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Abstract: The aim of this paper is to offer an analysis of the emer-
gence that group epistemic traits may exhibit. Our research imple-
ments a methodological shift in the study of collective traits from 
defensive argumentation against summativism (the position that re-
duces the collective traits to the sum of members’ traits), to offering 
a positive thesis on the nature of irreducible collective traits. We 
start from the assumption that there are cases of emergent epistemic 
traits. By analyzing and comparing examples of emergent traits, we 
establish three criteria that a trait must meet in order to be consid-
ered emergent. Additionally, based on the established criteria we in-
troduce a distinction between the two types of emergences – strong 
and weak. In the end, we discuss whether there is a correlation be-
tween the types of emergence and types of epistemic traits (viz. char-
acter and faculty).  
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Introduction 

 A significant part of intellectual work and epistemic endeavors in sci-
ence, business, and everyday life takes place within larger or smaller groups. 
For that reason, interaction within groups should be an important field for 
the study of epistemic virtues and vices. However, groups are not just an 
environment for the manifestation of individual virtues and vices, but 
groups as such can be proper agents for attributing epistemic traits.1 The 
main idea of this research is that there are cases of group traits that are 
irreducibly collective or emergent. These particular traits cannot be ex-
plained summatively – by being reduced to the sum of individual charac-
teristics of group members. With this in mind, we want to analyze examples 
of group traits to determine which conditions a trait needs to meet in order 
to be considered emergent. 

The current thematization of collective traits in the literature is mostly 
focused on the arguments against the position that tends to analyze all 
group traits as a mere sum of individual traits. So the strategy in dealing 
with this topic is mostly negative and defensive – it is argued that not all 
group traits should be analyzed in a summative way (e.g., Gilbert 1989; 
Schmitt 1994; Lahroodi 2007). The strategy we employ in this paper is 
different: we will try to get to the essence of emergence, that is, to answer 
the question of what makes emergent traits irreducibly collective by offering 
criteria for emergence. This kind of understanding can have further im-
portance for research relating to the attribution of different collective states, 
such as knowledge, belief, phenomenal states, desires, and intention to the 
groups.  

The paper is structured as follows. In the first section, we explicate the 
basic assumptions used in this research and explain the summativist posi-
tion concerning collective epistemic traits. Section two introduces examples 

                                                 
1  In this paper, the term epistemic trait is used as a term that encompasses both 
epistemic virtues and epistemic vices. 
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of collective traits that are not subjectable to summative analysis. In the 
next section, section three, we analyze and compare the cases of collective 
epistemic traits which are not explainable in a summative manner. Section 
four proposes the general criteria for the emergence of collective traits and 
elaborates on them. In the final, fifth section we compare faculty and char-
acter collective epistemic traits with regards to the types of emergences they 
can manifest. 

1. Setting the Stage for Research 

 At the outset, we want to explicate basic assumptions on which our 
investigation rests. Firstly, we want to stipulate that the types of groups 
relevant to our research are the established social groups since they can be 
seen as “paradigmatic cases of collectives” (Lahroodi 2019, 408). Established 
social groups, e.g. families, teams of coworkers, or juries, are characterized 
by a high degree of social cohesion and interaction between their members 
(cf. Ritchie 2020, 402–3), unlike loosely associated groups (people who have 
the same profession, or people older than 30).   

The main assumption from which our research starts is that there are 
collective epistemic virtues and vices, that is, that groups can be a legiti-
mate subject for attributing epistemic traits (Fricker 2010; Bird 2014; 
Tollefsen 2015; Lahroodi 2007, 2019). The collective epistemic traits hy-
pothesis implies that groups can be genuine epistemic agents and as such, 
in an analogous way as individual epistemic agents, susceptible to the as-
cription of epistemic virtues and vices. Ascriptions of epistemic traits to 
groups can be encountered in different aspects of human interaction. Recall 
numerous cases when we have heard that a group of people has displayed 
intellectual virtue, for example, that the jury at a trial was fair-minded or 
that a team of scientists displayed intellectual courage in defense of their 
ideas. It seems like these examples imply that when some group of people 
comes together they are capable of manifesting examples of epistemic vir-
tuousness as a group. 

However, according to the position called summativism (Quinton 1976; 
Cohen 1989), statements about group virtues should not be interpreted 
literally as attributing these traits to the groups themselves. Namely,  
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according to this view, attribution of a particular trait to a group is, in fact, 
an attribution of that trait to the individuals belonging to the group.2 This 
means that when we say that the scientific team is intellectually courageous, 
we are in fact saying that every member, or at least most of the members, 
has the virtue of intellectual courage. Thus, when one speaks of a group’s 
virtue, this is merely a disguised speech about the virtues of the individuals 
that make up the group. Summativism is essentially a reductionist position 
with regard to group epistemic virtues: it boils down group virtues to indi-
vidual ones.3 We believe that summativism cannot be a universally accepted 
position when it comes to analyzing group epistemic traits, that is, certain 
cases cannot be analyzed in a summative way, and reduced to the individual 
level. It is important to point out that there are traits that are exclusively 
related to the collectives and which, even in principle, cannot be reduced to 
individual traits because they do not have individual counterparts. Exam-
ples of such traits are the virtue of self-regulation and solidarity (Byerly & 
Byerly 2016). Yet, most of the traits that can be attributed to a group are 
such that they have individual counterparts, and the question of whether 
these traits should be understood summatively remains open. Denying sum-
mativism as a universally acceptable position does not imply that summa-
tivism is inadequate in all cases (Jones 2007; Fricker 2010). Understandably, 
there are some cases where summativism is exactly the right approach. For 
example, if we were to say that a family is honest, we may really want to 
claim that all, or most of its members, are honest.  

We will not argue in detail against summativism as a universal position, 
since the compelling reasons against it have already been offered in the 
literature (for example Gilbert 1989; Fricker 2010; Lahroodi 2019). Our 
strategy is to cite examples that do not seem to be subjectable to summative 
analysis and thereby provide a prima facie case for non-summativism. By 

                                                 
2  Summativism is formulated as a general view of attributing mental states to 
groups. In epistemology it has been extensively considered when it comes to attri-
buting beliefs to groups (e.g. Wray 2007; Lackey 2014, 2020; Faria 2021). it can also 
be interpreted as a position on attributing epistemic virtues to groups (cf. Lahroodi 
2019). 
3 In the literature, summativism is often referred to as individualism, and the term 
anti-individualism is used for a position that opposes it. 
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non-summativism, we mean the anti-reductionist view which claims that 
certain traits ascribed to groups are irreducibly collective and cannot be 
analysed as attributions of individual traits. On the background of pre-
sented examples, we will examine the notion of emergence and offer the 
conditions that group traits need to satisfy to be considered as irreducibly 
collective. 

At the end of this section, it is important to introduce a distinction 
between faculty and character epistemic traits since both types of traits 
will be the subject of our consideration. This distinction is usually cited 
as significant in the context of understanding the differences between the 
two main approaches to the epistemology of virtue – reliabilism and re-
sponsibilism. Faculty virtues concern cognitive abilities or faculties such 
as sight, memory, and introspection. Character virtues are more sophisti-
cated cognitive traits like open-mindedness, fair-mindedness, intellectual 
courage, and tenacity. Faculty and character virtues manifest differences 
in many significant aspects. Faculty virtues are innate or acquired in a 
non-reflective way, while intellectual virtues are intrinsically acquired, 
and their acquisition, maintenance, and exercise require reflection. Also, 
faculty virtues can be passive in their deliverance (e.g. seeing and hear-
ing), unlike character virtues which are necessarily active and essentially 
related to the notion of good research (e.g. being observant or curious). 
Duncan Pritchard also emphasizes the axiological difference between the 
two types of virtues. Character virtues are constitutive of a productive 
and fulfilling intellectual life, while faculty virtues are at best just a nec-
essary condition for it (Pritchard 2017: 7–8). It should be noted that al-
most all virtue epistemologists maintain that the very existence of both 
faculty and character epistemic virtues is not controversial, but the role 
of these kinds of virtues in epistemology is a matter of disagreement. 
Those who insist on the importance of faculty virtues for epistemology are 
called reliabilists (e.g. Sosa 1980, 1991; Greco 1993, 2002), while those 
who give central place to the importance of character virtues are consid-
ered to be responsibilists (e.g. Code 1984; Zagzebski 1996; King 2014). We 
assume that both types of traits can be ascribed to groups and as such 
are important for collective epistemology. 
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2. Examples of Collective Virtue Emergence 

 In this section, we list three hypothetical scenarios in which groups 
appear to exhibit irreducible collective traits. The scenarios will present 
situations in which it seems that some groups are able to manifest new or 
modified traits due to the dynamics of complex in-group interactions. 
Based on the analysis and comparison of these examples, we will try to 
figure out what would mean for a trait to be emergent. To put it differ-
ently, we will try to extract the “essence” of emergence from the examples 
of traits that are prima facie not summatively explainable. The idea be-
hind our methodological strategy is to take a step further in the debate 
between summativism and non-summativism by moving away from con-
sidering individual cases and to offer general criteria to assess when a trait 
has an irreducibly collective character. Let us now consider the examples 
of emergent traits. 

EXAMPLE 1 (E1) Consider a case of two students who have a deadline 
to submit a joint research paper. Both manifest different epistemic vices, 
one of them is excessively meticulous, while the other is superficial. Initially, 
their work is not productive, due to the differences in their approaches 
which stem from the discrepancy in their epistemic characters. Since there 
is no initial intellectual agreement between them, compromises may occur 
over time. The student who is excessively meticulous will not be able to go 
into all the irrelevant details, because her superficial colleague is constantly 
flooding her with new ideas, which she cannot analyze in unnecessary depth 
and cannot overly devote to due to the lack of time. On the other hand, the 
superficial student will have to dedicate more time to concepts and prob-
lems that she would otherwise take for granted because her meticulous col-
league is constantly demanding a more elaborated form of research. Only 
in this way, the two of them will be able to cooperate and perform the 
assigned task together. As a consequence of these intellectual compromises, 
it appears that they are both epistemically altered, and as a result of their 
joint work, studiousness emerges. In this situation, the interaction between 
the two epistemic vices, excessive meticulousness and superficiality, pro-
duced an epistemic virtue: studiousness. This is a trait that neither of the 
students individually had possessed before joining the group and will not 
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possess once separated. They manifest this epistemic virtue only when they 
are together and work as a team.4 

EXAMPLE 2 (E2) Let us imagine a team of 10 scientists doing research. 
All the researchers are of the same academic rank, are equally respected in 
the academic community, and have no external pressure that would affect 
their intellectual actions related to their research. Once the first phase of 
the research was completed, they published a paper that was praised and 
recognized by the academic community. All 10 scientists were satisfied with 
these results. However, after a while, they found that they have made some 
mistakes, which could be corrected, but that it would require some segments 
of their research to start over. Since the academic public did not notice 
these errors, the scientists could continue research and present further re-
sults as if no error had occurred. Most of the group members are in favor 
of continuing the research, but three of ten are against it. These three sci-
entists want to adhere to the rules of good academic and scientific practice 
even at the cost of losing their current reputation and slowing down their 
career advancement. In that respect, they exhibit the virtue of intellectual 
courage because they put the truth above their personal interests. It is nec-
essary to note that these three scientists outside this research group also 
manifest the virtue of intellectual courage, while on the other hand, the 
seven scientists who oppose admitting the mistakes are not intellectually 
courageous in their actions outside the group. Knowing that they have no 
influence on the other members in terms of seniority or any other means of 
coercion, the three courageous scientists set out to fix the mistakes which 
they all made at the beginning of the research and want to acknowledge 
them as their own, so the whole team wouldn’t bear the blame. As time 
went by, other members of the group, prompted by the intellectual courage 
of these three members, realized that everyone should acknowledge to the 
public that they have made some mistakes and return to the beginning of 
                                                 
4  It should be noted that the idea underlying this example – that individual epistemic 
vices through in-group interaction can produce a virtue at a group level – can be found 
in Hookway: “A research team may benefit from having some dogmatic members, and 
unwilling to take on board new possibilities, while others are much more ready to take 
seriously seemingly wild speculations. What would be vices in individual inquirers may 
be virtues when possessed by members of a team” (Hookway 2003, 189). 
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the research. After deciding to admit their mistakes at the cost of poten-
tially losing their reputation or slowing down their career advancement, this 
whole team of scientists was perceived in the eyes of the academic public as 
an intellectually courageous team. The described episode of the collectively 
displayed courage by this research group did not, however, affect any of 
them in their actions outside the group in terms of manifesting the virtue 
of epistemic courage – those who were courageous continue to be so, those 
who were not, do not begin to show signs of this virtue.  

EXAMPLE 3 (E3) Let’s consider a case where an old married couple 
consisting of person A and person B is instructed to remember as many 
details of the jointly experienced event as they can. There is a certain set 
of details p that person A remembers and a certain set of details q that 
person B remembers. By their mutual interaction, the couple comes up with 
a set of remembered details r, which is larger than a sum of sets of remem-
bered details p and q together. As a result of the effort of the couple to 
remember as many details as they can, the mutual interaction between the 
two people caused their individual memories to increase, and this, in turn, 
affected their collective memory in the sense that it has expanded. Each 
one of them individually leaves this interaction with a larger set of remem-
bered details than they had when entering the interaction.5 A concrete ex-
ample of such an interaction can be seen in the following case: 

In trying to remember the name of a film, for instance, one person might 
volunteer that “It begins with a B.” The other might say, “Ooh, ooh, 
wait, wait,” and then later mention that the film was a comedy with a 
Faustian theme. This image might help the first to recall that Dudley 
Moore’s costar wore a red satin “devil” suit in part of the movie. Even-
tually, one or the other partner might finally hit on the name (Wegner 
et al. 1985, 262). 

                                                 
5  Empirical research shows that when members of small-scale groups are remem-
bering events they had experienced together, so-called cognitive facilitation may oc-
cur. Cognitive facilitation means that they are able to remember more details of an 
event or to recall more individual events when remembering together than they could 
recall in isolation (Meade et al. 2009; Harris et al. 2017). 
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The mechanism that could enable this type of increase in the individual 
memory within a group is the so-called transactive memory system.6 Trans-
active memory systems function within smaller groups whose members are 
closely related, like the couple from our example (Wegner et al. 1985, 256; 
Wegner 1987, 192), as well as families and teams, where each member of 
the particular transactive memory system has knowledge about other mem-
bers’ memories. Their mutual interaction results in the enhancement of 
their own memory stores (Lahroodi 2019, 412). It could be said that a trans-
active memory system is a kind of mechanism that can enable the collective 
memory of the group members to be greater than their individual memories 
summatively put together (Wegner et al. 1991, 923).  

Before proceeding to the analysis of examples, we need to address a 
potential concern that may relate to the scope of our methodological strat-
egy. There are two potential goals our methodology can serve. The first 
goal is dialectical – to get a comprehensive way to deal with the summativist 
position in the form of clear criteria that tell us which traits are not sub-
jectable to summative analysis. This goal is still in the domain of discussion 
with the summativist; it only tries to offer a strategy that is more advanced 
with respect to mere consideration of individual cases. The second goal is 
metaphysical – the criteria offered can serve as a basis for understanding 
the metaphysical nature of the phenomenon of collective traits even outside 
the context of the debate with summativism.  

Of course, one can question the extent to which these two goals coin-
cide – will we automatically reach the essence of collectivity by isolating 
the criteria that tell us which group characteristics are not explainable sum-
matively? These two goals may coincide, thereby if we find which properties 
make a trait resistant to summative analysis, we will also find which prop-
erties make it emergent. However, the assumption of coincidence of these 
goals carries certain dangers. By choosing examples that are dialectically 

                                                 
6  Transactive memory systems could also be considered important because some 
authors treat such epistemic collaborations (as well as scientific research teams) as 
capable of producing group knowledge that is “resistant to aggregative analyses” 
(Palermos 2022). This is somewhat in favor of our main hypotheses in this paper, 
although our main point is focused primarily on the emergent nature of epistemic 
virtues and vices of groups. 
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most potent in the debate against summativism and building criteria based 
on them we are in danger of raising the bar too high – to make criteria too 
restrictive and thereby exclude examples of traits that are emergent. In a 
nutshell, this problem boils down to the question of whether there are traits 
for which a plausible summative analysis can be offered, and they are, nev-
ertheless, truly emergent. This problem is not easy to answer because it 
seems as if there may exist group traits for which it is possible to give a 
plausible summative analysis without those traits actually being summa-
tive. In these cases, the summative analysis, although plausible, would not 
be correct. Thus, by excluding all traits that can be plausibly summatively 
analysed, we would exclude certain truly emergent properties by our crite-
ria. However, we believe that if we have enough information about the in-
dividual epistemic profiles of group members, the dynamics within the 
group, and the epistemic profile of the group itself, it is not possible to 
provide a plausible summative explanation of a trait that is truly emergent. 
Conversely, if we have all the needed information about the trait and we 
are able to provide a summative analysis of it, it is an indicator that this 
trait is not emergent. With this in mind, we believe that the dialectical and 
metaphysical goals of this paper coincide and that the properties that make 
a trait resist summative analysis are precisely the properties that make it 
truly emergent.  

3. Analysis of Non-Summative Cases 

 In this section, we will analyze the above examples to determine the 
similarities and differences between them. Based on that analysis, we will 
explicate the criteria that a property must satisfy in order to be irreducibly 
collective. 

In E1 the group manifests the property that is not present in any mem-
ber of the group separately. This property is genuinely new with respect to 
properties possessed by the individuals composing the team. If we accept 
that the situation conceived in E1 is realistic and that similar situations can 
occur in reality, then E1 is a strong case in favor of non-summativism. The 
virtue possessed by a group cannot, even in principle, be analyzed as an 
assertion that concerns the members of the group individually because no 
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member of the group individually possesses that virtue. E1 suggests that in 
some cases, group-level virtue may be produced due to the interaction of 
individual-level vices.7  

A significant aspect of E1 is that the individuals who made up the team 
when split up no longer possess the virtue that the team manifests. This 
means that the team members as individuals have not been changed due to 
their participation in the team; in their individual activities, they continue 
to manifest epistemic vices as before. The ability to manifest a particular 
epistemic virtue depends essentially on being part of the team. 

In E2, unlike E1, the trait exhibited by the group is not completely new 
with respect to the individual-level traits. At least some members possess 
the trait that manifests itself at the group level. Yet the virtue manifested 
by the group is the virtue that only a minority of individuals in the group 
possess. If we were to accept summativism, claims about the virtue of a 
group should imply that most members of that group possess that virtue, 
which is not the case in our example. So this example is not subjectable 
to a summative explanation and for this reason, we consider it an instance 
of non-summativism.8 In the same way, as in E1, the individuals that make 
up the team, in their individual activity outside the team, do not experi-
ence a change in their epistemic character: those who were intellectually 
courageous are still like that; those who were not do not become coura-
geous. Again, the manifestation of virtue in those individuals who do not 

                                                 
7  Also, it is possible to imagine a scenario in which individual-level virtues give 
rise to group-level vices. 
8  However, while the situation in E2 cannot be explained in a summative way, it 
seems that it can still be treated in a way that reduces the specific group virtue to 
individual level virtues, unlike E1. In the E1 example, a trait that emerges at the 
group level is not possessed by any team member and in that sense cannot be reduced 
to possessing that virtue at the individual level in any way. In E2, a trait possessed 
by a group can be explained in a way that involves invoking the possession of that 
trait by some members of the group and further explaining how those members 
influenced the whole group and conveyed their behavioral model to the others. 
Notwithstanding this difference, we believe that the example E2, as well as E1, can 
be taken into consideration as an example of non-summativism which will be further 
discussed in section 4. 
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possess that virtue outside the team depends essentially on belonging to 
the team. 

Unlike E1 and E2 which deal with character virtues, E3 is concerned with 
the faculty virtue. In this example, the group manifests the virtue each of 
its individual members possesses. This means that, as in E2, at the group 
level, a completely new trait with respect to those present at the individual 
level does not appear. Although the group exhibits exactly the same faculty 
virtue (in our example, it is memory) as each of its members individually, 
the scenario proposed in E3 cannot be analyzed in a summative way. Spe-
cifically, the capacity of group-level memory is much greater than the sum 
of individual memories of group members. The memory capacity in this 
example is quantified through the amount of detail one can think of. In our 
case, the set of details that a group can think of is much larger than the 
sum of the sets of details that each person can remember individually. The 
particular type of group interaction seems to increase individual memory 
capacity. However, as in E1 and E2, this effect is intrinsically linked to mem-
bership in the team. As soon as the person leaves the group, this effect 
disappears.9  

What all three examples have in common is that the trait at the group 
level arises from the specific interaction of individuals who are members of 
the group. This situation should imply that if these individuals split up and 
after some time reunite and interact in a similar way the same collective 
trait will reappear at the group level. Of course, it is possible that persons 
who have been in a group and whose interaction has produced the collective 
trait meanwhile change in their epistemic character. This change could pre-
vent the specific interaction that led to the group trait from recurring. How-
ever, it is important to emphasize that the appearance of the same group 

                                                 
9  Of course, a person, even when she leaves the group, still has the information 
that she obtained during the group interaction, which means that it is subjected to 
some form of change. However, we think that these changes individuals are subjected 
to do not make the significant difference between E3 example and E1 and E2 because 
the ability to remember better disappears when persons leave the group which means 
that their individual ability to remember is not permanently changed, although the 
opus of details that can be remembered about the event has increased during and 
due to the group interaction.  
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trait should be expected when the same people with more or less unmodified 
epistemic characteristics find themselves in sufficiently similar circum-
stances in which they should interact. 

4. Criteria for Emergence 

 The various criteria for determining emergence have already been pro-
posed (e.g. Wimsatt 1986; Szanto 2014; Huebner 2016). However, as far as 
we know, these criteria were not specifically designed to analyze the poten-
tial emergence of epistemic virtues and vices.10 Therefore, it is not clear 
whether they would be applicable, and if so, how they should be interpreted 
to be adequately applied to collective epistemic traits. For this reason, we 
believe that it is useful to introduce criteria customized for collective epis-
temology.11 We propose the following three criteria for determining whether 
a property is emergent. Each of these criteria is individually a necessary 
condition for emergence and together they represent a sufficient one. 

(c1) Novelty condition requires that a group must acquire a new type 
of property in comparison to the individual properties of its members for 
that property to be considered emergent. Therefore, group interaction must 
result in indisputable showcasing of a new property. This formulation of 
novelty condition can be considered as a novelty in the strong sense.  

However, we can also distinguish the weak sense of novelty. The novelty 
in the weak sense is present when the collective property’s level, intensity, 

                                                 
10  The literature dealing with the formulation and application of these criteria is 
extensive, and there have been attempts to apply them to collective memory, col-
lective behavior, collective intentionality, and distributed mind. Since the interpre-
tation and application of the criteria is a very complex task with many challenges, 
this topic is fit to be a subject of a whole new research, and we will not deal with it 
in this paper. For more details see: Theiner (2013), Huebner (2014) and Szanto 
(2014). 
11  It is our hope that these criteria will have a broader significance and could be 
used to determine not only whether a collective epistemic virtue is emergent but also 
be applied to other kinds of group properties and processes (belief, intention, deci-
sion-making or problem-solving). But this question remains open for some future 
research. 
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or some other parameter exceeds the total sum of individual property pa-
rameters possessed by group members separately. The crucial difference be-
tween the strong and the weak senses of novelty is that the first sense 
implies that a completely new property emerges, while that is not the case 
for the second sense. Weak emergence occurs in those instances in which 
there is an increase in the scope of an existing property that cannot be 
explained in a summative way, but there is, strictly speaking, still no new 
property arising from the group interaction. 

In a nutshell, strong emergence is a qualitative innovation with respect 
to the individual level, while weak emergence is a quantitative one. For the 
novelty condition to be satisfied, it is necessary for a trait to represent 
novelty either in the strong or in the weak sense. Clearly, it is not possible 
for one trait to satisfy both conditions at the same time. Traits that satisfy 
the novelty condition in the strong sense will be considered to have strong 
emergence, while those that satisfy the weaker form of this condition are 
said to be emergent in the weak sense. This distinction between weak and 
strong emergence on the basis of novelty conditions stems from the fact 
that this is the only one of the three conditions that have two forms and 
can thus distinguish between emergent traits. 

(c2) The second condition for emergence we termed the non-influence 
condition. This condition prohibits the members of the group be influenced 
by the group interaction in such a way that they acquired the trait ascribed 
to the collective. This means that the group shows virtue only when it is 
together, and as soon as separated the virtue disappears. It is important to 
note that this is not a persistence across time condition, rather it takes into 
account a hypothetical situation in which we imagine what it would be like 
if the group was separated. Therefore, we do not consider the time in which 
it was separated, but a hypothetical scenario from the perspective of the 
time in which the members of the group are together. Meaning that this is 
a necessary feature of the synchronic identity of emergent traits. 

If individuals, due to the in-group interaction, change in such a way that 
they develop the group (up to that point emergent) trait at full group-level 
intensity, the novelty condition would no longer be satisfied. Although the 
group trait would precede both ontologically and temporally the trait at 
the individual level, it could no longer be said to be emergent. This is  
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because nothing at the group level would be new with respect to individual 
traits nor would transcend the sum of individual traits.12 In that way, a 
trait that is emergent at one point in time does not have to be emergent at 
some later point in time. The non-influence condition can be seen as the 
reverse of the novelty condition, as it specifies when the novelty condition 
ceases to apply. 

(c3) The third and final condition for emergence is the non-coincidence 
condition that requires that members who have separated from a group 
that displays emergent (or emergently magnified) property and have lost 
the newly acquired property while separated will gain this property once 
again if they reunite with the same group. Interaction of the same group of 
people in similar circumstances will lead all of the group’s members to once 
again jointly display the property that neither of them individually pos-
sesses. This condition is necessary to show that a collective trait was not a 
product of mere coincidence, that is, that certain properties did not develop 
(or that the already existing ones didn’t magnify) randomly at the same 
time when certain individuals became part of the group. Therefore, the 
emergent effect must be reproducible in similar circumstances. By circum-
stances, in this context, we understand the epistemic character of group 
members and the tasks that a group should perform. Thus, the epistemic 
character of group members should not be significantly altered, at least not 
in terms of those traits that affect the formation of a collective trait that is 
considered potentially emergent. Likewise, when a group interacts again, it 
should perform a similar task in an epistemic sense, because if the task 
changes radically (for example, instead of writing a scientific article, they 
should devise a script for a short movie), it can prevent a specific  

                                                 
12  It is possible that the members of the group develop a trait at the same time as, 
or after, the group does. The new group experiences can show them the value of this 
trait. Just like being exposed to individual courage can lead one to develop courage, 
being exposed to group courage (as a trait of a group one is part of) could lead one 
to develop individual courage. In such cases, the group trait would indeed be emer-
gent but only until a member or members develop it in full intensity. Thus, our 
criterion does not exclude such cases completely but indicates that they can be tre-
ated as emergence only until a point in time. Thanks to the anonymous reviewer for 
pointing us to this question. 
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interaction that led to collective trait manifested in the previous episode 
of interaction. 

We will now briefly consider whether our E1-E3 scenarios meet the emer-
gence criteria. Scenario E1 meets criterion c1 in the strong sense. The trait 
displayed by the team of students is truly new in comparison to their indi-
vidual traits. Conditions c2 and c3 are also fulfilled, the team shows virtue 
only when it is together, and as soon as separated the virtue disappears, 
which shows that they did not develop this virtue individually (c2). Also, 
the same virtue should be exhibited each time the team is put together, 
provided that the members do not change in an epistemic sense and gather 
for the sake of a similar task. Under these conditions, it is to be expected 
that they will interact in a similar fashion as before and that the virtue of 
studiousness will again emerge from that interaction (c3). In light of this, 
scenario E1 can be considered as an example in which the group shows a 
strongly emergent trait. 

When it comes to E2, the c1 in the strong sense is not satisfied. As for 
this condition in the weak sense, the situation is unclear. If the trait, in this 
case – the virtue of intellectual courage does not consist merely in the cour-
age of the three members, the novelty condition in the weak sense would 
be satisfied. However, since we have no way of summing the intensities of 
intellectual courage, we cannot determine whether this condition is satisfied 
or not.  

It should be borne in mind that we do not claim that the example E2 
does not meet our criteria for emergence, which would be quite strange 
given the fact that these criteria were created on the basis of three examples, 
including E2 itself. However, although we intuitively think that E2 is an 
example of emergence, we refrain from making that claim due to methodo-
logical difficulties. Namely, although empirical psychology offers scales that 
measure the intensity of courage (e.g. Woodard and Pury 2007), it is still 
not clear how it is possible to add the intensities of courage of different 
individuals. To establish that E2 is an example of emergence we need to 
claim that the sum of the intensities of the individual courage of the mem-
bers is less than the intensity of the courage shown by the group. Although 
this claim may seem intuitively acceptable, it is theoretically difficult to 
argue this in the absence of any idea of a plausible way to add intensities 
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of courage in different individuals. We hope that this methodological diffi-
culty is only temporary and that the growing cross-fertilization of the fields 
of empirical psychology and epistemology of virtue will enable the develop-
ment of both theoretical and empirical tools to tell us how the intensities 
of courage of different individuals interact. 

When it comes to condition c2, it is satisfied because both the people 
who were courageous and those who were not, remain the same as prior to 
group interaction. Additionally, it seems that the same group of scientists, 
should they find themselves in a similar situation, would show intellectual 
courage again, which would imply the fulfillment of c3. For, as described in 
the E2 scenario, the intellectual courage of the group had resulted from the 
interaction of members, and if the same interaction were to be repeated in 
a similar situation, it is to be expected that it would produce the same 
collective virtue. To sum up, since c1 condition is necessary and we are not 
sure whether it is satisfied, despite the fact that c2 and c3 are satisfied, the 
situation as a whole seems to be undecidable with respect to the question 
of emergence.  

In E3 the c1 condition is satisfied in the weak sense. The group memory 
capacity is greater than the sum of individual memory capacities. As in E1, 
conditions, c2 and c3 are satisfied. The property in question in this scenario, 
the increased memory capacity, disappears when the transactive memory 
system is not together (c2) and in the case that the members of the trans-
active memory system reunite, the property reappears (c3). Since all three 
conditions are met, the memory capacity manifested by the transactive 
memory system qualifies as an example of weak emergence. 

We have seen that two of our three examples meet the specified crite-
ria. When it comes to the second example, we face a currently unsolvable 
methodological difficulty, due to which the status of this example is un-
clear. Nevertheless, we believe that our criteria, even in cases where we 
encounter similar methodological problems, can provide guidelines that 
are intuitively plausible for distinguishing cases of true emergence from 
those that are not. 
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5. Differences between Faculty and Character Virtue  
Concerning Emergence 

After introducing the criteria for emergence, we believe that it is useful to 
briefly examine whether there are differences between faculty virtues and 
character virtues emergence. This consideration can contribute to the under-
standing of the differences between faculty and character epistemic virtues in 
their collective manifestation. The additional motivation is to indicate that a 
full understanding of epistemic traits and the differences between them can-
not be achieved without considering their group manifestations. 

We have found that there is a difference between the strong and the 
weak types of emergences based on a difference in the sense in which the 
novelty condition is satisfied. The examples we have constructed and ana-
lyzed suggest that both faculty and character virtues can be emergent. How-
ever, based on our examples, there seems to be a difference in the type of 
emergence (weak or strong) that faculty and character virtues may possess. 
The collective virtue in E1 satisfies the conditions for emergence in the 
strong sense, while the collective virtue in E3 satisfies the conditions for 
emergence in the weak sense. The question arises of whether there is a 
necessary connection between faculty virtues and emergence in the weak 
sense, on the one hand, and character virtues and emergence in the strong 
sense, on the other hand. In other words, we need to consider: 1. Is weak 
emergence the only form of emergence that faculty virtues can manifest or 
is it possible for them to be emergent in the strong sense?; 2. Can character 
virtues be emergent solely in the strong sense or is there a possibility that 
they manifest weak emergence too? 

When it comes to the first question, we can claim that faculty virtues 
can be emergent only in the weak sense. This belief is based on the very 
nature of the faculty virtues. These are abilities that are mostly innate or 
acquired without willing control. Our ability to see or remember may of 
course change throughout life, become better or worse, but our possession 
of that ability is not something that varies in different contexts in such a 
way that we have this ability in one context and do not have it in another. 
Virtues such as memory and vision cannot be all of a sudden manifested in 
a group unless we as individuals possess them. As we have seen, the strong 
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novelty condition requires that a group manifest a whole new virtue with 
respect to the virtues of its members. This means that if we were to claim 
that some collective faculty trait is emergent in the strong sense we would 
have to accept that it is possible that individuals in the group do not possess 
some faculty at all and that this faculty can emerge through their group 
interaction. This would be the case if two people who do not possess the 
capacity of memory or vision would at once acquire these abilities through 
interaction within a group. Such acquisition and the manifestation of fac-
ulty virtues are not possible. However, from the E3 scenario, which is based 
on insights gained through the psychological research of collective memory, 
we can conclude that an individual can still surpass her individual faculties 
during and due to group interaction. 

When it comes to the second question, it seems much more difficult to 
give a conclusive answer. There are no theoretical obstacles for collective 
character virtues to be an example of emergence in the weak sense. If we 
recall example E2, as we already mentioned, the team may exhibit collective 
courage in intensity that is greater than the sum of the individual courage 
intensities. However, there is one currently insurmountable methodological 
difficulty here. The question is how we can sum the degrees of intellectual 
virtue. Can the intensity of a trait in one person simply additively be built 
on the intensity of that trait in another person or are there some other rules 
by which trait intensities are combined? If we had an answer to this meth-
odological difficulty, we could determine if E2 is a case of emergence in the 
weak sense. Namely, if the intensity of intellectual courage displayed by the 
team is greater than the sum of the courage intensities of the three team 
members who possess this trait, then we could speak of emergence in the 
weak sense. Since we have no way of quantifying the degree or intensity of 
a virtue, the treatment of the E2 scenario, and in general the question of 
whether collective character epistemic virtues can be emergent in the weak 
sense, must be left for some future research.  

It is necessary to briefly explain why in the case of faculty virtues there 
is no parallel methodological difficulty when it comes to their quantification. 
Memory capacity can be quantified based on the amount of information 
available through it. If a person individually possesses one set of information 
obtained through memory, but when she is in the group has access to  
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another, larger set, we can say that that the person’s memory capacity 
increased in the group. Therefore, we can compare memory capabilities by 
comparing the sets of information that are available through their imple-
mentation. The parallel methodology can be used for any faculty that is 
aimed at gathering information of any kind.  

Finally, one may wonder whether the insights that we gained through 
examining emergence have some further significance for our intellectual 
self-understanding. We have already pointed out that a new faculty virtue 
cannot appear in a group unless it is possessed by individual members. 
However, certain types of group interaction, such as memberships in 
transactive memory systems, may make accessible the information that 
would not be available separately to members of such systems. In this 
way, certain types of interactions can be said to enhance our faculties at 
least as long as we belong to a particular group or system. Bearing in 
mind that the product of enhanced memory capacity is a larger set of 
information that is available to us even individually, the epistemic benefit 
of such interaction is evident.  

However, the fact that a group can manifest virtues not possessed by its 
members is far more intriguing. In the first section, we agreed with Duncan 
Pritchard’s diagnosis that character epistemic virtues are constitutive of 
our intellectual flourishing, that is, of a truly productive and fulfilling intel-
lectual life. However, if we consider the possibility that we can manifest 
some new (in addition to the virtues we individually possess) character ep-
istemic virtues only as part of a group, then in-group interaction may be-
come a necessary condition for our intellectual flourishing. Additionally, 
there is the possibility that some of our individual epistemic virtues, which 
we might otherwise find useful to ourselves and to the people we interact 
with, in certain group contexts, contribute to collective epistemic vice. A 
significant suggestion arising from the fact that character epistemic traits 
can be emergent in the strong sense is that it is necessary to study them in 
a group context to be able to fully understand them. 
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Conclusion 

 In this research, we introduced the criteria for emergence of collective 
epistemic traits. We also differentiated between weak and strong forms of 
emergence. The search for criteria for emergence, as we have stated, can 
have two goals: dialectical and metaphysical. When it comes to the dialec-
tical goal, our criteria provide a unified and comprehensive approach to 
discussion with summativism. In addition to being a useful dialectical tool 
in the discussion with summativism, it is our hope that the criteria we 
introduced, will also be the basis for a metaphysical understanding of group 
traits emergence in general.   
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