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Picture yourself at a Parisian café, gazing at people walking down the street. At first, they seem to be typical Parisians going about their own business. Until you realize, as you spot cameras, that they are all actors on a movie set. You thought you were in the midst of many individual actions, but it is now clear that each actor is playing their part in a different kind of activity: a shared activity.

Our capacity for shared agency is fundamental to our social lives. We make movies, sit in Parliament, and fight pandemics together. In my thesis, I first offer a novel theory of x

what is required for collections of activities to count as shared. I then develop an account of cooperativeness, i.e. the disposition to think and act as a good partner in shared activity.

What makes it the case that the actors in the Parisian street are engaged in more than mere parallel individual actions? From the café, it was-at first-impossible to distinguish the actors from real flâneurs. Such examples have led shared agency theorists to argue that the difference between shared activities and individual actions is a psychological matter: while flâneurs have individual intentions to go about their own business, actors share the intention to make a movie. Some theorists add a normative twist: they argue that our activities are shared only when, in addition to sharing intentions, we are bound by mutual iv obligations to play our roles. The Parisian actors would, thus, act together only if they had obligations to stick to the script. I disagree with these dominant views.

In my dissertation, I offer a minimalist account of shared agency. My account has two main components: a conceptual analysis of shared agency in terms of the notion of plan, and an explanation of the mechanisms through which we pool our agential powers. In my analysis of shared agency, our activities are shared if and only if our activities conform to a plan and that plan figures in an explanation of our activities' conformity to it. In short, our activities are shared if and only if they are coordinated by a common plan. Sometimes, doing one's bit in a common plan will be obligatory, but not necessarily; and sometimes, of course, the plan will figure in the content of intentions we share. However, besides shared intentions, there are two additional families of agency-pooling mechanisms that the literature has neglected: one involves a central planner (e.g. a film director), another involves selective processes of a roughly Darwinian sort. Both mechanisms can coordinate our activities even in the absence of shared intentions. This minimalist account does justice to the variety of jobs that the concept of shared agency does for us. This concept, indeed, is not just a useful label for activities we engage in willingly together. Another of its functions is to help us navigate our social world by identifying the common plans that somewhat unintentionally, and perhaps at first unknowingly, we have enacted.
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INTRODUCTION

Picture yourself at a Parisian café, gazing at people walking down the street. At first glance, they seem to be typical Parisians going about their own business: rushing to work, windowshopping, or strolling aimlessly. Until you realize, as you spot cameras and lighting equipment, that they are all actors on a movie set. You thought you were in the midst of many individual actions, but it is now clear that each actor is rather playing their part in a different kind of activity, namely a shared activity.

In my dissertation, I pursue two main aims. First, I offer a new and minimalist account of the contrast between individual and shared agency. Second, I explain the specific features and distinctive value of acting together in a spirit of cooperation.

Our capacity for shared agency is fundamental to our social lives. Every day, we engage in a variety of shared activities: we have conversations, attend meetings, avoid bumping into one another in packed subway stations, do our share of domestic chores, and wear masks as part of a collective strategy to fight the epidemic of COVID-19. What conditions do all such activities need to satisfy in order to count as shared? Answering this question is the primary task of shared agency theory.

Contributors to the literature have argued for rather demanding conditions for what counts as shared agency. Virtually all of them go along with an orthodoxy of shared agency theory according to which agents must share intentions for their resulting activities to count as shared. First articulated by Michael Bratman 1 (1992;1999a;1999b;1999c;2006;[START_REF] Paternotte | Minimal Cooperation[END_REF], this orthodoxy entails that participants in shared agency necessarily display tightly knitted psychological states. Another claim that has commended much assent is that agents must be bound by mutual obligations to do their bit for their resulting activities to count as shared.

First defended by Margaret Gilbert (1989; 1990a; 1996; 1999; 2000; 2003; 2006; 2009; 2013c), this claim entails that participants in shared agency are, as a conceptual matter, tightly normatively entangled.

In my dissertation, I dissent from these prominent theories and argue for a minimalist account of shared agency. On my view, we act together just when a common plan of action coordinates our activities. Sometimes, of course, the plan will figure in the content of intentions that we share. But contrary to the orthodoxy, I will show that this is not necessary.

Perhaps the plan was designed by some planner and we each do our bit in that plan while not being committed to its success (as when factory workers do their job together, on the assembly line, by sticking narrowly to their respective roles while not caring much about the goals of the engineer who designed the production process). Alternatively, the plan might have emerged through selective mechanisms (as when repeated interactions lead to stable patterns of activity); in that situation too, we might play our part in the plan while not being committed to its success. As this short preview makes it clear, my account is unabashedly minimalist. Yet, it is still an account of shared agency and not just of collective behaviors. On my view, indeed, as we each do our bit in enacting our common plan, our psychology must be of the kind that is involved in the production of activities and not mere doings. In particular, each of us must be acting on some intention or other when doing our bit in a common plan. That common plan, however, need not figure in the content of our respective intentions. In other words, the plan need not figure in the description under which the doing of our respective bit is intentional. The factory worker's activity is intentional, but the content of their intention need not involve the plan of the shared activity.

Two sets of considerations support my decidedly minimalist view. First, unlike other accounts, my view is extensionally adequate. That is to say, it does not misclassify uncontroversial instances of shared agency as mere instances of parallel exercises of individual agency. Suppose that the actors you see from the Parisian café do not share the intention that the movie be made-perhaps because they know too well that that movie is bound to be a turkey. Suppose, then, that in order to do their bit in the common plan required for the making of that terrible movie, they narrowly stick to their lines in the script. Since virtually all shared agency theorists regard shared intentions as necessary for shared agency, they are forced to conclude that the reluctant actors are not engaged in shared activity. But obviously, this is a mistake. Similarly, as I will argue in my dissertation, some shared activities do not generate any obligations on the participants' part-a fact that my minimalist view accommodates effortlessly. The shared agency theorists who believe that obligations are essential to shared acting, by contrast, will be led to claim that such obligation-free shared activities are not genuine instances of shared agency. But this, too, is a mistake. My account is not only extensionally adequate. It also does justice to the different jobs that the concept of shared agency does for us. The concept of shared agency is of course a useful label to refer to endeavors in which we join forces willingly-the endeavors that the literature has predominantly focused on. In fact, framing our endeavors as shared might elicit a number of pro-social dispositions, not the least being a disposition to act and think as a good partner-in short, a disposition for cooperativeness (more on this soon). But there is more than one job that the concept of shared agency does for us. Another of its functions is to help us navigate our social world by identifying the common plans that somewhat unintentionally, and perhaps at first unknowingly, we might have contributed to enacting (as when I realize after the fact that in moving to that up-and-coming neighborhood, I have been unwittingly participating in a plan designed by urban developers in order to gentrify the neighborhood and increase landlords' profits). On that score, my minimalist account of shared agency has more explanatory power than competing accounts. Indeed, it supplies a richer understanding of social phenomena which, at first, seem to happen as the mere result of parallel exercises of individual agency. Gentrification, for instance, might seem to be the mere outcome of individual actions. But in fact, it might well involve our more or less unintentional and unwitting participation in common plans (those or private developers, those of city hall). Gentrification, in other words, might not just be something we do together in a deflated, merely causal sense of 'together,' but instead in the robust sense of the term that marks shared agency.

The second line of inquiry that I pursue in my dissertation is about cooperation and cooperativeness. Why do we have the concepts of cooperation and cooperativeness in addition to the concept of shared agency? To answer this question, my guiding thread is the observation that shared activities may well not be cooperative: perhaps you coerced me into sharing some intention with you, or you designed my role in our activity so as to exploit me. This suggests that the concepts of cooperation, cooperativeness and the like signal ethical standards that we expect shared activities, as well as partners in such activities, to satisfy. On the basis of this insight, I argue for two main sets of claims.

First, the least we can expect when involved in shared agency is that our participants will not undermine our agency. Cooperation, therefore, is the label we use to refer to shared activities where no one is on the receiving end of a co-participant's agency-undermining behavior. Notice that, on my proposal, describing a shared activity as cooperative does not require attribution of certain distinctively cooperative motives to our partners: all that matters is that when acting with them, their conduct poses no threat to your agency.

Second, a cooperative agent is an agent that consistently acts and thinks as a good partner in shared agency. This implies, of course, that that agent will not undermine their partner's agency. But more is required, and it is helpful to distinguish a minimal from a strong kind of cooperativeness. Roughly: minimally cooperative agents, when committed to doing their bit in a common plan, must fulfill their commitment to doing their bit reliably and non-manipulatively; strongly cooperative agents must, in addition, regard our pooled agential powers as a resource that can be deployed for newly created plans. Cooperativeness, understood as this stable disposition to act and think as a good partner, is the virtue of shared agency.

I have approached the four chapters that my dissertation comprises as essays that, to some important extent, could be self-standing. There is, however, a logical progression from Chapter 1 to Chapter 4. Here is a preview: Laying the groundwork for the major themes of my dissertation, Chapter 1 argues that shared intentions are neither necessary nor sufficient for cooperation. In arguing against this orthodoxy of shared agency theory, I accomplish two main things. Surely, agents involved in cooperation are, eo ipso, engaged in shared agency. If shared intentions are not necessary for cooperation, then, as a result, they are not necessary for shared agency either. This finding is a first and important step in the direction of a minimalist account of shared agency, one on which shared intentions may, but need not supply the mechanism through which we pool our agential powers. Moreover, that shared intentions are neither necessary, nor sufficient for cooperation suggests a simple account of cooperation: a collection of agents cooperate just in case they share their agency (perhaps without sharing intentions) and no agent of that collection has undermined, or attempted to undermine, their co-participant's agency. This simple account suggests the truth of a general claim about the point of the concepts of cooperation and cooperativeness: whether a shared activity or partner is cooperative hangs on whether some ethical standards about shared acting are satisfied. I pick up this line of thinking on cooperation again in Chapter 4. In the meantime, Chapter 2 and 3 focus attention on shared agency-whether cooperative or not-and explore how far the minimalism argued for in Chapter 1 can be pushed.

Chapter 2 engages critically with the prominent family of views according to which shared agency essentially involves mutual obligations. One major claim I defend there is that mutual obligations are not necessarily generated by shared acting; in fact, I even argue that such obligations might undermine the point of some of our shared activities. In arguing for this claim, I take an additional step towards my minimalist account of shared agency, one on which acting together is not an essentially deontic phenomenon. Chapter 2 builds on this claim, further exploring and defending a pluralist picture of the role of obligations in shared agency. In particular, I argue that although they are not necessary for shared acting, mutual obligations to play one's role might still be involved in what we do together. I also show that adequate theorizing about such obligations requires a flexible, non-moralistic conception of obligation.

Chapter 3 is the core of my dissertation. Therein, I present the minimalist account of shared agency to which the previous chapters pave the way. This account has two main components: a conceptual analysis of shared agency in terms of the notion of plan, and an explanation of the mechanisms through which plans might coordinate our activities. On my analysis of shared agency, our activities are shared just in case a plan coordinates our activities, that is to say, just in case our activities conform to a plan, and that plan figures in an explanation of our activities' conformity to it. In my view, there are two main families of agency-pooling mechanisms in addition to shared intentions: one involves a planner (e.g. an engineer, a film director, a choreographer), another involves Darwinian processes. Both mechanisms provide for shared agency even in the absence of shared intentions or mutual obligations. One major virtue of this minimalist account is that it captures the common conceptual denominator of all instances of shared activities while doing justice to the great variety of our agency-pooling mechanisms.

By the time we arrive at the fourth chapter, shared agency will have appeared as a pervasive and often agonistic social practice that, to our dismay, we might sometimes engage in unintentionally and even unknowingly. Interestingly, however, we seem to have at our disposal conceptual resources meant to keep us safe from some of the unwanted experiences to which the sharing of our agency exposes us. The concept of cooperativeness is one such precious conceptual resource, or so I argue in Chapter 4. More specifically, I show that there are two sets of fundamental needs that possession of the concept of cooperativeness helps us to satisfy. First, this concept flags partners who, once committed to doing their bit in a common plan, reliably fulfill their commitments and do not hijack that plan. Second, this concept provides a label for partners who frame our pooled agential powers as an agential resource for the enactment of new and creative common plans. These arguments will, in turn, suggest that it is in our interest to model cooperativeness not just as a fleeting disposition, but as a deep and stable one-in fact, as a cardinal social virtue.

CHAPTER 1

Cooperation: With or Without Shared Intentions

Introduction

The notion of cooperation has received sustained discussion and led to formal elaboration in a variety of often intersecting bodies of literature: evolutionary biology and psychology (Axelrod 2009; Tomasello 2009; Bowles & Gintis 2011; Sterelny and al. 2013), decision and game theory (Moulin 1991; Skyrms 1996; 2004; Gold 2004; Myerson 1997; Bacharach 2006; Binmore 2005; 2006) and moral and political philosophy (Regan 1980; Anderson 2001; Hollis 1998; Gauthier 1986; Rawls 2009; Kitcher 2011; Brennan & Sayre-McCord 2018; Pettit 2018). A more informal, everyday sense of cooperation has also made crucial appearances in other areas of philosophy where shared agency is not the main focus of theoretical attention. In epistemology, Edward Craig (1986; 1999) has argued that as humans have little choice but to rely on each other's word, they have come to form the concept of knowledge in order to refer to what good informants provide through ongoing epistemic cooperation. In philosophy of language, Paul Grice (1991: 26) has famously argued that implicatures occur when a speaker assumed to be cooperative flouts the maxims which, if observed, ensure in general the observance of what he has termed the Cooperative Principle. 1 The present chapter articulates this informal, everyday sense of cooperation and, thereby, lays the groundwork for much of what is to come in the next chapters. To arrive at this articulation of this everyday sense of cooperation, I suggest taking a detour via the philosophical literature on shared agency. Contributors to that literature have focused a lot of their theoretical attention to the sharing of intentions, and have suggested that cooperation be, if not reduced to activities resulting from shared intentions, 2 at least reduced to a sub-class of such activities. 3 My wager is that engaging critically with this claim and inquiring into how cooperation relates to and, more importantly, differs from the phenomena that have taken center stage in philosophical theories of shared agency will deliver an adequate account of our everyday concept of cooperation.

This chapter has a negative and a positive part. I first argue that shared intentions to φ are neither necessary nor sufficient for φ to count as cooperative. Put differently, we may well be able to act together in a cooperative manner even when we do not share relevant intentions about our activity; and we may well fail to cooperate even when we act together in ways that satisfy some intention we share. If this is right, then the study of cooperative activities and the study of activities resulting from shared intentions should be kept, to some important extent, separate.

These claims may at first seem paradoxical because, on the surface, the concept of cooperative activity and the concept of activities resulting from shared intentions appear closely related. To use Michael Bratman's example (1992; 2014), suppose you and I share the intention to paint our house. If I deliberately buy a paint color you said you did not want, then I may undermine your sharing the intention to paint the house, especially if other similarly priced paint colors were available and you knew that they were. Examples of that sort superficially suggest that uncooperative behavior stands in the way of the sharing of 2 E.g. John Searle (1990). 3 For instance, see Michael Bratman (2014). To use his terminology, Bratman suggests that shared cooperative activities (that were the focus of his seminal 1992 paper) are a sub-class of shared intentional activities (2014: 38, 87, 102, 121). This would seem to indicate that for Bratman, cooperation requires shared intentions. See ft. 8 below for an important qualification.

intentions; as a result, they might tempt us to conclude that collective actions resulting from shared intentions all require cooperation. But as I subsequently argue, it turns out that parties to an activity resulting from intentions they share might fail to act cooperatively.

Conversely, the overwhelming majority shared agency theorists believe that people do not truly act together unless they share relevant intentions about their activities. As a result, they are led to conclude that cooperative activities all require shared intentions. But as I subsequently argue, this is a mistake. In fact, parties to a projected activity need not share intentions for this activity to be cooperative. This finding is very important. It shows that shared agency theorists' narrow focus on the sharing of intentions is misguided. It will also pave the way to many of the views I subsequently argue for in the next chapters, not the least being my minimalist account of shared agency that I propose in Chapter 3.

The arguments developed in the negative part of the present chapter lead me to my positive claim: cooperation consists in coordinated activities whose parties do not undermine the others' agency, for instance through coercion or exploitation. One important message conveyed by this claim is that under our everyday sense of cooperation, certain power relations prevent coordinated activities, whether resulting from shared intentions or not, from counting as cooperative. Another important message is that our everyday sense of cooperation does not require that participants be as tightly aligned as shared agency theorists have believed in mistakenly regarding shared intentions to be necessary for cooperation.

Accordingly, a benefit of my positive claim is that it captures the whole continuum of cooperative activities, and not just the narrow set of cases on which the literature has predominantly focused. 4 11 This chapter proceeds as follows. I first explain the significance of my denial of what I call the necessity claim, namely the claim that shared intentions are necessary for the performance of cooperative activities ( §2). After arguing for some minimal conditions on shared intentions ( §3), I then make my argument against the necessity claim ( §4). In particular, I develop the counterexample that role occupants of structured organizations need not share intentions in order to cooperate. This argument, I hope, might contribute to rectifying the relative neglect of institutional role-based cooperation in the shared agency literature. 5 After that, I argue for my denial of the sufficiency claim, namely the claim that collective actions that satisfy intentions we share are always cooperative ( §5). I subsequently explain the significance of that denial ( §6). I then take stock and articulate the (I take it, everyday) conception of cooperation that my arguments suggest ( §7).

Pluralism about the Collectivity Condition

The inquiry into shared intentions to φ is one of the main games in town for shared agency theorists. There is a line of reasoning which, whether explicitly endorsed or unreflectively assumed, might account for this state of affairs.

Let me first give some background. Shared agency theorists understand one of their central tasks to consist in explaining how collective actions relate to, and differ from, individual actions. An important aspect of that task is to articulate the principled reasons we might have to draw a distinction between merely parallel individual actions (e.g. individual investors each selling their shares of some company), possibly resulting in non-additive outcomes (e.g. the company becoming insolvent), and cases of genuine collective actions (e.g. investors concertedly selling en masse their shares of some company in a boycott to protest the company's human rights violations). In examples of the first kind, the consensus is that individuals' agential capacities fail to be connected in ways required for their aggregate behaviors to count as a genuine collective action. Let us call collectivity condition the condition which, when met by a collection of agents, ensures that their resulting action is genuinely collective (or synonymously, shared). To summarize the foregoing, shared agency theorists seek, among other things, to articulate the way-or ways-in which that collectivity condition may be satisfied.

Let me now spell out the line of reasoning that might account for the sustained discussion that shared intentions have received in the literature. 6 It is widely agreed that, at the individual level, a behavior counts as an action just in case the intentions of the individual behind this behavior are relevantly involved in its production (e.g. [START_REF] Davidson | Actions, Reasons, and Causes[END_REF]1971). 7 On this view, behaviors that owe nothing to the intentions of their author (e.g. a sudden cough or sneeze) fail to count as actions. They are mere behaviors that happen to their authors without involving their agential powers. From this popular view about individual actions and intentions, one might be tempted to draw by analogy the conclusion that at the collective level too, behaviors constitute collective actions just in case shared intentions of the individuals behind such collective behaviors are relevantly involved in their production. 8

• I said 'relevantly' in order to leave a placeholder for the theoretical moves that would be required to accommodate unintentional actions;

• I said 'involved' in order to sidestep the debate between Anscombians and advocates of the causal theory of action regarding the explanation of the contrast between mere behaviors and genuine actions. Given my purposes, these matters need not worry us. 8 For instance, see Bratman (2014: 9-10) In so arguing, these shared agency theorists in effect commit themselves to a kind of monism about the collectivity condition: on their view, there is exactly one way through which the collectivity condition might be satisfied-namely, acting on shared intentions.

There is quite a bit that can be disputed in that argument by analogy (to wit, the initial premise about individual agency, the analogy itself between individual and collective actions, the conclusion). In fact, some shared agency theorists have already taken issue with it. To give an example, Sara Rachel Chant (2007) has shown that though there may well be an analogy between individual and collective actions, it does not warrant the conclusion that shared intentions are required, in some relevant sense, for some collection of actions to count as genuinely collective. 9,10 In section §4, I show that shared intentions are not necessary for cooperation (that is, I reject what I earlier called the necessity claim). Given that any cooperative activity is collective, this denial is significant insofar as it amounts to a rebuttal of the conclusion of the previous argument, and more specially its implication that monism about the collectivity condition holds true. To be sure, I do not mean to deny that shared intentions successfully acted on result in genuinely collective actions. Instead, my denial of the necessity claim negates the idea that shared intentions pave the only available route to cooperative, hence that is, small-scale shared agency between adults with no (or minimal) institutional structure, no asymmetry of authority, and where the participants remain the same over time. He also concedes that modest sociality is multiply realizable (169, endnote 86). As a result, he seems open to the idea that there might be small-scale shared activities where the agency-sharing mechanism is not a shared intention. (I develop one such case at some length below in the second half of §4.) I thank an anonymous referee from Ethics for helping me realize that Bratman, after all, might well not be a necessity claim theorist. 9 More specifically, she argues that some collective behaviors that are collectively intentional under no description may yet count as collective actions. 10 Ludwig too (2016) holds a view that conflicts with the conclusion of this argument by analogy. Roughly, he argues that an action is collective just in case there is an event of which each member of some collection of individuals is the agent. On his view, global warming might be considered the outcome of a collective action, since it might be regarded as the outcome of an event of which each of us is an agent. collective, endeavors. In so arguing, I in effect offer a defense of pluralism about the collectivity condition. 11 Enough with the background. Let me now proceed to my defense of the denial of the necessity claim. In other words, let me show that shared intentions are not required for the performance of cooperative activities.

Shared Intentions and Closeness of Content

In the arguments I offer against the necessity and sufficiency claims (respectively, in §4 and §5), I deliberately remain quite vague about what I mean by cooperation and I rely for the most part on intuitions. In doing so, my hope is that the arguments of these two sections sketch the contours of a conception of cooperation that I more fully articulate subsequently ( §7). By contrast, I must specify what I mean by shared intentions to φ. 12 At least to some extent, shared intentions resemble individual intentions. What are intentions? From a role-functional perspective, intentions are intentional states, mental or otherwise, 13 that typically conclude an episode of practical reasoning (whether fully explicit or somewhat subpersonal) and that commit one to a course of action. The distinctive force of this commitment stems from the cluster of rational requirements that intentions bring in their train: absent special circumstances, it is required, when intending to φ, to choose means likely to result in successful φ-ing, to avoid forming new intentions that turn out incompossible with φ-ing, to refrain from giving up one's intention to φ when faced with a surmountable challenge, etc. Though intentions must commit their possessors to some course of action, what that course of action is need not be painstakingly specified: after all, the content of our intentions at the initial planning stages of some project often only makes reference to some vague goal and a vague plan to attain it. When an intention is unspecific, however, means-end coherence will require that further deliberation specify further, in a timely fashion, both the goal and the corresponding plan. A consequence of this (that I will make use of later) is that though the content of intentions need not be finely specified, it cannot be so unspecific that it does not constrain further specifications-for otherwise we would be committed to so little that we would not count as intending anything. Now that these uncontroversial features of intentions are on the table, I will assume that such features help us characterize, though admittedly partially, shared intentions. Indeed, if they are to be intentions in more than a merely metaphorical way, shared intentions must possess roughly the same role-functional profile as that of individual intentions.

Additionally, if a shared intention is to be shared in, again, more than a merely metaphorical way, the following must be true:

• If it makes sense to attribute a shared intention collectively to an entire collection of agents, that is, if we can meaningfully attribute intentions not just to individuals who compose a collective, but to the collective itself, then that shared intention must have sufficiently determinate propositional content, for otherwise shared intentions would fail to count as having intentionality;

• If it makes sense to attribute shared intentions distributively to each member of a collection of agents, then individual so-called "we-intentions", 14 that is the individual intentions of the participants to some joint endeavor, must have narrowly overlapping propositional contents. 15 To summarize the foregoing, if a collection of agents share an intention, then there is a goal (albeit relatively vague) and/or plan (albeit relatively unspecific) that sharers of that intention can all be roughly said to intend-in some way or other, whether distributively or collectively or both. 16 Let us call closeness of content this minimal condition that any adequate account of shared intentions should impose on the content of such intentions.

Major accounts of shared intentions satisfy closeness of content. For instance, Bratman's account satisfies the distributive version of closeness of content. On his view, if you and I share the intention to paint our house together, then both of us individually have the intention that we paint our house together; thus, the content of-at least-one of my intentions narrowly overlap with the content of-at least-one of yours. Margaret Gilbert's account too satisfies closeness of content, but unlike Bratman's, hers meets the collective version of that requirement (2009; 2013c). On her view, our intention to go on a walk is analyzed in terms of a joint commitment to intend as a body to go on that walk. Thus, using 14 Wilfrid Sellars (2012) coined this term which Raimo Tuomela and Kaarlo Miller later on commandeered (1988). For my purposes, I define we-intentions as the individual intentions of parties to a shared activity. This usage does not commit me to the truth of any of the specific accounts of we-intentions found in the literature. In particular, it does not commit me to taking onboard Searle's controversial view that we-intentions constitute a sui generis type of intentions (1990). 15 I said "narrowly overlapping propositional contents" instead of "identical contents" in part to spare myself potential worries about the semantics of indexicals (e.g. can indexicals be eliminated from propositional attitudes without altering the content of such attitudes?), as well as related worries about the alleged distinctive role of the first person concept in propositional attitudes (especially in the content of intentions). In order to stave off these distracting issues, my suggestion is to remain neutral on sameness of content and, instead, to call attention to uncontroversial deep similarities between contents. To illustrate, I will assume that the content of your intention that you and I φ, and the content of my intention that you and I φ, narrowly overlap. 16 I owe the realization of the usefulness of the distinction between distributive and collective attributions to Ludwig (2016).

her form of words, the intention ascribed to the plural subject we thereby form has determinate propositional content, namely that we go on that walk together.

It is commonly assumed that cooperative activity must involve shared intentions, where these intentions satisfy closeness of content; 17 but, as I shall argue in the following section, this is a mistake. There can be cooperation where the parties to the cooperative activity do not have any such shared intentions. In other words, parties to a cooperative activity need not commit themselves, not even roughly, to achieving the same goal or following the same plan.

Denial of the Necessity Claim

Consider institutional-role based cooperation in structured organizations (e.g. a trade union, army or firm). To make things more concrete, consider a rather big firm with a complex production process, many different roles, many hierarchical layers, and more generally a rather fine-grained division of labor. I claim that occupants of such roles may successfully cooperate even when they do not share intentions in any of the above senses. 18 First off, role occupants do not have to all individually intend to maximize the profits of the firm, secure its market shares or what have you, to be engaged in cooperation.

Intuitively, it seems that they can be content with fulfilling the various obligations and responsibilities carried by their specific roles in order to cooperate; and it also seems that fulfilling such obligations and responsibilities need not require that role occupants commit 17 See (e.g.) Bratman (1992; 2014) and Ludwig (2016; 2020). 18 The argument I offer generalizes Ritchie's (2020).

themselves either to the achievement of some shared goal or the completion of some shared plan. After all, I may well be a good employee and cooperate successfully with my coworkers on the assembly line, as well as with my boss, even if I could not care less about the profits of the firm that hires me, and even if I did not know what role my individual contributions play in the firm's complex production process. This shows that distributive ascriptions of shared intentions, that is ascriptions of we-intentions with narrowly overlapping contents, are not necessary for cooperation. 19 But here is a worry: the intuition that role occupants of the firm cooperate might be driven by the thought that they share, in the collective sense, some overarching intention (for instance, the intention to maximize profits), even if, as I just argued, they do not have individual intentions with narrowly overlapping contents. In other words, one might think that the collective formed by all the role occupants of the firm possesses some intention, and if that were true, their cooperation might well just be a consequence of this intention they share in the collective sense. At best, the big firm would then only offer a case of cooperation without intentions shared in the distributive sense, and so I would still have to find (if any) an example of cooperation where intentions are neither distributively, nor collectively, shared. 19 In the shared agency literature, Shapiro (2011; 2014) is one of the few philosophers whose views are in tension with the necessity claim. Specifically, he has argued that members of a group engaged in shared agency need not possess what he terms shared plural intentions, that is, intentions that we φ shared in the distributive sense (2014: 275-276, 282). In so arguing, he denies that intentions shared à la Bratman are necessary for shared agency. In his own account of shared agency, however, Shapiro still requires that participants be committed to a shared plan (2014: 280) to count, strictly speaking, as having acted together with others (283). The example above establishes that even this requirement is overly restrictive: satisfying the obligations and responsibilities attached to one's role, hence doing one's bit in cooperation with others, need not entail any commitment to the plan of which these obligations and responsibilities are a proper part. It is also worth noting that my argument against the necessity claim is more general and systematic than Shapiro's. His, by contrast, mostly focuses on Bratmanian shared intentions-though he also briefly discusses Gilbert and Kutz (276-277). I thank an anonymous referee from Ethics for asking me to clarify the respects in which my arguments and views differ from Shapiro's.

Let me dispel this worry; that is, let me show that when pushed out the door under their distributive guise, shared intentions do not come back through the window under their collective guise. I grant that the activities of all role occupants of the firm may be collectively purposive. Indeed, the role occupants' combined activities surely achieve certain ends. For instance, they might maximize the profit of the firm, or they might result in the sales of the firm's products. Moreover, these ends can plausibly figure in functional explanations of the specific features of the roles of these role occupants. For instance, the purpose of the interlocking work schedules of the firm's employees might be to maximize their overall productivity. However, ends and purposes differ from intentions. Though maximizing profit may be one of the ends of the firm, the firm's employees need not be committed to profit maximization-in the way that they would be if they indeed shared the intention to maximize profit. To recap, even if the members of the firm shared collectively some end, it would not follow that they shared some intention or other, either in the collective or in the distributive sense. 20 Now that the distinction between ends and intentions is on the table, could it make sense to attribute intentions, and not just ends, to a collection of agents as such even when there is no intention that agents of that collection distributively share? And if it does, does cooperation require intentions shared in this collective sense when intentions shared in the distributive sense go missing? Some prominent shared agency theorists have taken seriously collective attributions of shared intentions. 21 Philip Pettit and Christian List (2011), 22 as well as Margaret Gilbert (2009; 2013c), have indeed attempted to give a precise content to this idea. 23 Part of their view is that a correct collective attribution of some shared intention to some collection of agents need not go hand in hand with the possession, by each of these agents, of weintentions with narrowly overlapping contents. 24 To use one of Gilbert's examples (1990a), though together we share the intention to take a walk, it may well be the case that none of us individually intends to take that walk. 25 My goal here is not to assess the merits of either Gilbert's or Pettit and List's views.

Instead, I will show that even in the absence of intentions shared in the distributive sense, neither Gilbertian, nor Pettitian and Listian shared intentions are required for cooperation.

More specifically, going back to my example, I claim that role occupants of the large firm 21 Some other shared agency theorists, by contrast, have taken issue with such collective attributions. Now, notice that if, like Ludwig (2016: 184-6), you do not countenance collective attributions of intentions, then my denial of the necessity claim is complete. For then neither intentions shared distributively (as shown before), nor intentions shared collectively (an absurdity, on your view), are required for cooperative activities. 22 It is worth noting that Pettit and List's account of collective attributions of intentions (and other mental states, for that matter) is not primarily intended to advance our understanding of collective activity but to develop a systematic theory of temporally extended group agency. Their target phenomenon is, thus, quite different from shared agency theorists'. I thank an anonymous referee from Ethics for inviting me to clarify this point. 23 Velleman (2014a) too, but unlike the authors just mentioned, it would not make sense, on his view, to collectively attribute an intention to a collection of agents if, distributively, such agents could not be said to all have intentions with narrowly overlapping contents. 24 Carol Rovane (2019) too holds a similar view. 25 That Gilbert believes shared intentions to be shared in the collective sense is, I take it, a standard interpretation of her view. Yet, some of Gilbert's readers disagree with it. Recently, Ludwig has argued that for Gilbert, it is not true that people bound by a joint commitment form a plural subject (2016: 261-264). Rather they act as if they formed one. To be sure, Gilbert does claim that a collection of individuals share an intention to φ if and only if they are jointly committed to intending as a body to φ (2013c: 114). But if Ludwig's interpretation were correct, this would be shorthand for being jointly committed to acting as if they formed a single body that had the intention to φ. On Ludwig's interpretation, therefore, collective ascriptions of intentions would, strictly speaking, be no part of Gilbert's view. This interesting interpretation, however, ignores Gilbert's commitment to what she calls the disjunction criterion, that is, the claim that "an adequate account of shared intention is such that it is not necessarily the case that for every shared intention, on that account, there be correlative personal intentions of the individual parties" (2013c: 105). As the disjunction criterion makes it clear, Gilbert believes that a collection of agents can be said to share an intention even while no agent of that collection has a correlative participatory intention. In such scenarios, what, then, is the bearer of the shared intention if not the collection of agents itself? under scrutiny may cooperate even when they do not possess intentions shared collectively either à la Pettit and List, or à la Gilbert.

Two obstacles stand in the way of a correct attribution of a Gilbertian shared intention to role occupants of the firm, as observed by Katherine Ritchie (2020). First, these role occupants may not have created the roles they play and the corresponding responsibilities and obligations they take on, and this runs against Gilbert's view that joint commitments must be created by their parties. 26 Second, as argued earlier, role occupants, when cooperating, need not act in light of shared goals but instead in light of the responsibilities and obligations carried by their roles, and such responsibilities and obligations need not make reference to shared goals. This in turn runs against Gilbert's view that successful fulfillment of a shared intention requires that parties to that intention be motivated by it. 27 Turning now to Pettit and List, they argue that groups of agents may literally acquire minds of their own. This happens when such groups have procedures through which their members pool (either mechanistically 28 or flexibly 29 ) their intentional states, both doxastic and motivational. The resulting pool of intentional states may differ from the states entertained by any of the members of the group, which justifies regarding the states of this resulting pool as those of the group itself. To illustrate, a hiring committee might form a group-level intention to hire some candidate or other based on a set of selection criteria the members of the committee voted on, as well as based on the majority view about how each application they received met these selection criteria. Under certain circumstances, the resulting group-level intention to hire John, the candidate that has scored the best on most criteria, might not be had by any member of that hiring committee. 30 With this rough and ready summary of Pettit and List's view in mind, let me argue that group-level intentions are not required for cooperative activities. Going back to the foregoing example, I claim that role occupants, content with fulfilling their role-based responsibilities and obligations, might cooperate even though the firm for which they work do not possess group-level intentions. Think of a (rather old-fashioned) firm where the director makes the decisions alone. He31 may well gather relevant information about the decision-making context thanks to his employees' reports, but what happens in his firm is ultimately responsive to his preferences, projects, and more generally, his motivational states only. In this scenario, it would not make much sense to characterize the director's intentions as group-level intentions; if anything, such intentions are exclusively his. But there seems nothing to stand in the way of saying that all role occupants of that firm (including the oldfashioned director) are all cooperating with one another: provided that no one's agency is undermined,32 their activities are cooperative.

In addition to showing that intentions shared collectively à la Pettit and List are not necessary for cooperation, the case of the old-fashioned firm suggests that collectively shared intentions tout court are not required for cooperation. Indeed, no plausible account of intentions shared in the collective sense should predict not only that intentions of that kind are present in the old-fashioned firm, but also that cooperation in that scenario depends on such intentions.

My argument has so far made use of examples of institutional role-based cooperation. But I believe it can be extended to more informal and interpersonal cases of cooperation. Consider Dominique and Claude. Dominique is at her local gym, climbing the gym wall. Claude, an acquaintance of hers, sees her up there and gets excited: he was hoping to find someone with whom he could practice his climbing instructing skills. After greeting each other, Claude starts giving instructions to Dominique about the holds she should grab next, and Dominique takes Claude's instructions into account by adjusting her moves accordingly. In so doing, they certainly cooperate-provided neither Dominique nor Claude undermines the other's agency. 33 Now, do they intend the achievement of the same goal and/or the completion of the same plan? Not necessarily. First, they need not share intentions in the distributive sense. To be sure, given that Claude is suppling instructions to Dominique, it is natural to suppose that he intends the concatenation 34 of his actions (i.e. his oral instructions to Dominique) and Dominique's own (i.e. her adherence to such instructions). By contrast, this concatenation of actions need not figure in Dominique's intentions. Perhaps Dominique is not in the mood to interact with anyone, let alone receive instructions. As a result, though Dominique might expect Claude to keep on offering his instructions, she might not intend him to do so. That said, as she might be no more in the mood to upset Claude by overtly asking him to stop indicating which holds she should grab next (or worse, by ignoring his instructions), she might merely stick to observing such instructions, knowing that Claude will not be long anyway before he turns his attention to his own workout. In this example, it is therefore not true that Claude and Dominique share an intention whose content represents the concatenation of their activities.

Although they both enact a plan in which one person is the teacher, guiding the other person, 33 Again, this anticipates my full account of cooperation. 34 I am here using Bratman's term (Bratman 2014: 92-93).

the student, through the process of climbing the wall,35 this plan need not form any part of Dominique's intentions.36 Don't Claude and Dominique at least distributively share some intention or other about the specific holds that Dominique grabs on the climbing wall? Perhaps, but not necessarily. Consider this specific scenario. Putting to the test an instructional trick he heard about, Claude tells Dominique to grab holds which he thinks Dominique cannot yet reach; in doing so, his goal is to draw her attention to nearby holds which he intends her to see and be able to use only at the next attempt. However, out of a desire to make her workout more effective, Dominique makes special efforts and manages to grab the holds Claude considers out of reach for her.

It follows from the foregoing that Dominique and Claude do not have we-intentions with narrowly overlapping contents; and yet they are surely cooperating nonetheless.

One might perhaps object that in this example, there is some admittedly vague goal that both Dominique and Claude distributively intend to achieve, and which expressions like "having fun", "doing something together", or "continuing whatever it is that they started doing" go some way towards capturing. If that is true, so the objection goes, then the purported example of institutional role-free cooperation without shared intentions fails.

In light of Dominique's preference to be left alone, and the resulting fact that she does not intend Claude to instruct her, I believe it is already obvious that Dominique does not share with Claude an intention with any of these vaguely described contents. But perhaps not everyone shares my belief, so here is an additional argument why it is a mistake to ascribe a shared intention with any such unspecific contents to Dominique and Claude:

• Either the propositional contents expressed by the aforementioned phrases ("having fun", "doing something together", etc.) are so vague that they neither significantly constrain further practical deliberations, nor relevantly guide Dominique and Claude's activities. As shared intentions with contents of this very vague sort provide virtually no orientation for Dominique and Claude's practical energies, they turn out explanatorily idle.

• Or contents captured by expressions like "having fun", "doing something together", etc., are specific enough so as to constrain further specifications and practical deliberations, as well as guide resulting activities, but only because of (e.g.) the specific kind of fun that Dominique and Claude respectively have in mind. In that case, Dominique and Claude's intentions fail to have narrowly overlapping contents, for Dominique's fun (if any) resides in refraining from upsetting Claude whereas Claude's fun lies in his practicing his instructing skills.

To put it differently, either the content of Dominique's intention to (e.g.) have fun with

Claude is too open-ended to be explanatorily indispensable; or that content would already be too narrowly specified for Dominique's intention to be effectively shared in the distributive sense with Claude's. 37 37 To be sure, I do not deny that some shared activities originate in shared intentions whose content is initially relatively vague (though not too vague, for otherwise such intentions would commit oneself to virtually nothing). After all, our Friday evening spent at the movies might owe much to a prior shared intention whose initially vague content was that we would do something together over the weekend. To enable coordination in action, however, initially vague intentions of that sort must be specified further as the time of action gets closer-first, by deciding to go to the movies as opposed to an art show, then by picking the movie theater, etc. Shared intentions with a vague content can therefore figure in an explanation of what a collection of agents have done together, but typically only under the condition that such intentions have given way, at some point in the planning process, to more specific intentions. I thank an anonymous referee from Ethics for asking me to clarify this point. Now, notice that in the example developed above, Dominique and Claude did not share an initially To recap, Dominique and Claude do not share intentions in the distributive sense. Do they share intentions in the collective sense? Gilbert for one would perhaps redescribe Dominique and Claude as manifesting readiness to jointly commit to intend, as a body, to do whatever it is that they end up doing. But the redescription of Dominique and Claude's cooperative interaction as involving an intention shared in the collective sense is neither here nor there. Indeed, Dominique and Claude seem too loosely connected to have incurred a joint commitment to some course of action, especially a joint commitment of the kind that Gilbert theorizes. Suppose Dominique went down the climbing wall, called it a day without seeking Claude's authorization for her to do so, and took leave politely. If Dominique and Claude were both parties to a Gilbertian joint commitment, Claude would have a right to rebuke Dominique, even in spite of Dominique's polite leave-taking. 38 But given the specifications of the case, if Claude indeed rebuked Dominique, Dominique would surely be justified in responding to the rebuke with raised highbrows. More generally, Dominique and Claude's interaction is importantly analogous to the earlier case of the old-fashioned firm: as my discussion suggests, the plan Dominique and Claude enact figures exclusively in Claude's intention-just as the plan that workers of the old-fashioned firm enact figures exclusively in the content of the director's intention. It is therefore a mistake to regard Dominique and Claude as sharing any intention in the collective sense. 39 vague intention that they understood as having to be refined and specified later. (For that matter, neither did they subsequently form shared intentions with a more specific content.) Therefore, it is hard to see how the shared intentions with vague content that the objector to my view is ready to ascribe distributively to Dominique and Claude could figure in a plausible explanation of Dominique and Claude's coordinated actions. In §7.1, I sketch a more persuasive picture of the coordination mechanism involved in Dominique and Claude's interaction-one that does not involve shared intentions. This alternative picture will add support to my claim that the vague intentions invoked by the objector are indeed explanatorily idle. 38 On leave-taking, see Gomez-Lavin & Rachar (2019). 39 The alternative explanation of Dominique and Claude's coordination in action that I sketch in §7.1 will provide further evidence that the collective ascription of some shared intention or other to Dominique and Claude would have no explanatory power.

So far, I have raised, and ultimately refuted, the objection that Dominique and Claude's interaction involves, despite my claims to the contrary, some intention or other shared either distributively or collectively. Alternatively, one might dispute my claim that Dominique and Claude are cooperating, and thereby challenge my view that their interaction exemplifies cooperation without shared intentions. But this line of objection strikes me as implausible. After all, Dominique and Claude's respective activities do not mesh accidentally: again, they form part of a single plan where Claude, the would-be climbing instructor, guides Dominique as she climbs the gym wall. Granted, Claude and Dominique's cooperation requires less practical alignment than dominant accounts of shared agency demand: to reiterate, their plan does not figure in Dominique's intentions. I believe, however, that this example, and for that matter the other examples of this section, show that these dominant accounts have gone wrong: they have failed to capture attenuated, yet genuine, cases of cooperation for having mistakenly regarded shared intentions to be necessary for cooperation. 40 This concludes my case against the necessity claim.

Denial of the Sufficiency Claim

I will now critically engage with the sufficiency claim, i.e. the claim that any activity resulting from shared intentions is cooperative. In his treatment of collective intentionality, John Searle 41 sounds like he simply accepts the sufficiency claim uncritically when he writes 40 I expand on this line of objection, as well as my response to it, in §7.3. 41 Other sufficiency claim theorists include Kutz (2000) and Ludwig (2020). Ludwig believes that as soon as we satisfy intentions that we share, we minimally cooperate, even if (e.g.) you coerced me into doing my part. Kutz's commitment to the sufficiency claim is evidenced by turns of phrase which equate cooperation with that: "The notion of a we-intention, of collective intentionality, implies the notion of cooperation" (Searle 1990: 406; his emphasis). His considered view, however, expresses a more qualified endorsement of the sufficiency claim which, if my reconstruction is right, goes like this:

• Activities may be either cooperative or uncooperative depending on the descriptions one uses to pick them out; 42

• Consider some activity; though it might be uncooperative under some description, if there is some other description that figures in the content of intentions shared by parties to that activity, then that activity is cooperative under that very description.

Using an example of Searle's, suppose you and I play chess, and I end up winning. Context permitting, I might talk about our playing chess using the following description: the activity that eventuated in your humiliating defeat. It is pretty clear that under that description, our activity was not cooperative. We might still have shared intentions about our game of chess.

If that was the case, then according to this version of the sufficiency claim, whatever description of that activity figured in our shared intention (e.g. "our abiding by the rules of chess for our moves to count as chess moves") would be a description under which our activity was cooperative. This version of the sufficiency claim is the one I will now refute.

Put differently, I am about to show that the description of an activity that figures in the content of a shared intention might well be a description under which that activity is uncooperative. 43 activities that satisfy shared intentions-or rather, as he would call them, overlapping participatory intentions (2000: 10-11). 42 As a result, there would not be such a thing as the class of cooperative activities. 43 There is another version of the sufficiency claim which I take Bratman to have successfully refuted. This other version asserts that if φ satisfies intentions we share, then there cannot be any description of φ under which φ is uncooperative. This assertion is false: as argued by Bratman (2014: 102), Japanese troops and their prisoners of war might intend to build a bridge over the River Kwai even though the former coerced the latter Consider the following scenario. Azealia and Bryn, members of the same soccer team, can score a goal together using any of the following three profiles of strategies: either they distribute their efforts equally, and, as a result, share the admiration of the spectators; or Azealia (symmetrically, Bryn), intending to outshine her teammate, contributes significantly more to the effort than Bryn (symmetrically, Azealia), and as a result secures the lion's share of the praise. All three strategy profiles are equally likely to secure a goal for Azealia and Bryn's team, provided that neither Azealia nor Bryn change their mind once one of these profiles is underway, on pain of not scoring. By contrast, if both players attempt to outshine one another, they will not reach the level of coordination required to score, an outcome both least prefer. When they manage to score a goal, both players prefer courses of action that result in their receiving the biggest share of their spectators' admiration. 44 Suppose Azealia does not attempt to outshine Bryn, and Bryn, taking advantage of Azealia, proceeds to outshine her. Suppose in addition that Bryn's intended action can be captured by the following characterization: "scoring by way of my outshining Azealia".

Nothing precludes the possibility that Azealia forms an intention whose content narrowly overlaps with the content of Bryn's and which the expression "scoring by way of my being outshone by Bryn" surely goes a long way towards capturing. In fact, Azealia might have her reasons for including her being outshone in the content of her intention: she knows herself, and in particular she knows that if the way she conceives of the action she commits herself to performing does not highlight her being irreversibly outshone by Bryn, she will tend to lose into taking part in the construction effort. However successful, Bratman's argument does not refute the version of the sufficiency claim on which I here focus: for all he has argued, it might still be that the description of the building of the bridge that figures in the content of the Japanese troops and the prisoners' shared intention is a description on which what they do together shows no sign of uncooperativeness (just like "our abiding by the rules of chess for our moves to count as chess moves", in the example developed above, showed no sign of uncooperativeness). To refute the version of the sufficiency claim on which I focus, it will not be enough to offer a case of shared φ-ing resulting from a shared intention where φ is uncooperative under some description or other. What we want, instead, is that the very description of φ that figures in the content of that shared intention is a description that wears uncooperativeness on its sleeve. 44 The decision problem Azealia and Bryn face is an instance of Hawk-Dove. sight of that fact; as a result, her unchecked competitiveness will lead her to attempt to in turn outshine Bryn, and because of that, no goal will be scored. If the foregoing is plausible, we have the crucial building blocks of an intention shared by Azealia and Bryn, whichever your preferred account of shared intentions might be. 45 So, it appears that Azealia and Bryn's activity might be the outcome of an intention they share and whose content describes their activity along the following lines: "scoring by way of Bryn outshining Azealia". But quite intuitively, this activity is not cooperative under such a description, for cooperation is usually paradigmatically contrasted with cases where one's cooperativeness is taken advantage of by co-participants.

Is it the case, however, that when an activity results from some shared intention, there is always at least one way of reformulating the content of that shared intention in a way that we share intentions with that reformulated content, and that reformulated content describes our activity in ways that draw our attention away from any uncooperativeness? For if this were the case, at least some-admittedly diluted-version of the sufficiency claim would end up vindicated. Under that diluted version, of all the descriptions of our activity that figured in intentions we shared, at least some would be descriptions under which our activity would turn out cooperative. Going back to Azealia and Bryn, if both share the intention to score by way of Bryn outshining Azealia, they also surely share the intention to score together, and that 45 In particular, Azealia and Bryn's shared intentions might well satisfy the strictures of Bratman's account. It is worth stressing that as stated, this case leaves fully open the possibility that both players intend their teammate's intentional agency to be involved in the achievement of the joint move. Put differently, the case might well satisfy Bratman's requirement that Azealia (respectively, Bryn) intend the achievement of the joint move in part by way of Bryn's (respectively, Azealia's) intention (Bratman 2014: 50). Therefore, Azealia and Bryn's joint move need not be construed as structurally akin to Bratman's mafia case, where members of competing gangs intend to go to New York by way of throwing the other into the trunk of some car, hence by making use of means that bypass the other's intentional agency. description of their joint activity does not carry on its sleeve any indication of uncooperativeness.

When cast in these terms, the issue is little more than terminological. Thus, the vindication of this diluted version of the sufficiency claim would offer at best a Pyrrhic victory to its advocates. Besides, it is worth noting that there seems to be one usage of the term "cooperation" and its cognates in ordinary language that runs counter to even this diluted version of the sufficiency claim. 46 Suppose that prior to the soccer game, Bryn coerced Azealia into accepting to be outshone-for instance by using intimidation and threats. Azealia and Bryn may still share intentions, but insofar as their activity of goalscoring originates in coercion, the claim that that activity is cooperative, under that usage of "cooperative", now sounds inadequate regardless of the description one uses to pick that activity out, hence including under any descriptions that figure in the content of their shared intentions-even those descriptions that do not wear any indication of uncooperativeness on their sleeve. 47 This concludes my case against the sufficiency claim.

Significance of the Denial of the Sufficiency Claim

We saw in §4 that the sharing of intentions is not the unique route to cooperative, hence collective activities. The point that emerges now is that the collective actions to which shared intentions give rise may involve all sorts of power relations (coercion, deception, 46 See Bratman (2014: 37-39). 47 Whether we should adopt the foregoing usage of the term "cooperation" is a question I do not have to decide given my purposes in this chapter. Bratman commits himself to this usage-albeit relatively tentatively (see Bratman, 2014: 38). exploitation, oppression, etc.) that block such actions from being cooperative. This, in turn, highlights the most serious risk run by advocates of the sufficiency claim: they will have to ignore cases where people share intentions and yet fall short of sharing their agency in any way we would recognize as cooperative.

More specifically, advocates of the sufficiency claim will be conceptually unable to acknowledge the fact that the powerful can sometimes utilize shared intentions as part of their exploitative tricks. To illustrate, think how managers may encourage employees to care about the profits of their firm even if higher profits may not benefit them in any substantial positive way-and may even harm them if the pursuit of such higher profits requires strenuous effort.

Even without going that far, advocates of the sufficiency claim will fail to do justice to the practical conflicts experienced by those who, like Azealia, are being used and yet involved in endeavors that satisfy intentions they share with others. To summarize, shared intentions are certainly a salient way of sharing agency in a manner likely to be cooperative; but advocates of the sufficiency claim fail to recognize that this agency-sharing process is no guarantee of genuine cooperation.

Cooperation

At this point, one might object that the two claims that I defended so far in this chapter, namely the claim that cooperation need not require shared intentions ( §4), and the claim that activities satisfying intentions we share need not be cooperative ( §5), might not involve the same conception of cooperation. As a result, so the objection goes, my attempt to sketch an account of cooperation through my denial of the necessity and the sufficiency claims fails, as there may be more than one sense of cooperation at work in the intuitions I have implicitly relied upon regarding what counts as cooperative.

However, I believe that the senses of cooperation involved in my previous arguments need not differ. In fact, these arguments help clarify a familiar everyday conception of cooperation that has played a prominent role in some philosophical theories and arguments, for instance in Grice's account of speaker-meaning (1991) and in Craig's account of testimonial exchanges between what he has called good informants (1986; 1999). 48 In this section, I first articulate this everyday conception of cooperation ( §7.1 and 7.2).49 I then respond to the objection that this conception of cooperation is too weak ( §7.3).

Coordination Condition

First, this everyday conception is one according to which cooperative activities require coordination between a plurality of agents. Engaging in joint endeavors with others and exerting some amount of control over our causal powers when they are already intertwined is surely something we desire for a variety of reasons, prudential, ethical or otherwise. One of the salient manners through which we gain control over such causal powers is by achieving coordination,50 that is, by making it the case that our activities interlock in the service of a common purpose (or a common set of purposes). 48 I do not mean to suggest that the sense of cooperation I articulate in this section is identical to the sense of cooperation involved in Grice and/or Craig's views. In fact, a systematic comparison of my conception to theirs would require more exegesis than I wish to handle in the present chapter. I still believe that my analysis does justice to some of Grice and Craig's insights-as I explain respectively in §7.1 and in §7.2. I thank one of the anonymous referees from Ethics for inviting me to clarify this point.

This purposive interlock of individual activity is what the Coordination Condition

deems essential to cooperation. More specifically, the Coordination Condition asserts that a collection of agents is engaged in cooperation only if their respective activities are coordinated, that is, only if such activities interlock in the service of a common purpose (or set of purposes).

Grice thought that cooperative efforts involved "a common purpose or set of purposes, or at least a mutually accepted direction " (1991: 26). The conception of coordination here sketched, together with my view that coordination is necessary for cooperation, capture his insight. It is worth stressing that this conception of coordination differs from a weak conception on which all that it takes for individual behaviors or activities to be coordinated is that they be merely reciprocally adjusted to one another. To compare these two conceptions, consider Eli and Karim, two boxers locked in a clinch in the middle of a match. The conception of coordination involved in my Coordination Condition does not classify their clinch as a coordinated action. For though Eli's moves are reciprocally adjusted to Karim's (and so are weakly coordinated to them), they are meant to frustrate Karim's ends-and vice versa. The entanglement of their arms and shoulders is the mere byproduct of conflicting ends and, thus, lacks a common purpose.

It is also worth noting that the conception of coordination involved in my Coordination Condition differs from-and, I believe, is superior to-game theorists' own conception of coordination. In game theory, a collection of agents is traditionally said to coordinate when their activities form a combination such that any party's unilateral deviance from that combination is in some way costly for herself and for others. A combination of actions with that property is what David Lewis calls a coordination equilibrium (2002: 14).

However, though costly deviance might explain the viability of some coordinating schemes, it does not capture what makes a collection of activities count as coordinated in the first place. For one thing, individuals might coordinate even in spite of individual incentives pulling apart from coordination, hence, even when the scheme on which they coordinate is not an equilibrium. More importantly, what makes some collection of actions coordinative in the first place does not lie so much in costly unilateral deviance as in the purposive mesh that the actions of that collection combine to form.

How can collections of activities be made to interlock in the service of a common purpose, hence count as candidate instances of cooperative activities? In the same way that the formation and the acting on intentions help individuals coordinate their temporally extended agency, that is, enable them to bring activities performed at different times under a common purpose (or common set of purposes), agents may come to share intentions so as to coordinate their activities and thereby bring their practical energies under a common purpose (or common set of purposes) (Bratman 1987). But as shown by my denial of the necessity claim, 51 cooperative, hence coordinated, activities do not require shared intentions. There must therefore be other mechanisms than just shared intentions through which collections of activities interlock in the service of a common purpose.

A full account of these alternative coordination mechanisms is beyond the scope of this chapter. 52 Nevertheless, the examples developed in §4 offer valuable insight about what such mechanisms might be. In particular, they suggest that institutionally defined roles in structured organizations as well as more informal roles, but also practices of issuing and acting on instructions, commands, and requests constitute coordination processes that channel our combined agential powers and bring them under common purposes. 51 The necessity claim I argued against stated that shared intentions were necessary for cooperation. There is another, broader, necessity claim in the vicinity of the first that states that shared intentions are necessary for coordination. But this broader necessity claim is obviously false, just because the narrower is false (see §4) together with the fact that all cooperative activities are coordinated. 52 See Chapter 3 (and especially §5) for a more systematic account.

Let us pay one last visit to the big firm from §4. The employees working on the assembly line have surely been instructed to perform certain tasks in a certain way-and so they do. Now, even if they do not care about, or are not aware of, the purposes the supervisor had in mind when they issued their commands, it is nevertheless the case that the employees' contributions serve the supervisor's purposes. Assuming that the supervisor meant their supervisees' contributions to be part of a single project, such contributions interlock in the service of a common purpose. To summarize, when a collection of activities done by distinct agents satisfy instructions, commands, or requests issued with a view to achieving a single project, such activities are coordinated-even in the absence of shared intentions. 53 Let us now pay one last visit to Dominique and Claude's local gym. As argued previously, Dominique and Claude both play their part in a plan where the would-be teacher guides the reluctant student through the process of climbing the wall. Their activities, thus, arguably pursue the purposes that teaching and learning serve (e.g. the dissemination of knowledge), and these purposes, in turn, provide a blueprint for their interaction (e.g. Claude is expected to instruct, Dominique is expected to practice, etc.). And yet, Dominique is not personally committed to any of that: she half-heartedly sticks to observing Claude's advice about which hold to grab next, while looking forward to the moment when he will eventually turn his attention to his own workout. In short, a collection of activities that satisfy interlocking roles are coordinated-even in the absence of shared intentions. 54 53 Notice that this point does not hinge on the fact that the firm is a structured organization whose members play formal roles. For even instructions that I give informally with a view to achieving a single project surely bring the activities that conform to such instructions under the purpose (or set of purposes) that I have in mind. 54 Notice that in this example, though Claude issues instructions to Dominique, he neither instructed, nor requested Dominique to play the role of a student. This suggests that practices of issuing and acting on instructions, commands, and requests on the one hand, and interlocking roles on the other, are two distinct coordination mechanisms.

I said earlier that ( §2) that a primary task of shared agency theory is to articulate the way or ways in which the activities of a collection of agents might satisfy the collectivity condition (recall: the condition which, when met by a collection of agents, ensure that their resulting activities count as collective). My discussion of the coordination condition, so far, suggests the following. First, coordination, in the sense that I laid out in this section, is sufficient for the satisfaction of the collectivity condition: surely, we count as acting together if our activities interlock in the service of a common purpose. Second, there is more than one way to satisfy the collectivity condition: shared intentions, of course, but also practices of issuing and acting on instructions, and interlocking roles. (Chapter 3 will considerably expand on this discussion, in part by giving a fuller account of the notion of coordination and by offering a more systematic presentation of coordination mechanisms.) Different coordination mechanisms impose epistemic requirements of varying stringency. On most accounts, parties to shared intentions to φ must have common knowledge that they all intend to φ. [START_REF] Petersson | Team Reasoning and Collective Intentionality[END_REF] By contrast, role-based coordination arguably might only require that role occupants have correct beliefs about what their respective roles entail. 56 As a result, role-based coordination does not require that parties' psychologies register the fact that they are indeed in the business of coordination. As it turns out, role occupants might sometimes have reason to suspend judgment whether coordination is underway. In one example, Ludwig (2016: 220-221) invites us to imagine nuclear missile operators at distinct locations following their respective roles in a sophisticated missile launching procedure after their country has been hit by a preemptive strike. Communication is now impossible and, given the attack they have suffered, each of these operators has some reason to doubt that the other operators have survived. As a result, they all seem justified in suspending judgment whether the missile launching procedure, which requires the contribution of all, is taking place. Assuming the operators have survived, however, they surely count as engaged in rolebased coordination when launching the counterstrike, even while they are far from satisfying any version of the common knowledge condition. 57 Similarly, different coordination mechanisms come with normative requirements of varying stringency. Parties to a coordinated activity may be tightly normatively entangled, for instance when mutually bound by a joint commitment à la Gilbert: under such circumstances, they frame the performance of their respective parts as an obligation which, when flouted, warrants criticism and rebuke. Alternatively, participants may decide in advance for a 'no strings attached' scenario where doing one's part and remaining involved in the resulting collective endeavor are conceived of as beyond the call of duty (Bratman 1999c; 2006; 2014). Chapter 2 will discuss the role of mutual obligations in shared agency in greater detail.

Agency Condition

Second, as shown by my critical discussion of the sufficiency claim ( §5-6), this everyday conception of cooperation is one according to which certain power relations prevent coordinated activities from counting as cooperative. Azealia and Bryn's case suggests that taking advantage of others or exploiting them, possibly through deception, conflicts with the pursuit of cooperative activities. Similarly, coercion stands in the way of cooperation. To take Bratman's example (2014: 102), Japanese troops and British prisoners of war might share the intention to build a bridge over the River Kwai, but the Japanese troops' coercive power prevents the resulting activity to count as cooperative.

These observations argue in favor of the Agency Condition, that is, the claim that a collection of agents are φ-ing cooperatively only if no agent of that collection has undermined, or attempted to undermine, their co-participant's agency as part of the execution of φ (e.g. by bypassing it, as in the case of coercion, or by hijacking it, as in the case of exploitation). 58 The Agency Condition captures Craig's insight when he claims, in his account of epistemic cooperation, that teamwork requires that knowers treat each other not merely as sources of information, but as informants. In order to explain this distinction further, he writes: "What I have in mind is the special flavour of situations in which human beings treat each other as subjects with a common purpose, rather than as objects from which services, in this case true belief, can be extracted." (1999: 36) The Agency Condition generalizes Craig's insight by ensuring that parties to genuinely cooperative ventures do not treat co-participants as mere props from which agential energy can be extracted.

The Agency Condition also captures the grain of truth contained in the game-theoretic conception of cooperation in terms of mutually beneficial collective activity (Bowles and Gintis 2011: 2). Uncoerced non-exploitative activities are indeed very often activities from which parties mutually benefit. That said, it is worth noting that under a relatively thin conception of benefit, exploitation and coercion may well sometimes be mutually beneficial.

To take an example with a Marxist undercurrent, under certain circumstances (which Marx considered typical of capitalism), exploited workers are surely better off than members of the reserve army of labor (that is, the unemployed). Unlike the game-theoretic conception of cooperation, mine does not count the mutually beneficial yet exploitative activities of capitalist firms as cooperative. 59 In §5, I showed that shared intentions may well result in coordinated actions that do not satisfy the Agency Condition. Put differently, I established that the sharing of intentions is a coordination process that does not ensure cooperation. At this point, it is nonetheless still an open question whether some other coordination mechanism automatically leads to cooperative coordination. Might there be, then, a coordination process, or possibly some combination of such processes, that always lead to collective activities where no party's agency is threatened, or otherwise undermined? In other words, might we have good reason to uphold some version of the sufficiency claim that would advert not just to shared intentions, but also to other coordination mechanisms and their combinations? I do not think so. Section §5 showed that all sorts of power relations may prevent activities resulting from shared intentions from counting as cooperative. I now suggest that the point applies more broadly to any coordination mechanism as well as any combination of such mechanisms. Put differently, we arguably have reasons to deny the truth of any version of the sufficiency claim. A full defense of this denial would require, first, the identification of all the coordination mechanisms there are, and, second, for any such coordination mechanism (and any combination of them), an example where some participant flouts the Agency Condition, hence prevents the resulting coordination from counting as cooperative.

Even without mounting such a long and cumbersome argument, however, I believe that we already have plenty of evidence to conclude inductively in favor of a blanket denial of any version of the sufficiency claim. We know too well that not all institutional role-based joint activities are cooperative: examples of exploitative firms are all too abundant. We know too well that our practices of issuing and acting on instructions, commands, and requests can fall short of cooperation: abuses of the authority sometimes required to issue such commands and requests are far too common. More generally, it seems that no coordination mechanism is immune to exploitation, coercion and the like. 60 If I am right that there is no infallible recipe for cooperation, then cooperation is more of an art than the rigid application of some formula.

An Overly Weak Conception of Cooperation?

Even despite the Agency Condition, some might think that my account of cooperation is overly weak. For though this condition requires that parties to cooperative activities do not undermine co-participants' agency, the Coordination Condition might be argued to leave open that overly diluted interactions count as instances of cooperation. Consider one such putative counterexample, namely commuters who adjust the speed and direction of their respective trajectories as they walk along in a crowded subway station. One might fear that the Coordination Condition does not block commuters' moves from being classified as a case of cooperation. 61 If this objection were on point, then the two conditions fleshed out in the 60 When I earlier argued against the sufficiency claim ( §5), one might have worried that I chose all too easy a target. Accounts of shared activity found in the literature often involve not just shared intentions, but further ingredients (e.g. mutual obligations, mutual responsiveness, etc.), and it might be thought that the combination of all such ingredients (or at least some of them) ensures that the resulting shared activities are always cooperative. The argument against any version of the sufficiency claim I just sketched should allay these worries (helpfully brought to my attention by one of Ethics's anonymous referees). 61 I thank one of the anonymous referees from Ethics for pressing this objection and suggesting that I consider a similar example.

previous subsections ( §7.1 and 7.2), though perhaps individually necessary for cooperation, would fail to be jointly sufficient.

However, I think it is actually a virtue of my account that it regards such commuters as cooperating (if their moves satisfy in addition the Agency Condition). Though they need not share any intention, commuters of this example clearly do something together: they are avoiding collision and thereby sharing a crowded public space. 62 In fact, employees of the public transport authority in charge of supervising rush hour transit might thank commuters who proceed in an orderly manner for their cooperation.

In so arguing, am I casting my net too wide and focusing attention away from the core phenomena that shared agency theorists have attempted to explain? I do not think so. In fact, I believe that my view helps us refocus on the very subject matter of shared agency theory by drawing attention not just to activities that satisfy intentions we share, but to all collective activities. 63 The necessity claim, i.e. the claim that shared intentions are necessary for cooperation, has led shared agency theorists astray in encouraging them to concentrate exclusively on an overly narrow set of cases where parties to collective actions are tightly knitted. As a result, attenuated instances of cooperation have gone largely unaddressed. 64 By 62 Shared intentions will arguably not be necessary if these agents are weary, yet experienced, commuters, content with sticking to the more or less formal rules that provide for a smooth journey (e.g. following signs and arrows, standing on the right when using escalators, walking at a pace that makes one's trajectory easy to predict and to adjust to, etc.). More specifically, the contents of the individual intentions involved in satisfying such rules need not narrowly overlap, especially if different commuters commit to different, yet compatible rules (e.g. when on an escalator, standers commit to standing on the right, while walkers commit to walking on the left). Granted, this shared intention-free strategy to navigating crowded subway stations might not be the most effective method to avoid collisions. It is nonetheless a plausible alternative to sharing intentions-especially for worn out city dwellers. 63 Or rather, to all non-accidentally collective activities. Car users all contribute to gas emissions. However, even if polluting the air we breathe counted as a collective activity (which some might perhaps dispute), this activity would only be accidentally collective and, as such, would not be the primary target of shared agency theory. 64 Insofar as they attempt to capture these attenuated cases of collective actions, Kutz (2000) and Shapiro (2014) are exceptions. That said, my account requires even less than Kutz's overlapping participatory intentions and Shapiro's view that participants must be committed to a shared plan if they are to count as genuinely acting with others (2014: 280, 283). contrast, my Coordination Condition only requires that participants' activities interlock in the service of a common purpose. Unlike necessity claim theorists, I am therefore able to capture several kinds of relatively diluted cooperative activities, namely, cognitively unsophisticated cooperation (e.g. commuters' coordinated trajectories), institutional role-based cooperation in large structured organizations 65 (e.g. workers' interconnected tasks in big firms), as well as cooperative activities in which some agents participate reluctantly (e.g. Dominique and Claude's interaction as described in section §4).

Alternatively, one might think that the Agency Condition is to be blamed for the overly weak conception of cooperation that this chapter articulates. Advocates of this line of reasoning might perhaps regard the Coordination Condition as sufficient for engaging in collective activity. However, they contend that the Agency Condition fails in adequately drawing the line between cooperative and uncooperative collective activities. In addition to not coercing, exploiting, and deceiving co-participants, it might be suggested that genuine cooperation requires, for instance, a willingness to help others if need be. 66 I grant that a disposition for mutual help is surely desirable in a great many cooperative activities. In fact, in structured organizations where cooperation is the outcome of well-designed institutional roles, it might be a judicious idea to set up and enforce role-based obligations to assist co-participants. 67 However, I believe it is a mistake to regard a willingness for mutual help as a necessary feature of cooperative enterprises. Consider a singing competition in which contestants are at some point asked to sing in duets, but judged nonetheless individually for their ability to be in unison. Given that singers of such duets ultimately compete against each other, they surely have no desire, and besides, arguably no 65 Cooperation of this sort is what Shapiro has called "massively shared agency" (2014). 66 Here too, I thank one of Ethics's anonymous referees for pressing this objection. 67 I owe this idea to an anonymous referee.

reason, to go out of their way to assist each other. Nevertheless, as they sing together, they are surely cooperating (provided of course that none of them has flouted the Agency Condition). 68 My conception of cooperation is weaker than the conceptions found in the shared agency literature. However, in light of the foregoing, this is not a flaw, but a strength: dominant conceptions were unjustifiably restrictive in the first place. 69

Conclusion

I have argued that shared intentions are neither necessary nor sufficient for cooperation. I have then articulated the everyday conception of cooperation that the denial of the necessity and sufficiency claims bring in sharper focus.

I have first explained the significance of the denial of the necessity claim: if that denial is correct, then contrary to what most shared agency theorists have assumed, shared intentions do not pave the only available route to genuinely collective behavior. I have then denied the necessity claim. As I have argued, the interpersonal coordination required for cooperation may be for instance achieved by the satisfaction of the responsibilities and obligations carried by institutional roles, and the satisfaction of such responsibilities and obligations need not involve intentions shared either distributively by each role occupant or collectively by all role occupants taken together. 68 To be sure, we surely possess a concept of full cooperation in addition to the everyday concept of cooperation on which this chapter has focused, and this concept of full cooperation certainly requires a willingness to help co-participants. See Ludwig (2020) for an account of full cooperation. 69 Chapter 3 (especially §1) adduces further support in favor of a minimal account of shared agency.

I have then refuted the sufficiency claim: intentions to φ may be shared by a collection of agents even when the agency of some members of that collection is undermined by other members. A consequence of this is that though intentions constitute a rather salient mechanism regularly used to share our agency in a cooperative fashion, this mechanism is not fool-proof: people might well fail to cooperate even when their activities satisfy intentions they share.

I finally argued for the positive conception of cooperation that the arguments of this chapter suggest. On that conception, people cooperate if and only if they coordinate their activities in ways that do not undermine the agency of any party to that coordinated activity. This conception succeeds in including certain intuitively cooperative activities unfortunately excluded by other accounts, while excluding cases of coordinated activity where some agents have diminished their co-participants' agency.

As I said in the introduction, the present chapter lays the groundwork for much of what is to come. In particular, the denial of the necessity claim is something I will rely on when, in Chapter 3, I offer a minimalist account of shared activity (whether cooperative or not). But before I am in a position to offer this account, there is another orthodoxy of shared agency theory that I would like to engage critically with, namely the claim that shared activity necessarily generates the obligation to play one's role. Discussing this claim, and eventually refuting it, are some of the main aims of my next chapter.

Introduction

Consider a successful theater company. Part of its success is surely explained by the fact that its members conform to a variety of interpersonal normative standards and encourage one another to conform to such standards. For instance, they criticize those who consistently show up late for rehearsals. They do not hesitate to gently push one another to make sure everyone does their best. They aim to resolve their occasional conflicts and disputes in ways that prevent hard feelings to fester. They also cheer one another up, especially when the dreaded premiere is only a few rehearsals away.

In this chapter, I inquire into the nature and ground of these normative standards to which participants in shared activities are typically answerable. In doing so, I hope to contribute to overcoming the stalemate in which the recent debate about the normativity of shared agency now finds itself. 1 Prominent views on the nature and ground of the interpersonal norms of shared agency roughly fall into two camps. Some theorists have argued that parties to shared activities incur mutual obligations to play their respective roles in a common plan just, 2 or partly, 3 in virtue of their being so involved in a shared activity. Pioneered by Margaret 1 The present chapter is mostly critical: therein I discuss and criticize prominent accounts. Later on, in Chapter 4, I pick up again this inquiry into the norms of shared agency and I offer a positive account of cooperativeness, that is, the individual disposition to act as a good partner in shared activity. 2 See Margret Gilbert (2013c). See also Abraham Roth (2004)-though he in fact prefers the term contralateral commitment to obligation (363). As I argue in §3, good reasons support this terminological nuance. But I do not think that I am unfair to his account when characterizing it, if only in a preliminary way, as involving mutual obligations.

3 See Facundo Alonso (2009). §3 elaborates on this nuance. Gilbert (1989; 1990a; 1996; 1999; 2000; 2003; 2006; 2009; 2013a; 2013c), views of this kind offer what I hereafter refer to as constitutively deontic4 accounts of shared agency. To illustrate, constitutively deontic accounts agree with some version of the claim that during our afternoon stroll, I owe it to you and you owe it to me to keep pace partly or wholly in virtue of our walking together. Advocates of accounts of this kind typically add that, also because of our involvement in shared strolling, you have a standing to insist that I keep my pace as well as to reproach me should I fail to do so.

At the other hand of the spectrum, some shared agency theorists (Bratman 1992; 1999a; 1999b; 1999c; 2006; 2014; Kutz 2000; Ludwig 2016; Searle 1990; Tuomela 2005) have contended that mutual obligations to play one's role are not necessary for shared endeavors. On their views, our endeavors are shared just in case their participants entertain, and act on, interlocking psychological states-crucially, intentions with narrowly overlapping propositional contents.5 Additionally, it is part of their view that the sharing of such psychological states does not ground, by itself, an obligation to play one's role. To be sure, some such theorists agree that sometimes, playing one's role in a common plan is an obligatory matter (e.g. Bratman 1999c). But when that is the case, the ground of the obligation is not, on their view, shared agency itself but (e.g.) some moral principle or other-for instance the obligation to not let down the people that you have invited to count on you. I hereafter refer to accounts of this kind as sociopsychological6 approaches to shared agency. 7,8 Advocates of both constitutively deontic accounts and sociopsychological approaches have in effect defended one-sided views about the role that mutual obligations might play in our shared activities. For the former, mutual obligations are essential to shared agency and, as such, mark the contrast between genuine shared activities and parallel exercises of individual agency. By contrast, the latter view them, at most, as ancillary features of shared activities: co-participants might incur such obligations to play their respective roles, hence have additional motivation to act as planned, not because of their participation in shared agency, but as a result of extraneous factors such as (e.g.) mutual promises. Shared agency, however, is a much less uniform phenomenon that both families of views assume.

In this chapter, I steer a middle course by arguing that mutual obligations, if involved at all in our shared activities, might play a wider diversity of roles than each of these prominent families of views realizes. In arguing for this pluralist account, I do not only aim to overcome the one-sidedness of constitutively deontic accounts and sociopsychological approaches. I also believe that my account wards off pathologies of shared agency that could hinder, sour, if not undermine, our shared activities-and to which, I contend, advocates of constitutively deontic accounts and sociopsychological approaches fall prey. This chapter has two main parts. The first ( §2-4) establishes that there are two degrees of involvement of mutual obligations in shared activities. It is beyond dispute, I take it, that in some instances of shared agency, mutual obligations to play one's role might bolster participants' resolve to act as planned, thus ensuring that participants' mutual reliance be not unrewarded. In this uncontroversial degree 1 of involvement, mutual obligations scaffold the performance of shared activities. It turns out, however, that there are a higher and a lower degree of involvement of mutual obligations in shared agency.

Section §2 tackles degree 2. Therein, I show that mutual obligations to play one's role in a common plan can provide the mechanism through which a collection of agents pool their agential powers, even in the absence of the interlocking psychological states that sociopsychological approaches have deemed necessary for shared agency.9 In such situations, mutual obligations do not just scaffold our shared activities. They enable them.

Sections §3 and §4 turn to degree 0, that is, to cases of shared agency where, pace constitutively deontic accounts, mutual obligations are simply absent. In those sections, I first present three such prominent accounts ( §3) that I subsequently refute in one fell swoop ( §4) with a more decisive argument than those articulated in the literature. This refutation of the claim that shared activities necessarily generate the obligation to play one's role is important.

It shows that, contrary to prominent shared agency theorists, shared agency is not an essentially deontic phenomenon. It also clears the way to the unabashedly minimalist account of shared agency that I will articulate in Chapter 3.

In the second main part of the chapter ( §5-8), I offer a characterization of the mutual obligations to play one's role that participants in shared agency might incur. I first show that the conception of obligation that we need when theorizing about shared agency is not the moralized notion of obligation on which one must φ only if φ is favored by sufficient moral reasons ( §5). I also argue that the obligation to play one's role need neither be an obligation of strict performance, nor a directed obligation ( §6). I finally observe that not all interpersonal norms that either enable, or at least scaffold, our shared endeavors boil down to obligations ( §7). This discussion will suggest that to some extent, it lies within the power of parties to an ongoing or projected shared activity to choose whether and how to coordinate normatively their interactions.

Mutual Obligations: Sufficient for Shared Endeavors

Most shared agency theorists claim that a course of activity is not shared unless it results from the parties' interlocking psychological states-and in particular from intentions with narrowly overlapping propositional contents. As said in the introduction, this claim is central to sociopsychological approaches to shared agency. 10 Prominent advocates of constitutively deontic accounts also endorse this claim (Roth 2004; Alonso 2009), 11 even though it is arguably orthogonal to the spirit of such accounts; for after all, sticking to one's obligation to play one's role in a common plan intuitively seems to suffice to act together, even in the absence of intentions with narrowly overlapping propositional contents. Or so I argue in this section. In so doing, I will establish the possibility of a strong form of involvement of mutual 10 See (e.g.) Searle (1990), Kutz (2000), Tuomela (2005), Bratman (2014), and Ludwig (2016). 11 Gilbert might be an exception. For on her view (2013c: 102-106), adequate accounts of shared agency must accommodate the possibility that a collection of individuals might φ together while none of them individually intends the continued performance of φ. That said, she still seems to consider individual intentions to φ to be necessary to get φ started: on her view, indeed, the initiation of φ requires that projected parties to φ show readiness to φ, and one's readiness to φ surely entails an intention to φ.

obligations in shared activities. That is to say, I will show that, even in the absence of interlocking psychological states, mutual obligations can provide the mechanism through which we might pool our agential powers.

At first, however, the idea that mutual obligations might enable shared agency might sound like a nonstarter. Using Bratman's example (2014: 112), suppose you and I exchanged insincere promises to plow the commons together. Though we are now mutually obligated to plow in virtue of our promises, that plowing will not happen if we both stick to our insincere word. Thus, mutual obligations, as such, are insufficient for shared agency. But what about mutual obligations that are satisfactorily discharged? Might mutual obligations to play one's role in a common plan, when satisfied, suffice for shared agency, even in the absence of interlocking psychological states? As I argue in the remainder of this section, this question should be answered in the positive.

As seen in Chapter 1, endeavors carried out by role occupants of structured organizations stand as good candidates of activities whose shared nature need not hinge on interlocking psychological states. 12 To illustrate, consider a team of workers in some firm who just completed the project to φ solely by acting in light of their obligations to play their respective roles. Their successful φ-ing might not have required the formation of interlocking psychological states. For instance, the workers' respective obligations might have prescribed tasks that did not involve reference to other members of the team. For that matter, it might not even have been very clear to the workers that the prescribed tasks were meant to result in φ-ing. As a result, the individual intentions required for satisfying these obligations need not have had narrowly overlapping contents. In short, mutual obligations to play one's role in a 52 common plan, when satisfied, enable shared agency even in the absence of interlocking psychological states. Now, I should note that some advocates of sociopsychological approaches to shared agency have chosen to focus on shared activities that take place outside structured organizations. Bratman, for instance, explicitly states that the complexities introduced by legal institutions lie beyond the scope of his 2014 book (2014: 7). Shared agency theorists who, like Bratman, have not written much about shared agency in institutional contexts might perhaps be ready to concede that where there is a framework of laws and institutional rules that define the participants' obligations, such obligations, when satisfied, can provide for shared agency even without any interlocking psychological states such as shared intentions.

But I want to argue more than this. I want to argue that in normal everyday contexts of action, where there are no institutional roles to map things out, still it is the case that mutual obligations to play one's role in a common plan, when satisfied, are sufficient for shared agency, even in the absence of interlocking psychological states.

Here is an example. Our colleague Xavier is throwing a retirement party. When he circulated the invitation for his party, he stated clearly that it would matter a tremendous amount to him if we came; and as each of us accepted the invitation, Xavier was understandably led to greatly look forward to the celebration. In this scenario, it is uncontroversial that we each fall under the obligation to show up at Xavier's party. 13 It is important to note that this obligation to show up is an informal one. True, the example is set in a broader institutional context (i.e. the company for which we all work). In that context, however, there is no incoherence in assuming that the retirement party is an informal matter, and that showing up is not an obligation that, say, our bylaws have codified. Suppose, now, that when the time comes, we end up satisfying our obligation to show up just for the sake of it (perhaps because by then, we all have had a long week, and going to a party is not really what we would prefer doing). Suppose, then, that each of us merely intends to arrive at the party venue at the time specified by the invitation. If each of us forms an intention of that sort and carries it out, we will each satisfy our respective obligation to go to that party and, moreover, we will as a matter of fact attend Xavier's party together even while we do not share the intention that we attend that party. In that scenario, we all play our part in a common plan, namely the celebration of his retirement, even though that plan does not figure in the content of anyone's intentions.

To recap, the examples of the team of workers and the retirement party show that satisfactorily discharged obligations to play one's role in a common plan are sufficient for shared endeavors, whether or not such obligations derive from institutional roles. This finding is significant for a couple of reasons. First, it shows that mutual obligations can play a more decisive role in shared activities than previously realized. It is not only the case that mutual obligations scaffold shared activities where the agency-pooling mechanism is supplied by interlocking psychological states; mutual obligations are sometimes the very device through which our agential powers are pooled, and they can do so even in the absence of interlocking psychological states.

Second, this finding contributes to averting some pathologies of shared agency, that is, patterns of thoughts and behaviors that could hinder, sour, or even undermine, harmonious shared endeavors. Sociopsychological approaches to shared agency imply that every shared activity requires a rather demanding psychological achievement, namely that parties to shared activities form intentions with narrowly overlapping contents. But this achievement might sometimes require too onerous a cognitive effort and, when that is the case, decentralized interlocking obligations could constitute a welcome alternative-a fact that sociopsychological approaches have concealed. 14 In a similar vein, most sociopsychological approaches imply that, when engaged in shared φ-ing, participants must share the intention to φ even if they do not have much interest in it. Modifying a little my previous example, suppose that Xavier, whose party we are going to, far from being an amicable colleague, was instead an insufferable bore whose retirement is great news for those who were the targets of his bad temper and snappy remarks. In contrast with sociopsychological approaches, my view, thankfully, does not require that we form intentions that we all attend that dull party for us to in fact attend that party together.

Instead, as noted earlier, each of us can merely form the intention to arrive at the party venue at the time specified by the invitation.

Finally, shared intentions might sometimes require more practical fusion than parties to shared endeavors can bear. Modifying yet again the example, suppose Xavier is hugely popular, in fact, so popular that even people who really cannot stand one another cherish his company. Advocates of sociopsychological approaches demand that you and I share intentions with narrowly overlapping contents for us to attend Xavier's party together, even if my contempt for you has no limit. Given the ordinary etiology of shared intentions, that is, given the fact that the formation of shared intentions usually involves conversations, exchanges of agreements and the like, advocates of sociopsychological approaches might therefore impose more contact with you than I can take. By contrast, my account brings into 14 To be fair, some philosophers have offered accounts of shared agency that cohere with sociopsychological approaches but where the cognitive efforts involved in forming the required interlocking psychological states are not very demanding at all. See Pacherie (2013) for instance. That said, I still contend that when obligations to play one's role provide the agency-pooling mechanism, the cognitive efforts required to act with others are even less demanding.

view the fact that discharging mutual obligations to play one's role in a common plan can offer an alternative to this unwanted practical fusion.

To summarize, contrary to the orthodoxy of sociopsychological approaches to shared agency, satisfactorily discharged mutual obligations to play one's role in a common plan suffice for the performance of shared endeavors. Now is it the case that in addition to being sufficient, such obligations to play one's role are necessary? Put differently, is it the case that activities are shared only when participants are mutually bound by obligations to play their roles? Constitutively deontic accounts answer that question with a more or less qualified 'yes.' As I later argue ( §4), even the most qualified 'yes' of theirs is mistaken. But before I offer my argument, I present three major constitutively deontic accounts in order to do full justice to their nuances and qualifications when I later on articulate my own critique.15 

Three Constitutively Deontic Accounts

Parties to shared endeavors often incur mutual obligations that bring in their train a standing to reproach co-participants who have broken them. Members of theater companies typically owe cast and crew to show up on time for rehearsals, and criticism delivered in a more or less rebuking tone awaits those who always come in late. When playing chess with you, I surely owe it to you to finish the game, even if my defeat becomes inexorable; accordingly, you arguably have a standing to insist that I play until checkmated even if (and perhaps, especially if) I cannot hide my reluctance to do so.

Examples of this kind abound, and they have certainly motivated constitutively deontic accounts of shared agency, that is, accounts on which parties to shared endeavors incur mutual obligations to play their roles wholly or partly in virtue of their involvement in shared activity. I here present three such prominent accounts.

Margaret Gilbert has pioneered approaches of this kind. In numerous places (1989; 1990a; 1996; 1999; 2000; 2003; 2006; 2009; 2013a; 2013c), she claims that, in the absence of side agreements to the contrary, 16 parties to shared activities owe to one another the performance of their respective parts. What Gilbert means by 'owing' is relatively literal and marks the directedness of shared agency-based mutual obligations: as participants in a joint endeavor, your owning my performance of my part explains your special standing to demand that I indeed do my bit, as well as to rebuke me should I let you down-a special standing which people not involved in our shared endeavor, hence who do not own the performance of my bit, do not have. Additionally, it is Gilbert's view that our involvement in a shared activity is a sufficient ground for our mutual obligations to play our respective roles and our correlative special standing to demand compliance and to rebuke for non-performance: according to her, neither general moral principles, nor any value served by our acting together are required17 to generate these obligations. To use one of her examples (1990a), should I rebuke you for walking too fast or too slow during one of our afternoon strolls, citing our walking together would suffice, on her view, to give grounds for my rebuke. Finally, Gilbert holds that shared agency-based mutual obligations are obligations of strict performance. 18 On her account, parties to shared activities do not have discretionary powers over the course taken by their joint acting. Instead, absent side agreements to the contrary, they are under an obligation to seek others' permission before they act in ways that might alter, reorient, undermine or even put an end to whatever shared course of action was underway, or before they might be adequately released from their participation in it. 19 Abraham Roth's (2004) account owes much to Gilbert's: schematically, his account of the normative relations that bind together parties to shared endeavors is tantamount to hers, minus her refusal to grant to such parties any measure of discretionary powers over the course of their activity. On his view, participants in some joint activity incur, qua participants, 20 a commitment to others to do their bit. Similarly to Gilbert's account, these contralateral commitments, as he calls them, bring in their train a special standing to insist that co-participants do their bit, and to criticize or rebuke those who do not do their bit. Like Gilbert too, he thinks that these mutual commitments are directed: they are owed to participants (and to participants only), and only participants have the correlative standing to insist and criticize. However, unlike Gilbert, Roth is willing to grant some amount of discretionary powers to parties to shared endeavors. Unilateral defection might sometimes be sensible (2004: ft. 24), and unexpected circumstances might call for adjustments to the initial plan that do not, and should not, require seeking the other parties' concurrence.21 Facundo Alonso's account (2009) departs significantly from Gilbert's and Roth's. But as I argue, it still counts as constitutively deontic.

Unlike Gilbert and Roth, Alonso does not think that parties to shared endeavors incur obligations just in virtue of their involvement in shared agency. Instead, he argues that the obligations that pervade shared activities result from the fact that participants typically mutually reinforce (either intentionally or negligently) the other parties' reliance on them, together with the fact that participants typically have reason to believe that the others parties' would suffer some loss should their reinforced reliance be unrewarded. Using Alonso's example, as we start dancing the tango, the persistence of my intention that we dance, as evidenced by my dancing, reinforces your reliance on my dancing the tango with you.

Additionally, should I have reason to believe you would be upset if I stopped dancing, I would then incur some obligation with respect to our joint dancing. With this in mind, I still believe that Alonso's view should be regarded as constitutively deontic insofar as the mutual reliance whose reinforcement generates obligations is, on his view, an essential feature of shared activity. When we act together, Alonso claims, we are necessarily led to mutually rely on the fact that our partners have an intention to do their bit and will do it. Now, as we saw, it is Alonso's view that this mutual reliance, when reinforced (either intentionally or negligently), generates the parties' mutual obligations. On Alonso's account, therefore, an essential feature of shared agency, namely mutual reliance, is a crucial reason why participants in shared endeavors typically incur mutual obligations. For this reason, Alonso's account is constitutively deontic. Before moving on, we should note that Alonso's shared agency-based obligations commit less clearly to doing one's bit than they do in Gilbert and Roth's accounts. Instead, the obligations Alonso argues for compel me to just prevent, or compensate for, the losses you would suffer should I betray your reinforced reliance on me. 22 Now that these prominent constitutively deontic accounts are on the table, let me show why we should reject them.

Refutation of Constitutively Deontic Accounts

Suppose you and I are on our third or fourth date, now on our way to my place after an intense evening full of passionate intentions. But as we slow down near the stoop of my apartment building, I feel, for personal reasons that I cannot quite explain, that tonight will not be the night, and that I do not want to follow through on our shared intention to go to my place to spend the night together.

Gilbert, Roth and Alonso's accounts all predict that I have incurred some obligation to you. On Gilbert's account-and perhaps on Roth's 23 -the content of that obligation is to do my bit in our going to my place and spending the night together. This obligation, in addition, carries with it your special standing to demand that we go to my place and to rebuke me should I refuse. On Alonso's account, I have incurred an obligation to you in virtue of my intentional reinforcement of your reliance on me to go to my place, together with the fact that I have reason to believe that you would suffer some loss24 should I choose to not invite you over. In contrast with Gilbert, the obligation Alonso thinks I have is not an obligation of strict performance. Rather, I have an obligation either to give you a timely warning that I might be likely to betray your reinforced reliance on me (which I failed to issue in the case under scrutiny) or to perform the action that is the object of your reliance (which I am intent on not doing) or alternatively to compensate you for the loss you will suffer by not going over to my place and spending the night with me.

All these accounts fail to capture the fact that, I take it, I have no obligation to you, even though we were both parties to a shared (and for that matter, intimate) activity, namely, going to my place to spend the night together. Obligations simply seem to have no part to play in our interaction. In fact, it might well be the case that should you make me feel obligated in any way, the magic will be gone and you might never see me again.

Moreover, it is important to note that all of this is true even in the absence of a side agreement stating more or less explicitly that we have no obligations to one another. One of Bratman's arguments against constitutively deontic accounts lies in his observation that parties to shared endeavors might sometimes make it clear that their interactions should be understood to entail no obligations (1999c: 133; 2014: 7, 111). But this argument of his fails to address some of the sophistications of Gilbert's view. In particular, Bratman's critique does not do justice to the fact that Gilbert's account includes exemption clauses 25 leaving open precisely the kind of scenarios that Bratman envisions where participants agree more or less explicitly that they have no obligations. Contrary to what Bratman suggests, therefore, scenarios where participants share the understanding that their interaction involves no obligations do not count as counterexamples to Gilbert's constitutively deontic account. 26 With this in mind, I should stress that my example includes no such more or less explicit shared understanding. Our interaction does not seem to be of the kind that carries default mutual obligations which are however cancelled by some side agreement of ours. Rather, and more simply, it seems to exemplify a kind of interaction in which there are no such obligations in the first place. 27 My example shows that it is a deformation of shared agency theory to conceive of shared endeavors as always bringing in their train mutual obligations (even if the force of such obligations is to some extent qualified). Shared intimacy is typically pursued in a spirit of freedom and generosity. Now, as the foregoing example suggests, this spirit would be jeopardized as soon as the language of obligations, demands, insistence, criticism and rebuke 25 See above ( §3, ft. 16). I argued there that it must be Gilbert's view that special background understandings can cancel the obligations that shared agency, on her account, grounds. For textual evidence that it is indeed her view, see (2013c: 112). 26 To my knowledge, Bratman has never explicitly aimed to offer a counterexample to Gilbert's account that would specifically do justice to Gilbert's exemption clauses. In all fairness, however, he offers an example of shared activity where obligations and the correlative standing to insist and rebuke have no place even in the absence of a side agreement meant to preempt the generation of such obligations. As he observes correctly (2006: 7), members of an audience applauding Yo-Yo Ma at the end of a cello recital are most certainly not bound by obligations to keep applauding, even though their applause is a shared activity. 27 In the scenario under consideration, I stipulated that, between you and me, there is no explicit background understanding to the effect that mutual obligations to go over to my place, should they arise, would be nevertheless cancelled. Advocates of constitutively deontic accounts might, in response to my arguments, adopt a broader conception of background understandings, one on which even implicit background understandings can preempt the generation of obligations. On the resulting picture, it might seem that the dating scenario would not pose any threat to constitutively deontic accounts: for in our culture (say), it is perhaps one of our implicit background understandings that if you and I are on our third or fourth date, I have no obligation to follow through on our shared intention to go to my place to spend the night together. However, I believe that a Pyrrhic victory awaits the advocate of constitutively deontic accounts who falls for this argumentative strategy. Implicit background understandings are surely easy to manufacture and so there is something suspect in invoking them when faced with a case of shared agency where participants are not bound by mutual obligations.

was forced onto some party's mind, even if only to invite that party to jointly accept, through some side agreement, that obligations will play no part in the subsequent interaction. For if you invited me to form a side agreement of that sort, you would seem to imply that, in your opinion, prior to our side agreement, we owed it to each other that we remain involved-an implication that flies in the face of the spirit of spontaneity and generosity that belongs with a form of interaction such as dating.

In a last effort to save constitutively deontic accounts from my counterexample, one might argue that despite my arguments to the contrary, you do have a special standing to insist that we go to my place to spend the night together, as well as a special standing to rebuke me if we do not (or at least, if I do not make up for the loss you would suffer if we do not go to my place and spend the night together). However, this right to make demands on my conduct, so this line of reasoning goes, is one that is made inappropriate to exercise by countervailing considerations. On this proposal, I would be breaking an obligation should I interrupt our passionate evening on the steps of my stoop; and yet, your insistence and rebuke would be unbecoming, if not wrong, because of such countervailing considerations. If this were on the right track, constitutively deontic accounts would not have to draw the implausible conclusion that, in the scenario under consideration, you would be justified to insist that we spend the night together and, worse, to rebuke me if we do not. Now, for this proposal to work, there must be some countervailing considerations in virtue of which the exercise of this alleged standing to insist and rebuke is inappropriate. For if they were indeed no such considerations, you would then be justified in exercising this standing-a conclusion at odds with the spirit of this proposal. I am not quite sure, however, what these countervailing considerations might be.

Could it be that, in the scenario under consideration, insisting and rebuking are morally wrong? It might be thought that insistence and rebukes might be on a slippery slope at the bottom of which lie potentially dangerous encroachments upon the formation of my will about my sexual conduct. I agree that extreme forms of insistence and the moral pressure of the sort that you would exert if you were to censure me for my reluctance are unethical when they interfere with one's sexual conduct. However, I resist the thought that mild insistence and reproach are bound to snowball into such unethical forms of pressure. In addition, it is worth stressing that though insistence and reproach of that mild kind might well be a turnoff, they surely cause no harm. 28 Therefore, moral reasons do not seem to explain why the alleged standing to insist and rebuke is inappropriate to exercise.

Alternatively, might it be inappropriate of you to exercise your standing to insist and rebuke because doing so would undermine the spirit of freedom and generosity in which shared intimacy is usually pursued, as I noticed earlier? The problem with this suggestion is that, on the view under scrutiny, I would break an obligation should we not go to my place to spend the night together (or should I fail to make up for your loss), and this idea that I might break an obligation, even one which once broken, does not justify your insistence and rebuke, does not sit well with this spirit of freedom and generosity. For my being obligated would surely be at odds with my free exploration of my feelings for you and, thus, would interfere with the formation of my will about the pursuit of shared intimacy with you. This last point highlights the inconsistency involved in invoking the spirit of freedom and generosity in order to maintain that the scenario under scrutiny involves the generation of obligations.

True, this spirit of freedom and generosity would make it the case that insistence and rebuke 28 There are some important complications here. In our sexist societies, women are often on the receiving end of insistence and rebuke in situations similar to the one just described-so much so, in fact, that their sexual agency might erode. It is thus arguably the case that, in such societies, the threshold beyond which insistence and rebuke is severe enough to become unethical is quite low. That said, I do not think this threshold is so low that any form of insistence and rebuke, however mild, is ethically suspect. because they are so involved in shared agency. 32 And with this, I conclude my case against constitutively deontic accounts. 33 Let me take stock. So far, I have argued that though satisfactorily discharged mutual obligations to play one's role in a common plan are sufficient for the performance of shared endeavors ( §2), such obligations are not always required-and might, for that matter, be foreign to the spirit of some shared endeavors ( §4).

In the picture that emerges, mutual obligations, if involved at all in our shared activities, might play at least two different roles. Mutual obligations might supply the mechanism through which we pool our agential powers-a fact made salient by scenarios where we do not have interlocking psychological states and yet we act together by satisfying our respective obligations. In scenarios of that sort, I will say that mutual obligations enable shared agency. This is what I earlier called the degree 2 of involvement of mutual obligations in shared agency. Alternatively, mutual obligations might simply bolster participants' resolve 32 Or in other words, shared agency, absent special background understandings, is not a sufficient ground for the incurring of the obligation to play one's role. For if it were, then as soon as we acted together, we would necessarily incur, absent background agreements, the obligation to play our respective roles-a claim that this section has argued against at length. (Notice that I am here assuming the relatively uncontroversial thesis that sufficient grounding entails necessitation). Now, could it still be the case that shared agency is a partial ground of the obligation to play one's role? Alonso holds a view of that sort, but as we saw, his view is vulnerable to the example developed in this section. Might it be possible to come up with other plausible partial ground views to which the arguments of this section pose no threat? One might observe that, rather trivially, obligations to play one's role in a common plan presuppose that there be a common plan. Might that mean that shared agency is a partial ground of such obligations? Yes, perhaps, but only in a rather trivial sense. In offering his partial ground account, Alonso aims to argue that shared agency is, in an important sense, an essentially deontic phenomenon (2009: 446). Obviously, the trivial partial ground view I just gestured at goes nowhere towards establishing the momentous conclusion that shared agency is, in an important sense, essentially deontic. 33 What, then, are the grounds of the obligation to play one's role in a common plan, when we do happen to incur it as we act together? My suspicion, in a few words, is that there is no simple one-size-fits-all answer to this large and difficult question: sometimes we owe it to one another to play our role in our common plan because we exchanged promises (Bratman 1999c); sometimes the obligation arises because we have invited our co-participants to trust us (Jones 2017); sometimes one of us has more expertise about how the common task should be approached and their instructions create the obligation to follow them (perhaps because not doing so would be an insult to their expertise); sometimes the obligations we incur are an institutional matter, as when the role we occupy in a structured organization comes with specific obligations and responsibilities, etc. I will not pursue this large and complex question further in this chapter (nor in fact, in my dissertation), partly because this would require excursuses into areas of inquiry (e.g. promises) where shared agency is not the main focus of attention.

to act on interlocking psychological states that they antecedently share-hence, ensure that participants do not defect or free ride on other parties' efforts. This is degree 1 of involvement of mutual obligations in shared agency. In such scenarios, I will say that mutual obligations scaffold shared agency.

I now set out to characterize the obligations that might enable, or simply scaffold, shared endeavors.

A Non-Moralistic Conception of Obligations

What conception of obligations do we need when we theorize about shared agency? What is the nature of the obligations that might be involved in our shared endeavors? Shared agency theorists have not just disagreed about whether shared activities necessarily generate obligations to play one's role in a common plan. They have also debated the nature of such obligations. This section and the next intervene in this debate and, in line with the pluralist spirit of this chapter, I argue for a much more flexible view than those found in the literature-a view that can do justice to shared agency in all its multifaceted glory.

Here, I show that adequate accounts of shared agency require a generic, nonmoralistic conception of obligation, in part to avoid the mistaken view that parties to counterethical shared activities cannot incur the obligation to play their roles. On the conception that I am proposing, an agent has the obligation to φ when that agent has a reason to φ that takes some degree of deliberative priority and when failure to φ is a reason to direct negative reactive attitudes (such as reproach, indignation, blame, and the like) towards that agent. 34 To 34 That there is a tight conceptual connection between breaches of obligations and warranted negative reactive attitudes is uncontroversial. See Darwall (2006: 27-28) for instance. be sure, I do not mean here to give a full account of the contested notion of obligation.

Rather, I aim to delineate the notion of obligation that we need when we theorize about shared agency. To arrive at this generic, non-moralistic, conception, I take a detour via two arguments that Bratman has made against constitutively deontic accounts, and I show that both arguments smuggle in an all too moralistic picture of shared agency. In passing, this discussion will give me the opportunity to explain why the critique of constitutively deontic accounts that I developed in the previous sections is superior to Bratman's.

According to the first of Bratman's arguments (Bratman 1999c: 132-133), a participant in some shared activity who has been coerced into so participating need not incur obligations to the coercer. To take Bratman's case, should I threaten to blow up your house if you do not join me in singing some duet, you arguably will not incur obligations to sing your part; and this is true, Bratman argues, even if you yield to my threats and start singing with me. As suggested by this example, coercee and coercer might still combine their practical energies and thereby embark on a shared activity. 35 But according to Bratman, the coercee does not owe it to the coercer to play their role in that activity. As a result, constitutively deontic accounts, so the story goes, are mistaken.

Turning to the second argument, Bratman suggests that parties to morally impermissible shared activities do not incur mutual obligations. More specifically, he doubts that people jointly involved in ethnic cleansing (1999c: 132 ft. 6) or torture (2014: 111) incur obligations to do their bit. If that were true, there would then be additional evidence against constitutively deontic accounts.

Both arguments run into difficulties. For one thing, they fail to hit their intended target, namely Gilbert's account of shared agency. Indeed, as observed by Gilbert herself, the conception of obligation that underlies Bratman's two arguments differs from hers. The argument from immoral shared activities naturally encourages a moral conception of obligation according to which morally impermissible activities are never obligatory. By contrast, Gilbert specifically intends the conception of obligation involved in her account of shared agency to be non-moral (2013c: 121-122), 36 and on this non-moral conception, moral and immoral actions alike can be the object of obligations.

Similarly, the argument from coerced participation invites a moral interpretation of the underlying conception of obligation on which whatever course of action is not favored by sufficient moral reasons and principles is not obligatory. 37 Granted, my threats to blow up your house, if credible, surely give you sufficient reasons to share with me an intention to sing a duet and to persist in so doing. But given the details of this example, ordinary ethical thought arguably does not consider these reasons to be moral, but merely prudential: I have good grounds for sharing with you the intention to sing a duet, and to act on that shared intention, only if (say) I am attached to my house. By contrast, Gilbert's conception is one on which a course of action might be obligatory even when not favored by sufficient moral reasons-and for that matter, even when opposed by such moral reasons.

To recap, Bratman's two arguments encourage a moral conception of obligation that fails to do justice to the non-moral sense of obligation involved in Gilbert's constitutively deontic account. 38 Now, what reasons, if any, do we have to leave conceptual room for the kind of obligations on which Gilbert's account of shared agency depends? Can't we be content with the moral conception of obligation encouraged by Bratman's arguments? Or should we follow Gilbert's suggestion that theorizing about shared agency requires a nonmoralistic conception of obligations?

In what follows, I side with Gilbert against Bratman. More specifically, I show that the moral conception of obligations implicitly involved in Bratman's arguments delivers a distorted picture of certain instances of shared agency: it obscures instances of morally impermissible shared activities and of shared activities where some party coerced some other into forming the intention to participate.

Before proceeding, however, I should make it clear that my agreement with Gilbert is qualified. Gilbert, as I said, suggests that shared agency theory needs a non-moralistic conception of obligation. That much I fully agree with. What I am less inclined to accept is her suggestion that shared agency theory demonstrates the need to supplement the moral conception obligation (the one to which Bratman implicitly appeals to in his arguments) with a non-moral conception. On Gilbert's view, indeed, the fact that shared agency theory requires such a non-moral conception does not tell against the moral conception of obligation per se: it merely shows a need for supplementation. By contrast, I am tempted by the more radical conclusion that shared agency theory's need for a non-moral conception of obligation is evidence against the moral conception: perhaps there is simply no good use at all for a conception of obligations on which we are obliged to φ only when φ is favored by sufficient moral reasons; that is, it might well be the case that it would do a lot of good to our thinking about any obligation (and not just those that might arise as we act together) if we stopped Gilbert and Roth's, for he believes that there cannot be such a thing as an obligation to play one's role in a common plan when the role and/or the plan involve a breach of morality (Alonso 2009: 471-472).

using what I have been calling the moral conception of obligations. 39 In any event, there is no good use for this moral conception in shared agency theory, as I argue now.

First off, if the moral conception of obligations was the one we used when theorizing about shared agency, then we would have to assert that parties to morally impermissible activities could not incur, as a conceptual matter, obligations when in the business of carrying out such activities. To illustrate, as Bonnie is inside the bank, stealing as much money as she possibly can, Clyde would not owe it to her, on this moral conception of obligation, to wait for her in his vehicle, ready to dash off as soon as she returns. In addition, even though he would certainly believe that delivering on his commitment to her was his duty, this belief would show at best conceptual incompetence and delusion, if not a fraudulent attempt to hijack the moral conception of obligation and to put it at the service of criminal goals.

However, I think it is a mistake to deny that Clyde has an obligation to Bonnie. As they carry out their plan, both surely think that certain courses of action have deliberative priority 40 over some others. For instance, they certainly think that Clyde ought to keep on waiting for Bonnie as long as he can instead of running away upon hearing the distant sound of the first police sirens. Bonnie would arguably have a reason to criticize, blame, or otherwise punish Clyde should he fail to act as prescribed by such priorities. Clyde would perhaps even experience feelings of guilt, shame and remorse when failing to do so, or when called out for such failures. Additionally, such deliberative priorities fulfill the functions that obligations often serve. For instance, these priorities make Clyde more reliable, and offer to Bonnie, who crucially depends on Clyde's complying with their plan, some assurance that he will wait for her outside the bank. Given that such priorities and our everyday obligations 39 See Williams (2006). 40 I borrow this expression from Williams (2006).

play the same functional roles, there seems nothing to stand in the way of regarding these priorities as bona fide obligations-nothing, that is, except a certain moralism that has unduly influenced some philosophers' conception of obligation.

To be sure, Clyde and Bonnie's practical priorities favor counter-ethical actions. We would therefore be better off if our moral values triumphed over these priorities in Bonnie and Clyde's practical deliberations. But the thought that these obligations are nullified just in virtue of running against moral values betrays a kind of moral wishful thinking. In fact, even if Clyde, as he waits for Bonnie in his vehicle outside the bank, came to his moral senses and reckoned with the moral significance of armed robbery, he would certainly still feel the pressure of his obligation to wait outside, not just because of the likelihood of retaliations if he broke that obligation, but also because he might have the belief that breaking it would leave Bonnie high and dry. If that obligation were nullified just in virtue of being immoral, his impression that he owed it to Bonnie to wait for her, and his related thought that she would have reason to complain should he dash off without her would turn out inaccurate. On this view, he would be, if anything, in the grip of false, yet stubborn, beliefs. But this way of talking misdescribes the case under scrutiny.

Not only does the moral conception of obligations implausibly deny that parties to morally impermissible shared activities might incur mutual obligations. It also obscures instances of shared agency where the parties' coordination is wholly achieved through mutual obligations-instances of shared agency where mutual obligations to play one's role in a common plan enable our acting together. 41 Let us zoom out of Bonnie and Clyde's case and shift our attention to organized crime. Just like administrations, armies, firms and other structured organizations, some mafias possess many hierarchical layers and a rather fine-72 grained division of labor. As argued in Chapter 1, workers of ordinary firms need not share intentions to coordinate successfully their activities; instead, they might coordinate their activities solely through the obligations and responsibilities carried by their respective institutional roles. 42 Similarly, I believe that mafia members need not share intentions to coordinate successfully their activities; instead, the obligations and commitments carried by their respective roles suffice here too.

However, the moral conception of obligations precludes this intuitive possibility and forces us to redescribe obligation-based coordination of impermissible activities as the outcome of false beliefs. On that redescription, mafia members successfully coordinate not thanks to obligations (on the moral conception of obligation, no such obligation obtains) but rather thanks to the false beliefs that mafia members' roles carry obligations (which in fact they do not). Quite obviously, this redescription is both cumbersome and implausible.

To summarize, due attention to morally impermissible shared activities demonstrates shared agency theorists' need for a generic conception of obligations on which the force of obligations does not wholly depend on the moral status of the actions they prescribe. As a side note, it follows from this discussion that an effective critique of constitutively deontic accounts should not smuggle in a moral conception of obligation, for that conception falls short of the generic conception required for an adequate account of shared agency. In fact, unlike Bratman's, my own critique (see §4 above) does not invoke such a moral conception of obligation.

Not only does a moral conception of obligations obscure our understanding of morally impermissible shared activities. It also distorts cases of shared activities where some party coerces some other into forming the intention to participate. I take it that we do not consider coercion into sharing an intention to φ and acting on it to provide the coercee with sufficient moral reasons either to form that intention or to act as required by it. 43 As a result, under the moral conception of obligation, coercees do not incur any obligation to their coercers in virtue of being so coerced.

But coercion is a much more complex-and, sometimes, much more perversephenomenon than the moral conception of obligation assumes. Going back to Bratman's coercion example, depending on how manipulative I am, I might well succeed into coercing you not just to share with me an intention to sing a duet and to act on that intention, but also to consider your participation in that shared singing to be an obligation whose observance you owe to me. In addition to making the heavy-handed threat to blow up your house if you do not sing with me, I might use a range of less drastic intimidations, couched in a relatively moral language, in order to force you to see the content of my request as something you owe to me. For instance, I might lead you to contemplate how sad I would be if you refused to sing with me, how even sadder I would end up if, because of your callous refusal, you would leave me no choice but to demolish your lovely home. As a result of these maneuvers, I 

Discretionary Powers and Directedness

In this section, I continue my exploration of the nature of the obligations to play one's role in a common plan. Put differently, I pursue further my inquiry into the conception of obligation that we need when we theorize about shared agency. Some shared agency theorists have made blanket statements about the features of the obligation to play one's role in a common plan. As we previously saw ( §3), Gilbert contends that the obligation to play one's role incurred by parties to shared endeavors is an obligation of strict performance: were I act to in ways that might alter our common plan, it would be my obligation to seek my co-participants' concurrence ahead of time. We also saw that Gilbert, as well as Roth, argue that the obligation to play one's role in a common plan is a directed obligation: its observance is owed to co-participants and, as a result, co-participants have a special standing to demand compliance as well as to rebuke in case of non-performance-a standing that onlookers do not have.

In this section, I argue that we ought to reject these blanket statements. First, I argue that it is sometimes a pathology of shared agency to not grant discretionary powers to our coparticipants. This, in turn, shows that, contrary to Gilbert, the obligations incurred as part of a shared endeavor need not be obligations of strict performance. Second, I argue against Gilbert and Roth's view that obligations of shared agency are necessarily directed. Put differently, I show that, contrary to Gilbert and Roth, I need have neither a special standing to demand that my co-participants observe their obligations to play their roles, nor a special standing to criticize and reproach them in case of non-performance. These findings demonstrate further the need for having a flexible mind when thinking about the normative ties that might bind together parties to shared activities.

How to Fulfill an Obligation: Strict Performance or Discretionary Powers?

Suppose you and I share the intention to go together to the beach. You have a car, I do not. It also just happens that I had an impossibly busy week that involved sleepless nights spent on a current work project. You know this and you kindly offer to drive. We are now on our way, and as much as I enjoy our conversation, I am soon overwhelmed by fatigue. You see this and invite me to take an as long nap as I feel like. As I am asleep, however, the weather changes dramatically, and what once began as a beautifully pleasant day turns into a windy, rainy and cold afternoon. I wake up from my nap as you park the car, only to find out both that the weather is now genuinely awful and that we are not at the beach but on the parking lot of a cinema in some lovely coastal town.

Had you been under an obligation of strict performance to drive to the beach, I would have had a standing to criticize you for having unilaterally changed our plans as I was asleep.

But I would surely come across as controlling should I rebuke you, given that we are now in this lovely city that has much to offer by way of substitutes for an afternoon spent on the beach (movies, pubs, shopping, etc.). It follows that you were not under an obligation of strict performance to drive to the beach; that is, you were not under an obligation to seek my concurrence before acting in ways that would alter our initially agreed upon plans.

A strict performance theorist might perhaps respond to this argument by saying that, in this scenario, you did have an obligation of strict performance to drive to the beach-an obligation that you broke. However, they might add that, in the circumstances as described, it would be inappropriate of me to reproach you for your on-the-spot decision to drive to the coastal town instead. Now, it is important to observe that, for it to work, this argumentative strategy requires that there are considerations to the effect that reproaching you would be improper. Additionally, these considerations should not argue against the very idea that the obligation you had was an obligation of strict performance-for otherwise, this argumentative strategy would turn out self-defeating. So what might these considerations be?

Might it be that, as said above, it would be quite controlling of me to criticize you for not driving to the beach? The problem with this suggestion is that it is in tension with the thought that your obligation is an obligation of strict performance. For is it not controlling to impose such a stringent obligation on you in the first place-even one which, when flouted, does not warrant criticism and reproach? Might it be, instead, that by reproaching you, I would be unjustifiably ungrateful? After all, the coastal town is really lovely, and I should be thankful for the decision you made. But here too, the gratitude that I surely owe you does not sit well with the thought that you nonetheless broke your strict performance obligation to drive to the beach. Imagine I were to thank you very much for your decision to break your obligation to drive to the beach: I would arguably be giving gratitude with one hand, but taking it away with the other by reminding you of your failure to meet your obligation.

Alternatively, a strict performance theorist might try a different tack and argue that in the foregoing scenario, there is simply no obligation whose observance you owe to me. If that were so, the scenario would not constitute a counterexample to the strict performance theorist's claim that the obligation to play one's role in a common plan, when in force, is an obligation of strict performance. But I do not think this is right. For if you did not drive to that coastal town, but instead took no initiative and stopped driving when the weather changed, I would surely be justifiably frustrated upon emerging from my nap.

In short, the obligation to play one's role in a common plan need not be an obligation of strict performance.

Now, what exactly is involved in incurring a non-strict performance obligation to play one's role in a common plan, that is, an obligation for the satisfaction of which one can exert discretionary powers? Might that just mean that the obligation is a pro tanto one? Not quite.

A pro tanto obligation, I take it, is an obligation that one will have to observe if it is not trumped by some other, more pressing obligation. 44 In the scenario under discussion, however, I do not think it is right to say that some other, more urgent obligation has taken precedence over your obligation to drive to the beach. Here is an alternative interpretation of what happened: when the rain starts pouring, you realize you should now reinterpret the content of your obligation to drive to the beach, hence your role in our plan, and our plan too. This is exactly what you did: driving to the beach was your obligation as part of a common plan meant for us to relax and have fun; using your discretion, you reinterpreted your role as consisting in driving to a place where we would relax and have fun, and based on your knowledge of my tastes as well as some sense of what our mood was for the afternoon, you picked that lovely coastal town. An obligation of non-strict performance, to recap, is an obligation whose content is, to some extent, up to your discretion.

One important upshot of this section is that it is a pathology of shared agency to always minimize or deny co-participants' discretionary powers, and accordingly to always grant to parties to shared endeavors a standing to rebuke those who deviate from the initially agreed upon plan. Shared endeavors are often endemically risky, partly in virtue of the high degree of coordination they might require especially when they involve a big number of people. 44 See Ross (2002). This interpretation of the notion of pro tanto obligation seems to presuppose that only an obligation can beat a pro tanto obligation. This presupposition, however, has been criticized (see Williams 2006). Here is, then, an alternative, perhaps less controversial, interpretation of the notion of pro tanto obligation: a pro tanto obligation is an obligation supported by pro tanto reasons, that is, by reasons that might well be outweighed by stronger reasons. Even on this interpretation, however, I think it is misleading to say that your obligation to drive to the beach is pro tanto: for when the weather changes dramatically, it is not so much that you are no longer under the obligation to drive to the beach; rather, it is now time for you to show discretion in reinterpreting the content of your obligation to drive to the beach.

Obligations of strict performance would hinder the quick adjustments that changing circumstances or coordination mishaps might demand. They would also impede the effective use of the rich epistemic resources available to parties to shared endeavors. Any division of labor carries with it a division of epistemic labor: when carrying out their shared plan, not all participants will have access to the same information. The obligation to seek everyone's concurrence prior to any change in plan will hinder the translation of specific bits of information into fruitful adjustments to the overall plan. By contrast, granting some amount of discretionary powers to all helps parties make the most of the epistemic division of labor.

To be sure, minimizing discretionary powers might be of a crucial importance in certain contexts. For instance, when parties' agreement in favor of a certain course of action was the outcome of lengthy debates and hard-won compromises, it is surely best to grant as little discretionary powers as possible in order to prevent others from exploiting changing circumstances to their sole advantage. But luckily, not all shared endeavors are like that.

Directedness

I now set out to argue against Gilbert and Roth's view that obligations of shared agency are essentially directed. Put differently, I show that, contrary to Gilbert and Roth, even when I am bound by the obligation to play my role in a common plan, co-participants need have neither a special standing to demand fulfillment of my obligation, nor a special standing to criticize and reproach me in case of non-performance.

Before I proceed, however, it is worth explaining some of the larger theoretical issues involved in Gilbert and Roth's views about directed obligations.

It is uncontroversial that some of our obligations are owed to some people, and not others, and accordingly, that the people to whom observance is owed can demand of us that we observe such obligations. Not all obligations, however, generate this standing to demand compliance: as a very close friend of yours, I am under an obligation to get a present for you as you are about to celebrate your thirtieth birthday; that said, it would be odd if you demanded your present if I happened to forget to buy one, for gifts are not the kind of things that one is, strictly speaking, owed. One might then wonder what accounts for the fact that some obligations, but not all, generate the standing to demand compliance.

Gilbert and Roth also believe that some obligations, but not all, bring in their train a special standing to criticize and rebuke. In other words, they believe that some obligations, but not all, are such that, when flouted, only some people have the standing to engage in criticism and reproach. According to them, promissory obligations are a good case in point: if you break a promise to me, I am uniquely positioned to criticize and rebuke you. Gilbert and Roth believe that the obligation to play one's role in a common plan also generates this special standing to criticize and rebuke. If Gilbert and Roth are right, what is the source of this special standing? Both share the view that moral philosophy is not well positioned to answer this question. On their view, indeed, we all have an equal standing to criticize breaches of moral obligation (Gilbert 2013b: 283, 305-310; Gilbert 2013c: 113; Roth 2004).

Of course, more often than not, it might be appropriate to let the wronged party exercise that standing first: interventions into the moral affairs of others can indeed be meddlesome, if not paternalistic. However, according to Gilbert and Roth, everyone could in principle criticize and rebuke those who flout moral principles. Assuming that Gilbert and Roth are right to think that some obligations, but not all, generate a special standing to criticize and rebuke in case of non-performance, one might then wonder what accounts for that fact. 45 45 I personally think that Gilbert and Roth are wrong to think that there is a special brand of obligations that generate a special standing to criticize and rebuke. But given my purposes, I actually do not have to take a stance on this matter.
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Assuming Gilbert and Roth are right so far, there are therefore two puzzles: one about the special standing to demand compliance, the other about the special standing to criticize and rebuke. Directed obligations, as defined earlier, involve both standings. 46 There is, thus, a puzzle about the directedness of obligations. Now, according to Gilbert and Roth, the solution to this puzzle is shared agency: they both think that shared acting grounds obligations that are directed to co-participants; that is to say, acting together in their view necessarily generates not only the obligation to play one's role, but also co-participants' special standing to demand compliance and to criticize and rebuke in case of non-performance. 47 In this chapter, I already argued against their view that shared agency necessarily generates the obligation to play one's role ( §4). This finding is important, for if shared acting is not a sufficient ground of the incurring of the obligation to play one's role, a fortiori it is not a sufficient ground of the directed obligation to play one's role either, contrary to Gilbert and Roth. But for all we know at this stage, shared agency could perhaps still be the ground of the directedness of obligations. If so, it would follow that, when we do incur the obligation to play our role in a common plan, that obligation is automatically directed to co-participants.

Is it the case, then, that when incurred, the obligation to play one's role is necessarily directed to co-participants? I now offer a case that shows that this question should be answered in the negative. This will establish that, when theorizing about shared agency, directed obligations 46 To be sure, the notion of directedness can be defined differently. Those who think that there is no special brand of obligations that generate a special standing to criticize and rebuke (one that only some people have, but not all) can claim, for instance, that directedness is all about the special standing to demand compliance. In the main text, I simply go along Gilbert and Roth's conception of directedness. 47 I already noted that according to Gilbert and Roth, promissory obligations generate a special standing to criticize and rebuke. They also believe that they generate a special standing to demand compliance. In other words, it is their view that promissory obligations are directed. Now, because they think that shared agency is the source of the directedness of obligations, they are led to frame promise-making as essentially involving an exercise of shared agency. More specifically, promise-making involves a joint commitment for Gilbert (2013b), and acting on the promisee's intention for Roth (2016).

are certainly not the only brand of obligations that one should expect to discover among people engaged in shared activity.

Suppose you are my best man and we are driving together to the venue where my wedding to Henrietta will be celebrated later that day. We are driving our respective cars. You only have a very general sense of the directions. By contrast, I know exactly where to go. We therefore agree that you will follow me. We are now on our way. But out of nervousness and the overwhelming sense that my life will be ruined if I get married to Henrietta, for whom my love, it turns out, has always been half-hearted, I make a sharp turn which you know to lead in the wrong direction. I lead us for quite some time away from the wedding venue, and we eventually park in the middle of nowhere. 48 Do you have a standing to demand that I resume my driving to the wedding venue and a standing to rebuke me for having intentionally led us astray? After all, our plan was to arrive on time at the wedding venue, and as I knew the directions and you did not, it was part of our plan that I would take the lead. However, I think it would be odd, and surely quite out of place, of you to demand that I resume my driving or to rebuke me as we are now parked in the middle of nowhere. Though I was under an obligation to lead you to the wedding venue, and though that obligation was part and parcel of our joint driving to the wedding venue, my obligation was not directed to you: as my best man and the carrier of the rings, your role was of the utmost importance in a plan which ultimately was not about you, but all about Henrietta and me. 49 48 The example is loosely inspired from Four Weddings and a Funeral. 49 Might there be some other people (but not all) who might have a standing to demand my conformity to the plan? It is pretty clear, so far, that my obligation to pace my driving so that you and I can make our way to the wedding venue is not directed to you. Might it be nevertheless directed to somebody else? I do not think so. For after all, nobody can demand that I follow through on my overall plan to marry Henrietta. Granted, I can surely be reproached for a lot of things, in particular for waiting until the wedding day to realize that my love for Examples of this sort show that the commitments and obligations brought in their train by some instances of shared activities need not be directed. In fact, it is a pathology of shared agency to frame any of my co-participants' commitments to certain aspects of a shared plan as a commitment incurred to myself. To be sure, some of your commitments in a plan we share are commitments over which I enjoy some amount of practical authority. They are commitments to me. 50 For instance, you, as my best man, owed it to me to wear whatever suit color we agreed you would wear on the day of what turned out to be a disastrous wedding.

Commitments of that directed kind ground the special standing to demand compliance and to criticize non-performance. They often play an important role in shared endeavors on which parties want to leave their authorial imprint, or in the context of activities whose completion crucially serves the co-participants' interests. But commitments incurred as part of a shared activity need not be directed: though I was committed to pacing my driving so that you could follow me to the wedding venue, you have no standing to demand that I resume my driving.

One's practical authority need not extend over every aspect of shared plans, and those who disagree surely tend to aggrandize their importance and display a drive to exert much more control than they surely should-as you would if, as my best man, you demanded that I resume my driving.

Interpersonal Norms Carrying no Duty

Before heading to the conclusion, it is worth stressing a point that often escapes shared agency theorists' attention in discussions of the norms of shared agency. So far, I have argued Henrietta is not genuine. But surely, if I am convinced that marrying her will ruin my life and hers, no one can insist that I marry her nonetheless. 50 To use Roth's terminology, they are contralateral commitments. that shared endeavors do not all require that their parties be bound together by mutual obligations. I have also argued that shared agency theory is best served by a flexible, nonmoralistic, conception of obligations, one on which the obligation to play one's role in a common plan need be neither an obligation of strict performance, nor a directed one. The last point I would like to make is that the interpersonal norms of shared agency do not all reduce to obligations: in other words, not all interpersonal norms are such that, should I fail to satisfy them, my failure would lay me open to criticism, rebuke, and the like. To illustrate, members of theater company should encourage one another as the dreaded premiere is a week away, but these encouragements are not strictly speaking required, and going in for criticism and rebuke when a fellow actor has failed to meet that norm of helpfulness is surely out of place.

The success of shared endeavors often depends on norms of that sort (let's call them supererogatory norms), whose satisfaction is not-and should not be considered-required.

Additionally, some shared endeavors might lose their point if the supererogatory norms that scaffold them were mistaken for norms whose satisfaction was obligatory. If only for those reasons, and for avoiding the pathologies of shared agency that their confusion with obligatory norms could give rise to, it is worth stressing their specificity.

Conclusion: Choosing our Normative Scripts

In this chapter, I have argued for a pluralist account of the obligations to play one's role that might bind together participants in shared activities. Advocates of constitutively deontic accounts argue that shared agency is an essentially deontic phenomenon: they claim, in other words, that participants in shared activities incur the obligation to play their role in a common plan just, or partly, in virtue of their involvement in shared agency. Those who favor sociopsychological approaches, by contrast, believe that shared agency essentially involves the sharing of interlocking psychological states. They might agree that participants might sometimes incur the obligation to play their role, but when they do, the ground of the obligation is not shared agency itself. Both approaches have too narrow a view of what the obligation to play one's role is, and how it might be involved in our shared endeavors.

In the first phase of the chapter, I showed that in addition to scaffolding shared activities by bolstering one's motivation to do one's bit, obligations might, contrary to sociopsychological approaches, enable shared activities: sometimes, we act together with others just by satisfying the obligation to play our respective roles in a common plan. I also showed, contrary to constitutively deontic accounts, that shared φ-ing does not necessarily generate the obligation to play one's role in a common plan.

In the second phase of the chapter, I offered arguments in favor of a much more flexible account of the nature of the obligation to play one's role than those found in the literature. I first showed that theorizing about shared agency is best served by a generic, nonmoralistic conception of obligation-one on which an agent has an obligation to φ when that agent has a reason in favor of φ that takes some degree of deliberative priority and when failure to φ gives a reason for directing negative reactive attitudes towards that agent. I then argued that the obligation to play one's role need be neither an obligation of strict performance, nor a directed one.

The arguments of this chapter in turn suggest that, to some important extent, it lies within our power to choose the normative scripts involved in our shared endeavors. Of course, the etiology of some shared endeavors might carry obligations which, when formed, leave us no choice but to abide by them. To illustrate, our joint singing might have been set in motion by mutual exchanges of promises, and when exchanged, the normative force of those promises no longer depends on the promisors' choice. But not all shared endeavors originate in reciprocal promises, and more often than not, which specific normative script will tie coparticipants together is a significant matter to be decided together. This choice is not arbitrary but informed by reasons: the risks involved, the nature of the endeavor, the climate of trust or suspicion between co-participants, etc., all matter in determining the normative script that best serves the parties. In addition, the distribution of power between co-participants, for instance their ability to coerce us into incurring the obligation to play our role, might affect in all sorts of way the normative scripts we might adopt.

With this chapter coming to a close, I am now in a position to move on to my minimalist account of shared agency. This account that I will develop in the next chapter will incorporate two important insights that I have argued for so far. First, shared intentions are not necessary for cooperation and, thus, they are not necessary for shared agency either (as shown in the previous chapter). Second, shared agency does not necessarily generate obligations of any kind whatsoever, as the dating scenario that I developed in this chapter suggests.

CHAPTER 3

How to Be Minimalist About Shared Agency

Introduction: Why We Need A Minimalist Account of Shared Agency

Many of the things we do are the expression of our individual agency: turning off the alarm, having a shower, drinking one's morning coffee. At times these things we individually do may trigger sequences of events that snowball into non-additive outcomes: my heavy coffee consumption, combined with the similarly heavy consumption of many coffee drinkers, is likely to put some strain on water resources in regions where coffee is produced, which could in turn detrimentally disturb these regions' ecosystems. But while individual actions might sometimes amass to cause such large-scale effects, they do not thereby together count as shared activity. In addition to our capacity to act individually as well as bring about nonadditive outcomes as a result of the combined effects of our individual actions, we possess the capacity for shared agency, that is, the capacity to engage in activities done genuinely together. Shared agency, the topic of the present chapter, is fundamental to our rich social lives. We make movies, dance, raise children, rob banks, attend protests, and sit in Parliament together. Besides, only shared efforts are likely to solve many of the urgent challenges that we face today as individuals, communities, and it turns out, as a species.

Shared agency theorists, no less than individual action theorists, have shown a bias for the conscious and the intentional-or, to use David Velleman's phrase, for action par excellence (2014b). In shared agency theory, this bias has found its most significant manifestation in the widely held claim that shared intentions are necessary for the performance of shared activities (i.e. the necessity claim). 1,2 On the resulting picture of shared agency, acting together requires that parties' agential powers be intentionally and knowingly intertwined. Prominent accounts have certainly met some success in their treatment of shared activities where participants, in small number, are tightly knitted and their psychological states narrowly overlap (as when we go on walks 3 or paint our house together 4 ). By contrast, as suggested by Chapter 1, they have had a much harder time handling cases where participation is automatic and unthinking (as when we get off a packed NYC subway or mindlessly greet our colleagues on a regular weekday), 5 reluctant (as when the firm that we have little choice but to work for pursues morally dubious ends), 6 and/or where the number of participants is high (as when we get a shot as part of a vaccination campaign). 7 What is more, they have too quickly assumed that unknowing participation in shared agency is a conceptual impossibility. 8 The bias for agency par excellence, in short, has led action theorists to an excessively narrow understanding of shared agency. 1 In Chapter 1, I called 'necessity claim' the claim that shared intentions are necessary for cooperation. Here, the expression 'necessity claim' refers to a slightly different (but obviously related) claim, namely the claim that shared intentions are necessary for shared activity, whether cooperative or not. 2 Here is a non-exhaustive list of necessity claim theorists-or at the least, of theorists whose accounts are consistent with the necessity claim: John Searle (1990), Margaret Gilbert (1990a; 1992; 2013c), Christopher Kutz (2000), Abe Roth (2003; 2004), Philip Pettit and David Schweikard (2006), Facundo Alonso (2009), and Michael Bratman (1992; 1999a; 1999b; 1999c; 2006; 2014). Here are some inspiring exceptions: Sara Rachel Chant (2006; 2007; 2017), Stephen Butterfill (2012), Scott Shapiro (2014), Katherine Ritchie (2020). Kirk Ludwig (2016) is harder to classify. 3 Gilbert (1990a). 4 Bratman (1992). 5 See Elisabeth Pacherie (2013), as well as Judith Martens and Luke Roelofs (2019) for interesting attempts to handle unthinking shared activities while avoiding open conflict with the necessity claim. 6 Kutz and Bratman, two necessity claim sympathizers, have both attempted to accommodate reluctant participation. See Kutz (2000) and Bratman (2014). 7 For an instance of attempt to reconcile the necessity claim with cases of shared agency involving a great number of participants, see Cédric Paternotte (2012). 8 Ludwig is an exception. For all it takes, on his view, for us to ruin the environment together is to be all agents of a single event, namely, the ruining of the environment-something which, according to him, we can do unknowingly (2016: 181). However, his concept of collective action is certainly too permissive. Or so I will in effect argue later. Christian List and Philip Pettit provide another exception. See their discussion of group agency where participants are unaware of, and even deceived about, their participation (2011: 32-33).

The problem with this narrow understanding of shared agency is not only that it might misclassify some shared activities as mere parallel individual actions-a problem of extensional inadequacy. This narrow understanding has also failed to do justice to the variety of jobs that the concept of shared agency does for us.

Prominent accounts have primarily focused on the perspective of voluntary participants in shared activities and for such participants, understanding their intentional conduct as a contribution to a shared activity surely primes a cluster of behavioral dispositions, namely, dispositions for mutual help, mutual responsiveness and team thinking-in short, the sort of dispositions that shared agency theorists have often included in their accounts of shared agency (e.g. Bratman 1992; 2014; Gold & Sugden 2007).9 

However, priming such cooperative, and phenomenologically rich10 dispositions is not the only job that the concept of shared agency does for us. For one thing, the possession of this concept enables us to plan shared activities, and from the perspective of the planners of such activities, it may not matter much whether every participant intends the achievement of some common goal and/or the enactment of some common plan. What certainly matters instead is that through shared agency, one way or another, things get done, something made more likely if the shared performance is suitably insulated from the vicissitudes of each participant's psychology-in particular from their intentions. In fact, given the urgent global tasks that confront us today (e.g. fighting climate change, eradicating SARS-CoV-2), it is surely best to not make our shared endeavors depend too much on individuals' psychologies.

And we need a theoretical model to match.
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The concept of shared agency is also usefully deployed in social critique of oppressive patterns of collective activity. For instance, a critique of gendered roles might observe that when a woman in a straight relationship does the majority of domestic chores, she is not acting merely in her capacity as individual agent; instead, she has been sharing all along her agency with her husband as part of a plan (possibly not of her own making, of course) in which he gets to have a career and she ends up in the backseat, taking care of the logistics of his success. In examples of this sort, one aim of the social critique is to reveal that what might have seemed to be expressions of individual agency are in fact manifestations of a common-yet oppressive-plan. Another is to shed light on the mechanisms that explain the persistence of that common plan, and in particular the oppressed party's ongoing, and perhaps unknowing, participation in its enactment.11 Shared agency, thus, is not just a useful label to refer to the endeavors that we join in consciously and intentionally (that is, the sort of endeavors that shared agency theorists have predominantly focused on). Another of the functions of the concept of shared agency is to help us navigate our social world by recognizing the endeavors that somewhat unintentionally, and perhaps at first unknowingly, we have carried out together.

For all these reasons, we need a minimalist account of shared agency, one where the participants' involvement does not crucially depend on their intentions and doxastic statesone, then, that rejects shared agency theorists' bias for action par excellence and their related commitment to the necessity claim. 12,13 In this chapter, I offer one such account and argue for two main claims. The first is that we are engaged in shared agency just when our activities conform to a common plan of action, and that plan figures in an explanation of our activities' conformity to it. Or in fewer words:

we act together if and only if a common plan of action coordinates our activities. Now, in line with the minimalism I am committed to, it is clearly not my view that the common plan that we enact must figure in the content of shared intentions and/or shared doxastic states. In fact, my second main claim is that, besides shared intentions, there are at least two alternative families of mechanisms through which we might form and enact common plans: one such family of mechanisms involves a central planner, another involves selection of a roughly Darwinian sort. Together, my two main claims pin down the common conceptual denominator of all instances of shared activities while doing justice to the variety of the mechanisms that provide for shared agency.

As this short preview makes it clear, my account is unabashedly minimalist. It is still an account of shared agency and not just of collective behaviors. On my view, indeed, as we each do our bit in enacting our common plan, our psychology must be of the kind that is involved in the production of activities and not just mere doings. It would be a mischaracterization of my view, therefore, to say that it gives no role to the parties' psychologies. However, the fundamental point I make is that our common plan need not figure in the psychological states in virtue of which the doing of our respective bit counts not just as a mere behavior, but as an activity. Borrowing Davidsonian language, my point is that intentions. In addition, she seems to regard participatory intentions to be required for getting shared activities started (for on her view, prospective participants must show 'readiness' to jointly commit themselves to intend as a group to φ). Lastly, she regards common knowledge (or at least, some version of it) as a requirement for shared acting. The account I offer in this chapter rejects these three claims. our common plan need not figure in the description under which the doing of our respective bit is intentional.

The resulting account, I believe, has two main virtues. First, because it is not wedded to the necessity claim, it is able to cover the whole spectrum of shared agency: it captures not just the higher end where participants are tightly knitted and engaged in deliberately collective activities, but also the lower end of that spectrum where, for instance, agents might realize only after the fact that they have been involved in a shared endeavor. Second, my account shows that more than one theoretical toolbox is relevant for the study of shared agency: in addition to theories of collective intentionality, this chapter suggests that we would do well to draw on the cultural evolution literature, broadly construed, when inquiring into our capacity for acting together.

The rest of the chapter proceeds as follows. The minimalism that I am after should still capture a distinctive phenomenon of shared agency clearly different from any mere aggregation of individual actions. In order to keep this sought-for minimalism in check, then, I articulate a few desiderata that any successful account of shared agency, even a minimalist one, must satisfy ( §2). In particular, I argue that any successful account of shared agency must do justice to the fact that shared activities evince a common practical orientation.

I then identify the puzzle that the rest of the chapter goes on to solve ( §3). Accounts of shared agency that take the necessity claim on board can effortlessly satisfy these desiderata. In particular, shared intentions provide the common practical orientation that constituent activities of shared activities evince. But besides the fact that it clashes with the minimalism that I am after, the necessity claim, it turns out, is false, as seen in Chapter 1.

How, then, might an account of shared agency satisfy my three desiderata? Specifically, how can there be a common practical orientation without shared intentions? I present my solution to this puzzle in two stages. First, I offer an analysis of the concept of shared agency in terms of the notion of plan of action ( §4). Second, I present two families of mechanisms that can account for the formation and enactment of common plans (hence provide for shared agency) even in the absence of shared intentions ( §5). In presenting these mechanisms, my aim is to explore how far we can go in making shared activities not depend on agents' psychologies. As it turns out, we can go really quite far.

Keeping the Minimalism in Check: A Few Desiderata

Suppose your apartment windows offer a nice view over a public park. It is summertime, and several people are sat in the grass, even though the afternoon sun has given way to clouds.

From your kitchen, you can see that gusts of wind have started to mess with the towels of unhurried sunbathers and the cups and paper plates of carefree picnickers. Rain is imminent, and you are lingering near the windows in anticipation of a little Schadenfreude at the sight of people willing to risk getting caught by the bad weather. At last, lightening announces the start of the show: the first drops precipitate a downpour, and all the people who have remained outside a little too long are now running to the gazebo in the middle of the park.

But as you examine more closely the crowd sheltered there, you notice, to your surprise, that they are all deeply involved in sophisticated choreographed dancing, and then realize that you have been fooled: what you took to be ordinary sunbathers and picnickers caught by the summer rain are in fact dancers of an outdoor ballet company performing an experimental piece that involved converging together on the park's gazebo.

Inspired by Searle, this example14 draws attention to an important contrast between parallel individual actions (e.g. ordinary parkgoers running to a gazebo to take shelter) and genuinely shared activities (e.g. dancers running to the gazebo as part of their choreography): intuitively, dancers do something together, whereas ordinary parkgoers do not. This contrast, and this sense of 'together,' are the main focus of shared agency theory. Accordingly, my primary job in this chapter is to explain both. Now, as said in the introduction, this chapter aims to offer a minimalist account of shared agency. The risk, then, is that this sought-for minimalism might overshoot and that my account might end up classifying, mistakenly, merely parallel individual actions as shared activities. In order to keep this drive for minimalism in check, I offer a few uncontroversial desiderata that any successful account of shared agency, however minimalist, must satisfy.

First, an adequate account of shared agency should not classify cases of mere multi-agent causation as shared activities. To see why, imagine that ordinary parkgoers, genuinely caught off guard by the rain, run to the park's gazebo to take shelter. As a result of their scramble, these parkgoers might have turned the lawn into a disheveled mess. However, the parkgoers having brought about some state of affairs (the ruined lawn) is not a good reason to regard them as having engaged in shared agency. There is no need to invoke shared agency in order to explain the state of the lawn: parallel exercises of individual agency do the trick just fine.

True, the parkgoers of this example might be said to have damaged the lawn together.

However, the sense of 'together' in that sentence is merely aggregative, indicating nothing more than multi-agent causation, and so it is not the sense of 'together' that shared agency theory is supposed to explain. 15 In light of these last remarks, here is, then, another way to articulate this first desideratum: successful theories of shared agency must keep separate the 'together' of multiagent causation and the 'together' of shared agency. 16,17 The foregoing, however, only tells us what shared agency is not. Can we say something more positive?

Here is a second desideratum: adequate theories of shared agency must account for the fact that if φ is a shared activity, then there must be some common practical orientation that its constituent individual activities all follow-or put differently, there must be some common practical orientation that it makes sense to attribute to φ. 18 An individual activity is not a mere jumble of disconnected bodily movements; rather, it evinces some unified practical orientation. Similarly, a shared activity is not a mere jumble of disconnected individual activities; rather, it, too, evinces some unified practical orientation. Put differently-and in somewhat vague terms for now-, our activities are not shared unless there is some shared specification of how our activities are all supposed to go.

True, ordinary parkgoers from the previous example, when running to the gazebo, literally all go in the same direction. However, in order to make sense of what they do, there is no need to appeal to some common practical orientation: citing each of the parkgoers' individual practical orientation suffices. By contrast, consider the dancers running to the gazebo-that is, turn your attention again to the initial version of the foregoing example.

Quite obviously, all the dancers' activities all follow a common practical direction, namely, the common practical direction specified by their choreography. In fact, citing this shared specification of what they are supposed to do is required in order to make sense of what they do.

As noticed above, this talk of common practical orientation is rather vague. It nonetheless does enough of a good job specifying what an adequate theory of shared agency is supposed to achieve, namely, explaining what a common practical orientation amounts to, and making sure that only shared activities evince something of that sort.

There is a helpful linguistic telltale of the presence of a common practical orientation: the adverb 'together', in sentences ascribing shared activities to some collection of individual agents, generates substitution infelicities. To see this, suppose that in running to the gazebo, the dancers damage the lawn-just as we previously imagined ordinary parkgoers doing.

Accordingly, the expressions 'damaging the lawn' and 'running to the gazebo' can be used to pick out the same thing the dancers have done. 19 In this scenario, there is no doubt that the dancers have run to the gazebo together.

Have they, thereby, damaged the lawn together?

Hard to say. If their run to the gazebo is a shared activity, then, presumably, this activity remains shared regardless of the description used to pick it out. And so, for that reason, they have indeed damaged the lawn together. But suppose that your interlocutor insists and asks whether the dancers have damaged the lawn genuinely together? Well, maybe not: running to the gazebo was part of their choreography, damaging the lawn was not. The expression 'running to the gazebo' clearly captures the common practical orientation that each of the dancers' actions was following. By contrast, 'damaging the lawn' makes reference to a mere byproduct of this common practical orientation they were all following.

As a consequence, it would be a bit of a stretch to say that they damaged the lawn genuinely together.

This discussion shows that a substitution infelicity occurs when substituting 'damaged the lawn' to 'ran to the gazebo' in 'The dancers ran to the gazebo together': this substitution turns an uncontroversially true sentence into one whose truth or falsehood is up for debate, 20 even though 'damaged the lawn' and 'run to the gazebo' can be both used to talk about the same thing the dancers did.

In light of this discussion, here is, then, a third desideratum: an adequate account of shared agency must predict that, as well as explain why, the adverb 'together' generates their run to the gazebo, together with its causal consequences. However, I follow Donald Davidson (1971) in thinking that that, too, is a mistake-in fact, a more sophisticated version of the previous mistake. In running to the gazebo, the dancers damaged the lawn. So the run to the gazebo is the doing of a thing that caused that the lawn be damaged. But what is 'the doing of a thing that caused that the lawn be damaged' if not a cumbersome way to say 'the damaging of the lawn'? 20 I am not saying this debate cannot be settled. All that matters, for my purposes, is that there is such a debate.

A Puzzle

It might seem, at first, that the most promising way to arrive at a plausible account of shared agency that satisfies the desiderata spelt out in the previous section is to endorse the necessity claim, i.e. the claim that shared intentions are necessary for shared agency.

First, in upholding the necessity claim, shared agency theorists do not miss the important distinction between shared agency and multi-agent causation. Indeed, as per the necessity claim, a state of affairs brought about by a collection of individuals will not count as having stemmed from their shared agency unless such individuals shared relevant intentions. Second, the claim that shared intentions are necessary for shared agency explains effortlessly the common practical orientation shown by shared activities: the content of such shared intentions specifies how the participants' constituent actions are supposed to go.

Third, the necessity claim offers an explanation of the substitution infelicities that the relevant sense of 'together' generates. Here is how.

Whichever your preferred account of shared intentions might be, such intentions are surely intentional states, that is, states with propositional content. Now, it is quite obvious that, in sentences attributing shared intentions to some collection of agents, redescriptions of the propositional content of these shared intentions need not be truth-preserving. Let me show this with an example. Suppose we share the intention to converge on the gazebo and act accordingly. Suppose in addition that in doing so, we damage the lawn beyond repair. As a result, the expressions 'converging on the gazebo' and 'damaging the lawn beyond repair' can be both used to pick out the same thing we have done. And yet, from this fact and the fact that we shared the intention to converge on the gazebo, it does not follow that we shared the intention to damage the lawn beyond repair. This establishes that shared intentions generate substitution failures. Notice that I am here talking of failures, and not just infelicities.

Let us take a fresh look at Searle's public park example. Searle claims that the difference between ordinary parkgoers and ballet dancers is that the latter share intentions to run to the gazebo, whereas the former do not. But there is another interpretation of this contrast-that later sections of this chapter substantiate. 21 After all, the ballet dancers need not share the intention to run to the gazebo, or indeed any other intention, in order to converge on the gazebo together: closely sticking to their individual choreographed roles does the trick just fine. This denial of the necessity claim and the desiderata I argued for in the previous section create a puzzle. If shared intentions are not necessary for shared agency, then they do not always supply the common practical orientation evinced by shared activities. When they do not, what will?

The Plan-Coordination Conception of Shared Agency

In a nutshell, my answer to the question that concluded the previous section is: a common plan. 22 More specifically, my conjecture is that we act together just when our individual activities conform to the same plan of action, and that plan of action figures in an explanation of our activities' conformity to it. In short, we are engaged in shared agency if and only if our respective activities are coordinated by a common plan. 21 See in particular §5.1. 22 In arguing so, I am in agreement with Bratman, Ludwig, and Shapiro's insight that the notion of plan plays a central role in our understanding of shared agency. Unlike Bratman and Ludwig, however, I do not believe that our common plan must figure in the content of a shared intention. And unlike Shapiro, I do not believe that parties to a common plan must be committed to their roles in it (as I argue in §5.1 with the example of the footprint stickers), nor do I believe that our plan must have been intelligently designed (as I argue in §5.2).

Here is a preliminary defense of this conjecture. First off, it captures the common practical orientation that constituent activities of a shared activity all follow. The moves of the dancers of the outdoor ballet company, indeed, are part of the same choreography. More precisely, there is a common plan that dancers of the company conform to, namely the choreography, and the choreography figures in an explanation of why the dancers do what they do (e.g. the company's choreographer told the dancers to conform to the moves of that very choreography). By contrast, when ordinary parkgoers run to the gazebo to take shelter, their moves are not coordinated by a common plan. I grant that we can make up some abstract common plan that their activities conform to; that abstractly conceived plan, however, figures in no explanation of what they do. 23 I also grant that perhaps the parkgoers' runs all conform to the same plan-type. After all, they each run to the gazebo in order to find protection from the rain and lightning. But again, there is no single plan that coordinates all their moves: instead each of their runs is coordinated by each of their individual plans to take shelter as fast as possible. In short, then, my conjecture seems to make sense pretty straightforwardly of the fact that, unlike parallel individual activities, shared activities evince a common practical orientation.

Furthermore, my conjecture does not misclassify cases of mere multi-agent causation as shared activities. Ordinary parkgoers might have damaged the lawn as they each ran to the gazebo to take shelter. Yet in doing so, there was no common plan, especially not a plan that figured in an explanation of what they did.

To recap, so far: my conjecture would seem to satisfy the first and second desiderata.

Let us now turn to the third. As before, dancers might have damaged the lawn as they converged to the gazebo and, as a result, 'damaging the lawn' and 'converging on the gazebo' can be both used to pick out the same thing they did. The dancers evidently converged on the gazebo together. Did they damage the lawn together? Yes and no.

Damaging the lawn is something the dancers did because of a common plan that they had, and therefore arguably counts as a shared activity. But did they do so genuinely together? By asking that question, my interlocutor might seem to inquire about the content of the common plan of action that coordinated the dancers' activities, and damaging the lawn, obviously, forms no part of that plan.

Finally, my conjecture does not commit me to the false claim that shared intentions are necessary for shared agency. Sometimes, participants do intend the achievement of their common plans. However, such intentions are not necessary for shared agency: dancers who conform to the choreography that they were asked to perform are engaged in shared agency whether or not the choreography figures in an intention that they share. True, for their dancing to count as an exercise of shared agency, and not just a mere collective behavior, the psychology of each dancer will have to be of the sort that is required for each of their respective dance moves to count as actions, and not just mere doings. The doing of their respective part, in particular, will have to be intentional under some description. My point, however, is that the choreography need not figure in the content of that description: perhaps, each dancer just intends to play their own choreographed part and has no investment one way or the other in the execution of the overall choreography.

In the remainder of this section, I expand on this intuitive defense of my conjecture by articulating in greater detail what plans of action are, and what plan-coordination consists in.

But before I do, let me say a couple of words about my approach.

Bratman). 24 Indeed, for all we know at this point, plans need not be psychological attitudes at all, and the mechanisms involved in the determination of the content of plans and in the enactment of plans need not involve mental representations of such plans. To anticipate on §5.2, plan-coordinated activities, in my view, can be the outcome of selective mechanismsthe kind of mechanisms where mental representations of the plan are obviously inessential to the formation and enactment of that plan. To fix ideas with an example, on the account that I am about to develop, capitalism25 might well be an instance of a common plan that need not be of anyone's design but which, thanks to some mechanism or other, nevertheless figures in an explanation of our enduring conformity to it. In other words, capitalism, even without intentions to conform to it or indeed any other psychological representations of it, might emerge and succeed in coordinating our activities.

So what is plan-coordination? And first, what is a plan? 26 At the highest level of generality, a plan is a description of how an item with connecting parts is supposed to operate. For instance, the plan of a watch specifies how it is supposed to work, that is, how its different parts are supposed to behave. Similarly, then, a plan of action specifies a blueprint for a collection of activities. To illustrate, the plan of action behind a complex production process describes how that process is supposed to function, that is, how the tasks are divided, when and how each task should be completed, by whom, and with which tools. Given that plans of 106 actions are descriptions of the proper functioning of collections of activities, they surely fall under the category of abstract objects with semantic content. 27,28 Plans of action do not specify how different activities are supposed to interlock just for the sake of it: they serve a purpose or set of purposes. Factory employees and machines are supposed to interact in a certain way not just for the thrill of it, but in order to produce certain goods. I said earlier that we should refrain from thinking, at this point, that 'plans' are just another name for 'intentions'; similarly, we should not presume that the purposes of plans must appear in the content of some agent or other's intentions.

From the fact that plans of action have purposes, it follows that a collection of activities that are coordinated by a plan pursue the purposes of that plan. A consequence of this, in turn, is that if I am right that enacting a common plan is required for shared agency, then constituent activities of a shared endeavor all pursue a common purpose (or common set of purposes). That said, it is important to stress that two activities that serve the same purpose are not, ipso facto, coordinated by a common plan. Suppose you and I pick up plastic bottles and cigarette butts at Rockaway Beach. Our activities serve the very same purpose, namely cleaning the same beach. But they need not be part of the same plan: you might have your plan, and I might have mine. This fact, as I said, is important to stress because it clears up a potential misunderstanding about my plan-coordination conception of shared agency. It is not my view that our activities are shared just when they have the same purpose. 29 Clearly, you and I do not clean the beach together if our respective activities merely aim at achieving the same goal, namely that the beach be clean. In addition to serving the same purpose, or set of purposes, there must be some plan that our activities conform to and that explains our activities' conformity to it. To recap, plan-coordination is a more robust notion than pursuit of a common purpose, and it is the former, not the latter, that holds the key to our understanding of shared agency.

Often, steps of a common plan of action will be tightly intertwined. Perhaps, our plan is such that some of your tasks bear temporal relations to mine (that is, relations of succession or simultaneity). As we prepare a meal, I wait for you to finish baking your lemon meringue pie before I put the lamb shank into our oven, and later on you will set the table as I finish mashing the potatoes. 30 Your tasks might also depend on whether I succeed in completing mine. Should I get hurt as I am playing soccer, it is your role, as substitute, to be warmed up and ready to enter the field. Not all plans, however, involve these temporal or dependency relations. And as it turns out, even loosely related activities might be coordinated by a plan: your refraining to use plastic straws and mine might be coordinated by a common plan-say, an NGO-led campaign-even though our refrainings do not enter into any specific relations, besides that of enacting the plan of that campaign. Conversely, a collection of activities might be tightly intertwined (i.e. activities of that collection might be mutually connected by all sorts of temporal and dependency relations) and yet not count as coordinated by a plan: using an example developed in Chapter 1, two boxers firmly locked in a clinch are surely enacting two separate and, what is more, conflicting plans. In short, it is neither necessary, nor sufficient that a collection of activities be tightly intertwined for it to be coordinated by some plan of action.

The notion of plan is normative inasmuch as a plan is in effect a specification of certain standards: things go more or less according to plan depending on how well the steps specified by the plan are completed. Plans of actions might be poorly designed in at least two ways. A plan might be internally ineffective because it is bound to go off course, even when followed to the best of one's ability. 31 For instance, the plan of action behind a production process might require the same employee to be at two different locations at the same time, a feat that none of us can accomplish. Similarly, a step of some recipe might assume you have already reached some goal (e.g. making a certain amount of meringue) which previous steps of the recipe, even when followed to the letter, cannot enable you to achieve (e.g. because the recipe specified an insufficient number of eggs). Conversely, a plan is internally effective when it is not bound to break down. Now, an internally effective plan might still be externally ineffective because it does not serve the purpose for which it was designed. The plan behind the production process might work just fine, except that it eventually leads to the production of nuts and bolts that sadly do not match.

My view, again, is that our activities are shared just in case they are coordinated by a plan. Now, 'coordination' sounds like a success term, and as such, it might be understood as implying that in order to act together, our activities must not only be coordinated by a common plan, but also that such coordination be successful and, thus, that the underlying plan be internally and externally effective. However, this is incorrect: even people acting on inconsistent or means-end incoherent plans might justifiably be said to act together. After all, 109 as the mishaps in bureaucratic organizations suggest, we often act together by doing our parts in thoroughly ill-conceived plans. Of course, if the plan that we enact is internally ineffective, it is bound to break down. Once it happens, that plan will have run its course and, thus, will leave us with no way to keep acting together (unless of course some other plan comes to the rescue). But as long as the failings of an internally ineffective plan do not crop up, our activities might be coordinated by this plan, hence count as being undertaken together.

My plan-coordination conception of shared agency implies that the content of our plan must be determined prior to the performance of the activities that this plan coordinates. Now, one might fear that, as a result of this, my account ends up unjustifiably restrictive; for it would appear to not classify as shared the unscripted performance of actors of an improvisational theater company. This objection, however, is misconceived. True, the content of a plan must be antecedently determined if that plan is to explain our activities' conformity to it. But that content need not be specified down to every minute detail, and might even be specified further by the performance of our activities as the example of the improvisational theater company suggests. Prior to the performance, the actors share the plan to give an improv performance. As they start acting, every new improvised line is coordinated by their initially partial plan to give that improv performance, but also specifies that plan further: each subsequent line will have to be improvised in light of what was said before, lest the performance loses its narrative coherence. This discussion, it is worth noting, reveals one important property of plans (Bratman 1987): plans are susceptible of varying degrees of specificity.

My plan-coordination conception of shared agency, again, involves two conditions, namely, that our activities conform to some common plan, and that that common plan figures in an explanation of our conformity to it. I think it is obvious that both conditions are individually necessary for shared agency. First, I do not see any plausible sense in which activities undertaken in the complete absence of a common plan could count as shared. Granted, our practical energies might be closely intertwined, even when we do not enact a common plan.

Just like the agents of game theory, we might mutually anticipate each other's moves, and adjust our own behaviors accordingly. By themselves, however, such strategically responsive activities count as mere parallel individual actions. 32 Second, the plan must obviously not be explanatorily idle if activities that conform to it are to count as shared, for otherwise my account would have a serious overgeneration problem: after all, any collection of compossible activities by distinct agents surely conform to some abstractly conceived plan, and so would count as instances of shared agency if it were not for the second condition of my account. Not only must the plan not be explanatorily idle, but the explanation that links the plan to our conformity to it must be sufficiently tight: indeed, the more circuitous the path from the plan to our activities, the more controversial it will be to say that, together, we have enacted it. 33 The two conditions I have argued for so far are also sufficient for shared agency. Or so I now argue.

My intention, in this chapter, is to give an account of shared agency. 'Shared' in 'shared agency' might be thought to imply that everyone's agency is involved to the same extent in shared activities. One might therefore worry that my account of shared agency is unduly broad insofar as it considers our activities to be shared even when, for instance, I forcefully hijack your agency through my threats and lead you to take part with me in the 32 To anticipate on the materials presented in §5.2, I should stress that strategic interactions might sometimes home in on a plan that is such that conformity to it is self-reinforcing. When that is the case, we conform to a plan that figures in an explanation of our conformity to it, and so we act together. See §5.2.1 for an example. 33 How tight the explanation must be is surely a context-sensitive matter that might well depend on one's theoretical and practical pursuits. In §5, I sketch two plan-coordination mechanisms. Both mechanisms, I believe, give to plans a sufficiently direct explanatorily role in coordinating activities.

enactment of one of my plans. It has not been my intention, however, to suggest that shared activities never involve agency-undermining behaviors such as coercion or exploitation.

Granted, there is an upper bound to the amount of agency-undermining behaviors compatible with shared agency: to use Bratman's example (1992), if I tie you up, push you into the trunk of my car and then drive to New York, your agency is not at all involved in our going to New York, and therefore we do not count as going there together. That said, there is a range of agency-undermining behaviors that fall short of brute force, and aim merely to harness their victims' agency. Those behaviors are perfectly compatible with shared agency: so long as our activities are coordinated by the same plan, they count as shared, even if, for instance, you would have acted differently than you did if it were not for my threats. To use another of Bratman's example (2014: 102), British prisoners of war can be said to act together with the Japanese troops when building the bridge over the River Kwai: though they would surely have acted differently if it were not for the background threats and coercion, their agential powers are arguably involved in the enactment of the plan meant to build the bridge.

To recap: that my account leaves open the possibility that coercion or exploitation be involved in plan-coordination is no argument against the sufficiency of plan-coordination for shared agency. Quite the opposite, my account allows for, as it should, the often agonistic nature of our shared endeavors.

Margaret Gilbert has argued that our activities are shared only when we enter into mutual obligations to do our bit (2009; 2013c). Roughly, she believes that we do not genuinely act together unless I owe to you the performance of my part and you therefore have a special standing to demand compliance and rebuke me should I let you down. If that were right, plan-coordination would not be quite enough for shared agency.

However, a variation on the case of the outdoor ballet company casts doubt on Gilbert's view. 34 The dancers of a decidedly experimental company might all deeply value their own artistic freedom, as well as that of their partners, and therefore agree to frame their collaboration as entailing neither the obligation to remain involved, nor the obligation to follow the choreography that emerged spontaneously during rehearsals. Yet, they will still succeed in giving their show together if each arrives at the right time and place for the performance, and sticks to the non-obligatory dance moves of the choreography. 35 This shows that what accounts for the sharedness of shared activities is not the obligation to play one's role, but the fact that all participants' activities are coordinated by the same plan of action. 36 In addition to plan-coordination, might it not be necessary that those involved in its enactment know-or at least believe-that they are so involved in order to count as acting together? One might indeed think that in addition to plan-coordination, agents must satisfy a knowledge or, at the least, a belief condition if their activities are to be classified as shared.

Whether or not this objection is on point depends on what a theory of shared agency is supposed to achieve. Most shared agency theorists have restricted attention to cases of shared activities where each participant intentionally shares their agency with others. 37 More technically, they have focused on cases of shared φ-ing where there is a description of φ such that it is true of each participant that they contribute intentionally to φ-ing under that description. Now, it would surely be quite odd to say that I φ-ed intentionally while not 34 See Chapter 2 for a more in-depth discussion of mutual obligations in shared agency. 35 In fact, even if they depart from the rehearsed moves, they will still act together so long as they keep on dancing-that is, so long as they stick to their roles of dancers of a ballet company giving a show. 36 Gilbert should concede the truth of this point. After all, she agrees that agents might frame their shared endeavor as involving no obligation (2013c: 112). When that is the case, what, then, explains the sharedness of such obligation-free shared endeavors, if not the common plan that coordinates the participants' activities? 37 See Pacherie (2013) for a similar observation.

knowing I was φ-ing (or at least, not knowing that I was trying to φ). 38 From this, it follows that for the range of cases on which shared theory theorists have focused, a description under which φ is done together is also a description under which each participant knows (or at least, believes) that they are contributing to φ-ing (or trying to contribute to φ-ing). In short, as a result of their narrow focus, shared agency theorists are led to argue that the satisfaction of some epistemic or doxastic condition is necessary for shared agency. 39 My focus, by contrast, is much broader. As argued in Chapter 1, shared intentions are not necessary for shared agency. This observation sheds light on a range of cases of shared φing where, for any description of φ, there is at least one participant who contributes to φ-ing, under that description, in a less that fully intentionally manner. A company of narcistic dancers might perform in a tableau together even though none of them intends to be involved in that tableau, perhaps because of their overwhelming desire to not share the audience's attention. Accordingly, though sticking to their respective roles is surely something they each do intentionally, they are nonetheless not committed to performing in a tableau, and so performing in a tableau is arguably something they each do somewhat unintentionally.

Once it is admitted that parties to a shared activity need not have intentionally shared their agency with others in order to be engaged in shared agency, it becomes easier to recognize that in certain cases of shared activities, in addition to sharing their agency 38 I am adding this parenthetical remark to accommodate cases where I cannot be sure that I succeed in φ-ing even though I φ intentionally, as when I do not know whether I am making ten carbon copies at once even though, if I succeed in so doing, I can be truly said to have made all these copies intentionally. The example is from Davidson (1971). 39 To be sure, parties to activities done together often know that they are indeed participating in a shared activity, even though they might know neither the identity of the other parties, nor specific details about other parties' contributions to the shared activity (as when we work in a huge firm with a fine-grained division of labor and a highly complex production process). Furthermore, despite their awareness of their participation in an activity done together, they might not know much, if anything at all, about the ends that their pooled agency attempts to accomplish-imagine a weapon factory where, for national security reasons, employees working together on the assembly line have been deceived into believing they are making regular cars, when in fact they are building topnotch military tanks. The point I am about to make here, however, is even stronger: I propose, indeed, that the mere awareness of being involved in a shared activity is not even necessary for acting together.

unintentionally, some participants may well have shared their agency unknowingly with others. Suppose you are part of our dance company, and that you are such a narcissist that you will only do your best when alone on stage. The company's choreographer is aware of this. They also know that no one compares to you when you put your heart and soul into your practice. However, the choreography they envision requires more than just your performance.

In order to achieve their artistic goals, they therefore resolve to lie to you, and arrange the stage in such a way that you remain unaware of the presence of the other dancers. On the day of the premiere, you are dancing together with the other dancers of the company even though you share the stage with them unknowingly: the act you are involved in is not a solo, but a tableau, whether you know it or not. This example suggests that we should refrain from including any epistemic or doxastic condition in the analysis of shared agency. 40 In fact, that is precisely what I did when arguing for my plan-coordination conception of shared agency: plan-coordination, in my view, does not require that those who enact some common plan either know or believe that they are indeed enacting it. 41 Far from being too broad, my account captures, as it should, the fact that we might discover, sometimes to our dismay, 42 that together we others, we have been engaged in shared agency. 40 This example also suggests that neither mutual responsiveness, nor mutual help should be considered necessary for shared agency. For when on stage, the narcissistic dancer performs together with others even though they are in no position to either respond to fellow dancers' moves, or to help them. 41 It is worth stressing that the foregoing coheres with my view that shared intentions are not necessary for shared agency. Earlier, I showed that my intentions need not reflect the collective nature of the activity in which I participate. The point that emerges now is a generalization of this observation: on my view, that I act together with others need not be represented by my mental states, be they intentions, beliefs, or knowledge states. My view, for this reason, has obvious affinities with externalist accounts of social phenomena. See Ritchie (2020) or Torengo (2016). Gilbert's view is, to some extent, externalist too. See her disjunction criterion (2013c: 105), that is, her view that: "an adequate account of shared intention is such that it is not necessarily the case that for every shared intention, on that account, there be correlative personal intentions of the individual parties." 42 Bessel van der Kolk suggests that clinicians treating severely traumatized patients might, unbeknownst to them, replicate, together with their patients, the patients' traumas by playing the roles of those who, in the past, initially caused the patients' injuries (2015). Another example of unwitting participation in shared agency might be gentrification. Moving to a new neighborhood might seem, at first, to be an individual matter. You might nevertheless subsequently realize that your move, together with that of others, were part of a plan designed by private developers to attract people from your demographic to this specific neighborhood so as to increase the property value-something that you might register with some unease when you find out that part of the private developers' plan was also to evict long-term residents. Some might judge that in casting my net so wide, I have undermined the distinctiveness of shared agency. But the converse is true: the false belief that shared intentions are necessary for collective activities has distorted our appreciation of the proper explanandum of shared agency theory and led us to dismiss a range of cases as falling outside the scope of inquiry. My account is able to handle the whole spectrum of shared activities, and not just the upper end of that spectrum where shared activities result from tightly knitted shared intentions and satisfy strong epistemic conditions such as common knowledge.

Let me take stock. I have set out to offer an account of shared agency which coheres with my refutation of the necessity claim (namely, the claim that shared intentions are necessary for shared agency) but which still delivers a plausible explanation of the common practical orientation evinced by shared activities. This account comprises two components: a conceptual clarification of our notion of shared agency, and an explanation of the mechanisms that enable shared activities. In this section, I have tackled the first of these two tasks and argued that we act together if and only if our activities are coordinated by a common plan. This conceptual clarification straightforwardly explains what a common practical orientation amounts to: it is, simply, a common plan of action. This conceptual clarification also accounts for the substitution infelicities generated by 'together': φ can be uncontroversially said to have been done genuinely together only when captured by descriptions that adequately represent the underlying common plan, or the purpose(s) that this plan serves. It is less clear whether φ can be said to have been done, again, genuinely together when captured by descriptions that have too little to do with the underlying common plan, or the purpose(s) of this plan.

In the next section, I turn to the second of these two tasks; that is, I set out to explain in greater detail the mechanisms behind the formation of plans, as well as the mechanisms thanks to which plans might coordinate our activities.

Two Grades of Minimalism

In Chapter 1, I have established that shared intentions are not the only mechanism through which we might determine the content of a common plan and, eventually, enact that plan. In arguing so, I have taken a step in the direction of a minimalist account of shared agency, one that does not require the rich psychological structures involved in the sharing of intentions.

Of course, I am not denying that shared intentions constitute a powerful agency-pooling mechanism, that is, a mechanism through which we might form plans and enact them. But given that shared intentions are not necessary for shared agency, there must be other planformation and plan-coordination mechanisms. In this section, I aim to see how far we can go in making plan-formation and plan-coordination not depend on agents' psychologies. That is, I want to explore how minimalist the mechanisms that provide for shared agency can be.

There are, I believe, two main families of minimalist agency-pooling mechanisms. 43 The first ( §5.1) features a planner. Roughly, the planner first engages in practical deliberation, determines the content of a plan as a result, and then attributes the different parts of that plan to a collection of agents who subsequently enact the plan simply by playing their parts. Shared activities that result from mechanisms of that first sort are moderately minimalist: what makes them shared is the planner's plan, that is, a plan whose content has been determined by the planner's psychology.

The second family of minimalist mechanisms ( §5.2) do away with the planner. They are, thus, strongly minimalist. Instead of a planner, mechanisms of this second sort involve a history of selection of patterns of activity. Plan-coordination is the outcome of such a history of selection, and the content of the plan is defined by the features of a selected pattern of activity that explains the fact of its selection. If sound, the arguments of this subsection should contribute to the realization that the toolbox of cultural evolution, broadly construed, is highly relevant for shared agency theory.

Moderate Minimalism: Planner-Based Shared Activities

Imagine an authoritarian choreographer: they design the choreography all by themselves, then instruct dancers to follow it, and eventually such dancers might enact it by narrowly sticking to their respective roles in the choreography. Shared activities of this sort are pervasive in our social world: engineers design complex production processes that employees then might enact by merely sticking to their respective job descriptions; admirals design battle plans that lower-ranking officers then might enact by merely sticking to their roles in those plans.

In all such cases, a single planner forms a plan through an episode of practical reasoning, and makes sure to decompose that plan into subplans. 44 Agents of some collection are each assigned a subplan-that is, they are assigned a role in that plan. They then enact the plan by following their respective roles in that plan.

Sometimes, the plan of the planner figures in an intention of theirs: the authoritarian choreographer intends the dancers of their company to do such and such moves. At others, the planner has no investment in the plan that they have come up with, and therefore does not commit themselves to its success. The engineer who designed the complex production process might not care very much at all about that process. In cases of this sort, the plan figures in one of the planner's beliefs: the engineer believes that if the workers of the company are to produce good nuts and bolts, then they have to accomplish these tasks with these tools in the following order. 45 A collection of agents can conform to the planner's plan by sharing the intention to enact it, and then by acting on that shared intention: when following their respective roles, therefore, they do so with a view to achieving the plan of which these roles form a part. But I believe there at least two alternatives, less psychologically demanding ways through which agents might conform to the plan. Each agent might merely intend to play their respective role in the plan, as when I commit myself to doing my bit on the assembly line but do not care at all about the achievement of the broader production plan of which my tasks are a part.

Alternatively, the collection of agents might be merely nudged into completing the tasks involved in their roles. 46 In some airports, train stations, and subway tunnels, footprints stickers stuck on the ground indicate paths which, when followed, ensure a smooth traffic of passengers. I take it that most of us follow such stickers mindlessly, that is, without forming the intention to walk in the direction indicated by the stickers: rather, our intention, as we walk, might just be to cover the footprint stickers (or at least some of them) with the sole of our own shoes. Note, in passing, that cases where behavioral nudges ensure a collection of activities' conformity to some plan offer an illustration of shared activities where individuals 45 I owe this distinction to Shapiro (2014). 46 Shapiro (2014) has neglected this possibility. might share their agency unknowingly. Indeed, commuters following footprint stickers in a subway passageway need not realize that in so doing, they are participating in a plan meant to avoid collisions and congestion.

As argued in the previous section, shared agency takes more than conforming to a common plan. It requires, indeed, that the plan explains our conformity to it. So how might a planner's plan figure in an explanation of the enactors' conformity to it? First, the planner's plan 47 must be causally efficacious in moving the enactors to act as required by the plan-a condition that the examples of this subsection so far all satisfy. To see why this condition is important, let us go back to your apartment and the public park down the street. Suppose that as the first drops escalate into a downpour, you form the plan that these ordinary parkgoers run to the gazebo, and suppose in addition that, sure enough, parkgoers do start running to the gazebo. If your plan were in no way causally connected to their running, you would be delusional if you thought that your plan coordinated their run to the gazebo. This causal connection, however, is not enough. 48 Suppose I am a teenager and you are my mom. You are understandably fed up with being in charge of all the domestic chores, and so you form the plan that my sister and I do our part by cleaning our respective rooms. 49 You communicate this plan to dad, just to warn him. Dad is an old-fashioned man who pays little attention to fairness in domestic labor, and therefore does not engage much in your plan.

Hearing you talk about cleaning rooms, however, gives him an idea: he could force me to 47 To be more precise, that which must be causally efficacious is not so much the plan (which, qua abstract object, might well be causally inefficacious) as the mental representation of the planner in which the plan figures. 48 In his own account, Shapiro requires that the plan be efficacious (2014: 277). But he has not realized that the causal efficacy of the plan is not quite enough for the planner's plan to coordinate the enactors' activities. 49 The example is loosely inspired by Shapiro's. clean my room as punishment for the mess I made the other day when I used his laptop without his authorization. He could, and he does: before you could tell my sister and me about your plan to divvy up domestic chores differently, he orders that I clean my room. As a result, here I am, cleaning my room. And since my little sister just does everything that I do, she is now cleaning hers too.

In this scenario, there is a causal chain that starts with your plan and that goes all the way to what my sister and I are now doing. Besides, what we do satisfies the content of your plan. However, it seems obvious that we are not enacting your plan, hence engaged in doing domestic chores together. Instead, my behavior enacts dad's plan, and my sister's behavior enacts her own plan to copy whatever it is that I do. This admittedly far-fetched scenario seems to suggest that the plan-coordination mechanism I described, when it only requires a causal connection between the planner's plan and the enactors' activities, might founder on a version of the problem of deviant causal chains. 50 For your plan is that we clean our rooms, we indeed do so, your plan causes our behaviors, yet your plan does not seem to coordinate our activities-and our activities, in turn, do not seem to be shared. 51 Would we make progress towards a solution to this problem if the foregoing account demanded more than a causal connection between the planner's plan and the enactors' behaviors? For instance, should we include the requirement that the enactors of the plan acknowledge the planner's plan and act accordingly? That, I think, would be too strong a requirement. Recall behavioral nudges. Passengers and commuters mindlessly following footprint stickers in airports and subway tunnels do not seem to have to recognize the planner's plan in order to count as engaged in activities coordinated by that planner's plan.

To solve this version of the problem of deviant causal chains, I suggest strengthening the foregoing account by adding two requirements-while refraining, however, to demand more than a merely causal connection between the planner's plan and the enactors' behaviors.

First, the planner's plan must be self-referential: 52 the plan does not just specify how a collection of agents is supposed to act; in addition, it is part of the content of the plan that the plan 53 itself be causally involved in the production of the enactors' behaviors. Second, the plan must be involved in the production of the enactors' behaviors not just in any possible way, but in the way that the plan has stipulated.

These additional requirements are intuitively satisfied by all the examples of plannerbased shared activities I have used so far. They also keep at bay deviant causal chains. To go back to one such example, your plan was not merely that my sister and I clean our room. In addition, it was arguably part of your plan that your very plan be involved in a certain way in bringing it about that my sister and I clean our respective rooms; and whatever this way was, it was certainly not your intention that dad, as he was listening with only half an ear to the new division of domestic labor you had all sorted out, hit upon the idea to use the cleaning of my room as punishment for my past mischief.

With these additional conditions, is my account now too demanding? I do not think so. For one thing, both requirements reflect good practices that planners generally adopt when in the business of coordinating others' actions. Planners typically do not just specify how a collection of agents are supposed to act. They also deliberate about how to make their 52 This, by the way, is also how Gilbert Harman suggests taking care of the problem of deviant causal chains in individual action theory (1976: 444). See Ludwig (2016: 88-97) for an elaboration. 53 Or to be more precise, a representation of the plan. See ft. 47 above for a similar precaution. plans effective and, thus, settle on plans that describe with some specificity how that very plan is supposed to lead to its own achievement. Moreover, the thought that my account of the foregoing agency-pooling mechanism is too stringent misses the point of the task I set out to complete here. Again, the point of this section is to describe mechanisms for shared agency, that is, conditions which, when satisfied, suffice for plan-formation and plancoordination, hence for the performance of shared activities. Accordingly, the focus here is not on necessary conditions, but sufficient ones. If the conditions sketched so far in this subsection turned out necessary for planner-based shared agency, all the better. But sufficiency will do.

Here is a quick recap. In this subsection, I have argued that agents of some collection act together when the following conditions are satisfied:

• Plan formation. Some agent (let's call them the planner) engages in practical deliberation and forms a plan that they decompose into subplans. Agents of some collection (let's call them the enactors) are each assigned a subplan, that is, a role in that plan.

• Plan coordination:

o Plan conformity. The enactors conform (possibly unwittingly) to their roles in the planner's plan.

o Plan self-referentiality. It is part of the planner's plan that that plan itself causes the enactors to conform to their roles, and does so according to some preplanned causal route.

123 o Plan causality. The planner's plan causes the enactors to conform to their roles through one pre-planned causal route.

Notice that in the agency-pooling mechanism I described, shared intentions are not necessary.

Insofar as it does not require the rich web of interpersonal psychological structures that the sharing of intentions necessitates, this mechanism is, thus, minimalist. Nevertheless, it still crucially involves a planner and their planning activity: in this mechanism, the content of the plan is determined by the planner's practical reasoning, and whether a collection of activities are coordinated by the same plan depends, in part, on the content of the planner's plan. For these reasons, this mechanism is, I suggest, moderately minimalist.

Strong Minimalism: Selective History-Based Shared Activities

Suppose we now try to remove the planner. Can plans be formed and can they coordinate our activities even in the planner's absence? Put differently, might there be strongly minimalist mechanisms that enable shared agency without the sharing of intention and without the multiagent enactment of a planner's plan?

The idea of plans without planners is a familiar one in evolutionary theory. In this picture, the plan of an item is, as before, a specification of how this item is supposed to operate. A difference with intelligently designed plans is that, in evolutionary theory, the content of the plan is the outcome of a history of selection; more precisely, the content of the plan of some selected item is fixed by how that item operated at the time of its selection (Graham 2011). Now, the major insight of evolutionary theory is that selection does not necessitate anyone's intentions. In fact, smart plans might arise through the aggregation of rather unintelligent processes.

In biology, Darwinian evolutionary change involves the following three ingredients:

• Heredity. There must be a population of individual things (e.g. genes, organisms, groups of organisms) where traits are reliably passed on from ancestors to their descendants.

• Variation. Traits should vary in character.

• Differential fitness. Different traits have different impacts on how well the possessors of those traits reproduce, hence pass on the traits they possess to their descendants.

Once you have these three ingredients, let them sit for a while. All sorts of variants will randomly appear. However, only variants that confer enhanced fitness will gain a foothold insofar as they will spread more widely in that population. 54 In other words, such variants, and their bearers, will be naturally selected. Lastly, tying this rough and ready account of Darwinian evolutionary change back to the notion of plan, the way a selected item has been behaving when producing fitness-enhancing consequences determines what the plan of that item consists in, or put differently, what its design is.

Something along these rough lines is at the heart of evolutionary biology and is used in explanations of the origins of certain traits, as well as in explanations of their distribution across populations of genes, organisms, and groups of organisms. [START_REF] Petersson | Team Reasoning and Collective Intentionality[END_REF]56 What I want to suggest here is that this package of ideas might find a surprisingly fecund application in shared agency theory. To be sure, many an evolutionary theorist has already deployed tools of this 54 As stated, this recipe might not be foolproof. I am indeed bracketing a host of issues, in particular the possibility that drift might tamper with selective pressures. See Peter Godfrey-Smith (2009: ch. 2) for discussion. [START_REF] Petersson | Team Reasoning and Collective Intentionality[END_REF] Evolutionary theorists often distinguish origin explanations from distribution explanations (Godfrey-Smith 2009; 2012). Given that I am here interested in the formation of plans, my focus is on the former. 56 Advocates of the idea that natural selection requires replicators, that is, items that reproduce themselves identically, will balk at the fact that I have here counted organisms, and groups of organisms as items that might undergo natural selection. In fact, replicator theorists will surely disagree with much more of what I here argue for, not the least being my suggestion to bring evolutionary theory to bear on the formation and enactment of multi-agent plans. Thankfully for me, the view that replicators are essential to natural selection is controversial. sort in their attempts to explain our capacity for reciprocity and cooperation (e.g. Axelrod 2009; Bacharach 2006; Tomasello 2009; Bowles & Gintis 2011; Sterelny & al. 2013). My project, however, is significantly different. Here, I am not so much interested in accounting for the emergence of prosocial psychological dispositions, and/or the origin of institutional mechanisms selected for their ability to foster such prosocial dispositions. For even if successful, such explanations would fall short of an account of the emergence of common plans of action and their coordination of shared activities, that is, of the very mechanisms thanks to which different individuals might pool their agential powers: we would certainly have a better understanding of how humans became disposed to act with others, but we would still remain in the dark about what, philosophically speaking, is involved in their doing so.

My aim, instead, is to indicate how evolutionary ideas might in fact also illuminate the very pooling of our agential powers. Accordingly, the remainder of this subsection suggests how selection processes of a roughly Darwinian sort may well account for the plannerless formation of plans as well as the equally plannerless mechanisms through which such plans coordinate our activities.

These roughly Darwinian mechanisms I sketch next are most relevant at different grains of analysis. The first aims to explain plan formation and plan coordination within a single interaction. The second, and more speculative, supplies an explanation for the emergence of a plan-type that can be enacted across multiple interactions.

But before I sketch these two mechanisms, I would like to dispel a concern. To some readers, the idea of applying Darwinian tools to the formation and enactment of shared plans might have evoked images of ant colonies and swarms of bees, that is, cases where there is indeed a common plan, but the enactors of that plan do not have the mental capacities for agency. 57 One might then wonder whether in drawing on the Darwinian apparatus, I might not deliver an account of collective behaviors, rather than shared agency. This concern is a good one to keep in mind. However, I do not think that my project, in this subsection, is misconceived. We, humans, obviously have the capacity for agency. So long as what each of us does, when conforming to a selected-for plan, counts as an activity, and not just as a mere behavior, then what we all do counts as an exercise of shared agency, even if each of our activities is somewhat rudimentary-something that the examples I develop next show.

Trial and Error

Suppose you and I are trying to get off a packed NYC subway car. You come from one direction, I come from another, and both directions laboriously merge near the subway doors.

As a result, we find ourselves to be on a collision course and are therefore badly in need of a common plan for the coordination our moves. My suggestion is that the content of that common plan might be determined by individual trial and error: we both step forward simultaneously, but then immediately stop moving to not bump into each other, and after a couple of rounds of failed attempts, we eventually home in on the pattern of direction and speed that enables us to leave the train while avoiding a collision. Put differently, our repeated attempts, which surely count not just as mere behaviors, but as activities (even if relatively mindless and automatic), have helped us select a combination of moves that fix the content of our common plan of action. This plan, in turn, explains our conformity to it: once we start acting in conformity with that plan, it becomes costly to deviate from it, 58 for we 57 Or, at the least, only have the capacities for an extremely watered-down sort of agency. 58 I am indebted to Kirk Ludwig for this suggestion.

would then run the risk of stepping on each other's feet. The plan, therefore, explains our sustained conformity to it. 59 Reinforcement learning is structurally similar to Darwinian selection (Godfrey-Smith 2012). First, each trial introduces variation. Second, successful attempts form the basis for subsequent cycles of trial and error. Third, trial and error is a fairly rudimentary process-yet likely to home in on smart solutions. 60 These remarks together with the subway example therefore suggest that a roughly Darwinian process might account for the plannerless formation of plans, as well as the plannerless plan-coordination of our activities.

Selection of Plan-Types

Let us now zoom out and explore how Darwinian processes might lead to the formation of plan-types that might then be deployed across different interactions. 61 To fix ideas, consider greeting rituals. 62 They obviously involve a plan, that is, a specification of the range of expressions that can be said and the sort of gestures that are usually expected. Of course, this kind of social choreography can be the result of intentional design. 63 But it seems possible 59 Above, I said that one might wonder how a plan, that is, an abstract object, can figure in an explanation of our conformity to it (see ft. 27). As far as I can see, there is nothing mysterious in the explanation described in the main text. 60 One important difference between textbook cases of Darwinian selection and reinforcement learning is that neither the idea of reproduction, nor that of heredity, make much sense when applied to successive trials. 61 Intuitively, these plan-types fall under the broader category of conventions. This subsection, therefore, can be read as a contribution to our understanding of how some conventions might arise and coordinate our activities. Of course, not all conventions emerge through Darwinian processes: some are indeed the outcome of intelligent design. I should also stress that the overlap between the notions of plan and convention is far from perfect. Conventions imply regularities of behaviors. Some plans, by contrast, are single-use, so to speak. See for example the plan of action that coordinated our moves when we got off the packed subway car.

that greeting rituals might emerge, spread, and coordinate our interactions even in the absence of a planner.

Under which conditions would this possibility materialize? More generally speaking, under which conditions might plan-types emerge, spread, and coordinate our activities as a result of Darwinian mechanisms? First off, there would have to be a population of items whose operations, when selected for, determine the content of not just any sort of plan, but of a common plan of action. What sort of items fits that description? One plausible answer, I believe, is interactions, that is, the face-to-face encounters in which much of our rich social lives consist. 64 Now, this proposal would be dead on arrival if all our interactions always unfolded according to some plan of action. For then my attempted explanation of the formation of such plans based on the Darwinian selection of interactions would obviously turn out viciously circular. To be sure, our social world abounds with social choreographies: the way we greet one another, celebrate a birth, mourn a death, or go on dates is informed by all sorts of norms that specify to some great extent the contents of the plans we enact in each of these scenarios.

Yet, it just takes a trip to a foreign country or an encounter with someone who does not culturally evolve in the same social circles to realize that not all our interactions are shaped by antecedently given plans.

Second, there would have to be some way to make sense of the idea that some styles of interactions are more fit than others-for instance, because they are more enjoyable, more readily remembered, or easier to execute, hence more likely to spread. 64 Cultural evolution theorists use the term 'cultural variant' (Godfrey-Smith 2012; Richerson & Boyd 2008) or 'memes' (Dawkins 1976/2016; Blackmore 2009; Dennett 2017) to describe the hotchpotch of cultural items that might undergo processes of cultural selection. This hotchpotch includes behaviors, skills, values, attitudes (Richerson & Boyd 2008: 63) as well as artifacts (Sterelny 2006). To my knowledge, cultural evolution theorists have neglected the possibility that interactions might count as cultural variants too.

Third, there would have to be some mechanism through which styles of interactions spread differentially better depending on their relative fitness. In biology, reproduction plays such a role and, at first, it might seem that interactions are not the sort of things that can beget other interactions. There are, at least, two responses to this challenge. One is to tighten the analogy between interactions and the sorts of populations of individuals dealt with by biologists. Take for instance couples dancing the tango. Perhaps the dancing style of every couple is the faithful imitation of some other couple's own style. If that were the case, tango interactions would form lineages of the sort observed among organisms. Another response is to relax the requirement that each interaction have a limited number of parent interactions.

For instance, a bias for conformity might explain the spread of some ways of greeting others.

As a result of this bias, each greeting would perhaps have as many sources as greeting rituals previously observed, thus undermining the idea that such sources might be analogous to parents. Being able to track lineages, however, is not a requirement that stringently applies here given that I merely aim to explore how relatively unintelligent individual activities might lead to the emergence of plans of action (Godfrey-Smith 2012).

If all these conditions were satisfied, interactions would lend themselves to the kind of search processes that organisms undergo, and the way such interactions operated at the time of their selection would, it seems, determine the content of what would be tantamount to plans of action.

So far, I have explained how Darwinian processes might lead to the formation of plan-types. Now, how might plan-types of this sort explain the fact of our conformity to them? Here is one mechanism: as in the case of individual learning developed above, such plan-types, once selected, might create incentives favoring conformity to them. If deviation from a plan-type is costly, then that plan-type explains our enduring conformity to it.

To illustrate, let us speculate and suppose that greeting rituals did arise through a process of the kind I just described. Imagine now that you and I greet each other at the office on a depressingly rainy Monday morning. We know that social choreography and because deviance from it is disapproved of, we both conform to it as we bump into one another in the elevator. The knowledge we both have of this choreography need be neither explicit, nor propositional. Indeed, we might merely know how to engage in these social moves-the sort of things to say, the facial expressions that we should show. Our playing of our respective parts, as a result, might be relatively mindless-and yet surely sufficiently agential for it to count as activities and not just mere behaviors. In this scenario, we have engaged in shared agency even though neither the emergence of our plan, nor the plan-coordination of our activities, have required either shared intentions or a planner.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that we need a minimalist account of shared agency, that is, an account that gives up shared agency theorists' bias for action par excellence and their related commitment to the claim that shared intentions are necessary for shared agency (i.e. the necessity claim). I have then offered one such account.

We need a minimalist account of shared agency for at least two main reasons. First, a minimalist account is best geared to be extensionally adequate, that is, to not misclassify some instances of shared activities (especially those instances where participation is automatic, unthinking or half-hearted) as merely parallel individual actions. Second, a minimalist account is ideally positioned to do justice to the variety of jobs that the concept of shared agency does for us. In particular, a minimalist account of shared agency would be a useful resource for our understanding-and social critique-of our unwitting participation in oppressive shared activities.

This sought-for minimalism, however, had better go not too far, lest we end up mistakenly classifying merely parallel individual activities as shared activity. In order to keep this minimalism in check, I have then argued for three desiderata that any adequate account of shared agency must satisfy. In particular, I have claimed that accounts of shared agency must capture the fact that when our activities are shared, they all follow a common practical orientation.

These desiderata, together with my desire to develop a minimalist account, have first created a puzzle. For initially it seems that only a non-minimalist account could explain the common practical orientation evinced by shared activities. I have then solved this puzzle in two stages. First, I have offered an analysis of the concept of shared agency in terms of the notion of plan of action. Specifically, I have argued that we act together just in case our activities are coordinated by a common plan of action. Second, I have laid out two families of mechanisms that need not appeal to shared intentions, and yet explain the formation of plans of action, as well as the coordination of our activities by such plans.

With this chapter coming to a close, I have said everything I wanted to say about shared agency in my dissertation. In the next chapter, I pick up again my exploration of cooperation and cooperativeness.

CHAPTER 4 Cooperativeness

Introduction

There is very little we would accomplish if it were not for our capacity to act together with others. Fighting pandemics, making movies, and engaging in team sports, to take a few examples, require that we pool our agential powers. The success of such shared endeavors, as we know, depends on a myriad of factors. Scoring a goal during a soccer game, for instance, takes skills, grit and some amount of luck. It also takes the disposition, on each player's part, to think and act cooperatively (Papineau 2017: ch. 10). In this chapter, I aim to give an account of cooperativeness, that is, the deep and stable disposition to think and act as a good partner in shared activity. 1 Despite the central importance of cooperativeness to our rich social lives, philosophers have said relatively little about it. Shared agency theorists, for instance, have predominantly focused on the conditions collections of agents must satisfy to act together (Tuomela & Miller 1988; Tuomela 2005; Searle 1990; Kutz 2000; Roth 2004; Gilbert 2013c; Bratman 2014; Shapiro 2014; Ludwig 2016); while they have, as a result, developed sophisticated theories of shared activity, they have remained somewhat silent on the teamspirited dispositions we hope our partners will turn out to be moved by when our shared enterprise is underway. 2 To be sure, there is a vast and ever-growing literature on the evolution of cooperation, and the philosophers, social scientists and evolutionary biologists and psychologists who have contributed to this literature have had much to say about the so-called proximate psychological mechanisms3 of cooperation, i.e. the psychological mechanisms likely to promote, and contribute to the success of, shared activities (Axelrod 2009; Frank & al. 1993; Kitcher 1993; 2011; Sober & Wilson 1999; Bacharach 2006; Boyd & Richerson 2009; Tomasello 2009; 2014; 2016; Bowles & Gintis 2011). On the surface, it would then seem that, contrary to what I just said, there is no dearth of research into cooperativeness. It is a mistake, however, to conflate, say, altruism or the disposition to reciprocate favors (that is, two of the proximate mechanisms studied in the cooperation literature) with a disposition to think and act as a good partner. In fact, an agent moved by a disposition for altruism might well fail to act cooperatively-or so I will argue ( §6.1). 4 In drawing attention to cooperativeness, understood as a deep and stable disposition to think and act as a good partner, my intention is not to deny that there are other psychological routes to cooperative behavior: after all, altruism and reciprocity often enable the possessors of these traits to cooperate. My intention, instead, is to reveal the fundamental need that we have, when involved in shared agency, to surround ourselves not just with altruists, or people likely to reciprocate favors, but with good partners.

Philosophers often rely on intuitions when they aim to give an account of some concept or other (as I have done in Chapter 1 when I gave an account of cooperation, and in Chapter 3 when I provided an account of shared activity). 5 The theorists who have inquired into the evolution of cooperation, by contrast, have appealed to a host of alternative, more or less formal, approaches involving game theory and evolutionary game theory among other things. Given my purposes in this chapter, none of these approaches will do. On the one hand, cooperativeness, as I am about to argue, has weaker and stronger forms. The concept of cooperativeness, thus, has a more complex structure than the quest for necessary and sufficient conditions is likely to reveal. On the other hand, the formal approaches deployed by cooperation theorists seem unlikely to explain little more than the emergence of behavioral and attitudinal patterns in which the concept of cooperativeness need not play any role. 6 In this chapter, I therefore take a different tack and seek to explain what job we have recruited this concept to do for us. The resulting conceptual "job description," to use Karen Jones's expression, 7 will show that there are two main needs that the concept of cooperativeness contributes to satisfying. First, we have a pressing need, when engaged in shared agency, to surround ourselves with partners disposed to commit to doing their bit and who will neither deviate, nor hijack our common plan of action. This first, pressing need motivates the formation of a concept of minimal cooperativeness, one that helps us to flag reliable and nonmanipulative partners-and to keep unreliable and manipulative ones at arm's length ( §3-4).

In addition, it is also a need of ours, albeit a less pressing one, to act together with partners who imagine the new common plans of action that our pooled agential powers could enact. 5 For other examples of shared agency theorists who have extensively relied on intuitions, see John Searle (1990), Margaret Gilbert (2013c), Abe Roth (2003; 2004), Christopher Kutz (2000). Some shared agency theorists have also used alternative methods. Bratman makes use of Gricean creature construction (2014). Ludwig projects the logical analysis of individual action sentences to sentences ascribing shared agency (2016). 6 Philip Pettit (2018) expresses a similar opinion in the context of his inquiry into the emergence of ethical concepts. Michael Bacharach's frame theory, perhaps, is an exception (1999; 2006). His work, indeed, combines game theory with the idea that the conceptual frame players adopt when faced with a strategic interaction can affect the eventual outcome of that interaction. One such conceptual frame is "team reasoning," that is, a frame through which the strategic interaction is seen as a problem that, together, we can solve. Much of what I say in §5-6 is indebted to Bacharach's insight. 7 My debt to Jones is not just terminological. Indeed, my approach, in this chapter, owes much to Jones's 2012 article, "Trustworthiness".

Accordingly, a strongly cooperative partner is not just disposed to reliability and nonmanipulativeness, but is also imaginative and interactive-or so I argue in the second half of the chapter ( §5-7). On the picture that will have emerged by the end of the chapter, there will be little doubt that cooperativeness is the virtue of shared agency ( §8). But before I start developing my account, I would like to say more about my approach ( §2).

Methodology: Conceptual Job Description and Other Point-Based Explanations

As announced in my introduction, this chapter develops a conceptual job description for the concept of cooperativeness. That is to say, I ask what job we have recruited the concept of cooperativeness to do for us. In the introduction, I very briefly alluded to Jones's use of this method in her account of trustworthiness (2012; 2017). Jones's account, in fact, is not the only example of philosophical inquiry where insight into some concept or practice is gained by examining the function that possession of that concept or engagement in that practice serves. Edward Craig (1987; 1999), Bernard Williams (2002), Miranda Fricker (2007; 2016; forthcoming), Thomas Simpson (2012), and Philip Pettit (2018) have used a similar method in their respective accounts of knowledge (Craig), truthfulness (Williams), testimonial justice, blame, and forgiveness (Fricker), trust (Simpson), and ethical desirability and responsibility (Pettit). This method, or rather family of methods, have received different labels: practical explication (Craig), genealogy (Williams, Fricker, and Simpson), state of nature explanation (Craig, Williams, and Fricker), paradigm-based explanation (Fricker too), conceptual job description (Jones), conceptual role argument (Jones too), and reconstructive analysis (Pettit). This diversity of labels should not encourage the skeptical thought that there is no common denominator to what these philosophers have been up to; quite the contrary, all of them share the belief that the best way to shed light on a range of concepts or practices is to identify human needs that possession of such concepts or engagement in such practices is ideally positioned to satisfy-in short, to explain concepts and practices in terms of their point. These diverse labels nonetheless reflect some differences of emphasis between these various point-based explanations8 that it is worth bearing in mind.

As my approach in this chapter is most closely aligned with Jones's, I will first briefly clarify what she means by conceptual job description by explaining how she makes use of this method in her account of trustworthiness. Doing this will allow me, subsequently, to identify contrasts between her approach and the approaches of other philosophers who have offered point-based accounts of some concepts and practices. This discussion will also give us, en passant, a better handle on the notion of trustworthiness-which will prove useful when the time comes to compare this notion to the notion of cooperativeness ( §3.2). Karen Jones's question, in her 2012 paper, is not just, What is the point of the concepts of trustworthiness and trust, but more precisely, What conceptual work, if any, is there left for the notions of trustworthiness and trust when we already are in possession of the related concepts of relying on and being reliable? Put differently, what reason, if any, might we have to recruit the additional concepts of trustworthiness and trust when, obviously, there is quite a lot of work that the concepts of reliance and reliability already do for us?

Jones's answer goes along the following lines. More often than not, the success of our plans and endeavors is uncertain. Because of our finitude and sociality, indeed, we often have no choice but to rely on a lot of things, that is, to plan and act on the supposition that some states of affairs will obtain. 9 We rely not only on stuff (e.g. the rope at the end of which I am dangling) and forces of our natural world (e.g. the weather that we hope will remain sunny on our last beach day of the summer), but also on others. Now, we, human agents, are not just finite and social; we are also reflective. This reflectiveness, and in particular our capacity to ascribe to others and to oneself rich webs of psychological attitudes, opens up new and sophisticated ways of relying on others: we might rely on certain things we expect others to do, where our expectations take into account the expectations that we think others form about our own behaviors and expectations. Shared trading illustrates such mirroring expectations and the sophisticated reliance that mirroring expectations enable. But that is not all: our reflectiveness also makes possible 1) our counting on the other responding to our counting on them as well as, conversely, 2) our responsiveness to the fact of being counted on. This kind of counting on and this kind of responsiveness, according to Jones, delimit a range of practices that we have an interest in setting aside from the territory of reliance and reliability.

We have an interest in identifying those who will respond to our counting on them, in cultivating among us a disposition to respond to the fact of our being counted on, as well as in holding to account those who have signaled that they would respond to our counting on them. 10 Trustworthiness, Jones argues, is roughly the label we use to refer to the disposition to respond to our being counted on.11 At its core is the disposition to treat the fact of the others' dependency on us as a compelling reason to not let them down. According to Jones, the sensitivity to this reason is indeed what accounts for the distinctive value of trustworthiness, as well as what distinguishes the trustworthy from the reliable. Granted, a reliable agent, by definition, is unlikely to disappoint our expectations. However, what explains this disposition of theirs does not involve a direct responsiveness to being counted on, but some other motive of theirs (e.g. self-interest, benevolence, vanity, goodwill, fear of reprisals, etc.). This is a source of vulnerability for those who count on merely reliable agents: should the motive that explains their reliance happen to weaken, we would run the risk of being left high and dry.

Dependency on a trustworthy agent, by contrast, does not lay us open to this sort of vulnerability. Of course, more than one motives may bolster the trustworthy's disposition to respond to our dependency on them. But even if, say, their goodwill falters, their disposition to treat our very dependency on them as a reason to not let us down would give us additional protection from disappointment. This rough and ready reconstruction of Jones's views highlights some crucial features of a conceptual job description. Many such features are typical of any point-based explanation.

First, her account of trustworthiness invokes general facts about human nature (e.g. our finitude, sociality, and reflectiveness). It also involves general human needs (e.g. the need to count on others for many of our plans and endeavors) that possession of the target concept (i.e. trustworthiness) and engagement in the target conceptual practice (i.e. the practice of trust and trustworthiness) contribute to satisfy. Second, Jones's aim in offering a conceptual job description is to go straight to the core of her target concept (i.e. the characteristic reason for action to which the trustworthy is sensitive). Getting insight into the core of some concept or practice by reflecting on general human facts and needs is something that all point-based explanations do. 12 A conceptual job description also has some features that not all other kinds of pointbased explanations share, and vice versa. Here is one first difference. For Craig, Williams, Fricker (2007), 13 and Pettit, the task of shedding light on some concept or practice by reference to the purpose they serve is best carried out by using a state of nature explanation. These philosophers, indeed, invite us to imagine a rudimentary human community already in possession of some general social, linguistic and conceptual capacities, but where the target concept is not yet in currency, or the target practice not yet engaged in. The point of this imaginative detour is to give a vivid representation of the needs that we would surely have in this situation (called the state of nature) and, specifically, to home in on those needs that would be satisfied if this human community evolved the target concept or practice. Jones, by 12 To illustrate, Craig observes that we need true beliefs, more true beliefs, in fact, that each of us can gather alone. We are therefore led to pool epistemic resources. Now, to make the most of this pooling of resources, we form the concept of knowledge which, at its core, is the label we use to pick out that which good informants possess, that is (roughly) a disposition to convey p when p is true (Craig 1986; 1999). Williams, in a similar vein, argues that our need for the pooling of epistemic resources is best served if our interlocutors are truthful, where truthfulness, at its core, consists in two proto-virtues: accuracy and sincerity (2002). It is important to note that the target concept of a point-based explanation typically shows up in our actual practices with a lot more flesh and nuance than an explanation of its core at first reveals. For instance, sensitivity to the characteristic reason of trustworthiness typically comes with feelings of goodwill towards the agent who is counting on us (Baier 1986; Jones 1996), as well as with dispositions for conscientiousness and integrity (McLeod 2002). This contrast between the core and its actual manifestation in richer motivational, affective, and socio-cultural color, however, is no argument against point-based explanations. Quite the contrary, distinguishing a core from the outside layers helps focus attention on the explanatorily basic features of some concept or practice that (almost) all uses of this concept or instantiations of this practice will show. See Fricker (2016; forthcoming) for discussion. 13 But compare with Fricker (2016; forthcoming). contrast, does not appeal to this rhetorical device, hence, does not seek to picture what our lives might have been like in the state of nature. Rather, she invites us to imagine what our lives would be like if instead of having the concepts of trust and trustworthiness, we only possessed the concepts of reliance and reliability.14 This is obviously a much less demanding imaginative task, one that does not involve any fictionalizing about the state of nature. In this particular respect, Jones's approach is, I believe, very similar to Fricker's paradigm-based explanation: a sort of synchronic point-based explanation where the theorist does not take a detour via the state of nature to identify the core features of some concept or practice (Fricker 2016; forthcoming).

Here is another difference. As observed earlier, Jones does not focus on the point of trust and trustworthiness in the abstract, but rather on the distinctive work these concepts might do for us in addition to the work already done by the concepts of reliance and reliability. This is one original feature of her approach. In other point-based explanations, the target concept or practice is shown to emerge against a background of general human capacities. By contrast, Jones invites us to imagine a situation where we lack the target concept, but where, in addition to general human capacities, we also possess some close conceptual cousin of the target concept. In so doing, she highlights what, specifically, is added to our lives when, in addition to reliance and reliability, we acquire the concepts of trust and trustworthiness and, thereby, the ability to enter trust relationships. Notice that in arguing so, Jones is not making the claim that reliance and reliability are evolutionarily prior to, or more explanatorily basic than, trust and trustworthiness: she can (and does) remain neutral about this matter. Notice also that Jones's choice of methodology in no way should be read as conveying an implicit critique of other point-based approaches. Quite the contrary, 141 Jones's methodology illustrates that point-based approaches prove useful in a variety of theoretical endeavors: should one's target concept (or practice) have a close cousin, a pointbased explanation could help determine whether or not there is any point at all in having both the target concept and its cousin.

Here is one last dissimilarity. In The Birth of Ethics, Pettit intends to vindicate realism of a naturalistic sort about ethical properties. Pettit's main goal, in other words, is to show that the properties predicated by ethical concepts (in particular, those of ethical desirability and responsibility) not only exist, but that their existence is consistent with natural sciences.

Given his purposes, it is not quite enough, for him, to show that, under a range of sufficiently plausible hypotheses about human capacities and needs, the concepts of ethical desirability and responsibility might have emerged through naturalistic processes (i.e. though processes consistent with natural sciences). For then, the properties picked out by our very ethical concepts might, but need not, have emerged naturalistically and, accordingly, might, but need not, predicate real and naturalistic properties. Pettit, as a result, must show, in his reconstructive analysis, that given our human needs, the formation of concepts of ethical desirability and responsibility is pretty much necessary. 15 It is important to distinguish the claim that a concept or practice was bound to emerge, given certain human facts and needs, from the claim that point-based explanations are ideally situated to reveal the least contingent features of concepts and practices. Fricker, for instance, suggests that point-based explanations can help us home in on the most explanatorily basic features of our practices, that is, the features that make this practice most likely to serve the human needs that give it its point (2016; forthcoming). These most explanatorily basic features are also, for this reason, the least contingent ones-the ones in other words that are most likely to be present in most 16 (if not, all) instantiations of the practice. Now, it is obviously not because a feature of some practice is almost necessary to some practice that the practice itself is necessary, in the sense of being bound to emerge. Using Fricker's example (forthcoming), chocolate is surely an almost necessary feature of black forest gateau. Yet, black forest gateau was obviously not bound to be invented (let alone, become a patisserie classic). Now, Jones, unlike Pettit (and unlike Williams and Craig too), does not aim to defend the claim that her target concept and related practices were bound to emerge. If the needs that give to trust and trustworthiness their point turned out upon scrutiny to be universal, and if the formation of the concepts of trust and trustworthiness were the only, or the most salient way to satisfy them, then perhaps we could additionally conclude with some confidence that these concepts were bound to emerge in any human community. Notice, however, that drawing this additional conclusion is not essential to Jones's project. For even if the concepts of trust and trustworthiness emerged merely contingently, Jones's inquiry could still illuminate the point they actually serve in our actual society and shed light on their explanatorily basic features. In light of this, it appears that conceptual job descriptions need not be deployed to argue that some concept or practice that we currently have was bound to emerge. Alternatively, this method might be used to show why it might be a good idea to adopt some concept or practice that is not already in our repertoire, or how to revise, to our benefit, an existing concept or practice of ours. 17 16 As Fricker writes, "The [features] posited as necessary are thereby posited as still present in the actual practice, though possibly suppressed, concealed, or displaced within it" (forthcoming, my emphasis). Interestingly, the fact that explanatorily basic features might well not be involved in some instances of the target practice is a powerful argument in favor of point-based explanations. For suppose we go instead for the traditional method of conceptual analysis: we would surely find counterexamples to the effect that these explanatorily basic features do not count, strictly speaking, as necessary conditions of the target practice. The analysis we would arrive at would therefore fail to involve part of what gives a practice its point. 17 See Jones (2012: 62 ft. 2) for suggestions to that effect.

In light of this discussion, I now would like to specify my approach further. First, like Jones, I will dispense with the state of nature. Indeed, this chapter will not attempt to explain how the concept of cooperativeness might emerge given general suppositions about what our lives might be like in the state of nature. Second, again like Jones, my point is to explain the distinctive benefits we reap when we possess the concept of cooperativeness as compared to the benefits we get in a situation where we only have conceptual cousins of cooperativeness at our disposal (e.g. shared agency, altruism and reciprocity). Third, given my purposes here, I do not think I need to take a stance of whether the concept of cooperativeness emerged of necessity. Perhaps the human needs which possession of that concept satisfies are not only universal, but also such that only this concept can satisfy them. But establishing these facts does not form part of my agenda. One of my primary objectives, instead, is that, by the end of this chapter, it becomes clear what distinctive conceptual work the notion of cooperativeness can do for us.

Enough with the methodological preliminary. Let us now proceed to my account of cooperativeness.

A First Conjecture About the Point of the Concept of Cooperativeness

General Picture: Protection from Deviation and Hijack

So what is the point of possessing the concept of cooperativeness? Suppose we are already in possession of the concepts of shared agency and the like (e.g. partners and partnership, acting together, collective action, co-participant, etc.). What distinctive role, if any, might the concept of a cooperative co-participant play in addition to that of a mere co-participant? To make our way towards an answer to this question, recall Azealia and Bryn, our soccer players from Chapter 1. Bryn has deviated from the strategy they agreed upon, and worse, has taken advantage of Azealia's efforts in order to outshine her and receive the lion's share of the spectators' applause. Bryn and Azealia are still playing soccer together, hence are engaged in shared agency. They might even manage to score a goal, even in spite of Bryn's hogging of the ball. The fact remains that Bryn's conduct makes her an uncooperative partner, one that has derailed the common plan, could have jeopardized the opportunity to score, and turned her co-participants' involvement in shared agency into a frustrating experience.

If this is on the right track, this discussion highlights one first purpose that the acquisition and possession of the concept of cooperativeness might serve. Suppose we are cognitively equipped to distinguish individual activity from shared activity. I contend that if, in addition, we evolved the concept of cooperativeness, we would become equipped with conceptual means that could help us recognize potential partners that will neither deviate from, nor hijack our common plan of action, should we engage with them in shared agency.

Acting together is a fantastic piece of social technology that helps us overcome our finitude. By pooling our agency with others, we can move heavy furniture, divide labor for all sorts of tasks, and therefore specialize and develop sophisticated skills, as well as create and sustain complex institutions. Some agents, however, might tamper with this social technology by failing to do their bit or, worse, might hijack it altogether to their own benefit by deceiving or even coercing us. As finite agents likely to need to engage in shared endeavors to pursue our own ends, it is surely one of our fundamental needs to remain safe from involvement in shared activities where our reliance on our partners might be unrewarded and, worse, where we are at risk of losing control over the terms of our own participation. For in such situations, we might end up unable to achieve the ends that, we hoped, would become within reach by taking part in shared agency. What is more, we might even find ourselves forcefully recruited for endeavors in which we did not want to take part. Now, possessing the concept of cooperativeness surely goes some way towards satisfying this need. For one thing, this concept enables us to flag18 not only agents willing to commit to doing their bit in a common plan, but also agents who, once committed, will reliably fulfill their commitment to play their part and who, a fortiori, are unlikely to hijack that common plan. Quite obviously, the concept of cooperativeness, additionally, gives us the conceptual means to label agents that are not cooperative. This, in turn, surely helps us keep at arm's length these unpalatable partners. For instance, once equipped with the concept of cooperativeness, we might evolve a practice where uncooperative partners can be reproached, and their reputation accordingly tarnished-a practice, then, where uncooperative partners run the risk of not being able to recruit, or be recruited by, others and, as a result, might end up prevented from engaging in shared agency when they so need.

As this simple argument shows, a cooperative partner reliably fulfills the commitments to doing their bit that they have incurred. They thereby neither deviate from our common plan, nor hijack it. Now that the main claim is on the table, the remainder of this section will unpack what needs unpacking.

First off, what is the difference between deviation and hijack? A partner of ours might merely deviate from the plan: they might show up late, forget to perform one of their tasks, pay little attention to what they are doing and, as a result, screw up. A partner, in addition, might hijack our plan, for instance by misleading us about the goal that our task is supposed to accomplish, or by coercing us into doing our bit. Mere deviance from our plan might ruin our plan beyond repair: one teaspoon of salt too many, and the dish we were cooking together goes straight to the bin. What distinguishes deviating from the plan from hijacking it, thus, has little to do with how bad the consequences will be for the success of our plan. My view is that the contrast, instead, lies in whether or not I lose control over the terms of my participation. If you have hijacked our plan, my agency might still be involved in its enactment, but at least to some extent, is diminished in the sense that my participation is something that you now extract from me.

It is important to note that going off plan when you were not committed to doing your bit in it is not a strike against your cooperativeness. That is why I said earlier that cooperativeness flags partners who, once committed to doing their bit, reliably fulfill that commitment. Incurring a commitment to doing one's bit does not always involve promisemaking or agreements. Sometimes, accepting help from you in a context where reciprocity is an entrenched social norm amounts to incurring the commitment to repay the favor (Hawley 2019: 72) for instance by doing my bit in some shared endeavor that matters to you. The incurring of many of our commitments is up to us (as when we accept a job we have been offered). Some of our commitments, by contrast, are incurred somewhat unintentionally (as when moving to some neighborhood leads one to incur the responsibility to doing one's bit in shoveling snow after a winter storm). Whatever the mechanism through which the commitment to doing one's bit was incurred, it is clear that failing to fulfill it counts against one's cooperativeness. Now, it is also important to stress that, to be a cooperative agent, it is not quite enough to fulfill the commitments that you have incurred. For if you never undertook any commitment (if that's at all possible), you would arguably not count as cooperative. This is precisely what my conceptual job description has shown: cooperativeness does not just flag agents who, once committed, satisfy their commitments to doing their bit, but also those who are willing to undertake commitments (when incurring such commitments is up to them). How often should one show willingness to commit to participating in shared agency in order to count as cooperative is surely a highly contextual matter. In some companies, workers are encouraged to volunteer to sit on committees, take the lead on various projects, etc. In others, doing one's 9 to 5 suffices to be a good, cooperative employee.

Let's call willingness to commit the disposition to take on, every now and then, the commitment to doing one's bit in a common plan (again, when incurring that commitment is up to us). Similarly, let's use the term reliability to refer to the disposition to satisfy commitments once incurred, and non-manipulativeness, the disposition not to hijack a common plan. 19 The discussion so far shows that cooperativeness requires willingness to commit, reliability and non-manipulativeness. I have said enough about the willingness to commit. Let me now move on to reliability and non-manipulativeness.

Reliability (i.e. Thin Trustworthiness)

A reliable partner is a partner that I can safely rely on, a partner, in other words, that will not leave unrewarded my reliance on them to get the job done. Obviously, reliability requires all sorts of skills. Some are highly specific to the task that needs to be done. Others (such as punctuality and due care) are multi-purpose. In short, a reliable partner is, to use Jones's expression, competent in our domain of interaction (1996; 2012). Of course, a reliable partner should not have committed to tasks they are not competent to complete successfully, for otherwise, they are bound to leave our reliance unrewarded.

As seen in the previous section, philosophers usually distinguish mere reliance from trust-and, accordingly, mere reliability from trustworthiness (Baier 1986; Holton 1994; Jones 1996; 2012; 2017; Walker 2006; Alonso 2014; Hawley 2014, 2019). One important difference lies in the emotions we typically experience when things go amiss: we feel merely disappointed when our reliance is unrewarded whereas feelings of let-down, or even outright betrayal, come crashing down on us when our trust has been abused. 20 So far, I have used the language of reliability to refer to the remedy against the risk of getting involved with a partner that might deviate from our plan. Would the language of trustworthiness be more fitting?

Perhaps. In this chapter, I attempt to give an account of cooperativeness understood as the stable disposition to act and think as a good partner. Mere reliability is surely enough to behave cooperatively, that is, to reliably do one's bit in our common plan. But a merely reliable agent may well fail to think as a good partner. I might reliably return books on time to the library simply because of being nudged into doing it (by the emails I receive when books are almost due, by the threatening fees I am exposing myself to paying should I be late). When that is the case, however, I am paying no attention to the fact that the library policies form a common plan that, together with other library users, I am expected to enact so that everyone can make the most of their library membership. True, other library users can safely rely on me, but in this scenario, I am not thinking as a good participant for I am not even registering that I am one such participant. In short, more is needed than mere reliability to count as a cooperative partner.

Moreover, the reliance I can safely place in cooperative partners is not just any old reliance, but reliance on the fact that they will fulfill their commitment to doing their bit in a common plan. It would therefore be appropriate to feel not just disappointed, when that reliance is unrewarded, but betrayed, even if very mildly so. Indeed, a partner who, once committed to doing their bit, nevertheless flouts that commitment would justifiably elicit not just disappointment, but feelings of let-down.

For both reasons, it seems that the special manner in which cooperative partners are reliable makes them, it turns out, not just merely reliable, but trustworthy too. That said, the sort of trustworthiness we need cooperative partners to live up to is thinner than the sort of trustworthiness that Jones has theorized. Recall my discussion of her views in the previous section ( §2). On Jones's account, the trustworthy does not just fulfill their commitments; they also treat the fact that we depend on them as a compelling reason to not let us down. To use Jones's expression, they actively engage with our dependency (2012: 66). But active engagement with dependency is arguably too much to ask to cooperative partners as the following example suggests.

Philosophy departments often have a colloquium committee tasked with scheduling and advertising the talks of a given year. Suppose that Aubrey, a committee member, recognizes and responds to the fact of the philosophy department's constituents' dependency on them and their committee work. Now, compare Aubrey to Flo, another committee member who, unlike Aubrey, does not really engage with the fact of the philosophy department's dependency on him. Perhaps Flo does not realize what would happen should he fail to print the posters for the talks. Perhaps there is quite a fine-grained division of labor between committee members, and he does not have an accurate representation of how missteps of his could impact other members and ultimately the colloquium talks themselves. Suppose nonetheless that Flo reliably responds to emails, makes posters, and advertises each week's talk. If he completes all these tasks not just because he has been nudged into doing so, but because he aims to fulfill his commitment to doing his bit in a common plan, I see no reason to not regard him as evincing the thin sort of trustworthiness which, I believe, is a central constituent of cooperativeness.

The thin conception of trustworthiness that I am invoking in my characterization of cooperativeness is a sibling of Katherine Hawley's conception of trustworthiness (2019). On my view, indeed, a cooperative agent is trustworthy to the extent that, using Hawley's language, they show "diligence in fulfilling commitments already acquired" (2019: 73). That said, the sort of trustworthiness that we expect from cooperative partners is not exactly similar to the kind of trustworthiness that Hawley focuses on. Her view does not restrict in any way the range of motives on which the trustworthy might act when fulfilling their commitments. What matters, for Hawley, is merely whether one acts in accordance with the commitments they have incurred. By contrast, as I am here giving an account of cooperativeness understood as the deep and stable disposition to act and think as a good partner in shared activity, the trustworthiness that we expect from cooperative partners must involve their attention to the fact of their involvement in shared agency: the cooperative agent does not just act in mere accordance with their commitment to doing their bit in a common plan; they do so for the right sorts of reasons. Some perhaps will think that the sort of trustworthiness that my account of cooperativeness invokes (i.e. this deep and stable disposition to reliably fulfill one's commitment to doing one's bit) is so thin that it does not deserve to be regarded as, indeed, a sort of trustworthiness. Should they be right to think so, I would gladly revert to the language of reliability. If using this language, however, I would stress that when we say that a cooperative agent is reliable, their reliability is motivated by the right sorts of reasons, hence much richer than the sort of reliability that trust theorists have in mind when they talk of mere reliability. However you label it, this disposition to fulfill one's commitment to doing one's bit is the disposition that, as suggested by my conceptual job description, we look for when we are in the business of surrounding ourselves with good partners.

Non-Manipulativeness

I now turn to non-manipulativeness. As illustrated by Azealia and Bryn's joint scoring, our common plans are vulnerable to hijack. Interestingly, one's conception of shared agency may well influence one's thoughts about how severe and pervasive this risk of hijack might be.

Bratman has argued that coercion and deception need not stand in the way of the sharing of agency and, so, thinks it is possible that a participant in a shared endeavor might hijack that endeavor to their advantage (2014: 37-39, 101-102). However, as he seems 21 committed to the claim that shared intentions are necessary for shared activity, it would appear that, on his view, I just have to drop my intention that we φ (something that, under usual circumstances, is under my will) to stop counting as participating in φ. For Bratman, as a result, shared agency is only moderately vulnerable to hijack: if I am on the receiving end of manipulation (e.g. deception, coercion 22 and the like) as you and I are engaged in shared agency, whether I count as a participant and, thus, remain vulnerable qua participant to your hijack, is importantly up to me. The minimalist view that I have defended in Chapter 3, by contrast, suggests that this vulnerability to hijack is more acute. Indeed, given that, on my account, whether I participate in shared agency does not crucially depend on my intentions, dropping my participatory intention need not make it the case that I am no longer participating in a shared activity that you have hijacked. If I am right, the risk of hijack is, therefore, more serious than Bratman's view suggests. Accordingly, we need all the more to be conceptually equipped against the possibility of sharing our agency with manipulative partners.

Manipulative partners, I claimed earlier, pose a risk to our agency. Now, we should not have too broad a view of what that risk might be. For instance, not all power imbalances diminish the agency of the person over whom power is exerted. If you are my boss, you surely had more influence about the design of our common plan of action; what is more, as we enact that plan, you have the authority required to issue, and demand conformity to, orders and instructions. In our shared endeavor, therefore, my conduct is, to some considerable extent, under your influence. This, however, need not entail that you have undermined my agency and, thereby, that you have acted uncooperatively. For instance, it might be your policy to issue orders only as a last resort, for instance when our plan is about to derail due to some unforeseen circumstances. Similarly, recourse might be available to me should I judge that you overstepped your authority. In a scenario like this, the power imbalance between you and me does not prevent me from retaining significant control over the terms of my involvement in our shared enterprise.

Manipulation, by contrast, always erodes this control and, for this reason, stands in the way of cooperativeness. To give one example of a relatively subtle sort of manipulation: suppose you have managed to make me feel worthless, using to that effect my proneness to imposter syndrome, in such a way that I am now more likely to accept taking on the most unpleasant tasks that completion of our common plan requires. As this example suggests, even this subtle sort of manipulation undermines my control over the terms of my participation in shared agency with you. Should you be manipulative, even if subtly so, I would therefore have good reason to regard you as an uncooperative partner.

I said above that it is one of our fundamental needs to be safe from involvement in shared activities where we might lose control over the terms of our participation. This, I should now say, is true for the most part. For there are cases of shared activities where losing such control is not something we mind, if it is not, at times, something we might even pursue.

As we play chess, I certainly do not object to be the target of your ruse, and I, myself, had better think of a good trick too if I do want to end up defeated. Similarly, part of the appeal of romantic seduction is to let oneself get caught off guard by a funny pick-up line, an intoxicating perfume, and manoeuvres of a similar sort, hence, to feel oneself losing some control over the terms of our interaction (Buss 2005). 23 Not all shared activities, thus, are meant to be engaged in an entirely cooperative manner. Notice, however, that even in such cases, it still matters to us to not lose more control than we would want: I will certainly be upset if you cheat during our chess game; and there may well be something quite fishy about you if you purposefully made me drink more cocktails than I can count so that I would choose to spend the night with you. 24

Taking Stock: Minimal Cooperativeness

Let's take stock. One first purpose of the concept of cooperativeness, I have argued, is to satisfy our fundamental need for protection from involvement in shared activities where our partners might either deviate from, or altogether hijack, our common plan. Once equipped 23 Do the chess player and the seducer count as uncooperative, then? Describing someone as uncooperative sounds like a criticism, but I see no reason to criticize either the chess-player or the romantic seducer for their deception and manipulation. 'Noncooperative', perhaps, is a better suited term for conduct that falls short of cooperation in cases of shared agency where cooperativeness is neither expected, nor desired. 24 If I drank to the point of incapacitation, what you did is not just fishy but morally repugnant. Notice that the night I might end up spending with you, under such circumstances, would not count as an example of shared agency-for obviously, my incapacitation stands in the way of the exercise of my agency.

with the concept of cooperativeness, we have at our disposal a useful label for partners willing to commit to their bit (when that commitment is up to them) and who will reliably fulfill commitments, once incurred, as well as avoid hijacking our common plan. Because this need for partners willing to commit, reliable and non-manipulative is a particularly pressing one, I contend that a partner must have all three features to count as cooperative.

Accordingly, unreliable and manipulative partners, as well as agents never willing to commit to their bit are at best noncooperative (when the shared activity for which we need a partner is one where cooperativeness cannot be demanded or is not desired), or at worst uncooperative.

In the next sections ( §5-6), I will identify another important need that our concept of cooperativeness serves. As we will see in due course, however, this second need is far less urgent than our need for willingness to commit reliably and non-manipulatively. And in fact, I must admit I cannot think of any need that, when engaged in shared agency, would be as urgent and pressing as our need for willingness to commit, reliability and non-manipulation. I suggest, therefore, to conceive of this latter need as delineating a minimal concept of cooperativeness, that is, a concept that articulates the very basic necessary and sufficient conditions for counting as minimally cooperative. We do not require more than this minimal concept, and the corresponding capacity to flag minimally cooperative partners, to satisfy our pressing need to surround ourselves with co-participants who neither deviate, nor hijack our common plans of action. 25 Before moving one, there is one loose end that I would like to tie. I argued that the concept of minimal cooperativeness is a useful label that enables us to flag partners who are 25 In Chapter 1, I argued that we are engaged in cooperation if and only if our respective activities are coordinated and none of us has had their agency undermined by some co-participant or other. Back then, I arrived at this conclusion by relying on intuitions. The conceptual "job description" of cooperativeness that I have started developing in the present chapter confirms the second half of my earlier analysis of cooperation: the reason why it is odd to say that we cooperate when, for instance, you have coerced me into doing my bit in our common plan is that, in coercing me, you have considerably diminished my control over the terms of my participation and, thus, acted in a way that good partners in shared agency would avoid.

willing to commit to doing their bit reliably and non-manipulatively. But how do we know that some given agent is one to whom that label applies? How do we ascertain agents' willingness to commit, reliability and non-manipulativeness? Sometimes, we are able to observe directly others' behaviors. When that is not the case, however, we have to rely on indirect markers26 of cooperativeness. Letters of reference and résumés most often provide some evidence about an agent's teamwork. News that somebody was fired from a job or excluded from a political organization raise all sorts of red flags about one's disposition for cooperativeness. Such markers, of course, do not always reflect the extent of one's cooperativeness. A résumé might insincerely exaggerate the importance of the role one played when doing community work. A very competent job candidate might fail to put their best foot forward during an interview, and as a result convey an inaccurate impression about their capacity for teamwork.

It is worth noting, in passing, that all sorts of prejudices might wrongfully interfere with the judgments we form about potential partners' cooperativeness either based on direct observation or on indirect markers. 27 In fact, some such prejudiced judgments might arguably inflict epistemic injustices on their targets. Recall that reliability requires competence in our domain of interaction. To the extent that competence is surely grounded in knowledge-how, prejudiced judgements about potential partners' competence arguably put them on the receiving end of a distinctively epistemic kind of injustice. 28 And with his, I conclude my discussion of minimal cooperativeness. Let us now move onto a stronger form of cooperativeness, which first requires a brief detour via game theory.

Hi-Lo

Nick and I live together, and we are having friends over for a cheese fondue tonight. One of us will have to buy bread, the other, cheese. But during breakfast, we forgot to divvy up tasks, and now that my phone and Nick's have no battery left, it is too late to get in touch. It is however common knowledge between us that my office is near this delicious cheese store from which we usually get a mix of Comté, Beaufort and Emmenthal for our fondues, while Nick, who works in another part of town, can easily go buy bread from a nearby great bakery. 29 This coordination problem seems easily solved: I will get cheese, and he will get bread. It does not seem, indeed, to make much sense for me to get bread, and for Nick to get cheese, for then we would both end up going out of our respective ways-a situation that, it bears stressing, we would still prefer to one where we wind up with just cheese or just bread.

Coordinating efficiently, therefore, requires that I pay a visit to my favorite cheese store, and Nick goes to the lovely bakery down the street from his office. Traditional game theory, however, does not unambiguously recommend this obvious solution. To understand this crucial claim 30 (that I will make great use of in the next section when I discuss the second 157 purpose of the concept of cooperativeness), let me introduce some technical game-theoretic machinery. Given all these features of Hi-Lo, and especially the fact of payoff-dominance, it would seem, as said above, that <Cheese, Bread> is the obvious way to go. For traditional game theorists, however, that is not quite so simple. Nash equilibrium is the basic solution concept of game theory and, from that perspective, <Bread, Cheese> is as much a solution of Hi-Lo as <Cheese, Bread>: if for whatever reason I were to believe that Nick will go out his way to get cheese, I had better get ready to go out of mine if I am to maximize my expected payoff given my belief about Nick's behavior. 31 With this in mind, let us now go back to the concept of cooperativeness.

A Second Conjecture About the Point of the Concept of Cooperativeness

Articulated in somewhat vague terms, for now, my second conjecture about the point of the concept of cooperativeness is that it flags agents for whom, when faced with Hi-Lo, there is no doubt that <Cheese, Bread> is what to do.

Before developing in greater detail what is involved in seeing that <Cheese, Bread> is the way to go, I would like to respond to an objection. One might doubt that there is any need for the concept of cooperativeness for efficient coordination in a Hi-Lo situation. After all, there is, as flagged at the outset of this chapter, a vast literature on the proximate mechanisms of cooperation. Contributors to this evolutionary literature have inquired into the psychological mechanisms thanks to which humans have overcome social dilemmas (e.g. Hi-

Lo, but also of course the Prisoner's Dilemma, among others), and one might think that, to overcome such dilemmas, there is no need for cooperativeness over and above the psychological mechanisms studied in that literature.

This literature, as I said, is vast, so I am not going to discuss every single proximate mechanism that has been suggested. Instead, I will focus on one such much-discussed mechanism, namely altruism,32 and explain why, on its own, altruism is quite surprisingly of no help in Hi-Lo situations. 33 This, in turn, will show that there is important conceptual work that a concept of cooperativeness can do for us.

Altruism and Hi-Lo

For the purposes of this argument, let us take a stringent definition of altruism. For if we can show that altruism, even on a demanding conception, does not allow us to think and act as agents for whom <Cheese, Bread> is the obvious thing to do, then that will suggest that any watered down version of altruism surely fails too. So, using Philip Kitcher's conceptual framework (2011), suppose I am a self-sacrificial psychological altruist. If so, in a given context that involves some agent A:34 (i) I act on a desire that differs from the desire I would have had in a context where A was not involved;

(ii) The desire on which I act is thoroughly aligned with the wants and needs that I believe A to have, at the very risk of sacrificing my own wants and needs;

(iii) The desire on which I act results from my belief that A has these wants and these needs;

(iv) The desire on which I act is not caused by my belief that this action I am taking might further the desires I would have had in a context where A was not involved.

This conception of altruism is stringent for at least two reasons. The first is embedded in condition (ii): when A is around, my desire changes so much that A's wants and needs-at the least, those I believe them to have-take full priority over the desires I would have had if A was not around. As I said above, indeed, I am not any old altruist, but a self-sacrificial one.

The second reason why this conception of altruism is stringent lies in the mechanisms that prompt the alignment of my desires. First, condition (iii) states that my forming of the belief that A has this want and that need is part of the explanation behind the post-alignment desires I end up having. Second, condition (iv) states that this alignment of my desires is not Machiavellian: in no way do I expect that there is anything in it for me in aligning my desires with the wants and needs I perceive A to have. Using Kitcher's terminology, conditions (iii) and (iv) make it the case that my altruism is not just behavioral, but psychological.

With this in mind, let us go back to the coordination problem that Nick and I are facing. Suppose that not only I, as assumed until now, but Nick too, are self-sacrificial psychological altruists with respect to one another. Suppose, also, that it is common knowledge that, as dinner time is getting closer, neither of us have enough time to get both the cheese and bread if we are to not cook dinner too late for our friends. That is, even in spite of our self-sacrificial altruistic dispositions, we still have to divvy up tasks. In this scenario, Nick and I are still faced with a coordination problem akin to Hi-Lo. Granted, as a self-sacrificial altruist, I would not mind going out of my way to get bread. That said, I would still surely prefer having you not go out of yours. 35 As a result, the payoff I receive when we play <Bread, Cheese>, that is, when we both go out of our ways, is still inferior to the payoff I get when we play <Cheese, Bread>-and likewise for Nick.

The stage is now set for a rather surprising conclusion: our altruistic dispositions do not make it obvious, to us, that <Cheese, Bread> is the way to go. Regardless of how altruistic we might be, the fact remains that, as noted in the previous section, <Bread, Cheese> is as much a Nash equilibrium as <Cheese, Bread>. Therefore, were I to believe, for whatever reason, that Nick will go out of his way (perhaps because he himself believes, for whatever reason, that I am going to go out of mine), I should be ready to go get some bread:

as a self-sacrificial psychological altruist, this is what I should do to ensure that Nick's wants and needs are satisfied, were he to go the extra mile and buy cheese. Even for unrelenting altruists, therefore, <Cheese, Bread> is not the obvious thing to do.

Engaging With Others' Agency

Why can't two altruists, faced with Hi-Lo, unambiguously go for the payoff-dominant coordination strategy? The literature suggests some answers. For Bacharach (2006), for instance, the missing ingredient is team reasoning, that is, the willingness to ask oneself not just what I should do, but what we should do. For Susan Hurley (1992; 2005), what stands in the way of our recognition that <Cheese, Bread> is obviously the right solution is individualism about rationality, that is, the view that only individual agents form units of agency to which practical reasons can be addressed. Were Nick and I to recognize, instead, that together, we can form a unit of agency, we would be conceptually equipped to respond to the reasons for action that, together, we possess. For Margaret Gilbert (1990b), a readiness for joint commitment is what Nick and I lack. Granted, as our phones are dead, we cannot get in touch and so it is now too late to jointly commit to a plan of action. But had we had the capacity for joint commitment, we could have antecedently manifested some readiness to jointly commit ourselves to certain principles and policies-for instance, to go for payoffdominant coordination equilibria whenever faced with Hi-Lo.

Here is, I think, an important common denominator between all these diagnostics of the altruists' failure to go unambiguously for <Cheese, Bread>: in the foregoing example, however altruistic I am, I take Nick's conduct not as an agential resource but as a given, not as something that I can engage with but as something that at most I can try and predict. I might form beliefs and guesses about Nick's conduct, I might even have preferences about it, but in no way do I consider it as a means that, pooled with my own agential powers, we can use together for the pursuit of our common ends.

With this in mind, we are now in a position to state the second purpose that the concept of cooperativeness might serve. Suppose (as in §3) that we possess the concepts of shared agency and the like. Suppose we also possess the concept of altruism, and possibly related concepts (e.g. reciprocity). Suppose, in other words, that not only we have the cognitive sophistication required to distinguish individual activity from shared activity, but we also have ready-made labels for non-selfish conduct, as well as reciprocating behaviors. 36 I now contend that if, in addition, we evolved the concept of cooperativeness, we would become geared with conceptual means that could help us label potential partners who are willing to frame our own agential powers as resources that can be deployed for common plans, and whose agential powers they invite us to frame as resources that can also be deployed from common plans.

I argued earlier ( §3) that part of the function of the concept of cooperativeness is to satisfy our fundamental need for reliability as well as protection from manipulation when engaged in shared agency. But that is not all. Indeed, together with our potential partners, we also share a need, albeit a less pressing one, to make the most of certain opportunities. We sometimes need, in other words, to adopt, while we can, salient plans that are evidently mutually advantageous. Now, the concept of cooperativeness contributes to the satisfaction of this need. For it puts a useful label on potential partners who are alert to the feasible common plans that our pooled agential powers make possible. As this argument suggests, therefore, cooperativeness implies 1) imaginative efforts about the common plans that, together, we could enact, as well as 2) a willingness to regard potential partners' conduct not as a given that one should predict and work around, but as an agential resource that one can engage with. For such imaginative and interactive partners, it goes without saying that when faced with Hi-Lo, <Cheese, Bread> is a no brainer. Let me now say a bit more about imaginativeness and interactivity.

Interactivity: The Agential Stance

Cooperative agents do not frame potential partners as external forces to be predicted and worked around, but as agents whose practical capacities can be engaged with and deployed for the pursuit of common plans. What exactly does this involve? In other words, what is the difference between the agential stance taken by a cooperative agent from a merely predictive stance?

enacting, especially if that common plan is less than ideal or if unforeseen opportunities arise.

We would be mistaken, therefore, if we thought that all there is to cooperativeness is total submission to our controlling impulses for the sake of ensuring no deviation from the plan.

Symmetrically, my disposition for interactivity and imaginativeness is quick to become an impulse for projecting on partners the reasons for action that I think we have-in short, an impulse for presumptuousness. I might be too assuming about your willingness to commit. Or I might take liberties with our common plan in a manner that you might dislike.

For instance, I might unilaterally alter our plan, hence deviate from what we initially agreed upon, in order to make our coordination more effective; but you might disapprove of our plan, once so altered. Should I aim for cooperativeness, however, these presumptuous impulses of mine will be kept in check by the thought that partners need protection from deviation and hijack.

The Virtue of Shared Agency

In this chapter, I have focused on cooperativeness understood as a deep and stable disposition to act and think as a good partner in shared agency. This language already suggests that 'cooperative,' when applied to an agent, functions in my chapter as a virtue-theoretic term.

And in fact, the views I have articulated support this virtue-theoretic interpretation of cooperativeness. We saw that there is a range of considerations that a cooperative agent would treat as reasons for action. To give a few examples, that they are committed to doing their bit in a common plan is a reason to follow through; that some common plan of action is evidently mutually advantageous is a reason to do one's bit in it. We also saw that cooperativeness implies certain motives. For instance, it is not quite enough to be merely reliable in fulfilling one's commitments to doing one's bit to count as cooperative: the cooperative agent must aim to fulfill such commitments for the right sorts of reasons.

Additionally, we saw that cooperativeness involves characteristic patterns of thought. A cooperative agent, for instance, imagines the mutually advantageous plans of action that our pooled agential powers enable. Lastly, I take it that cooperativeness is an admirable trait of character. Time and time again, indeed, my conceptual job description has shown that cooperative agents helpfully satisfy a range of our important needs.

There are at least two reasons why we surely have an interest in the virtue of cooperativeness, and not just in a fleeting disposition for cooperation. First, if cultivated as a virtue, cooperativeness would end up entrenched in our psychologies. Virtues, indeed, are the sort of character traits that go all the way down (Zagzebski 1996: 116-125; Hursthouse 1999: 12) and that reliably manifest themselves in one's conduct across a range of contexts. Now, the entrenchment of cooperativeness is something that, surely, we have an interest in cultivating. We have an interest in flagging partners whose cooperativeness is temporally robust. Shared activities sometimes take a long time before they bear fruit. Some appointments (in a court system, in a university) might be long term. If only for these reasons, it would be quite unfortunate if one's cooperativeness was short-lived. We also have an interest in surrounding ourselves with partners whose cooperativeness is counterfactually robust too. Cooperative agents, as I argued, reliably fulfill their commitments; surely, this implies that they fulfill such commitments even when doing so does not suit them-that is, even when being reliable has no instrumental value for them. 38,39 38 Of course, it would be no strike against one's cooperativeness if one acted noncooperatively in a context where cooperativeness cannot be demanded. Employees of an exploitative firm, for instance, have perhaps good reasons to not approach their tasks in a spirit of cooperation. It is therefore important to not have too broad a conception of counterfactual robustness. 39 This line of argument is reminiscent of Williams's case in favor of constructing truthfulness as a virtue (2002: 88-93). As he observes, we need interlocutors whose truthfulness is not jeopardized by countervailing selfinterested reasons. We may as well, therefore, construct truthfulness as a virtue.

Second, if cultivated as a virtue, the disposition to cooperate could become an ethos, rather than just the outcome of institutional nudges or of the threat of legal sanctions in case of non-cooperation. The institutional and legal scaffolding of our shared activities is of course crucially important. However, whenever this scaffolding is the primary explanation of our cooperation, the price to pay is a certain alienation from our own participation in shared agency. Cultivating cooperativeness as a virtue and, thus, developing a sensitivity to the right sorts of reasons for cooperation, surely provides for a less alienated involvement in our social world.

Before I conclude, I would like to examine an argument denying that cooperativeness is a virtue. Jones, in the paper that this chapter owes much to (2012), argues that trustworthiness is not a virtue on the ground that one's trustworthiness (under her conception of trustworthiness), can lead to act in characteristically untrustworthy ways: when a person counts on me to φ and another to not φ, my trustworthiness will require that I be untrustworthy with respect to one of these two persons. Trustworthiness, thus, is "capable of conflicting with itself" (2012: 83), a fact that, Jones claims, prevents it from counting as a virtue. Is cooperativeness, too, laid open to such internal conflict? After all, didn't I argue that cooperativeness entails trustworthiness ( §3.2), a character trait that, as argued by Jones, is prone to internal conflict?

It is important to remember that my conception of trustworthiness, as argued then, is thinner than Jones's: on my view, an agent only has to reliably fulfill their commitments to doing their bit in a common plan to count as displaying the sort of trustworthiness that is central to cooperativeness. Yet, under my thin conception, just like under Jones's, trustworthiness might conflict with itself: an agent who has incurred conflicting commitments has to be untrustworthy with respect to one commitment in order to be trustworthy with respect to the other. Some such conflicts are the outcome of a poor management of one's commitments, but not all: I might have had no choice but to incur conflicting commitments, neither of which I can now drop at will (think of a work commitment that I could not say 'no' to, and imagine that that commitment conflicts with a family commitment that I could not say 'no' to either). So, trustworthiness, in my sense, hence cooperativeness, can conflict with themselves. Should I therefore take my cues from Jones and conclude that cooperativeness is not a virtue? I do think so. These sorts of conflict are the outcome of a divided social world, a world that makes conflicting normative demands on our conduct. Stripping trustworthiness, cooperativeness, or any similar character trait of their rank of virtue would seem to be motivated by an attempt to mitigate such conflicts: if trustworthiness were not a virtue, I would still be facing conflicting commitments, but at least, that conflict would not be ethical.

However, I fear that this maneuver is but an instance of moral wishful thinking. In fact, what makes such conflicts particularly harrowing is, precisely, their ethical nature. I therefore conclude that cooperativeness's proneness to internal conflict is no argument against its status as a virtue.

We now have more than enough reason to substantiate the decision to model cooperativeness as a virtue, and indeed a cardinally important social virtue.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the last of my dissertation, I have offered a conceptual job description of cooperativeness. A conceptual job description, I have first argued, is a kind of point-based explanation: that is to say, it is an attempt to explain the core of some concept by reference to the fundamental needs that possession of that concept is ideally situated to satisfy. One specificity of the approach is its ability to handle concepts that have close cousins; more specifically, a conceptual job description asks whether there is any point at all in recruiting some concept when we already have some of its close conceptual cousins at our disposal.

After this methodological preliminary, I have argued that there are two families of needs that possession of the concept of cooperativeness helps to satisfy.

First, as agents who regularly have to engage in shared agency, we need partners willing to commit to common plans and who, once committed, fulfill their commitments and do not hijack our plans. Supposing we already possessed the concepts of shared agency and the like, there would therefore be distinctive conceptual work that cooperativeness could do for us: it could help us put a label on agents who are willing to commit to doing their bit reliably and non-manipulatively. Willingness to commit, reliability, and nonmanipulativeness, I have argued, delineate a minimal concept of cooperativeness, a concept that satisfies our urgent need for protection from deviation from, and hijack of, our common plan.

Second, we have a need, albeit a less urgent one, for sharing our agency with partners who frame our pooled agential powers as a resource for imaginative plans. Supposing we already possessed the concepts of shared agency, as well as the concepts of pro-social dispositions like altruism and reciprocity, there would still be distinctive conceptual work that cooperativeness could do for us: it could help us flag partners who do not see our conduct as something to predict and work around, but as a resource that they can engage with interactively and imaginatively. Partners who are willing to commit, reliable, nonmanipulative, but also interactive and imaginative are, on my view, strongly cooperative.

I have then argued that strong cooperativeness, far from being a hotchpotch of psychological dispositions, keeps in check two human impulses: the impulse for control that the need for reliability might give way to, and the impulse for presumptuousness that an interactive partner might be tempted by.

I have finally defended the claim that cooperativeness is a virtue. True, our divided social world sometimes makes conflicting demands on our cooperativeness, but this, I believe, is no reason to not consider cooperativeness to be an admirable character trait-in fact, a trait that makes much of our social world go round.

where participants have narrowly overlapping psychologies and are bound by tight normative relations.

At the upper end of the normative spectrum, agents are bound by mutual obligations of strict performance to do their bit, and such strict performance obligations bring in their train the standing to demand compliance and to rebuke for non-performance. At the lower end, participants have simply no obligation. In between, they might be bound by non-strict performance obligations, and/or by obligations that do not generate a standing to demand compliance. Or they might have no obligation, and yet still be subject to supererogatory norms (that is, norms which, when broken, do not give a reason for negative reactive attitudes).

At the upper end of the psychological spectrum, agents share intentions, and it is common knowledge between them that they do. The plan that figures in their shared intentions, in addition, is the outcome of intelligent design. At the lower end, agents engage in shared agency unintentionally and unknowingly. The plan that they enact, in addition, is merely the outcome of roughly Darwinian processes. To be sure, that which they do when playing their part is intentional under some description. The selected-for plan, however, does not figure in that description. In between the upper and lower end, there are different degrees of psychological overlap. The plan might have been designed by a single planner. The enactors of the plan might know what the plan is, but do not intend its achievement. And so on.

My account, therefore, is equipped to capture shared agency in all its exuberant variety.

This account of shared agency informs my views about cooperation and cooperativeness.

Shared activities, on my minimalist account, are endemically risky: we might forcefully recruit others' agency for the enactment of our plans; the roles in our plans might have been designed in part to exploit us. The concepts of cooperation and cooperativeness, however, provide useful resources to keep us safe from such risks.

• Cooperation, I have argued, refers to shared activity where no one is on the receiving end of a co-participant's agency-undermining behavior.

• Cooperativeness, used as a virtue-theoretic term, picks out the stable disposition to think and act as a good partner in shared activity. This cardinal social virtue is possessed by those who, once committed to doing their bit, fulfill their commitments reliably and non-manipulatively (minimal cooperativeness) and who, in addition, frame co-participants' agential powers as a resource for new common plans (strong cooperativeness).

Let me finally mention one direction in which I would like to develop some themes of my dissertation further.

As I have argued, one argument in favor of my minimalist account of shared agency is that it does justice to one important function of the concept of shared agency, namely, helping us orient ourselves in our social world by enabling us to discern the common plans that perhaps unintentionally, and at first unwittingly, we might enact together. Partly for this reason, as I have argued, my account has greater explanatory power than the alternatives.

Gentrification might at first seem to be the mere outcome of parallel individual actions, but in fact, it might involve common plans, hence shared agency: by moving to this neighborhood, I might have done my part in a plan designed by private developers to increase property value. Now, in addition to its greater explanatory power, my account also has greater normative and meliorative potential than competing accounts.

It seems to me, indeed, that my account of shared agency brings into view specific features of attributions of shared moral responsibility to those who have enacted a common plan, good or bad. For instance, it suggests that I might have my share of moral responsibility for the enactment of a common plan even if my participation in that plan was unintentional and unknowing. Granted, I need not be blameworthy (or praiseworthy) for my participation, but in so far as my agency was involved in what we did, it might still be the case that some reactions of mine (e.g. regrets) might perhaps be called for upon becoming aware of the role I played in enacting that plan. My account of shared agency also suggests that in our social world saturated with plans, we would do well to train our moral-social perception so as to identify the plans that, otherwise, we might participate in enacting somewhat unknowingly.

Moreover, my account of shared agency suggests a remedy when the things that we have done together in enacting a common plan are pretty bad: we should make sure to either revise the plan, or to get rid of that plan altogether. As plans need not figure in the content of shared intentions to effectively coordinate our activities, revising or getting rid of a plan will often take more than dropping one's intention to participate (if one indeed intended to participate in that plan in the first place). In addition, it will take, sometimes, the design of remedial plans.

I look forward to exploring this normative and meliorative potential of my account in my postdoctoral work.
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  might eventually get you to commit to our shared singing. Shall I succeed, this commitment of yours would secure my grip on you: for if you defected, I would have a reason to criticize and reproach you. Of course, we might think that this reason I have for criticism and reproach in case you stopped singing is a pretty bad reason: after all, I wrongfully coerced you into committing to singing with me. It is a reason, nonetheless. In fact, the fact that, if let down by you, I have a reason to criticize and reproach you partly explains the normative conundrum I have created for you: to escape my grip, you have to flout your commitment to me.The moral conception of obligation dismisses the possibility that my threats, my sophisticated attempts to induce guilt and my morally repugnant emotional blackmail might succeed in obligating you to join me in singing that duet. But this dismissal strikes me as yet another instance of moral wishful thinking. Of course, we would live in a better world if people on the receiving end of that highly manipulative sort of moral pressure did not end up obligated to their coercer. But stipulating these toxic obligations away by adopting a moral conception of obligation goes no way towards addressing the problem.Let us take stock. Two traditional arguments against constitutively deontic accounts (i.e. the argument from impermissible shared activity and the argument from coerced participation) encourage a moral conception of obligation, and I have shown that this conception forces an implausible moralistic picture of shared agency. I therefore conclude that we would do well, when theorizing about shared agency, to adopt a generic, non-moralistic, conception of obligation. On this conception of obligation, an agent has the obligation to φ when that agent has a reason to φ that takes some degree of deliberative priority and failure to φ creates a reason to criticize, reproach, or blame that agent. Of course, as the examples I have developed suggest, the reason to φ and correlative reason to criticize and reproach in case of non-performance might be pretty weak reasons. If I coerced you into committing to singing a duet with me, you have very good reasons to flout that commitment. These weak reasons are reasons nonetheless. In fact, denying their status as reasons ignores the normative conundrums sometimes faced by participants in shared agency.
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  This passage of Bratman's book would seem to be evidence of his commitment to what I earlier called the necessity claim (see ft. 3 above for further evidence). Now, in all fairness, Bratman primarily aims to offer sufficient conditions for what he calls modest sociality (2014: 36, 105),

Searle (1990) is a precursor.

"Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged."

Chapter 3 will expand on this line of thinking.
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In using this rather vague language, my intention is to avoid getting bogged down in a discussion of rather thorny issues of action theory. To be more specific:

Though my denial of the necessity claim entails that shared intentions are not necessary for cooperative, hence collective, behavior, I do not believe this denial shows that shared intentions are not necessary for collectively intentional behavior. To be sure, it would if all cooperative enterprises were collectively intentional. But as the cases I discuss in section §4 suggest, that need not be the case. In any event, the question whether shared intentions are necessary-and/or sufficient-for collectively intentional behavior is left open by the arguments developed in my dissertation.

Throughout the dissertation, I consider 'shared intentions to φ' and 'shared intentions that we φ' to be synonymous locutions. In doing so, I bracket a terminological nuance to which some contributors to the shared agency literature attribute a relatively important role (e.g. Bratman 2014: 63 et seq.).

David Velleman has argued that intentions need not be mental states, and he makes great use of that possibility in his account of shared intentions (2014a).

In my positive account of cooperation, I make use of this idea that our activities might pursue a common purpose (synonymously, a collective end) even while we do not share the intention (either collectively or distributively) to pursue that purpose. See §7.1. Chapter 3 develops this line of thought even further.
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I here adumbrate the conception of cooperation I articulate further in §7.

I thank an anonymous referee from Ethics for suggesting this apt language to capture the plan that undergirds Dominique and Claude's interaction.

The presentation of this case has greatly benefitted from Ethics's anonymous referees' comments.

Both subsections have considerably benefitted from Ethics's anonymous referees' invaluable comments and requests for clarification.

Another salient, albeit ethically suspect, manner through which we gain control over our causal powers is brute force.

See (e.g.)Bratman (2014) andGilbert (2013c). There are some exceptions. See (e.g.)[START_REF] Ludwig | From Individual to Plural Agency: Collective Action[END_REF].

I said 'might' because one could argue that even this minimal epistemic condition need not be met in certain cases of cooperation, for instance in cases where well-designed incentives nudge role occupants into satisfying the requirements of their roles even when they are unaware of these requirements, and perhaps also unaware of the very fact that they happen to play some role. People mindlessly following footprint stickers in subway tunnels, thereby ensuring unknowingly that the flow of commuters be smooth provide perhaps an example of such unaware cooperation. See[START_REF] Thaler | Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, Wealth, and Happiness[END_REF] for similar examples.

Although Shapiro is sympathetic with the idea that roles might enable coordination, his account includes a common knowledge condition(2011: 138; 2014: 277). If the foregoing remarks and previous footnote are on the right track, this common knowledge condition is unnecessarily restrictive.

For those who think that whether φ is cooperative or not depends on the description one uses to pick φ out, the Agency Condition must be stated as follows: a collection of agents is engaged in cooperative φ-ing, under some description of φ, only if that description involves no reference to any agency-undermining behavior that an agent of that collection might have inflicted upon a co-participant as part of the execution of φ.

Notice, in passing, that one might flout the Agency Condition somewhat unintentionally, as this example suggests. After all, a business owner might have no choice but to exploit their employees in an economy where paying starvation wages is required to not go out of business. I thank an anonymous referee from Ethics for inviting me to clarify this point.

In using this label, I do not mean to imply that advocates of this family of views endorse deontological approaches to moral theory. Alonso, who argues for a constitutively deontic account, observes that moral theories of any persuasion should be able to account for the specific obligations which, on his view, typically bind parties to shared activities(2009: 473). I fully agree with this observation. What I intend my label to do is indicate that the views to which it applies regard abiding by (at least some of) the norms of shared agency to be obligatory. These constitutively deontic views also regard the ground of such obligations to lie, at least partly, in shared agency itself-hence 'constitutively' in 'constitutively deontic.'

To use the language introduced in Chapter 1, these shared agency theorists endorse one version of the necessity claim. More precisely, they believe that intentions shared in a distributive fashion are necessary for the performance of shared activities.

I borrow this label from[START_REF] Alonso | Shared Intention, Reliance, and Interpersonal Obligations[END_REF].

To be sure, advocates of sociopsychological approaches to shared agency might still believe that shared agency is an essentially normative phenomenon. To illustrate, Bratman believes that shared activities are constitutively normative (2014: 27-28). On his view, the shared plan from which they result should not include incompossible actions (norm of agglomeration), ought to be consistent with the parties' beliefs (norm of consistency) as well as instrumentally rational (norms of coherence) and sufficiently stable (norm of stability). Bratman still rejects what I call constitutively deontic accounts. Indeed, he thinks that abiding by these norms need not be obligatory, and when abidance is obligatory, the ground of the obligation is not shared agency itself but some moral principle or other.

The two categories of views I have distinguished are not exhaustive. For an instance of view that runs counter to both constitutively deontic accounts and sociopsychological approaches, see ScottShapiro (2014).

In arguing so, I further weaken the appeal of the claim that an activity is shared only if its participants share intentions in a distributive fashion-that is, again, a version of what Chapter 1 referred to as the necessity claim.

See Shapiro (2014) and[START_REF] Ritchie | Minimal Cooperation and Group Roles[END_REF].

Granted, the force of this obligation is not overwhelming (after all, it is only a party, and we did not promise we would come). But it is an obligation, nonetheless.

Having these accounts on the table will also prove useful when further down the line ( §5-7) I characterize the obligations that either enable, or simply scaffold, our shared endeavors.

This clause is not fully explicit in Gilbert's account. See her statement of the obligation criterion in (2013c: 108). Nevertheless, this clause surely follows from what she calls the concurrence criterion, a criterion that successful accounts of shared agency must, in her view, satisfy (and which she takes her account to have indeed satisfied). In her statement of this criterion, she writes that "an adequate account of shared intention will entail that, absent special background understanding, the concurrence of all parties is required in order that a given shared intention be changed or rescinded, or that a given party be released from participating in it" (2013c: 106-107). Gilbert clearly believes that side agreements can authorize participants in shared activities to unilaterally alter the course of their activities, and even opt out of that activity altogether. This belief, in turn, certainly entails that side agreements can also cancel the mutual obligations that, in the absence of such agreements, participants would have incurred. I should stress that, to my knowledge, no critic of Gilbert's views has done justice to this (implicit) clause of her obligation criterion.

In fact, Gilbert argues that values and moral principles are not even sufficient to generate the directed obligations that she considers to be constitutive of shared agency. Indeed, on her view, the obligations to which values and moral principles give rise do not count as directed, i.e. do not generate a special standing to demand compliance and to rebuke in case ofnon-performance (2013c: 113; 2013b: 282-284).

She does not use this expression. Nevertheless, following[START_REF] Alonso | Shared Intention, Reliance, and Interpersonal Obligations[END_REF], I think it lucidly characterizes her view.

This aspect of her view owes much to her intention to satisfy the concurrence criterion (see ft. 16 above for Gilbert's own statement of this criterion).

Roth's views about the ground of shared agency-based commitments are more precise than Gilbert's. Whereas Gilbert thinks you and me incur, qua parties to a joint activity, mutual obligations just in virtue of our joint activity, Roth argues that the commitments that bind us result from my directly acting on your intention (or conversely, your directly acting on mine), together with my correlative entitlement to the persistence of your intention (or conversely, your correlative entitlement to the persistence of mine). But even if the details differ, I still think that I do not misrepresent Roth's account when characterizing it as constitutively deontic, for acting directly on somebody else's intention is, for Roth, the defining feature of shared agency.

In a footnote (2004: ft. 58), Roth makes comments that cohere with the attribution of discretionary powers to parties to shared actions over the revision of their plan. Roth therefore disagrees with Gilbert's concurrence criterion. This disagreement partly explains the fact that he prefers talking of contralateral commitments rather than obligations. The other reason for this terminological preference is his view that contralateral commitments are not moral in nature, together with his concern that the term "obligation" might connote that they are(Roth 2017).

Alonso here draws on an extended version of Scanlon's principle F. See[START_REF] Scanlon | What We Owe to Each Other[END_REF][START_REF] Anderson | Symposium on Amartya Sen's Philosophy. Unstrapping the Straitjacket of 'Preference': A Comment on Amartya Sen's Contributions to Philosophy and Economics[END_REF].

Roth's account of the content of shared agency-based obligations is less clearly articulated than Gilbert's and, for that matter, Alonso's. In particular, he does not specify the conditions under which such obligations need not be obligations of strict performance.

Alonso specifies that this loss must be "significant." It must be his view, however, that the significance in question is actually easy to come by. For he believes that as we dance the tango together, we reinforced each other's reliance in such a way that, should you stop dancing, I would incur, in his sense, a significant loss.

Here is another worry that one might have with the foregoing attempt to save constitutively deontic accounts from my counterexample. This attempt makes use of the idea that a standing to insist and rebuke is not always appropriate to exercise, and one might believe that this idea makes little sense. For if it were inappropriate of you to exercise that standing, might that not show that you actually did not have that standing in the first place? This line of reasoning, however, is off the mark. Indeed, there is nothing suspect with the idea that a standing to rebuke might be inappropriate to exercise. In fact, this idea infuses much of our everyday ethical practices. Imagine you lost a book of mine, even though you knew how much I valued it. I therefore surely have a standing to rebuke you. Yet, it might not be appropriate of me to exercise it when I find out, as we are having a talk during which I meant to address this matter, that your father just passed away.

I am adding this clause to do full justice to Alonso's sophisticated account.

Or to give a timely warning that one will not do their bit, or to compensate other for their losses in case of non-performance. Here too, these clauses must be added to adequately respond to Alonso's account.

To be sure, some forms of coercion preclude shared activities altogether. To takeBratman's example (1992), our trip to New York by way of me shoving you into the trunk of my car surely does not count as a shared endeavor. But coercion need not always be of the kind that stands in the way of shared acting.

A similar observation applies to Roth's conception of contralateral commitments: nothing precludes such commitments from binding together parties to morally impermissible shared endeavors.

This conception of obligation entails that impermissible activities are never obligatory, given that impermissible activities are never favored by sufficient moral reasons.

As said above (see ft. 36), Roth too seems to rely on a non-moral conception of obligation (or, to use his preferred terminology, a non-moral conception of contralateral commitment). Alonso's approach differs from

See, again, Ritchie (2020) andShapiro (2014).

Coercees might have had antecedent sufficient moral reasons to φ, and coercion might have turned out to be the most effective way to enforce compliance with such reasons. Even if that were true, the point made in the main text would still apply: coercion does not create new moral reasons (that is, the sort of reasons which, on the moral conception of obligation, ground the obligations we have).

See Chapter 4 for an account of cooperativeness.

On the phenomenology of shared agency, seePacherie (2014).

See for instance Manon[START_REF] Garcia | On ne naît pas soumise, on le devient[END_REF] or Caitlin O'Connor (2019).

[START_REF] Kutz | Acting Together[END_REF] has aimed to offer a minimalist account of shared agency. Insofar as he takes onboard the necessity claim, however, he provides, on my view, an insufficiently minimalist account.

Gilbert (2013: 102-106) is among the few shared agency theorists who have claimed that the continued performance of a shared activity does not require that its participants each intend that it be carried on. I believe, however, that Gilbert does not go quite far enough on the road paved by this claim. For one thing, she still considers intentions shared in the collective sense to be necessary for shared agency-though mutual obligations, on her account, seem in fact to have much more explanatory oomph than collectively shared

Searle is not the only shared agency theorist who has used a contrast case of this sort in order to identify the class of phenomena that shared agency theory is supposed to account for. See (e.g.)Gilbert (1990a: 2-3),Kutz (2000: 3-10),Bratman (2014: 9-10),Shapiro (2014: 259).

The aggregation of our causal powers sometimes leads to non-additive outcomes. To illustrate, there might be a threshold beyond which the number of impacts of the parkgoers' feet on the grass is such that the lawn is not just damaged, but damaged beyond repair. With this in mind, I believe that the 'together' of multi-agent causation can adequately be used in causal statements whether or not the outcome in question is non-additive. To illustrate this point, the parkgoers need not have damaged the lawn beyond repair in order to be accurately said to have damaged the lawn together (again, in the multi-agent causation sense of 'together').

This distinction also matters when evaluating the moral status of what we did together. For instance, whether we are to be blamed (collectively and/or distributively) for what we did together might depend on the specific sense in which we did it together. For there is, I take it, an ethically relevant difference between genuine exercises of shared agency and mere causal outcomes of what we did in our capacity as individual agents.

Chant's account arguably fails to satisfy this criterion, for she claims that behaviors that cause non-additive outcomes count as collective actions (2006: 430). Ludwig's fares even less well, for on his view, all cases of multi-agent causation (and not just those cases that lead to non-additive outcomes) count as instances of collective action (2016).

This desideratum is inspired by Paul Grice's observation that cooperative efforts always involve, at the very least, a "mutually accepted direction" (1991: 26). In my opinion, however, what matters for a theory of shared agency is not so much that the common direction be mutually accepted as the fact that there is such a common direction.

One might think that damaging the lawn is some further thing that the dancers have done, in addition to running to the gazebo. But that is a mistake. For once the dancers have run to the gazebo, there is nothing else to be done for the lawn to be damaged. Thus, the run to the gazebo is the damaging of the lawn. It might be further objected that the thing described by the expression 'damaging the lawn' is the thing that the dancers did, namely

I thank Kirk Ludwig for stressing this point. I should make clear a terminological decision I have made. In this chapter, a plan that we conform to need not play any explanatory role in our conformity to it. By contrast, a plan that we enact is a plan that explains our activities' conformity to it.

In all fairness,[START_REF] Bratman | Intention, Plans, and Practical Reason[END_REF] observes that there is a sense of 'plan' on which plans are not mental attitudes but abstract objects. However, he does not make much use of this insight in his theory of shared agency (2014).

And likewise for patriarchy and systemic racism. All these examples are caricatural because these three systems of oppression surely involve, say, shared intentions of the oppressors to design and sustain oppressive institutions. If so, mental representations of these systems are, as a matter of fact, involved in the mechanisms that explain our participation in them.

Much of what I am about to say is indebted to Bratman's seminal planning theory of agency, except, again, that I do not assume here that plans are mental attitudes. I also owe much to Peter[START_REF] Graham | Intelligent Design and Selective History: Two Sources of Purpose and Plan[END_REF].

This metaphysical status of plans, however, might already seem to create some difficulties. If they are abstract objects, how can plans explain our activities' conformity to them when the underlying mechanisms involve no mental representation of the plan? §5.2 below takes care of this worry (see ft. 59).

As Bratman suggests (1987), plans can perhaps be articulated with game-theoretic notations. Finding an allpurpose formalism that could helpfully represent plans, however, is beyond the scope of my dissertation.

 29 Notice that similarly, it was not my view, in Chapter 1, that coordination merely consists in the pursuit of common purposes. As I said then, coordinated activities interlock in the service of common purposes. I invite readers to consider the account of plan-coordination that I am here developing as a more precise articulation of the conception of coordination sketched in Chapter 1.

Sometimes, steps stand in the relation of temporal succession because the completion of the first step either preconditions the success of the plan, or simply makes its success more likely-as in the case of the meringue pie that should only go into the oven when the oven is suitably preheated. Sometimes, the sequencing of steps simply reflects the fact that there are only so many tasks one can complete at once. Steps might also be conditioned on states of affairs that lie beyond the agent's control. Some plans anticipate all relevant contingencies, others are much more partial.

I am here particularly indebted to[START_REF] Graham | Intelligent Design and Selective History: Two Sources of Purpose and Plan[END_REF].

In these subsections, I give a more systematic treatment of a question that I have already encountered in other parts of my dissertation. See Chapter 1 ( §7.1), and Chapter 2 ( §2).

I am here helping myself to an important property of plans that[START_REF] Bratman | Intention, Plans, and Practical Reason[END_REF] has identified: plans are hierarchical structures in the sense that plans can embed further plans.

In individual action theory, this problem has made life difficult for advocates of the causal theory of action. See (e.g.) SarahPaul's discussion (2011).

The problem, in other words, is one of tightness of the explanatory relation between the plan and our conformity to it. See ft. 33 above.

The example is from RuthMillikan (2004: 20). She suggests other plausible examples such as behaviors engaged in during shared meals, styles of interactions in the market, courting behaviors, and manners in which people accept or politely refuse offers.

Recently, greetings rituals have indeed been intentionally reshaped in order to reduce the risk of infection by SARS-CoV-2.

As such, cooperativeness, as I use the term in this chapter, has a virtue-theoretic ring to it. More on this later.

See MichaelBratman (1992), Raimo[START_REF] Tuomela | Cooperation: A Philosophical Study[END_REF], Natalie[START_REF] Gold | Collective Intentions and Team Agency[END_REF], as well as KirkLudwig (2020) for some inspiring forays.

The evolutionary literature on human cooperation has two main tasks. One is to explain how patterns of cooperative behaviors might emerge and spread, that is, how such behaviors enhance fitness, hence are likely to get a foothold in a population of agents. Another is to explain the psychological mechanisms involved in the production of these cooperative behaviors, that is, to identify cognitive and affective mechanisms that could account for the selected-for cooperative behaviors, as well as explain how such cognitive and affective mechanisms could have evolved. These psychological mechanisms are the ones that are often referred to as 'proximate mechanisms.' SeeSober and Wilson (1998) for instance.

In this subsection, I restrict my focus to psychological altruism. I believe, however, that a similar argument can be developed to the effect that agents moved by reciprocity need not possess the concept of cooperativeness any more than psychological altruists do.

The expression is from Matthieu Queloz (2020).

This (I take it, uncontroversial) working definition of reliance is mine. Although Jones does not specify very much her own conception of reliance, the definition I sketched seems consistent with what she means when using this term. In particular, it is consistent with her claim that we can rely on things (and not just agents with sophisticated cognitive capacities), as well as her claim that reliance on some state of affairs is sometimes forced on us (as when I have no choice but to rely on the thin rope that is bearing the whole weight of my body)[START_REF] Jones | Trust as an Affective Attitude[END_REF] 2012). My quick and dirty definition is also consistent with other claims often made about reliance, for instance, the claim that reliance is far from requiring strong confidence that that which we rely on will indeed happen (although outright belief that it will not happen may perhaps make reliance impossible)(Holton 1994: 65, 68, 71; Alonso 2008;[START_REF] Paternotte | Minimal Cooperation[END_REF] Hawley 2014: 4). There are some debated issues about reliance about which I can afford to remain neutral given my purposes here. For instance, I do not have to take a stance on whether reliance always requires being left worse off if that which you rely on actually does not materialize. SeeHawley (2014; 2019) for discussion. Similarly, I can remain neutral about whether reliance necessarily involves deliberate planning or whether reliance takes sometimes much less than that. Jones, for instance, hints at a very thin conception of reliance, one on which planning and deliberation are inessential. On her view, indeed, my reliance on the rope just takes my jumping and grabbing it (Jones 2017: 91 ft. 2). But again, I do not have to take a stance on this.

See Jones (2017) for a more elaborate development about our practices of holding responsible those we count on.

And relatedly, trust is roughly the label we use to refer to our counting on others responding to our dependency on them. SeeJones (2017).

This aspect of her approach is particularly perspicuous in (2017).

In fact, he should also show that the concepts that were bound to emerge, hence, that have emerged, are pretty much still the ones that we use now.

I borrow this expression and the underlying line of thinking from[START_REF] Craig | The Practical Explication of Knowledge[END_REF] 

1999). In his work in epistemology, indeed, Craig writes that "(…) the concept of knowledge is used to flag approved informants" (1986: 215, my emphasis).

Bear in mind that these are terms of art. In particular, a cooperative partner is reliable regarding the fulfillment of the commitment to do their bit in a common plan. Similarly, a cooperative partner need not be nonmanipulative tout court, but does avoid manipulating co-participants.

Again, it is merely typically true that we have this tendency to feel betrayed when the person we trust let us down. SeeJones (2004) andHinchman (2017: §3) for discussion.

For an elaboration on this precaution, see Chapter 1, ft. 8.

In the literature, mere manipulation is often considered to fall short of full-blooded coercion. By contrast, I here suggest that coercion is a form of manipulation-to be precise, an extreme form of manipulation. Not much turns on this.

I here adapt an idea developed byCraig (1999) and expanded upon by[START_REF] Fricker | Rational Authority and Social Power: Towards a Truly Social Epistemology[END_REF] 2007). Craig indeed argues that in the state of nature, we do not just need informants who have true beliefs and are good are tracking the truth; we also need them to display 'indicator properties,' that is, properties that reliably indicate that their bearers have true beliefs and are good trackers of the truth (1999: 28). Fricker expands upon Craig's idea of indicator properties in her account of epistemic injustice. Indicator properties, as noted, reliably indicate possession of valuable epistemic credentials. But in our social world, Fricker argues, we have to make do with 'working-indicator-properties,' that is, with properties that correlate up to a point with their bearers' epistemic credentials (1998: 168). Whether a knower displays such 'markers' (2007: 117) will, thus, not just be the reflection of their epistemic credentials, but also of social pressures (and in particular of stereotypes). Such social pressures, in fact, might make it the case that, despite being competent and trustworthy about some epistemic domain, a knower is nevertheless deprived of the markers of epistemic authority, hence not consulted about whether p, or not believed when they tell us that p. It is Craig read by Fricker that I allude to when, in the main text, I talk about markers of cooperativeness.

This line of thinking owes much toFricker (2007).

See Hawley (2011) for an insightful foray into epistemic injustices that specifically target our capacity for knowledge-how.

This example is loosely inspired from MichaelBacharach (2006: 36-37).

Michael Bacharach first argued for this claim.See (1999; 2006).

See Gold and Sugden (2007),[START_REF] Sugden | The Logic of Team Reasoning[END_REF], andColman and Gold (2017) for further discussion. These game theorists have considered the paradox generated by Hi-Lo to be evidence that traditional game theory must be importantly revised. This belief, however, is far from being shared by all[START_REF] Ross | Game Theory[END_REF]). The side one picks in this debate certainly depends on one's thoughts about what game theory is supposed to accomplish. For my purposes, however, I do not have to take any side-and so I won't.

For discussions of altruism, see[START_REF] Kitcher | The Evolution of Human Altruism[END_REF] 2011) and[START_REF] Sober | Unto Others: The Evolution and Psychology of Unselfish Behavior[END_REF].

Bacharach first offered an argument of a similar flavor, except that he focuses on team benefactors, that is on people who aim to maximize the utility of the team (1999). See also[START_REF] Hakli | Two Kinds of We-Reasoning[END_REF] and[START_REF] Petersson | Team Reasoning and Collective Intentionality[END_REF].

I am here paraphrasingKitcher. See (2011: 22). My wording departs from Kitcher's when I state condition (ii) because, as supposed earlier, I am a self-sacrificial altruist-an altruist, that is, who gives full priority to others' desires, wants, and needs.

I am here also assuming that my desires align with the desires Nick had prior to his own altruistic alignment with mine.

That reciprocity, just like altruism, need not involve more than regarding partners' conduct as a given is fairly obvious. As a result, agents disposed to reciprocate favors are as poorly positioned as altruistic ones to see <Cheese, Bread> as the obvious thing to do.

would be inappropriate; a presupposition behind the existence of this standing to insist and rebuke, however, is that there be obligations in the first place, but such obligations form no part of our interaction if we approach our date in a spirit of freedom and generosity. Once again, the dating scenario reveals how odd it is to force obligations into every instance of shared activity-even obligations which, when flouted, would not warrant insistence and rebuke. 29 To recap, I have shown that shared φ-ing (e.g. going to my place to spend the night together), even when the parties' mutual reliance on one another is reinforced, 30 and even in the absence of special side agreements, does not necessarily generate an obligation to play one's role in our common plan to φ. 31 This, in turn, shows that when participants in some shared activity do have the obligation to play their respective roles, this cannot be just substitution infelicities in sentences ascribing some shared activity to some collection of agents.

I have stated three desiderata that adequate accounts of shared agency must satisfy. Before moving on, let me briefly describe their interrelations. Obviously, an account of shared agency on which shared activities evince a common practical orientation is, by the same token, an account that does not misclassify instances of mere multi-agent causation as shared activities. In other words, the satisfaction of the second desideratum entails the satisfaction of the first.

Suppose, now, that some account is thought to have satisfied the second desideratum.

If this account does not explain why, let alone predicts that, the adverb 'together' might generate substitution infelicities in sentences ascribing shared agency, then we might want to pause and check again if that account has really done a good job explaining the common practical orientation that shared activities evince. Put differently, whether or not the third desideratum is satisfied is a good way to check that the second one has been adequately satisfied.

Now that these desiderata are on the table, I set out to develop an account of shared agency that satisfies them all, a task I tackle in the remainder of the present chapter.

Substituting 'damage the lawn beyond repair' for 'converge on the gazebo' in 'We shared the intention to converge on the gazebo' turns a true sentence into an uncontroversially false one: indeed, it has simply never been our intention to turn the lawn into a permanently disheveled mess. Now, I take it that given that we shared the intention to converge on the gazebo, it is true that we have converged on the gazebo together. In other words, shared intentions, when successfully acted on, are surely sufficient for shared agency. Based on the fact that we have converged on the gazebo together, as well as the fact that 'converging on the gazebo' and 'damaging the lawn beyond repair' can be used to pick out the same activity, can we infer that, together, we have damaged the lawn beyond repair?

Unclear. On the one hand, damaging the lawn beyond repair is something we have done in enacting a shared intention of ours, and so damaging the lawn is surely a shared activity. On the other hand, what might you say to someone who insists and asks whether we have damaged the lawn genuinely together? If that person is a necessity claim theorist, then they might be inquiring about the content of our shared intention. But, as it turns out, damaging the lawn beyond repair is nowhere to be found in the content of that shared intention of ours. And so, it would seem that, no, we have not damaged the lawn genuinely together.

To recap, the necessity claim paves the way to an account of shared agency that satisfies all three desiderata. The necessity claim, however, clashes with the minimalism that I am after in this chapter.

What is more, despite its initial plausibility, the necessity claim is false, as seen in Chapter 1.

My intention, in this section, is not to explain in great detail how plans might emerge and coordinate our activities. That is to say, this section does not inquire into the planformation and plan-coordination mechanisms that provide for shared agency. My goal, for now, is not explanatory but conceptual: in elucidating the notion of plan and plancoordination, I here aim to analyze our concept of shared agency. This methodological stance I am adopting is motivated by the earlier observation that shared intentions, though surely sufficient for shared agency, are nonetheless not necessary.

Insofar as there must be, thus, more than one mechanism for pooling our agency with others, it is a mistake to consider one such mechanism or other to be part of what it means for our activities to be shared-a mistake that shared agency theorists have virtually all made. I contend, therefore, that conceptual clarification and mechanism explanation must be kept separate. To be sure, my analysis of shared agency includes the condition that our common plan must figure in an explanation of our activities' conformity to it. The analysis nonetheless remains silent about how the explanation might go, hence about the mechanisms through which plans coordinate our activities. My analysis, thereby, is compatible with the possibility (substantiated in §5) that strikingly different families of mechanisms link plans of action to our conformity to them.

In line with this methodology, I ask readers, for now, to not assume much about the mechanisms in virtue of which plans might emerge and coordinate our shared activities. Specifically, I invite readers to not rush to think that plan-formation and plan-coordination always crucially involve rich psychological mechanisms-in particular beliefs and intentions whose content involves the plan that is coordinating our activity. And accordingly, I also invite readers to shake the habit of regarding 'plan' as just another name for 'intention' (pace One important feature of the predictive stance is that it frames the agents whose conduct one tries to predict as already settled on some plan of action or other. The predictive stance, as a result, encourages two sorts of reactions. I might attempt to find the best response to the other's moves, that is, to choose the course of action which, given what the other will do, makes the most of the opportunities that are open to me. I might alternatively manipulate through non-rational means the other's conduct, perhaps by undermining the very plan that seemed to be guiding their conduct. Manipulation, as we saw, stands in the way of cooperativeness ( §3.3). But so does looking for the best response. Indeed, in the Hi-Lo situation of the kind that I presented earlier, were I to merely best respond to Nick's conduct, it would not be obvious to me that <Cheese, Bread> is the way to go; in fact, should Nick go out of his way to get cheese, my best response would be to go out of mine to buy bread-a less than ideal division of labor. Now, suppose that I take the agential stance with respect to potential partners. I therefore no longer frame their conduct as already fully settled. Instead, I relate to such potential partners as fellow practical reasoners who are disposed to imagine the whole new range of feasible options that our pooled agential powers make possible (more on this shortly), and who take into account the considerations that I could adduce in favor of certain options, the reservations I might have about others, and so on. True, in the cheese fondue scenario, Nick and I cannot engage in actual deliberation together: our phones have no battery left. But we can still take the agential stance with respect to one another, hence imagine the deliberation we would have were we able to communicate, and that deliberation would of course conclude in favor of <Cheese, Bread>. 37 To be sure, An agent who takes the agential stance will still have to predict quite a bit about the others' reasoning and conduct. 37 On virtual deliberation and virtual bargaining, see Misyak and Chater (2014).

165 Perhaps I know Nick mistakenly thinks that the bakery is closer to my office than to his; my awareness of his mistaken belief will surely lead me to make all sorts of predictions about his subsequent reasoning. The agential stance, therefore, does not exclude predictions. What it excludes, rather, is a merely predictive stance, one where others' conduct is framed as already settled.

Imaginativeness

Interactive partners, I just argued, take into account the new courses of action that our pooled agential powers open up. This presupposes a capacity for imagining the common plans that would become feasible were we to act together. Imaginative partners might envision new causal combinations (as when we push a stranded car together) as well as new institutional ones (as when we create a new committee in a firm or university). This cooperative imagination also helps us identify our respective strengths and weaknesses so that tasks can be matched with competence.

Taking Stock Again: Strong and Minimal Cooperativeness

I have argued that a second purpose of the concept of cooperativeness is to satisfy our need for efficient coordination by flagging partners who regard our pooled agential powers as a resource for new common plans. As observed earlier, this need, however, is not as urgent as the need for partners who neither deviate, nor hijack our common plan. Recall Flo: given the tasks expected of him on the colloquium committee, it might not be much of a problem at all if he lacks practical imagination and is not really interactive. As a result, while strongly cooperative partners are both imaginative and interactive, we can identify minimal cooperativeness-the kind exhibited by Flo-as requiring only a willingness to commit to doing one's bit reliably and non-manipulatively.

On my account, therefore, cooperativeness, is a two-layered concept: there are minimal cooperativeness and strong cooperativeness. Why think that that is indeed the case? Why might it be that a single concept (i.e. cooperativeness) has been recruited for the satisfaction of two needs of unequal strength? Isn't it a strike against my account that it attributes this complex job description to a single concept? I do not think so. In fact, I believe it is no accident that the concept of cooperativeness be entrusted with the satisfaction of these two needs. Cooperativeness, so conceived, keeps in check two human impulses: an impulse for control and an impulse for presumptuousness.

Co-participants in a shared activity are agents in their own right. Cooperation is, accordingly, an endemically risky business: non-cooperative motives might creep in in our partners' deliberations, leading them to deviate from our plan or, worse, to pose a threat to the terms of our own participation in that plan. In light of those risks, the concept of cooperativeness provides conceptual means to keep our interaction safe from deviation and hijack by enabling us to choose, in advance, partners who will stick to the plan. Our need for reliability, however, is quick to become an inclination for control. Indeed, our need for safety from unrewarded expectations and from manipulation exposes us to the temptation of overly specifying the terms of our interactions with our partners and to demand more reliability than is reasonable. Interpreted along my account, however, the concept of cooperativeness does not just provide protection from deviation and hijack. It also gives expression to our need for interactive and imaginative partners, that is, for partners disposed to frame our pooled agential powers as a resource for the enactment of new common plans. These imaginative and interactive partners are likely to suggest improving the common plan that we are CONCLUSION I have offered a minimalist account of shared agency, as well as an account of cooperation and cooperativeness.

My minimalist account of shared agency is two-fold. First, I have analyzed the concept of shared agency in terms of the notion of plan: we act together just in case our activities conform to a plan and that plan figures in an explanation of our activities' conformity to it. In a slogan: shared activity is plan-coordinated activity. Second, I have explained different families of agency-pooling mechanisms through which 1) the content of plans might be determined (plan-formation) and 2) plans with determinate content might then coordinate our activities (plan-coordination). The sharing of intentions, of course, is one such agency-pooling mechanism-and a pervasive one at that. Contrary to an orthodoxy of shared agency theory, however, it is not the only one. Instead, we might act together in virtue of merely intending to do our bit in a plan that a central planner has designed. Alternatively, we might also act together in virtue of merely intending to do our bit in a plan that emerged through roughly Darwinian selective processes. Some shared agency theorists believe that participants have an obligation to do their bit. True, playing one's role in a common plan might sometimes be obligatory. In fact, obligations can figure in the explanation of our activities' conformity to our plan. It is not part of my view, however, that shared agency necessarily generates mutual obligations.

One virtue of my account is that it captures the common denominator between all instances of shared agency, namely, the fact that our respective activities, when shared, are coordinated by a common plan. Another is that, unlike dominant accounts, my account does justice to the whole spectrum of agency-pooling mechanisms, and not just the upper end ABSTRACT Picture yourself at a Parisian café, gazing at people walking down the street. At first, they seem to be typical Parisians going about their own business. Until you realize, as you spot cameras, that they are all actors on a movie set. You thought you were in the midst of many individual actions, but it is now clear that each actor is playing their part in a different kind of activity: a shared activity.

Our capacity for shared agency is fundamental to our social lives. We make movies, sit in Parliament, and fight pandemics together. In my thesis, I first offer a novel theory of what is required for collections of activities to count as shared. I then develop an account of cooperativeness, i.e. the disposition to think and act as a good partner in shared activity.

What makes it the case that the actors in the Parisian street are engaged in more than mere parallel individual actions? From the café, it was-at first-impossible to distinguish the actors from real flâneurs. Such examples have led shared agency theorists to argue that the difference between shared activities and individual actions is a psychological matter: while flâneurs have individual intentions to go about their own business, actors share the intention to make a movie. Some theorists add a normative twist: they argue that our activities are shared only when, in addition to sharing intentions, we are bound by mutual obligations to play our roles. The Parisian actors would, thus, act together only if they had obligations to stick to the script. I disagree with these dominant views.

In my dissertation, I offer a minimalist account of shared agency. My account has two main components: a conceptual analysis of shared agency in terms of the notion of plan, and an explanation of the mechanisms through which we pool our agential powers. In my analysis of shared agency, our activities are shared if and only if our activities conform to a plan and that plan figures in an explanation of our activities' conformity to it. In short, our activities are shared if and only if they are coordinated by a common plan. Sometimes, doing one's bit in a common plan will be obligatory, but not necessarily; and sometimes, of course, the plan will figure in the content of intentions we share. However, besides shared intentions, there are two additional families of agency-pooling mechanisms that the literature has neglected: one involves a central planner (e.g. a film director), another involves selective processes of a roughly Darwinian sort. Both mechanisms can coordinate our activities even in the absence of shared intentions. This minimalist account does justice to the variety of jobs that the concept of shared agency does for us. This concept, indeed, is not just a useful label for activities we engage in willingly together. Another of its functions is to help us navigate our social world by identifying the common plans that somewhat unintentionally, and perhaps at first unknowingly, we have enacted.

The starting point of my inquiry into cooperativeness is the observation that shared activity is an endemically risky business: perhaps you coerced me into sharing some intention with you, or you deviated from our plan without telling me. Thankfully, we have conceptual resources meant to keep us safe from the risks we run when we share our agency. The concept of cooperativeness is one such resource. Its point, I argue, is to flag agents moved by a disposition to think and act as good partners. Cooperativeness has weaker and stronger forms. A minimally cooperative partner, once committed to doing their bit, will neither deviate from, nor hijack our plan. A strongly cooperative partner, in addition, regards co-participants' agency not as a given that one should predict and work around, but as an agential resource that one can engage with. Cooperativeness, so conceived, is a disposition that we have an interest in modelling as a virtue-indeed, the virtue that makes our social world go round.
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