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ABSTRACT: 
 

Theories of aggregated legislative intent posit that the legislative intent of 
parliament is what a significant enough proportion of legislators intended 
(e.g., legislative intent is p if a majority intend that p). After all, many think 
the same way about democracy (‘votes reveal the will of the people’) and 
about courts (‘a court decision is based on judicial voting’). The existing 
literature on aggregated legislative intent, however, tends to make two 
undefended assumptions: (i) Informed Assumption: all legislators have 
policy intentions; and (ii) Group Intent Assumption: the existence of an 
aggregated intent entails the existence of a group intent. Despite these 
assumptions being subject to great scrutiny, they largely remain 
undefended. This paper defends the Group Intent Assumption and shows 
that aggregated theories can survive with a weaker version of the Informed 
Assumption. 

 
 
 
 

 

SUMARY: 
 

Abstract 1 
I. Aggregation and Legislative Public Choice 4 
 A. What is Aggregation? 4 
 51A Exhaustive statement of natural justice hearing rule 5 
 B. Public Choice Theories of Legislative Intent 6 
 C. Aggregation and Public Choice 8 
II. Two Undefended Assumptions 9 
III. The Informed Assumption 10 
 A. Organisational Knowledge 11 
 B. Deference 12 
 C. An Example 15 
 D. Agenda-Setting 16 

https://cutt.ly/SIAE_Alertas


 
 

 

JUNIO 2024 

Pulsa el siguiente enlace para responder el Diagnóstico de Utilidad de esta Alerta: 
https://cutt.ly/SIAE_Alertas  

413 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

IV. The Groupness Objection to the Group Intent Assumption 17 
 A. Group Intent and Explaining the Groupness Objection 17 
 B. A Minimalist Version of the Togetherness and Mental 
 Distinctiveness Claims 19 

 C. Identifying Conten 21 
 D. A Minimalist Account of Legislative Intent 24 
V. The Pluralism Objection to the Group Intent Assumption 26 
 A. Institutional Relevance 26 
 B. Dworkin’s Two Critiques 28 
VI. Concluding Remarks: Consequences for Legal Interpretation 29 

 

https://cutt.ly/SIAE_Alertas

