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ABSTRACT
(365 worbs)

Do moral agents as such have a collective or shared intention? Is morality itself a shared
cooperative activity? Do we have a duty to form any shared intentions or to participate in
shared activity? What is the value of such shared enterprises? In this paper, I explore what
may be a surprising convergence of Kantian moral philosophy and contemporary work on
collective intentionality in addressing these questions. The aim of the paper is not Kantian
exegesis, but the illumination of the social presuppositions of morality through an
investigation of contemporary theory on shared intentionality. I argue that the Kantian idea
of the kingdom of ends functions as a regulative Idea that depends upon seeing agents as
engaged in a shared plan or agreement to coordinate or mesh their actions and maxims.
Despite his insistence on individual autonomy, Kant urges that morality is a social
enterprise (Sherman 1997; Kant 1793). Of course,morality centrally concerns duties to
others, but it is social in a much stronger sense: The end of morality is a social good. As
Sullivan observes, for Kant the goal is “not merely an aggregate of the moral achievements
of individuals,” but a communal endeavor (Sullivan 1994, p.86; Sullivan 1989). Moreover,
the categorical imperative in the Formula of the Kingdom of Ends pictures the moral agent
as if she were legislating in concert with other moral agents (Caygill 1995; Kant 1785a;
Kant 1785b, p.234; Korsgaard 1996). The Formula of the Kingdom of Ends requires that
the agent’s maxims be universal in the sense that they can be “systematically united”” with
the maxims of others (Kant 1785a, p.234; O’neill 1989, p. 127). Several features of Kant’s

notion of the kingdom of ends resemble features of contemporary accounts of shared or



collective intentionality (Bratman 1999; French and Wettstein 2006). Bratman’s view of
shared cooperative activity and shared intentionality emphasizes an individualistic
explanation ofthese phenomena while proposing something more than mere reciprocity;
agents who share intentions must have “meshing subplans.” I suggest that the prospect of
meshing plans and subplans depends upon rational and moral constraints. Thus, I show that
the theory of shared intentions both illuminates and is illuminated by Kantian moral

philosophy.
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