/first-”personal”	self-awareness	

Non-observa?onal/groundless	self-knowledge	

Singular	 Plural	



...but	isn‘t	this	spooky?	
It	is	counterintui?ve	to	assume	that	there	is	such	a	thing	
as	“the	we”;	if	the	two	of	us	are	ac?ng	together,	it’s	just	
you	and	I!	
•  If	you	and	I	intend	to	φ	together,	it	is	not	the	case	that	
“the	we”	(rather	than	you	and	I)	intends	to	φ	(and	pulls	
off	the	φ-ing).	

•  There	is	no	addi?onal	subject;	If	you	and	I	go	for	a	walk	
together,	it’s	just	the	two	of	us	out	there,	not	three:	
it’s	not	that	there’s	a	third	subject	somehow	coming	
along	with	us.	

•  There’s	nothing	“over	and	above”	our	heads	that	is	or	
has	our	inten?on.	



„The	I“	is	Just	as	Spooky	as	„The	We“!	
The	Spooky	“We”	 The	Spooky	“I”	

If	you	and	I	intend	to	φ	together,	
it	is	not	the	case	that	“the	
We”	(rather	than	you	and	I)	
intends	to	φ	(and	does	the	φ-ing).	
	
If	you	and	I	go	for	a	walk	together,	
it’s	just	the	two	of	us	out	there,	
not	three:	it’s	not	that	there’s	a	
third	subject	somehow	coming	
along	with	us.	
There’s	nothing	“over	and	above”	
our	heads	that	is	or	has	our	
inten?on.	

If	I	intend	to	φ,	it	is	not	the	case	
that	there	something	of	the	sort	
of	“the	I”	that	does	(or	has)	my	
intending	(otherwise,	why	should	I	
care	about	what	that	“I”	intends?)		
If	I	intend	to	go	for	a	walk,	it’s	just	
me	out	there,	there	is	no	such	
thing	as	“the	I”	coming	along	with	
me.	
	
	There	is	no	homunculus	with	or	
within	me	that	has	my	inten?on.	



To	Conclude	
•  The	“spookiness”	of	the	plural	subject	comes	from	a	

misconcep?on	of	what	it	is	to	be	a	subject,	not	from	its	plural	
form.	

•  Hume,	Fichte,	Husserl,	Heidegger,	Sartre,	Wiagenstein	(and	
countless	others):	The	way	in	which	mind	is	subjec+ve	
(“somebody’s”)	is	not	in	terms	of	“the	self”/”the	I”/”the	we”	
in	terms	of	some	extra	en+ty	that	is	somehow	represented	in	
the	intending.		

•  The	subject	is	an	immanent	feature	of	the	intending	itself	(its	
being	self-knowledge).		

•  Conceived	of	in	this	way,	the	plural	subject	is	not	spooky	at	all.	
à		No	par+cular	exorcism	is	needed	(other	than	some	re-reading	

of	the	classics);	we	can	safely	adopt	this	plural	subject	view	
of	CollInt.		


