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Response to Arto Laitinen’s commentary on Social Ontology 

Laitinen’s paper shows good understanding of many aspects of my theory. 

However, there are some points that he seems to have misunderstood concerning 

my we-mode/I-mode distinction. He makes some innovative remarks on how to 

expand the theory to encompass broad social contexts where several groups are 

taken into account at the same time (cf. his new notion of “overall mode”). His 

critical remarks are, however, based on a view that is not mine. Below I will 

comment on the most central parts and arguments of this paper, but because of 

its length I cannot discuss all the details of his developments. 

Sections I and II concern collective intentionality and the various 

ontological views about the social world that it may lead to. Laitinen says that 

my account defends the collective intentionality approach to social ontology. 

This is true for such central items as social groups and social institutions as well 

as social norms. Yet, collective intentionality is hardly needed for clarifying the 

ontology of all social items (e.g. involuntary items like social imitation, adhering 

to norms and social practices seem not to be so analyzable).  

Laitinen considers versions of irrealism, perspectivalism, and realism and 

tries to locate the view expressed in my book Social Ontology (SO) in terms of 

those traditional doctrines. To be brief, my ontological view is a combination of 

the second form of realism and group-perspectivalism (see Section 1 of 

Laitinen’s paper). Institutional social reality in my view is to a large extent 

mind-dependent while it yet is located in the real world. This applies especially 

to general social institutions like money, marriage, and property but also social 

organizations such as universities and corporations. Consider the business 

company Apple. It has an address, it owns material property, and it manufactures 

technological devices. All this seems to make it real. Yet it is connected to 

physical reality indirectly primarily through its employees and products. Also 
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consider typical small groups (e.g. football teams) that have the capacity to act 

as groups. They contain human beings as their elements, and human beings with 

their minds and intentional properties (including actions) do exist in the causal 

world. This surely is a realistic element. However, e.g. groups viewed as 

intentional agents do not have intrinsically intentional and biologically grounded 

states but only intentional and states extrinsically attributed to them primarily by 

their members. Such extrinsic intentional states are fictitious in the sense used in 

SO, viz. the sense of being made up or constructed by the members.1 

Fictitiousness in this sense of construction neither entails that what is fictitious is 

real or that it is not real. This kind of construction is group-based in the present 

kinds of collective cases. E.g. the limited liability property of some corporations 

and other normative properties such as owning or responsibility are at least 

partly fictitious, and not necessarily real properties.2  

Of the aforementioned institutional items money, marriage, and property 

are institutional statuses, and they do not involve human beings as elements in 

the way groups do, but they still concern humans as users or objects to which the 

statuses are predicated.  

Considering the institutional item money, e.g. the euro has been constructed 

for the nation members of the monetary union of EU and is in this sense meant 

for those members (while of course it exists also for non-EU people in the sense 

that they know that euros are valid currency in EU). An EU passport is another 

good example. To be valid money or passport are kinds of group-perspectival 

properties, and thus my theory contains this element in the case of some 

institutional items. My approach occasionally combines elements from realism 

and perspectivalism. While institutional social reality is mind-dependent (thus 

ontologically subjective) it is yet part of the causal world and at least 

epistemically objective (cf. the aforementioned fictitious properties). I will not 

here attempt to give a more precise ontological characterization of my account, 
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but let me say that I find Laitinen’s present classification system too rough for a 

precise and all-encompassing account. 

My account of the basic elements of social ontology is based most centrally 

on my account of collective acceptance  and to a large extent also on collective 

intentionality. Laitinen also briefly considers collective acceptance in his paper. 

His main concern seems to be whether collective acceptance is needed for 

creating social institutions and institutional reality in general (my answer here is: 

yes). As to whether it is needed also for the maintenance of institutions, I take 

that to be basically a contingent problem for my functional account. If 

institutions  could be made work e.g. by widespread individual I-mode 

acceptance that would be fine. The important point here being anyhow that the 

institutions are created by the members of the community by we-mode 

collective acceptance, e.g. schematically expressible in the case of explicit 

acceptance and construction by “We hereby accept that squirrel pelt is money 

for us”. 

Institutions (and institutional reality) would be fictitious unless they could 

function more or less correctly to bring about the goods, especially material 

ones, that the institutional services are supposed to bring about. Money works in 

that people can buy their daily bread and other goods with it. The postal system 

succeeds in sending and delivering mail, and so on. Collective acceptance 

(especially codified acceptance) and appropriate action that the acceptance 

requires serves to make institutions real and not only fictitious for people. Few 

people even think in real life that money is fictitious, because on the whole 

money delivers in real life what it is supposed by people to deliver.  

Laitinen notes that my account of institutionality requires the notion of 

group agent but not old-fashioned group minds. My account does accept group 

agent as a viable and useful notion, but the reader should notice that a group 

agent is a functional one only and does not contain metaphysically suspect 
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entities or properties. Especially group minds in the old metaphysical sense (in 

which e.g. Gierke adopted them) are not needed and used in my account. In my 

view group agents as intentional agents are fictitious as to their intentional 

properties, but as far as their actions and causal productions are concerned they 

are real. Put somewhat superficially, group agents are just groups that can act as 

groups through their members, and, to be sure my account requires that there be 

functional group agents in this minimal sense.  

Note that my official account (SI) of social institutions on p. 217 of SO 

does not either employ the notion of group agent (except in the above minimal 

functional sense) or the notion of group mind. Social institutions are based on 

social practices and norms and are located in host groups or communities. These 

elements are not fictitious in a suspect metaphysical sense but are operative in 

the causal realm – although they are (to an extent) mind-dependent. Institutional 

reality cannot exist without agents with intrinsic minds. No status functions in 

the Searlean sense would otherwise be possible. Think of the world without 

institutions in this sense. It would be one that some very elementary creatures 

without a central nervous system resembling ours would inhabit. Surely no 

institutions could exist there as such creatures could not have the required 

cognitive capacities and thereby the kinds of concepts to create institutions. 

As to social and other norms, according to my account they are not fully 

real, as they are partly arbitrary creations of human beings. They are mind-

dependent because of having been made up by human agents. 

As for a group agent’s responsibility, here is my basic take on it. Group 

agents are groups that can act, and actions produce outcomes. The group is in 

some sense responsible for those outcomes. In what precise sense? The 

responsibility may be merely causal but, more interestingly, also normative, e.g. 

prudential, legal, or moral responsibility. But is such responsibility fictitious 

only or, if the answer is yes, can it at the same time be real? Following my view 
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that group agents qua group agents do not have intrinsic intentionality is the 

closest that they can be to having a mind is that the group members attribute 

mental states and attitudes to them. These mental states in the general case 

cannot be merely aggregates of the members’ intrinsic states or e.g. truth-

functional combinations of them, as such paradoxes as the “discursive dilemma” 

show (see e.g. List and Pettit, 2011, chapter 3). Only in some special cases can a 

group’s mental states be analyzed in terms of explicit definitions or the like on 

the basis of the intrinsic mental states or joint mental states of the members. In 

general, the mental states on the basis of which the group members act as group 

members are derived from the group’s ethos or other views or in part from other 

extrinsic sources (cf. my response to Schmitz in this anthology).3  

Laitinen’s view of the we-mode and I-mode is central to his paper, and it is 

clearly different from mine – although it is my notions that he should be 

discussing and commenting on. I will below anyhow use the terms ‘I-mode’ and 

‘we-mode’ in the sense of my previous work, especially SO. Laitinen says in 

section 3: “Tuomela observes that both we-thinking (‘We will paint the house’) 

and I-thinking  (‘I will paint the front wall’) come in two varieties, which 

Tuomela – perhaps misleadingly – calls two ‘modes’.” This is an ambiguous and 

misleading statement. As I argue on p. 71 of SO, we-thinking and I-thinking  

defy simple linguistic characterization. In Laitinen’s example the intention-

expressing sentence “we will paint the house” is ambiguous. First, under our 

normal understanding of language, it can be made true by our painting the house 

in the I-mode (and even completely separately in principle). The second 

sentence “I will paint the front wall” can be satisfied by my doing it either as my 

part of our joint action of painting the house, thus in the we-mode, or by my 

doing it in the I-mode completely independently of the others.4  

Laitinen gives an example in his paper of someone who works in the we-

mode for his firm but also forms a we-mode group with his family (see section 
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3.2). One day he leaves his work early to go home and do some chores at home. 

Here are two conflicting group reasons at stake says Laitinen: “In deciding not 

to work late the person is said to act for a reason, which from the viewpoint of 

the work group is an I-mode consideration.”  

The notion of a group’s viewpoint involving an I-mode consideration is an 

unclear notion that, as Laitinen himself suggests, is not about individualism and 

therefore not with the I-mode – the latter contrary to my account that regards the 

I-mode as involving a central individualistic element. What exactly Laitinen 

means here by his I-mode is left rather unclear, and in any case it does not have 

much to do with my notion.  

It seems that the phrase “it is said” in the quoted sentence can be viewed as 

entailment or something closely related (like approximate entailment). If we 

combine this sentence with Laitinen’s sentence in the third introductory 

paragraph in the paper, viz. “… people who  belong to several groups typically 

[my italics] act both in the we-mode relative to one group and in the I-mode 

relative to another group, simultaneously”. The word “typically” here seems best 

interpreted in a contingent factual sense (rather than normatively). Thus, if we 

can specify the typicality conditions, it may be plausible to say that under those 

typical conditions we-mode acting relative to one group entails acting in the I-

mode relative to a relevant I-mode group. As a result we-mode and I-mode 

acting become closely connected – viz. by entailment or some such. I will argue 

below that this kind of close connection does not exist at least in my I-mode/we-

mode account. Two groups like Laitinen’s work group and the family group can 

of course be factually connected in various ways. But at least in Laitinen’s 

treatment those ways have rather little if anything to do with my action mode 

notions, thus with the way the group members act as group members and what 

kinds of thoughts are pertinent to their functioning in the group (cf. “I will do X 
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as a group member” vs “I will participate in our, the group members’, doing 

what the ethos of the group requires”). 

According to my theory we should say that in this case there are two 

competing we-mode groups but that the agent cannot generally perform an 

action in the we-mode relative to both groups at the same time, for the resulting 

action token would not be an action related to two different ethoses. What 

interests us especially here is that when the agent acts in the we-mode in relation 

to his family it is not at the same time an action in the I-mode relative to his 

work group (contrary to Laitinen’s formulations). There may well be no 

intentional I-mode acting here (viz, a case of acting on purpose so as to satisfy 

the content of the I-mode intention – viz. the purpose in question).5 There thus 

may be no intentional I-mode acting present at all in Laitinen’s example, and 

this shows that the theoretical mixing of the modes that he suggests is not there 

in general – except in some special cases of omission of intentional action (such 

as intentional free-riding relative to the work group). So, the fact that a person 

acts in the we-mode in a group does not as such posit him in any relationship 

(either in the we-mode or in the I-mode) concerning another group, for being in 

a certain mode (viz. either we-mode or I-mode) concerning acting requires an 

intention in that mode and acting on it.6  

Consider now Laitinen’s point that there often are factors that are relevant 

to one’s acting in a certain mode (whatever the vague notion of relevance here is 

taken precisely to mean). Let us consider his example in section 3.2. concerning 

the case of a family: “There are encompassing group-memberships that are 

relevant to everything one does, and so one can argue that these are present in all 

choices and actions, no action is an isolated case. Take family: what someone 

does in Las Vegas is relevant for the realm of concern of one’s family, even 

though one is not at home and the rest of the family is not in Las Vegas.” My 

response to this is that what one does in Las Vegas may be but need not be 
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causally or intentionally relevant to an agent’s reasons for acting (in Laitinen’s 

sense of the notion). To take another example, a person may lift his arm in the I-

mode without this being relevant to any group that he is a member of. I venture 

to say that in ordinary life there are not the kind of all-encompassing groups 

Laitinen is referring to (although it is of course conceptually possible that there 

be such groups). Let me also point out that simple bodily actions in the I-mode 

show that e.g. arm lifting normally is a kind of “plain” I-mode acting that is not 

group dependent – in the sense that Laitinen (incorrectly) claims that all actions 

are group dependent. 

One can agree with the platitude that there may be many kinds of group 

factors that may relate to one’s group membership(s) that “causal-intentionally” 

relate to acting as a member e.g. of one’s family group and that may affect the 

person’s capacity to function properly as a family member when in Las Vegas. 

But I do not see that this warrants the kind of “holistic” view that Laitinen here 

is advocating. The relevance he is talking about is or seems to be primarily 

relevance related to her reasons for action. A person’s family can of course 

suggest or generate such causal and intentional factors (e.g. reasons for buying 

special gifts to one’s children when in Las Vegas), but this matter is not directly 

connected to the we-mode/I-mode distinction or to the connection between these 

modes. 

Laitinen has not presented a detailed account of the complexities that 

theoretically may arise here and I invite him to do it to make his “overall mode” 

approach feasible. For example, it should be clarified in detail what it actually is 

to act in the we-mode or in the I-mode relative to a group. What Laitinen has 

said so far leaves the connection unclear unless the considered intentional 

“mode-actions” relative to two groups g1 and g2 happen to be compatible and 

the agent truly has the relevant intentions to participate concerning both groups. 

From the viewpoint of group g1, this according to him does not differ from 
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acting from individualistic motives, as the agent’s reasons deriving from other 

group-memberships are from group g1’s perspective “private concerns” – they 

are not group g1’s concerns. As said, this kind of private concerns have not been 

my topic in SO and I do not connect the matter to individualism. My central 

point is that what one does in a we-mode group as such is not generally 

connected to what one does in another group – be one’s action in one or the 

other mode. 

To rehash and put the matter of compatibility more concretely, if a person 

acts in the we-mode in relation to g1 it is not intimately connected to acting in 

the I-mode in relation to g2, for that to be the case the required we-perspective 

and we-intention will have to be present in the we-mode case and analogously in 

the I-mode case the I-perspective and the relevant I-mode intention have to be in 

place. Now Laitinen claims that focusing on such cases leads to revisions in my 

I-mode/we-mode account. But his is not a tenable criticism, for Laitinen has 

focused on other than my mode notions in this discussion, and he yet has to 

elucidate his key notion of “overall mode” in clearer terms.7 Laitinen’s  above 

claims then do not generally result in the kinds of mixtures or modes (viz. the 

discussed we-mode/I-mode coupling) that Laitinen claims or seems to claim to 

be involved. (See my discussion of Laitinen’s principle P1 towards the end of 

this response.) 

My notions of the we-mode and the I-mode are ideal types in something 

like Max Weber’s sense (or, to take an example from physics, idealized notions 

like a frictionless plane). Such idealized notions might not be fully realized or 

realizable in the social world but still be useful (cf. “ideal we-moder” on p. 38 of 

SO.) The idealization-concretization methodology used here can also be used in 

the social sciences and in social philosophy. Here the idealized theory makes 

strict conceptual classifications comparable with the accounts of the we-mode 

and the I-mode that I have given while the concrete instances of e.g. acting in a 



 

 

10 

 

certain mode can indeed involve mixtures of the I-mode and the we-mode (but 

not mixtures in Laitinen’s sense). These mixtures can appear e.g. in complex 

action sequences with many elements. The complex action may be primarily in 

the we-mode but some of the component actions may yet be in the I-mode (or 

conversely).  

As in effect seen, we-mode acting in relation to several groups is possible, 

and it is even conceptually possible that one intentionally acts either in the we-

mode or in the I-mode relative to several groups at the same time, if there is no 

conflict between what the groups require of the members at the moment.  

As to the notion of a we-moder that Laitinen criticizes, a we-moder is a 

person who predominantly functions in the we-mode in the group in question. 

Note that “we-moder” does not refer to an analytic notion of mine (although the 

word is used a few times in SO). As I emphasize in the book, being a we-moder 

in general is not a personality trait but only shorthand for a member of a we-

mode group normally acting as a proper ethos-respecting group member. Having 

above argued against the mode-connections that Laitinen advocates and his 

claim that the we-mode/I-mode distinction is not fundamental or useful (see also 

the end of this response), we can still meaningfully and sometimes usefully 

speak of we-moders and I-moders relative to one group at a time. 

Toward the end of his paper Laitinen considers three of his main principles 

or theses (P1-P3) on action modes and groups as well as authority. I find P2 and 

P3  largely acceptable common sense-based contingent principles (but no 

scientific evidence for them is provided) while P1 is problematic. Let me state 

P1 here (the asterisks are my addition): 

(P1) The distinction between the we-mode and the I-mode is relative to a 

group. Only “isolated” acts (if there are any) are relevant to one group only. A 

“non-isolated” act that is in the private I-mode from group g1’s perspective may 

at the same time be in the we-mode relative to group g2. (*) People who act in 
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the I-mode relative to one group (i.e. act on reasons that from the viewpoint of 

that group are “private”) need not be individualistic at all. (**) It also follows 

that one cannot helpfully classify people into we-moders and I-moders, as they 

are typically both, relative to different groups. 

I have above dealt with most of the matters in P1, but on pain of being 

somewhat repetitive I will respond directly to P1 here: modes of functioning as I 

treat them in SO in general relate to collective contexts – to collective action 

such as people acting together or a group acting to produce an outcome. (Recall, 

though, that there is what I call the “plain” I-mode that concerns attitudes and 

actions that are not group relative and thus do not pertain to collective group 

activities.) It is correct that acting simultaneously in the I-mode with respect to 

g1 and in the we-mode with respect to g2 is theoretically possible. Nevertheless, 

acting in the I-mode in my account must be individualistic in the sense that, as 

noted, the presence of a relevant I-mode intention is required for the intentional 

I-mode action (viz. action on purpose) that is in focus here. So clause (*), as I 

have marked it, is not true, if ‘individualistic’ means just acting in the I-mode in 

some contexts (without any idea that a lasting personality trait of being 

individualistic is meant). Also (**) of P1 is not correct. This is because, as I 

have shown earlier in this response, the we-mode and the I-mode, first, need not 

be personality traits and need not in general be connected so that acting in the 

we-mode typically will lead to acting in the I-mode relative to some other group 

(nor does the converse hold), if this indeed is what Laitinen is claiming (see note 

3 and his introductory remarks on the first page of his paper).  

Laitinen’s paper is long and I cannot here respond to all matters that he 

discusses. Instead, I will summarize my comments to what Laitinen calls “open 

problems” in my theory: 
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(i) Is Tuomela’s view perspectivalist or realist concerning the social and 

institutional reality? My view is a combination of the second form realism and 

group-perspectivalism in Laitinen’s classification. 

(ii) How to preserve the difference between what is real and what is 

imagined or pretended concerning institutional reality? Reality in the causal 

sense of reality, viz. participation in the causal happenings of the world, gives 

one way of demarcating the difference. The second sense in which my theory 

deals with realism is through collective acceptance. Institutional reality can be 

said to be created by it, and it results in epistemically objective institutional 

entities and properties (especially social statuses). 

(iii)Although groups in part have a fictitious psychology in that their 

intentional states are extrinsically intentional and are fictitious (in my account, 

made up by the group members), do they nonetheless have real rights, real 

property and real responsibilities and obligations? Groups can have attributed 

normative properties (e.g. responsibilities) in the real sense of having  

collectively accepted to have them. Normative properties can of course causally 

affect the world through people’s thinking (and, as a result, acting) in certain 

ways. 

(iv) How does the “collective satisfaction condition” differ from the proper 

collectivity condition? The only difference worthy of mention is the necessity 

element that connects e.g. goal satisfaction cases in my notion of the collectivity 

or (necessarily being in the same boat”) condition (see e.g. SO, p. 40-42). That 

seems to be missing in Laitinen’s notion of the collective satisfaction condition. 

(v) Is the distinction between pro-group I-mode and plain I-mode meant to 

apply to groups: are there plain I-mode groups? Pro-group I-mode and plain I-

mode are primarily characteristics of individuals. Technically, one may apply 

them to groups as I have done in the case of (pro-group) I-mode groups (see e.g. 

SO, p.33). One can also technically speak of groups where the members 
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typically function in the plain I-mode, but then there must be other features than 

shared I-mode intentions connecting them e.g. in terms of interaction and 

interdependence. 

(vi) Can one act in the “pro-group I-mode” only when one is a member, 

and when the group has adopted a goal? See the account (PROGIMI) on p. 70 

that gives an affirmative answer to the question in the core case. However, one 

is still free to think of cases where the agents are not “official” members of the 

same group (think e.g. of people using only renewable energy).  

Laitinen next mentions his further three groups of theses as amendments to 

Tuomela’s account of acting in the I-mode or the we-mode, concerning (vii) the 

group-relativity of both the I-mode and the we-mode, which I argued is not right 

(only the we-mode is invariably group-based), and (viii) the relevance of “non-

isolated” actions that are related to the realm of concern of more than one group 

(my account does not disagree with this apparently contingently true common 

sense thesis), suggesting that (ix) people who act in the I-mode relative to one 

group (i.e. act on reasons that from the viewpoint of that group are “private”) 

need not be individualistic at all.8 (They trivially need to be individualistic for 

the term “I-mode” refers to individualistic thinking and acting on purpose) and 

that (x) one cannot helpfully classify people into we-moders and I-moders. 

Laitinen speaks of such we-moders and I-moders as if a personality trait were in 

question, which is not meant at all. As I said earlier, e.g. the notion of a we-

moder is not an analytic notion in my theory but at best a practical way of 

writing and speaking of people acting in the we-mode.  

Laitinen further suggests that (xi) no group is the sole authority even 

concerning the actions (coarsely individuated) falling within its realm of 

concern, but that groups with authority do generate pre-emptive reasons (within 

the limits of their authority), and that (xii) an ideal reasons-responsive agent 

always acts in an “overall mode” (an undefined and vague notion) for which the 

difference between different we-mode and I-mode aspects is less relevant.  (xi) 
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can be viewed as a contingent hypothesis, which is compatible with what I say 

in SO for I nowhere claim that e.g. a we-mode group gives authoritative reasons 

for a person to perform his private I-mode actions although it might in some 

cases  cover his actions that he is supposed to perform as a group member (e.g. a 

work group might authoritatively regulate even all of a worker’s actions that 

concern his work tasks). Also (xii) can be seen as contingent hypothesis if ideal 

reason responsiveness  is empirically specified, but the part of (xii) dealing with 

the “overall mode” remains for me hard to judge, as long as a precise 

characterization of the overall mode is not available. I have in SO tried to 

compare we-mode actions with I-mode and believe to have shown that we-mode 

actions at least in the case of some collective action dilemmas lead to better 

results than I-mode ones (see especially chapter 7 of SO).  

I conclude that Laitinen has not given a tenable argument against the 

usefulness of the we-mode/I-mode distinction and that it is not useful for the 

discussion of the collectivism-individualism issue or for other purposes for 

which I have argued in SO that it is needed or useful. As emphasized, Laitinen 

connects the we-mode and the I-mode activities in a misleading way vis-à-vis 

the I-mode/we-mode account in SO – especially when claiming or implying that 

one’s action in a group in the we-mode somehow involves acting in the I-mode 

relative to some other group(s) to which the agent belongs but in which she does 

not intentionally act as a group member (and have the required intentions and 

act on them) at all at the moment.  

To end, recall that I have argued in e.g. SO that the we-mode account of 

society leads to socially and societally desirable results, if people indeed 

function according to it. For instance, think of the ethos (the grounding 

principles or the constitution) of large organized groups – and include especially 

states and nations. As indicated, in my work (see e.g. chapter 7 of SO) I have 

argued that we-mode planning and decision making will lead to more 

coordination and better satisfaction of the ethos of such groups than 
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individualistic I-mode approaches are capable of. Furthermore, Laitinen’s own 

approach, if I have understood it correctly at all, might not have such beneficial 

and orderly results, as it is based on the rather mixed bag of planning and 

decision making principles that his notion of  “overall mode” seems to involve. 

Laitinen does not in his paper discuss what kinds of effects his multifarious 

approach might have for social science theorizing especially in the case of a 

collection of interacting groups, but that is yet a task for any social theory of 

action to contribute to.* 

 

*I wish to thank Maj Tuomela and Kaarlo Miller for comments. 

 

                                                 
 

Notes 

 
1 See SO, especially chapter 2. 

2 See section 2 of Laitinen’s paper. I will not here say much more about normative properties, but see the paper 

Tuomela, R. and Mäkelä, P. (2016) “Group responsibility” forthcoming in The Journal of Ethics. I regret that I 

did not in SO give a more precise characterization of my somewhat technical use of the concept of fictitiousness. 

The accounts that dictionaries give of the term ‘fictitious’ are often  ambiguous and partly inconsistent (a google 

search suffices to show this). In the forthcoming (2016) paperback edition of SO some relevant corrections 

concerning the matter of fictitiousness are presented in chapter 2. (See also my answers to Hindriks and Schmitz 

in this anthology.) 

3 See Tuomela and Mäkelä (2016) for detailed account of the present view of group responsibility. 
4 Let me note that if an agent performs an action in the we-mode, this presupposes that the action is a part of 

some persons collective action or a group’s action. 

5 See chapter 1 of my 2007 book for I-mode acting as a group member. Let me point out here that Laitinen 

incorrectly says in the introduction to his paper that “acting in the we-mode and in the I-mode are always relative 

to a group”. This is not true in the case of my notion of I-mode in Tuomela (2013), for an agent can surely act in 

the plain I-mode without any group connection (e.g. a person can scratch his head in the plain I-mode in this 

sense). This gives another argument against Laitinen’s thesis that people who belong to several groups when 

acting in the we-mode relative to a group somehow “automatically” must be taken to act in the I-mode relative to 

another group as in the earlier work group example. When one acts in the plain I-mode that is not relative to any 

group and does not entail anything about acting in the we-mode as Laitinen claims. While acting in the we-mode 

is acting properly so as to promote and comply with the ethos of the person’s salient group, a person can act in 

the I-mode without a connection to a group. (Of course it is conceptually possible to act in two groups at the 
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same time through one action that serves the ethos in both groups, e.g. in one group in the we-mode and in the 

other in the I-mode.) 

 
6 The possibility that other people view the person as being in the private (or I-mode) when he leaves their group 

is not what I have meant by acting or by having an attitude in a certain mode. 

7 It is actually not clear what Laitinen means by ‘relative to group g2 in the context of group g1’. If acting 

relative to g2 entails that the content of the action belongs to the concerns of g2 that is clear enough but what it is 

to act in the context of g1 is less clear. Does it mean acting as a member of g1 at the same time as one acts as a 

member of g2 (see Chapter 1 of my 2007 book for the notion of acting as a group member). If the group ethoses 

and the relevant ethos-related features and the like are compatible that may be possible. 

8 Laitinen adds that he in this context uses “private” in the sense  it is normally used in the context of the 

“private-public” discussion. 

 

 


