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Abstract.

Viewing language as action à la Austin-Searle leads to the study of intention in
action. In this paper, first, we compare a philosophical approach to the analysis of
this notion (Searle (1983)) with an analysis of the notion of plan proposed by
Pollack (1990) within the field of Artificial Intelligence (AI). Both proposals
account for intention in action individually performed, but a great part of human
actions, as, for instance, dialogue, is performed collectively (cooperatively or not),
and it seems that this kind of collective action is something more than the mere
summation of individual actions. For this reason, secondly, we explore the notion
of intention that corresponds to collective or joint action1. We contrast the
approach by Tuomela and Miller (1988) -- which, as we show, is essentially the
same as the AI approach by Grosz and Sidner (1990) -- with the one by Searle
(1990). We conclude that, in the absence of a more adequate analysis of collective
intention, it seems necessary to consider this notion as a primitive one.

1. Individual intention.

One of the main distinctions introduced by Searle (1983) is that
between prior intention and intention-in-action. The former refers to
the intention formed before the performance of an action, and the
latter to the intention present in any intentional action. We can roughly
say that they correspond respectively to the notions of future-directed
intention and present-directed intention distinguished by Bratman
(1987). The contents of each type of intention would be the following
ones for a simple case of action such as raising one’s arm:

                                    
*A first draft of this paper was presented at the Logic Seminar of
the University of the Basque Country. I would like to thank its
members, and particularly J. M. Larrazabal, for their helpful
comments and criticisms. This research has been supported by a
grant (UPV-003.230-HA104/92) of the University of the Basque
Country.

1We don’t distinguish between the terms ‘joint’ and ‘collective’ and
will use mostly the latter.
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- Prior intention (that I perform the action of raising my arm as a result
of carrying out this intention).

- Intention-in-action (my arm goes up as a result of this intention in
action).

The contents of both prior intention and intention-in-action are
causally self-referential, being different anyway in the sense that in the
first case the intentional object is the whole action while in the second
the intentional object is the mere physical movement2.

The relationship between prior intention and intention-in-action
is causal. Since their self-referentiality is causal, it can be established
that the prior intention causes the intention-in-action, and the latter
causes the physical movement. Graphically:
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In the remaining of this paper we need not to explicitly distinguish
between these two kinds of intentions, and we will also implicitly
assume their self-referentiality.

1.1. Complex intention.

We are interested in actions more complex than raising one’s arm. We
are going to study complex intentions and their relations in actions
like, borrowing an example from Searle (1983), the killing of Archduke

                                    

2On the causal self-referentiality of intentions, see Grice (1972),
pp. 15-19, Searle (1983), pp. 86-91, Sperber and Wilson (1986),
pp. 256-7 n. 20, 54-64, and Récanati (1986).
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Franz Ferdinand by Gavrilo Princip in Sarajevo. We can describe this
action by Princip as:

pulled the trigger
fired the gun
shot the Archduke
killed the Archduke

All the components of this list are related with each other in such
a way that Princip killed the Archduke by means of shooting him, he
shot the Archduke by means of firing the gun, and he fired the gun by
means of pulling the trigger. Following Searle, the members of this list
as well as the relations among them constitute the condition of
satisfaction or, in other words, the object of Princip’s intention-in-
action. The point is that Princip does not have four intentions
corresponding to each component in the list; he has a unique but
complex intention:

“Complex intentions are those where the conditions of
satisfaction include not just a bodily movement a, but some
further components of the action b, c, d, ..., which we
intend to perform by way of (or by means of, or in, or by,
etc.) performing a, b, c, ..., and the representation of both a,
b, c, ..., and the relations among them are included in the
content of the complex intention.” Searle (1983), p. 99.

Then, the content of the complex intention-in-action of Princip
would be the following one:

(pulling the trigger, which causes firing the gun, which causes shooting
the Archduke, which causes killing the Archduke).

1.2. Complex Intention and Simple Plan.

This is the definition of Simple Plan by Pollack (1990):

Definition. SimplePlan (A, αn, Π=[α1, ..., αn-1], t2, t1) ↔

1. BEL(A, EXEC(αi, A, t2), t1), for i=1, ..., n ∧
2. BEL(A, GEN(αi, αi+1, A, t2), t1), for i= 1, ..., n-1 ∧
3. INT(A, αi, t2, t1), for i= 1, ..., n-1 ∧
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4. INT(A, by(αi, αi+1), t2, t1), for i= 1, ..., n-1.3

Thus, if an agent A has the plan to do αn, which consists of doing
the collection of actions Π, then

(1). A believes that he can execute each act in Π;
(2). A believes that each act α i in Π plays a role in his plan; that is, A
believes that αi generates αi+14;
(3). A intends to execute each act αi in Π, in their (possibly partial)
temporal order; and
(4). A intends each act αi in Π to play a role in his plan; that is, A
intends αi to generate αi+1.

Though Pollack defends that for several reasons it is convenient to
maintain in the definition of a simple plan the beliefs in 1 and 2, she
also recognizes that these beliefs are redundant since they are
implicated by the intentions in 3 and 4 respectively. Thus, it can be
claimed that a simple plan consists of these two intentions. We will
argue, now, that when generation is the only relationship among
actions, it seems more adequate to think about complex intentions than
about simple plans.

Consider again Princip’s intention in the action of killing the
Archduke Franz Ferdinand in Sarajevo. His (complex) intention
included

pulled the trigger,
fired the gun,
shot the Archduke,
killed the Archduke.

                                    
3The function by, which composes two actions α and β yielding a
third action by(α, β), denotes the action of doing β by doing α.

4Generation and enablement are relations between actions introduced by
Pollack, and they take the place of causes, is-a-precondition-of, and is-a-way-
to considered in traditional formalisms, which were, among other things,
redundant. When an action α generates another action β, the agent needs not
to do anything else for doing β than doing α (remember, for instance, the
relation between pulling the trigger and firing the gun); on the other hand,
when α enables β, the agent is obliged to do something more than α for doing
β. Thus, for example, finding the telephone number of the hospital enables
calling the hospital, but we cannot think that having found the number we
have already call the hospital.
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Let us suppose that his intention did not include the performance
of any other act. In this case, using the definition of simple plan above,
we can say that Princip had a plan to do αn (=killing the Archduke)
which consists of doing the set of acts Π (={pulling the trigger, firing
the gun, shooting the Archduke}), if and only if:

1. Princip intends to execute each action in Π={pulling the trigger, firing
the gun, shooting the Archduke}, and

2. Princip intends each action in Π to play a role in his plan, that is, he
intends each action in Π to generate the succeeding one.

Point 1 is not clear enough. We have two readings corresponding
to the different interpretations of the quantifier “each act”. On the one
hand, we can interpret that Princip has three intentions: the intention
of pulling the trigger, the intention of firing the gun, and the intention
of shooting the Archduke. On the other hand, we can interpret that he
has a unique (complex) intention whose content is

(pulling the trigger, which generates firing the gun, which generates
shooting the Archduke, which generates killing the Archduke).

We include the goal α n=killing the Archduke, since it seems clear
that it is also a component of the intention, which stands within the
same relationship that all components of the complex intention keep
with each other, namely, generation. Thus, the object of Princip’s
intention is not Π but Π∪{αn}.

Concerning point 2, we face this question: Does Princip intend
each action in Π  to play a role in his plan, or in other words, does he
intend in doing αi to generate αn or another action αj (i<j<n) that plays
a role in his plan? The option we adopt is to consider a complex
intention, with both the set Π∪{αn} and the relation of generation on
that set as the intentional object. Does this complex intention imply an
intention corresponding to each act? What it does imply, in our view, is
the belief by the agent that each act is generated by the preceding one
and generates the subsequent one. In fact, this belief seems necessary
for the formation of the complex intention. One cannot have the
complex intention

intention(pulling the trigger, which generates firing the gun, which
generates shooting the Archduke, which generates killing the
Archduke),
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if he does not have at least the following beliefs:

belief(pulling the trigger generates firing the gun),
belief(firing the gun generates shooting the Archduke),
belief(shooting the Archduke generates killing the Archduke).

However, once the agent does have these beliefs and that complex
intention, it does not seem necessary for him to have the following
intentions:

intention(pulling the trigger generates firing the gun),
intention(firing the gun generates shooting the Archduke),
intention(shooting the Archduke generates killing the Archduke).

In sum, we think that having a simple plan to do αn which consists
of doing a set of acts Π={α1, ...., αn-1}, where the unique relationship
among acts is generation, is basically the same as having a complex
intention to do ( α1, which generates ... αn-1, which generates αn). The
problem is that Pollack’s formalization entails a separate intention to
do each act in Π  and a separate intention to do αi by doing αi-1, which
seems, as we have argued, counterintuitive. We propose, then, the
following definition, which we think it is more closely tied to the notion
of complex intention:

A has the complex intention to do αn by doing Π={α1, ...., αn-1}, if and
only if

INT(A, byn-1 (α1, ..., αn-1), t2, t1),

where byn-1 (α1, ..., αn-1)=by(by(... n-1 timesby(α1, α2), α3), ..., αn). The
αi‘s are associated to the left.

And if we want to take into account the beliefs associated with
this intention we can add the beliefs

BEL(A, EXEC(αi, A, t2), t1), for i=1, ..., n
BEL(A, GEN(αi, αi+1, A, t2), t1), for i= 1, ..., n-1.

Even though they are redundant because of their entailment by
the intention above, it could be useful to keep them in mind in order to
account for phenomena like the recognition of a complex intention (or
simple plan) as invalid.
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One could conclude that we are claiming that plans as mental
attitudes are reducible to complex intentions. However, we think that
there is more than a sole complex intention when the relation among
actions is enablement. Suppose that Π consists of two actions α1,
finding out the telephone number of the hospital, and α2, calling the
hospital, for reaching the goal α3 of talking to Kathy. If A thinks that
the relationship among α1, α2 and α3 is generation it will be reasonable
for him to form the complex intention represented as

INT(A, by2 (α1, α2, α3), t2, t1).

Now, we know that this intention is unsatisfiable because there is
no way to talk to Kathy by calling the hospital by finding its telephone
number. These three actions do not constitute a complex action, but
are three separate ones related by enablement that need a
corresponding separate intention to perform each of them. In this
sense, it seems correct to think of plans as collections of intentions as
Bratman (1990) or Pollack (1990) do, for instance.

2. Collective action.

One of the basic intuitions that lies behind the notion of joint or
collective action is essentially that expressed in Searle’s (1990) Thesis
1:

“There really is such a thing as collective intentional
behavior that is not the same as the summation of
individual intentional behavior.” Searle (1990), p. 402.

A fact contributing to the strength of this thesis is the existence of
the possibility for the same kind of physical movements to constitute in
some cases a genuine collective action while in others they constitute
no more than a collection of individual actions. Look at the following
example5: in a holiday park where some hundreds of people are
consuming drinks at the taverns especially opened for the occasion, a
policeman appears in plain clothes and, recognized by some young
guys, is beaten by them, and consequently seriously injured. In the
action of beating the policeman each guy has the intention to beat him,
but we can suppose, following the results of the judicial investigations
                                    
5Its source is in Searle (1990) and also in some events occurred
last summer in Bilbao.
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well-known by now, that each guy’s intention is independent of the
intentions and actions of the others. We think that Searle is right when
he says that a case like that should not be considered as a collective
action:

“In this case there is no collective behavior; there is just
a sequence of individual acts that happen to converge
on a common goal.” Searle (1990), p. 403.

Let us imagine now that the group of young guys acted according
to a previously designed plan, which specified that if a policeman
appeared at the holiday park all the members of the group should beat
him. Even if the bodily movements are indistinguishable in both cases,
the actions are different. In the latter we have a case of collective
action. In the former there is no collective action; there is only “co-
action”6. The difference between coaction and collective action is
described, according to Searle, in this terms: in the first case we can
determine the intention of each young guy without any reference to the
actions and intentions of the others; in the second case, however, the
intention of each guy depends on or derives from some kind of
collective intention that ought to be explained. The question arising
now is whether it is possible to analyze this collective intention as a
certain type of configuration of individual intentions adding to these, if
necessary, some mental states of a different type?

2.1. Tuomela and Miller, Grosz and Sidner.

One of the more elaborated approaches in this sense is presented by
Tuomela (1991a, b) and Tuomela and Miller (1988). Some of the
claims made in these papers can induce to think that the goal of the
authors consists precisely in formulating a notion of collective
intention irreducible to individual intentions and beliefs7. But looking

                                    
6This use of the term “coaction” is due to Tuomela:

“(...) action in which agents without having a joint intention have
the same goal, perhaps mutually believing so and possibly
interacting in various ways.” Tuomela (1993), p. 87.

7For example:
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at their analysis we could see that this is not so. They define collective
intention8 in the following way:

Agent A, who is a member of the group G, has the collective intention
to do X if and only if:

(i) A intends to do his part of X;

(ii) A believes that opportunities of success of doing X exist; specially,
he believes that a sufficient number of the other members of the group
(at least probably) will do their own parts of X; and

(iii) A believes that the members of the group mutually believe that the
conditions expressed in (ii) obtain.

Grosz and Sidner (1990) develop an approach from Artificial
Intelligence, which in fact is equivalent to the analysis above. They use
the definition of simple plan by Pollack (1990), and propose this
schema for the analysis of a shared plan (obviating temporal
parameters):

SharedPlan(G1, G2, X) ↔

1. MB(G1, G2, EXEC(αj, Gαj))
2. MB(....)
3. MB(G1, G2, INT(Gαj, αj))
4. MB(G1, G2, INT(Gαj, by(αj, X)))
5. INT(Gαj, αj)
6. INT (Gαj, by(αj, X)).

The index j stands for every act contained in the plan for doing X.
For each αj, one of the agents G1 or G2 is the agent of the action
represented by G αj. Point 2 is not specified, and it changes depending
on the type of action X performed.
                                                                                                                 
“we therefore need a concept of we-intention which is not
reducible to mere personal I-intentions” (Tuomela and Miller
(1988), p. 367);

“given an adequate notion of we-intention (involving the notion of
mutual belief) the notion of an intentional joint action can be
formulated” (ibib., p. 372).

8Called joint or we-intention by them.
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The first difference between the approach by Tuomela and Miller
and this one by Grosz and Sidner is related to their definienda: the
former approach defines collective intention for one agent while the
latter takes two agents. This difference, anyway, is not relevant since
we can think that what means for one agent to have a shared plan is
nothing more than having the intentions 5 and 6 and the beliefs about
the mutual beliefs 1-4 above.

Considering both definiens, points 5 and 6 by Grosz and Sidner
seem just the specification of point (i) in Tuomela and Miller’s analysis.
An agent intends to do his part of X just in case he intends to do action
αj which contributes to performing X. In the same way, points 1, (2), 3
and 4 seem no more than the specification of (ii) and (iii). The main
difference is that Grosz and Sidner stipulate mutual belief  both on the
executability of the actions and on the intentions of each participant,
and, on the other hand, Tuomela and Miller stipulate the belief on such
a mutual belief. All this , as we said earlier, disappears when one keeps
in mind what having a shared plan means for each agent.

If what we have claimed is correct, we can expect Grosz and
Sidner’s analysis to fall in the face of the same sort of counterexamples
as Tuomela and Miller’s does. Searle’s counterexample is as follows9:

Suppose that a group of business(wo)men has been educated in a
school where they studied Adam Smith’s theory of the hidden hand.
Each business(wo)man comes to believe that the best way to help
humanity is to follow his (her) own selfish interests, and forms an
intention which can be expressed as “I intend to do my part of helping
humanity following my own selfish interests and cooperating with
nobody”. Suppose also that the members of the group mutually believe
that each one has this intention and that intentions will be probably
satisfied. In sum, we can suppose that each one has been so well
indoctrinated on the grounds of the classical theory in Economics that
each one believes that his (her) selfish interests will success in helping
humanity. It is easy to see that this is an example of a genuine non-
collective action that would be admitted as collective in the analysis of
Tuomela and Miller. Let us see what happens with Grosz and Sidner’s
analysis. If we have two business(wo)men educated in such school we
have that:

                                    

9Searle (1990), p. 404.
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1. Since they are educated at the same school, they mutually believe
that each can follow his (her) own selfish interests.

(2). They mutually believe that the simultaneous execution of their
actions will generate the desired goal, i.e., that to follow simultaneously
their own selfish interests will help humanity.

3 and 4. They mu tually believe that each of them intends to follow his
(her) own selfish interests as a way of helping humanity.

5 and 6. Each one intends to follow his (her) own selfish interests
helping, in that way, humanity.

Consequently, Searle’s counterexample shows that both Tuomela
and Miller’s analysis of collective intentions and Grosz and Sidner’s of
shared plans are too weak since they admit intentions and plans that
clearly are not collective. Hobbs (1990) makes a similar criticism:

“In fact, under the most reasonable interpretation of
the unclear portions of Grosz and Sidner’s formalism,
the definition they give of a SharedPlan is an
axiomatization of Tuomela and Miller’s attempt to
reduce collective intention to individual intention-in-
action.” Hobbs (1990), p. 455.

We have seen that these analyses are too weak, but it has not been
proved that they are too strong, i.e., that the analyses leave outside
their scope any case of genuine collective intention, neither that they
are not useful to explain the kind of intention involved in some
collective action like, for example, dialogue; we have not proved that it
is impossible to make an adequate analysis of collective intention
reducing it to individual intentions plus beliefs. In any case, this kind of
counterexample is not their most serious problem.

The main problem in these accounts is related to point (i) in
Tuomela and Miller’s definition. The authors recognize that this clause
must be interpreted in a special way: when an agent does his part of X,
he does it

(1) in order to the participant agents to succeed in doing X; and

(2) in such a way that his doing his part contributes to the performance
of the total action X.
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However, this interpretation of “his part of X” in clause (i)10, as it
is indicated by Searle (1990), introduces the notion of joint or
collective goal in the definiens, which implies a previous understanding
of collective intention, and, consequently, leads to an unsolvable
circularity in the definition of collective intention. The same criticism
could be made to the approach expressed by Hobbs when he states that

“(...) [collective intention] is simply a matter of having
as a goal an action whose agent is collective”. Hobbs
(1990), p. 455,

given the fact that  he needs the notion of collective intention in order
to sharply distinguish the collective agent in genuine collective action
from the collective agent in mere coaction.

Thus, it could be convenient to take the notion of collective
intention as a primitive.

2.2. Collective intention.

One can think that a primitive notion of collective intention
presupposes an ontology where society is composed by something
more than individuals, namely, collective minds or consciousness. We
do not want to defend such an ontology and, therefore, if we are going
to propose an analysis of collective intention we think, according with
Searle, that it must be consistent with the restriction below (restriction
1 in Searle (1990)):

“It must be consistent with the fact that society consists
of nothing but individuals. Since society consists
entirely of individuals, there cannot be a group mind or
group consciousness. All consciousness is in individual
minds, in individual brains.” Searle (1990), p. 406.

So, there is no room in our ontology for collective minds or
consciousness11. In principle, following Searle (1990) again, the form

                                    

10This interpretation is made explicit in subsequent formulations of
the definition of joint intention, as in, for instance, Tuomela
(1991a, b), adding to clause (i) “(as his part of X)”.

11We can also state, as Searle (1990) does, that
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of a collective intention can be expressed as “we intend to do action X”,
and that intention can be present in the mind of each member of the
group denoted by “we”. This intention can also be expressed as “we will
do X” (prior collective intention) or “we are doing X” (collective
intention-in-action)12.

Once the notion of collective intention has been introduced, the
individual intention for each agent to do his part of X as his
contribution to the total action X is derived from that collective
intention. The same could be said on the belief that the remaining
members of the group share the collective intention. Now, it should be
reminded that all these mental states, including those referring to the
group, are mental states of the individual agent and, therefore,
formulating collective intention as a primitive notion entails no more
than a society composed by individuals. So, it is consistent with the
ontological assumption made above13.
                                                                                                                 

“It must be consistent with the fact that the structure of any
individual’s intentionality has to be independent of the fact of
whether or not he is getting things right, whether or not he is
radically mistaken about what is actually occurring. (...) [It] must
be consistent with the fact that all intentionality, whether
collective or individual, could be had by a brain in a vat or by a set
of brains in vats.” Searle (1990), pp. 406-407.

12Tuomela and Miller (1988) also claim that

“The general idea of course is that in the context of intentional
joint action each participant thinks that “we”, viz. the group in
question, are going to do X and are aware of this.” Tuomela and
Miller (1988), p. 380.

As we have said earlier, Tuomela and Miller seem to argue in favor
of an explanation of joint or collective intention as a primitive
notion, while what they propose in fact is an analysis reducing it to
individual intentions and beliefs.

13It is also consistent with the assumption mentioned in footnote
10, according to what Searle says:

“I could have all the intentionality I do have even if I am radically
mistaken, even if the apparent presence and cooperation of other
people is an illusion, even if I am suffering a total hallucination,
even if I am a brain in a vat. Collective intentionality in my head
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2.3 The structure of collective intention.

The best way to try to understand the structure of collective intention
could be to study an example14. Let us imagine two individuals, Smith
and Jones, preparing hollandaise sauce, in such a way that Smith is
stirring while Jones pours in the ingredients. Both of them have the
intention expressed in “we are preparing hollandaise sauce”; this is a
collective intention-in-action with the following content:

(the sauce is prepared as a result of this intention).

Now, this collective intention causes in some way the individual
actions of Smith stirring and Jones pouring in the ingredients,
individual actions with their corresponding individual intentions. But
which is the relationship among the collective intention above with the
individual actions and intentions of Smith and Jones? Searle (1990)
claims that it is not the case that each agent has two different causally
related intentions corresponding to two different actions (preparing
the sauce and stirring -- in Smith’s case -- or pouring in the ingredients
-- in Jones’ case), and he proposes a sort of complex collective
intention where one of the components in the causal chain is collective,
in such a way that, in our example, we would have this  collective
intention of Smith:

(1) (this intention causes stirring the ingredients, which enables
preparing the sauce),

and this one of Jones:

(2) (this intention causes pouring in the ingredients, which enables
preparing the sauce)15.

                                                                                                                 
can make a purported reference to other members of a collective
independently of the question whether or not there actually are
such members.” Searle (1990), p. 407.

14Due also to Searle (1990), p.410.

15Searle (1990) does not consider the relations of enablement and
generation among actions but only the relation of causality.
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We find some problems in this proposal. First, as far as the
relation of each individual action (Smith stirring the ingredients and
Jones pouring in the ingredients) and the collective action (preparing
the sauce) is enablement, it seems, for the reasons discussed earlier,
that they are separate actions with their corresponding separate
intentions. Second, the individual actions are not so separated from the
collective action, since they are part of it; in fact, they jointly generate
it. At this point Tuomela and Miller's analysis could be useful. We could
say that Smith's intention in the collective action of preparing the
hollandaise sauce with Jones involves

(i) Smith intends to stir the ingredients as his part of preparing the
sauce,

(ii) Smith believes that opportunities of success of doing X obtain;
specially, he believes that he will stir the ingredients and Jones will
pour them in as his own part of preparing the sauce, and that their
actions will generate preparing the sauce; and

(iii) Smith believes that Jones and himself mutually believe that the
conditions expressed in (ii) obtain.

Of course, we do not mean that Smith's collective intention could
be reduced to the intention and beliefs in (i), (ii) and (iii), but once we
have taken collective intention as a primitive notion, there is no
unsolvable circularity using this analysis. Moreover, we could think of
the intention in (i) not as an individual intention of Smith caused by his
collective intention16 but as the specification of his collective intention.
At some general level we could describe both Smith's and Jones'
collective intention as the intention expressed by "we are preparing
hollandaise sauce", but at a more concrete level the collective intention
of each of them must specify the part of the collective action to be
done by each one -- since for all collective action there is always an
explicit or implicit, pre established or negotiated, division of labour.
The collective intention  of Smith, thus, cannot be (1) but (i), (ii) and
(iii) where (i) is interpreted as the specification of the general
collective intention. We think that this kind of analysis could prevent
the problems identified by Searle (1990) as well as the difficulties
inherent to his standpoint.

                                    

16The possibility of a causal relation between the collective intention
and the individual intention in a case like this is rejected by Searle
(1990).
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3. Conclusion.

This approach is only one of those that are possible taking collective
intention as a primitive notion. Its correctness and fruitfulness are to
be verified, and we have to wait for formal treatments in some fields of
Distributed Artificial Intelligence. We would like to conclude with a
couple of remarks concerning its application to dialogue as a case of
human collective action.

It seems natural to consider dialogue as a genuine collective
action, not reducible to the summation of the individual speech acts of
the participants. In our view, the collective intention involved in
dialogue entails a notion of coo peration, but a more basic cooperation
than that involved in the Gricean conversational maxims, which
demand a high degree of cooperation:

“It seems to us to be a matter of common experience
that the degree of co-operation described by Grice is
not automatically expected of communicators. People
who don’t give us all the information we wish they
would, and don’t answer our questions as well as they
could, are no doubt much to blame, but not for
violating principles of communication.” Sperber and
Wilson (1986), p. 162.

In other words, we can cooperate and develop a cooperative
dialogue observing, for instance, Gricean conversational maxims. But
we can also dialogue noncooperatively talking too much, lying, not
being relevant, but dialogue anyway. In this case there is also a
minimum degree of cooperation, namely, the degree involved in
collective intention, which is required for a dialogue to be different
from a succession of disconnected remarks. We could talk on these two
degrees of cooperation as "the cooperation needed for a cooperative
dialogue" and "the cooperation needed for a dialogue tout court".

Finally, we think that these two degrees of cooperation involved in
dialogue should be distinguished from the cooperation related to the
performance of other kinds of collective actions. It should be clearly
distinguished the cooperation in a dialogue about, for example, lifting a
piano from the cooperation in the action of lifting a piano. This
distinction, which is roughly the distinction between conversational
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cooperation and behavioral  cooperation made by Airenti et al. (1993),
is not made, however, by most authors in AI.

Connected to this account of three levels of cooperation, it could
be convenient to discriminate among the (collective) intention to
dialogue, the (individual) communicative intention, and the (individual
or collective) intention to act as shown in the previous sections. That
will be the subject of another paper.
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