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Abstract
This paper offers an account of collective epistemic vices, which we call the “group 
identification account”. The group identification account attributes collective epis-
temic vices to the groups that are constituted by “group identification”, which is a 
primitive and non-doxastic self-understanding as a group member (Turner, 1982; 
Brewer, 1991; Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Pacherie, 2013; Salice & Miyazono, 
2020). The distinctive feature of the group identification account is that it enables 
us to attribute epistemic vices not just to established social groups (e.g. committees, 
research teams, juries) but also to loose social groups (e.g. loosely connected people 
in an echo chamber) when they are constituted by group identification. The group 
identification account is contrasted with Fricker’s (2010, 2020) influential account, 
the “joint commitment account”, which focuses on established social groups, and 
has difficulty in making sense of collective epistemic vices of loose social groups. 
The group identification account is motivated by the fact that collective epistemic 
vices can be useful to diagnose not only the epistemic performance of established 
groups but also that of loose groups in real-life cases, such as echo chamber (Nguy-
en, 2020), implicit bias (Holroyd, 2020), group polarization (Broncano-Berrocal & 
Carter, 2021), etc.
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1 Introduction

This paper offers an account of collective epistemic vices, which we call the “group 
identification account” (“GIA” hereafter). GIA attributes collective epistemic vices 
to the groups that are constituted by “group identification”, which is a primitive and 
non-doxastic self-understanding as a group member (Turner, 1982; Brewer, 1991; 
Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Pacherie, 2013; Salice & Miyazono, 2020). The distinctive 
feature of GIA is that it enables us to attribute epistemic vices not just to established 
social groups (e.g. committees, research teams, juries) but also to loose social groups 
(e.g. loosely connected people in an echo chamber) when they are constituted by 
group identification.

Here is the background of our project. Collective virtue/vice epistemology1 has 
both theoretical and applied aims. The theoretical aim is to answer theoretical ques-
tions about collective virtues/vices; about whether collective virtues/vices really 
exist, about what conditions need to be met for collective virtues/vices to be attrib-
uted, about whether collective virtues/vices are reducible to virtues/vices of the indi-
viduals, etc. The applied aim, in contrast, is to diagnose epistemic performance of 
groups in real-life cases2 from the perspective of collective virtue/vice epistemology 
and explore possible prescriptions3. For instance, Fricker’s influential work (Fricker, 
2010, 2020) on collective virtue/vice epistemology includes both theoretical and 
applied parts. In the theoretical part, she presents a sophisticated theoretical account 
of collective virtue/vice; collective virtues/vices are grounded in “joint commitment” 
(Gilbert, 1989, 2013), which is an act of making clear to other members that one is 
willing to join forces with them in achieving some collective goal (see Sect. 2 for 
more about joint commitment). In the applied part, she uses her joint commitment 
account (“JCA” hereafter) of collective virtues/vices in order to diagnose epistemic 
performance of groups in real-life cases, such as institutional racism in London Met-
ropolitan police (Fricker, 2010), or predatory sexual crimes at BBC (Fricker, 2020).

Fricker’s JCA focuses on collective virtues/vices of established social groups (e.g. 
committees, research teams, juries, London Metropolitan police, BBC, etc.) that are 
typically constituted by joint commitment. Fricker’s project is consistent with the 
observation that in everyday contexts collective virtues/vices are typically attributed 
to established social groups; e.g. “the research team is open-minded”, “London Met-
ropolitan police is racist”, etc. But Fricker’s focus on established groups can also 
be a limitation of her JCA, in particular in the applied part of collective virtue/vice 
epistemology. Collective virtues/vices can be useful to diagnose not only the epis-
temic performance of established groups but also that of loose groups in real-life 

1  For useful overviews, see Lahroodi (2018) and de Ridder (2022).
2  de Rooij and de Bruin also talk about “the practical real-life relevance of an approach to collective vir-
tue epistemology, which is also conceptually and empirically sound” (de Rooij & de Bruin, 2022, 397).

3  Lahroodi also refers to the “applied collective virtue epistemology” which “investigates how epistemic 
virtues can be cultivated, maintained, or enhanced in groups and how the negative impact of individual 
members’ epistemic vices on group epistemic functioning can be mitigated” (Lahroodi, 2018, 415). But 
our terminology of “applied” (where the emphasis is on the application to real-life cases) is different 
from and broader than Lahroodi’s terminology (where the emphasis is on the practical issues about 
cultivating, maintaining, or enhancing collective virtues).
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cases (see Sect. 2 for more about the distinction between established groups and 
loose groups). For instance, collective epistemic vices have been discussed in the 
context of explaining echo chamber (Nguyen, 2020), implicit bias (Holroyd, 2020), 
group polarization (Broncano-Berrocal & Carter, 2021), etc. where relevant groups 
are loose ones rather than established ones4.

Fricker’s JCA is not easily applicable to real-life cases where putative virtuous/
vicious groups are loose groups because, unlike established groups, they are typically 
not constituted by joint commitment. For instance, as we will see in Sect. 2, JCA is 
not easily applicable to the cases of echo chamber. It is very unlikely that people in 
an echo chamber participate in a relevant kind of joint commitment; e.g. it is very 
unlikely that they make clear to others in the echo chamber that they are willing to 
join forces with them in achieving some collective goal (of, say, defending their idio-
syncratic beliefs from counterevidence and objections).

There is thus a tension between the theoretical part and the applied part of collec-
tive virtue/vice epistemology. On the theoretical side, Fricker’s JCA is philosophi-
cally sophisticated, and it is consistent with our everyday ascription of epistemic 
virtues/vices to established groups. On the applied side, in contrast, Fricker’s JCA 
is not easily applicable to loose groups in real-life cases. A possible solution would 
be to bite-the-bullet; i.e. admit that JCA is not applicable to loose groups but insist 
that this is a plausible (or at least acceptable) consequence. For instance, one might 
admit that JCA is not applicable to a loose group in an echo chamber but insist that 
this is a plausible (or at least acceptable) consequence; e.g. because it is the wider 
social structure, not groups, that is epistemically problematic in the cases of echo 
chamber. The second option is to insist that JCA is in fact applicable to loose groups. 
For instance, one might argue that JCA, properly understood or suitably revised, is 
applicable to a loose group in an echo chamber. The third option is to propose an 
alternative account of collective epistemic virtues/vices that is clearly applicable to 
loose groups5. For instance, one might argue that there is an alternative account that 
is clearly applicable to a loose group in an echo chamber.

Our project in this paper is to explore the third option. Our proposal, GIA, which 
is an alternative to Fricker’s JCA, is clearly applicable to loose groups such as the 
group in an echo chamber. Our discussion will proceed as follows. We give a brief 
overview of JCA and discuss the apparent difficulty of applying JCA to real-life cases 
of loose groups (Sect. 2). Then, we propose GIA and explain the main differences 
between JCA and GIA, and between “joint commitment” and “group identification” 
(Sect. 3). As a case study, we discuss echo chambers and show that GIA is applicable 
to loose groups in echo chambers and therefore that the loose groups can be described 

4  For this reason, Holroyd (2020) is dissatisfied with Fricker’s JCA. Interestingly, however, Broncano-
Berrocal and Carter (2021) appeal to a (reliabilist) version of JCA, which might be due to the fact that 
group polarization can happen between established groups such as scientific research teams. In fact, 
group polarization in science is their central example.

5  For instance, Holroyd (2020) explores an alternative to JCA, motivated by real-life cases of implicit 
biases in loose groups. A similar project can be found in de Rooij and de Bruin (2022), although their 
focus is on large organizations rather than loose groups. They explore an alternative to JCA, motivated 
by real-life cases of large organizations such as Boeing.
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as vicious (Sect. 4). In the last section (Sect. 5) we respond to the objection that GIA 
is committed to a problematic form of vice charging.

Some clarifications are in order.
First, we said above that our project in this paper is to explore the third option, i.e. 

presenting an alternative to JCA. It is not our claim, however, that the first option (i.e. 
simply admitting that JCA is not applicable to loose groups) and the second option 
(i.e. arguing that JCA is indeed applicable to loose groups) are hopeless. It is not part 
of our aim to show that the first and the second options do not work; rather our aim is 
only to show that the third option is at least a plausible option because there is indeed 
an alternative account that is clearly applicable to loose groups.

Second, GIA is presented as an “alternative” to JCA. Strictly speaking, these 
accounts might not be “alternatives” in a strong sense; i.e. they are incompatible with 
each other and hence at least one of them must be false. JCA can be interpreted as 
providing (jointly) sufficient conditions for collective virtues/vices rather than neces-
sary conditions6. Understood in this way, JCA (which does not say that joint commit-
ment is necessary) is compatible with GIA (which says that group identification is 
sufficient, and is neutral, at least in principle, on the necessity of joint commitment)7.

2 Joint commitment account

2.1 Joint commitment account

Fricker’s JCA (Fricker, 2010, 2020; see also Kidd, 2021) is based on Gilbert’s (1989, 
2013) theory of plural subjects. The core idea of JCA is that collective virtues/vices 
are grounded in what Gilbert calls “joint commitments”. JCA says that, roughly, a 
group of individuals, G, is collectively virtuous/vicious when the individuals, operat-
ing under the practical identity as the members of G, participate in joint commitment 
of a right kind.

Joint commitment: An individual, X, participates in joint commitment with the 
other members of G (e.g. a poetry reading group) by making clear to them, under the 
condition of common knowledge, that X is willing to join forces with them in accept-
ing a collective goal (e.g. finding the best interpretation of a poem). An important fea-
ture of joint commitment is that an explicit statement of agreement is not necessary 
in order for X to participate in joint commitment and make clear to others that X is 
willing to join forces with them. X can participate in joint commitment in an implicit 

6  For instance, Fricker (2010, 2020) does not rule out summative cases of collective virtues/vices where 
collective virtues/vices are attributed to G because all (or at least most) members of G have the virtues/
vices. The distinction between summativism and non-summativism “should not be thought of as a com-
petition, for both models represent perfectly real possibilities, and indeed each kind of group is frequently 
realized in institutional life” (Fricker, 2020, 93). This suggests that the conditions in JCA are not intended 
as necessary for collective virtues/vices.

7  This allows for the possibility that there are some cases of collective virtues/vices that are explained by 
JCA but not by GIA; e.g. the case of a vicious established group where members, without group identifi-
cation, reluctantly participate in the relevant joint commitments under coercion. We thank an anonymous 
referee for raising this issue.
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way, by letting it stand, or going along with an idea (e.g. a reading group member 
participates in joint commitment by going along with an interpretation during the dis-
cussion). Another important feature of joint commitment is that, once X participates 
in a joint commitment, X is subject to rebuke or at least demand for explanation when 
X fails to fulfill the joint commitment (e.g. a reading group member openly rejects 
the official conclusion of the group8).

The “right kind of” joint commitment is different in different cases of collective 
virtues/vices. In motive-based cases, the right kind of joint commitment is the one to 
virtuous motives9. Fricker’s example is a research team whose members jointly com-
mit to the motives of diligence and thoroughness. In skill-based cases, the right kind 
of joint commitment is the one to virtuous ends. Fricker’s example is a night watch 
team whose members jointly commit to the end of staying on the alert for enemy 
movement by way of an efficient diffusion of labor.

Practical Identity: When X participates in joint commitment, X does so as a mem-
ber of G rather than as a private individual. Fricker expresses this in terms of the con-
cept of “practical identity”, which she inherits from Korsgaard (1996): X participates 
in joint commitment under the practical identity as a member of G. X’s attributes 
under the practical identity as a member of G can come apart from X’s attributes as 
a member of another group F, and from X’s attributes as a private individual. For 
instance, it is possible that a person cares about the value of diverse opinions as a 
member of the poetry reading group, but she does not care about it as the CEO of an 
IT startup, or as a private individual.

This is related to one of the distinctive features of JCA; i.e. it is a non-summative 
account of collective virtues/vices. Roughly, summativism is the view that collec-
tive virtues/vices are attributed to G only if all (or at least most) members of G have 
the virtues/vices. Non-summativism denies this. JCA is a non-summative account 
because, as we just noted, X’s attributes under the practical identity as a member 
of G can come apart from X’s attributes as a private individual. In particular, it is 
possible that people in G participate in joint commitment of a right kind under the 
practical identity as the members of G (such that G is regarded as collectively virtu-
ous/vicious), without having the virtues/vices as private individuals. For instance, 
people in a poetry reading group participate in joint commitment of a right kind 
under the practical identity as the members of the reading group (such that the read-
ing group is regarded as collectively open-minded), without being open-minded as 
private individuals.

2.2 Joint commitment and collective epistemic vices

As we noted, collective virtue/vice epistemology has both theoretical and applied 
aims. The theoretical aim is to answer theoretical questions about collective virtues/

8  However, this does not prevent the reading group member from having a different opinion personally 
rather than publicly. She can even express a different opinion with preamble, making “it clear that one is 
speaking for oneself alone, and not for the group” (Gilbert, 1987, 199). For instance, she can say “Still I 
personally think that the interpretation is incorrect” without being subject to rebuke.

9  Strictly speaking, the joint commitment to a virtuous motive is not sufficient for motive-based virtues. 
In addition, a reliability condition of some kind needs to be satisfied.
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vices. The applied aim, in contrast, is to diagnose epistemic performance of groups 
in real-life cases from the perspective of collective virtue/vice epistemology and 
explore possible prescriptions.

When it comes to the theoretical aim, the most sophisticated theoretical account 
of collective virtues/vices is Fricker’s JCA, whose core idea is that collective virtues/
vices are grounded in joint commitment. JCA focuses on established social groups 
(e.g. committees, research teams, juries, etc.), which are typically constituted by joint 
commitment. In fact, Fricker’s project is motivated by the statements in everyday 
discourse where epistemic virtues/vices are attributed to established social groups: 
e.g. “The jury is fair-minded.”

When it comes to the applied aim, however, JCA’s focus on established groups 
can be a limitation. Collective virtues/vices can be useful to diagnose not only the 
epistemic performance of established groups but also that of loose groups in real-life 
cases10. According to Lahroodi, what distinguishes established groups from loose 
groups (or, what Lahroodi calls “loose associations”) is that “the former are relatively 
coherent units in which members are bounded and united together in some fashion, 
there is a high degree of interaction among members, and consequently such groups 
are capable of action in a manner not dissimilar to that of a single subject or agent” 
(Lahroodi, 2018, 407–408).

Think, for example, about Nguyen’s (2020) suggestion that echo chambers are 
collectively vicious (see Sect. 4 for details). Typically people in an echo chamber do 
not form an established group; they are a group in a loose sense. It is very unlikely 
that loosely connected people in an echo chamber participate in joint commitment 
of a relevant kind. It is very unlikely that they will make it clear to others in the 
echo chamber that they are willing to join forces with them in achieving some col-
lective goal (of, say, defending their idiosyncratic beliefs from counterevidence and 
objections)11.

Before moving on, we briefly discuss a general (“general” in the sense that it is not 
peculiar to the context of applying JCA to loose groups) issue of JCA and its applica-
tion to vices.

There is a disagreement among theorists about the role of motivation in epistemic 
vices. On the one hand, epistemic virtues require reliable dispositions of reaching 
epistemic goods out of a person’s motivation toward such goods (Zagzebski 1996). 
A mere success is not sufficient for a virtue; a stable success from a good motive is 
necessary. On the other hand, the role of motivation in vices is unclear. Vices can-
not simply be understood in terms of the presence of bad motivations or the absence 
of good ones (Crerar, 2018). We call people vicious not necessarily because of the 

10  As Medina points out, epistemic virtues/vices can be applied to “very diverse forms of groupings and 
social formations ranging from highly structured and rigidly organized groups (such as the Republican 
party) to diffused and changing networks or publics (such as Fox News’ viewership)” (Medina, 2021, 337).
11  Similarly, Holroyd’s (2020) suggests that implicit biases constitute a vice at the collective level. Typi-
cally implicitly biased people in a community do not form an established group; they are a group in a loose 
sense: “It is entirely implausible to suppose that there is a joint commitment to some bad motive, or bad 
epistemic end, involved in cases where groups stably manifest implicit biases – that each participant of 
the loosely connected group has committed to make discriminatory judgments about the value of women 
philosophers, say, or to ignore contributions, or dismiss lines of argument” (Holroyd, 2020, 136).
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presence of bad motivations or the absence of good motivations but rather because 
these people have no epistemic ends (e.g. extreme indolence), because they are genu-
inely motivated by an ultimate epistemic end yet exemplify vices (e.g. Galileo’s arro-
gance), etc. Hence, vices lack “a psychological unity” (Crerar, 2018, 762); there are 
multiple ways to fall prey to vices.

Fricker’s JCA retains the motivationalist spirit (Fricker, 2010, 2020)12. She char-
acterizes vices as culpable epistemic failures of epistemic virtue in motivations (or 
ethos), implementation, or both (Fricker, 2020). Fricker admits that some may be 
vicious while genuinely motivated by ultimate epistemic goods because of their fail-
ures at the level of their performances or because of their persistent failures regard-
ing the motivation for the mediate end (e.g. a failure of fact-checking while being 
motivated to acquire knowledge). Still, a question remains as to how vices can be 
distinguished from non-virtuous neutral traits in Fricker’s theory. Some failures of 
(ultimate/mediate) motivation or performance are plausibly regarded as vices, but 
it is not the case that all the failures of virtues amount to vices. A man striving for 
knowledge and hence trying to be intellectually humble may occasionally fail to act 
according to his motivation. It depends on the details of the case whether such a trait 
is a vice or a non-virtuous trait. Fricker’s theory, as it stands, may overmultiply vices 
and have difficulty in distinguishing vices from non-virtuous neutral traits (Holroyd, 
2020).

In any case, this issue of JCA is a general one, which is about applying JCA to 
epistemic vices in general. Our focus is rather on an issue that is peculiar in the con-
text of applying JCA to vicious loose groups; loosely connected people do not form 
the right kind of group in the first place.

3 Group identification account

Our project in this paper is to explore an account of collective epistemic vices that is 
clearly applicable to loose groups such as the one in an echo chamber. This section 
presents what we take to be a promising candidate; GIA13.

Before presenting our proposal, we briefly discuss an obvious candidate, namely, 
the simple summative account. Perhaps attribution of virtues/vices to loose groups 
can be understood in a summative manner (in which case the problem is solved by 
Fricker’s pluralism according to which summativism is true in some cases and non-
summative JCA is true in other cases; see the footnote 6).

The simple summative account, however, is not appropriate for our purpose 
because it does not seem to be applicable to the kind of cases we are interested in. 
For instance, it is far from obvious that the collective vice of echo chamber can be 
understood in a summative manner. It is far from obvious that individuals in an echo 

12  Broncano-Berrocal and Carter (2021) also raise the issue of the motivationalist commitment in Fricker’s 
JCA.
13  GIA is not the only candidate. Other accounts that are based on similar motivation include Holroyd’s 
(2020) account, which is based on Byerly & Byerly’s (2016) account, and de Rooij & de Bruin’s (2022) 
account.
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chamber are epistemically vicious (Nguyen, 2020; see also Medina, 2021; Begby, 
2022; Levy, 2022b). Rather, according to Nguyen, an echo chamber turns individu-
ally virtuous people into a collectively vicious group14. See Sect. 5 for more details.

Thus, what we need is a non-summative account that is clearly applicable to loose 
groups such as the group of loosely connected people in an echo chamber. Now we 
are ready to present our own proposal, GIA, which is summarized as follows: a group 
of individuals, G, is collectively vicious when (1) the individuals group-identify with 
G and (2) thereby acquire motivation to act as the members of G such that (3) G is 
disposed to act in a vicious manner.

We will now explain the notion of group identification, which is central to GIA, 
as well as the similarities and differences between group identification and joint 
commitment.

Group identification: An individual “group-identifies” with G (or acquires the 
“group identification” as a member of G) when she achieves a primitive and non-
doxastic form of self-conception as a member of G15.

It has been suggested in social psychology and philosophy that group identifica-
tion plays a crucial role in collective, cooperative, and collaborative action and cogni-
tion (Turner, 1982; Brewer, 1991; Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Pacherie, 2013; Salice & 
Miyazono, 2020; Miyazono & Inarimori, 2021; Pickard, 2021).

Experimental studies, in particular the ones in the minimal group paradigm (for 
an overview, see Diehl, 1990), show that group identification motivates pro-group 
behavior. In a classic study by Tajfel et al. (1971), for example, a person with the 
group identity as a Kandinsky-lover (as opposed to a Klee-lover) was motivated 
to be helpful to other Kandinsky-lovers (as opposed to Klee-lovers). In the experi-
ment, participants first indicated their aesthetic preferences in response to given 
pairs of paintings. Based on their preferences, they were told that they were either 
Kandinsky-lovers or Klee-lovers (while, unbeknownst to them, they were randomly 
assigned to either the Kandinsky-lover group or the Klee-lover group). In the next 
task, participants were asked to distribute real monetary rewards to other participants. 
During this task, in-group favoritism was observed: Kandinsky-lovers favored other 
Kandinsky-lovers and Klee-lovers favored other Klee-lovers.

14  Similarly, Holroyd (2020) argues that implicit biases cannot be understood as epistemic vices of indi-
viduals. The scores on implicit measures are unstable, and they are not systematically correlated with per-
sonal level discriminatory behavior. Thus, at the individual level, implicit biases do not meet the condition 
that epistemic vices systematically obstruct inquiry or the condition that epistemic vices reliability produce 
false beliefs. Rather, implicit biases have systematic and stable discriminatory effects at the situational and 
contextual level (Payne et al., 2017), which suggests that implicit biases can be understood as an epistemic 
vice at the collective level in a non-summative sense.
15  Battaly’s (2022) account of solidarity as a distinctively collective virtue has the condition that individu-
als feel the sense of belonging to the group, which is similar to group identification. In fact, her account of 
solidarity is similar to GIA in several ways such that the former can be cashed out by the latter. According 
to Battaly, a group G has the trait of solidarity to the extent that its members are disposed to (1) share val-
ues, aims, or goals; (2) care about the values, aims, or goals; (3) act in accordance with the values, aims, or 
goals; (4) trust the testimony of other group members with respect to the values, aims, and goals; and (5) 
feel a sense of belonging to the group.
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Group identification plays a central role in Pacherie’s (2013) “lite” theory of 
shared intention and joint action. According to the lite theory, two persons P1 and P2 
share an intention to A, if:

(i) each has a self-conception as a member of the team T, consisting of P1 and P2;
(i’) each believes (i);
(ii) each reasons that A is the best choice of action for the team;
(iii) each therefore intends to do his part of A.

(i) amounts to the condition that each acquires group identification as a member of T. 
The lite theory is “lite” in comparison to competing theories of joint action and shared 
intention, such as Bratman’s (2009) theory, for several reasons. First, the lite theory 
allows for joint action and shared intention in situations where agents cannot com-
municate with each other. For instance, agents in a one-shot version of the Prisoner’s 
Dilemma cannot communicate with each other, but they might be able to acquire 
group identification and thus satisfy the condition (i) (Bacharach, 2006). Second, 
the lite theory makes joint action and shared intention less cognitively demanding 
than competing theories. This is due to the fact that group identification is a primi-
tive form of self-understanding, which does not require sophisticated social cognitive 
capacities. For instance, infants without sophisticated social cognitive capacities can 
acquire group identification and thus satisfy the condition (i).

How does group identification work, exactly? One possibility is that group identi-
fication is a form of framing; people identify themselves as the members of a group 
when they adopt a group frame to represent themselves and the agents with whom 
they are interacting (Bacharach, 2006). In this case, group identification’s influence 
on act and cognition is a special case of framing effect (Bermudez, 2022).

Salice and Miyazono (2020) propose a representational account of group identifi-
cation, according to which group identification is cashed out in terms of non-doxastic 
representations. They reject the idea that group identification is a doxastic process in 
which, for example, X comes to believe that X is a member of G; such a belief does 
not account for the motivational force of group identification. Rather, group identi-
fication involves a “pushmi-pullyu representation” (Millikan, 1995, 2004): when X 
group-identifies with G, X forms a representation with both descriptive content (e.g. 
describing oneself as a member of G) as well as directive content (e.g. directing one-
self to behave as a member of G).

Pushmi-pullyu representations are representational states that are evolutionarily 
and structurally primitive, that have both descriptive content and directive content, 
and that are intrinsically motivating without being combined with a conative state. 
One of Millikan’s examples is the waggle dance of honey bees. Honey bees in the 
same colony do the “dance” to share the information about important locations such 
as the location of flowers yielding nectar and pollen. The dance is a pushmi-pullyu 
representation; it does the job of describing the location of flowers as well as the job 
of directing the behavior of flying to the location.

The waggle dance is triggered in the presence of relevant cues (e.g. flowers), and 
it initiates the relevant behavioral processes (e.g. another bee’s flying to the flow-
ers). Group-identification is also triggered by some cues. Social psychologists have 

1 3

Page 9 of 21 22



Synthese (2023) 202:22

already identified several “group cues” (Pacherie, 2013) that are able to trigger group 
identification. For instance, in his survey of the literature, Bacharach (2006) dis-
cusses belonging to the same social category, having common interests, sharing com-
mon fate, facing a competing group, employing we-language etc. as properties in 
the environment that, once they acquire salience for the subject, may cause group 
identification.

Group Identification and Joint Commitment: Let us now compare group identifica-
tion, which is central to GIA, and joint commitment, which is central to JCA.

Group identification can motivate or facilitate cooperative activity without joint 
commitment. An individual X can group-identify with G and thereby become moti-
vated to act as a member of G without joint commitment with other members of G or, 
in other words, without making clear to other members of G that X is willing to join 
forces with them in accepting collective goals. In the Kandinsky-Klee experiment, 
for example, a person with the group identity as a Kandinsky-lover, let us call her 
Ruth, was motivated to behave as a Kandinsky-lover without joint commitment with 
other Kandinsky-lovers or, in other words, without making clear to other Kandinsky-
lovers that she is willing to join forces with them in accepting collective goals.

This is related to another difference between group identification and joint com-
mitment, which is crucial for our project in this paper. Joint commitment typically 
requires an established group; typically an individual X participates in a joint com-
mitment with other members of an established group G. Group identification, in con-
trast, does not require established groups; an individual X can group-identify with G 
and thereby become motivated to act as a member of G even if G is not an established 
group. In the Kandinsky-Klee experiment, for example, Ruth was motivated to act as 
a Kandinsky-lover where Kandinsky-lovers are not an established group. Because of 
this feature of group identification, GIA is applicable not only to established groups 
but also to loose groups.

Here is another possible difference between group identification and joint com-
mitment. As we already indicated above, once X participates in a joint commitment 
(e.g. to value diverse opinions) under the practical identity as a member of G (e.g. the 
poetry reading group), X is subject to rebuke when X fails to fulfill the joint commit-
ment (e.g. fails to value diverse opinions in a reading group meeting). In contrast, it 
does not seem to be the case that, once X group-identifies with G (e.g. Kandinsky-
lovers) and is motivated to act as a member of G (e.g. help other Kandinsky-lovers), 
X is subject to rebuke when X suddenly changes her mind and group-identifies with 
another group (e.g. Klee-lovers). This suggests that, in a sense, group identification 
is less stable than joint commitment. One might think that this is a problem for GIA; 
e.g. the instability of group identification makes it difficult for GIA to account for 
(collective) virtues/vices that are typically conceived as stable dispositions16. How-
ever, the instability of this kind only shows that an individual, X, can change her 
group-identification, which is compatible with the idea that the group, G, has a stable 
disposition. For instance, even when Ruth does not identify herself as a Kandinsky-
lover any longer, Kandinsky-lovers (with which Ruth does not group-identify) can 
still have the stable disposition to be helpful toward other Kandinsky-lovers.

16  We thank an anonymous referee for raising this issue.
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In addition to the differences above, there is a similarity between group identifica-
tion and joint commitment; both are non-summative. The non-summative nature of 
JCA stems from the fact that when an individual X participates in a joint commit-
ment, X does so, not necessarily as a private individual, but rather under the practical 
identity as a member of G. For instance, a person might jointly commit to the value of 
diverse opinions as a member of a poetry reading group, not as a private individual. 
Perhaps she does not care about it in other contexts; e.g. when she is behaving as the 
CEO of an IT startup. Similarly, the non-summative nature of GIA stems from the 
fact that when an individual X is motivated by group identification, X is so moti-
vated, not necessarily as a private individual, but rather under the group identity as a 
member of G. For instance, Ruth was motivated to help other Kandinsky-lovers in the 
experiment as a Kandinsky-lover, not as a private individual. Perhaps she is not very 
helpful to Kandinsky-lovers in other contexts in which another group-identification 
(e.g. group identification as a Yale alumnus) is salient.

One might think, however, that GIA is summative in a sense; collective vices 
according to GIA are to be explained by the sum of a particular psychological state 
(i.e. the state of group identification) of individuals. In Fricker’s phrases, GIA is com-
patible with “the individualistic spirit of summativism” where collective vices are “to 
be understood as none other than the sum of the individual’s contributions” (Fricker, 
2020, 237). We do not deny this, but note that GIA is still non-summative in the sense 
we indicated above; i.e. it is not the case, according to GIA, that a vice is attributed to 
G only if all (or at least most) members of G have the vice. When a vice is attributed 
to G, it is assumed, according to GIA, that each individual member group-identifies 
with G, and is motivated to behave as a member of G, but this does not imply that 
the members of G have the vice individually; i.e. the blameworthy character trait that 
systematically obstructs inquiries might not be attributed to the individual members 
of G. As we will see in the next section, GIA allows for the possibility that a vice is 
attributed to a group of loosely connected people in an echo chamber while the vice 
is not attributed to the individual members.

4 Case study: echo chambers

Unlike JCA, GIA can attribute epistemic vices to a loose group G when G is consti-
tuted by group identification; i.e. when the members of G acquire the self-conception 
as group members and become motivated to act as such. This section discusses the 
phenomenon of echo chamber as a case study and shows that GIA can attribute col-
lective epistemic vices to loosely connected people in an echo chamber.

We follow Nguyen’s influential distinction between epistemic bubbles and echo 
chambers. An epistemic bubble is “a social epistemic structure in which some rel-
evant voices have been excluded through omission”, and “can form with no ill intent, 
through ordinary processes of social selection and community formation” (Nguyen, 
2020, 142). In contrast, an echo chamber is “a social epistemic structure in which 
other relevant voices have been actively discredited”, and “work[s] by systematically 
isolating their members from all outside epistemic sources” (Nguyen, 2020, 142).

1 3

Page 11 of 21 22



Synthese (2023) 202:22

The distinction between epistemic bubbles and echo chambers matters when it 
comes to the attribution of epistemic vices. It is relatively easy to attribute epistemic 
vices to individuals in epistemic bubbles. As Nguyen points out, people in epistemic 
bubbles fail to incorporate some information often due to their epistemic laziness; “if 
you’re subject to an epistemic bubble because you get all your news from Facebook 
and don’t bother to look at other sources, you are, indeed, blameworthy for that fail-
ure. If one finds the language of epistemic virtues and vices appealing, then we can 
say that members of epistemic bubbles are committing the vice of epistemic laziness” 
(Nguyen, 2020, 154).

In contrast, it is difficult to attribute epistemic vices to individuals in echo cham-
bers. Nguyen discusses a case of a teenager who has grown up among family mem-
bers and close friends who are firmly committed to an echo chamber. Trapped in the 
echo chamber, the teenager acquires false or irrational beliefs, but perhaps there is 
nothing epistemically vicious about him: “Our teenager seems, in fact, to be behaving 
with many epistemic virtues. They are not at all lazy; they are proactive in seeking 
out new sources. They are not blindly trusting; they investigate claims of epistemic 
authority and decide for themselves, using all the evidence and beliefs that they pres-
ently accept, whether to accept or deny the purported expertise of others. They have 
theories, which they have acquired by reasonable methods, predicting the malicious-
ness of outsiders; they increase their trust in those theories when their predictions are 
confirmed” (Nguyen, 2020, 155)17.

Thus, if echo chambers involve epistemic vices, the vices are to be found in the 
collective level rather than in the individual level, and the epistemic vices in the col-
lective level cannot be summative. Nguyen suggests that “echo chambers are social 
epistemic structures which convert individually epistemically virtuous activity into 
collective epistemic vice (Nguyen, 2020, 155)18. An echo chamber is analogous to, 
but also contrasted with, Mandevillian intelligence (Smart, 2018) where individually 
epistemically vicious activity is converted into collective epistemic virtue; e.g. aca-
demia constitutes a structure where intellectual stubbornness at the individual level is 
converted into the intellectual carefulness and thoroughness at the collective level19.

17  Similarly, Levy (2022b; see also Levy 2022a) argues that echo chamber is a modern version of a famil-
iar and reasonable pattern of belief formation in which we selectively place more weight to testimony 
of in-groups rather than out-groups: “Preferring the testimony of the in-group to that of the out-group 
therefore seems justifiable. In trusting my fellow partisans, I trust those who tend to get things right in the 
factual and the normative domains. Conversely, in distrusting out-group testimony, I discard the testimony 
of those who are less likely to be competent and more likely to be deceptive. None of this is epistemically 
objectionable. […] Echo chambers cannot be objectionable on the grounds that they lead us to discount 
evidence that is preempted by our priors; such preemption is how rational agents are supposed to function” 
(Levy, 2022b, 7–8).
18  A similar idea was suggested by Medina: “The epistemic vices of groups that become echo chambers 
are often not reducible to the individual attitudes and habits of their members, but have to be understood as 
epistemic group traits that are sustained by the epistemic and discursive norms of the group, that is, by the 
epistemic-communicative ecosystem in which the group operates” (Medina, 2021, 339).
19  One might think, however, that Nguyen’s account of echo chambers is also compatible with the idea 
that it is the hostile epistemic environment or structure that is vicious or problematic; people are not (col-
lectively) vicious at all. It is not obvious, however, that this is the best interpretation of Nguyen’s account. 
First, social epistemic structures are certainly crucial in Nguyen’s account, but their role is to “convert 
individually epistemically virtuous activity into collective epistemic vice” (Nguyen, 2020, 155). Second, 
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JCA has difficulty in making sense of the idea of echo chamber as being vicious at 
the collective level. Typically people in an echo chamber are only loosely connected 
in such a way that it is extremely unlikely that they participate in joint commitment 
in Gilbert-Fricker’s sense. It is extremely unlikely, for example, that the teenager in 
Nguyen’s example makes clear to others in the echo chamber that he is willing to join 
forces with them in achieving some collective goal.

In contrast, GIA has a better chance for making sense of the idea of echo chamber 
as being vicious at the collective level. The central hypothesis here is that people 
in an echo chamber group-identify, which motivates them to act and think as group 
members20. People in an echo chamber group-identify with a particular group that is 
associated with the echo chamber21 and thereby become motivated to act and think as 
group members; e.g. become motivated as group members to defend their own view 
(which can be associated with their group identity) and discredit opposing views22. 
This idea is consistent with Nguyen’s characterization of echo chamber as “an epis-
temic community which creates a significant disparity in trust between members and 
non-members” where “this disparity is created by excluding non-members through 
epistemic discrediting, while simultaneously amplifying members’ epistemic creden-
tials” (Nguyen, 2020, 146).

Nguyen’s distinction between epistemic bubbles and echo chambers matters here 
again. On the one hand, epistemic bubbles have little (or nothing) to do with motiva-
tion as a group member. Think, for example, about so-called “filter bubbles” that are 
created by algorithmic filtering. Beliefs of those in a filter bubble are biased because 
of the omission of some information due to algorithmic filtering, not because of the 
motivation to defend their own view and discredit opposing views. On the other 
hand, echo chambers work differently, not by the mere omission of some informa-
tion but rather by active discrediting some (source of) information. Echo chambers 
are “more malicious” than epistemic bubbles, and they “are set up intentionally, or at 
least maintained for this functionality” (Nguyen, 2020, 149). It is plausible, then, to 
think that, unlike epistemic bubbles, echo chambers have something to do with moti-

as we already noted, Nguyen compares echo chambers with Mandevillian intelligence (where collective 
epistemic virtues arise out of epistemically vicious activities of individuals). This contrast suggests that, 
in echo chambers, collective epistemic vices arise out of epistemically virtuous activities of individuals.
20  Thus, this account of echo chamber is broadly a motivational one (cf. Avnur, 2020).
21  Anderson’s discursive model of epistemic bubbles also focuses on the role of group identity; “Identity-
expressive discourse expresses the speaker’s group identity, and positions the speaker in relation to people 
with the same or other identities. […] a group adopts discursive norms to treat certain ostensibly empiri-
cal assertions as identity-expressive. It thereby removes those utterances for empirical inquiry, in which 
assertibility is governed by evidence. A group following such norms may thus create the functional equiva-
lent of an epistemic bubble, by blocking accuracy-guided empirical inquiry within the group with respect 
to these assertions” (Anderson, 2021, 23).
22  Motivation of this kind can easily be found in everyday life and also in academic discourse. An example 
from academic philosophy can be found in Quine’s homage to Carnap, in which Quine recalls his young 
day when he identified himself as a Vienna-style empiricist, was motivated to defend empiricist philoso-
phy from objections by American philosophers, and was delighted when he heard about Carnap’s response 
to Lovejoy’s criticism of empiricist philosophy: “We beamed with partisan pride when [Carnap] countered 
a diatribe of Arthur Lovejoy’s in his characteristically reasonable way, explaining that if Lovejoy means A 
then p, and if he means B then q. I had yet to learn how unsatisfying this way of Carnap’s could sometimes 
be” (Quine & Carnap, 1991, 465).
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vation to defend their own view and discredit other views. Beliefs of those in an echo 
chamber are biased not because of the mere omission of some information but rather 
because of group identification, which motivates group members to defend their own 
view and discredit opposing views.

As we already noted, group identification is triggered by “group cues” (Pache-
rie, 2013; Bacharach, 2006) including belonging to the same social category, hav-
ing common interests, sharing common fate, facing a competing group, employing 
we-language, etc. These group cues can be found in echo chambers. For instance, 
common vocabulary and common enemies play a crucial role in echo chambers, 
according to Jamieson and Cappella (2008). Indeed, Jamieson and Cappella associate 
(conservative) echo chambers with group identity or collective identity that is built 
and sustained by a use of common vocabulary and by identifying common enemies: 
“Communities create a collective identity and the bonds that sustain it. They do so, 
in part, by employing a distinctive common vocabulary that carries with it a way of 
seeing the community and its adversaries. […] Creating a common enemy is […] 
a central means of establishing and sustaining a group identity. […] The disdainful 
language elicits emotion that creates bonds within the community and reinforces the 
notion that Democrats and their polity positions are the enemy” (Jamieson & Cap-
pella, 2008, 179–180).

To sum up, GIA opens up the possibility of attributing epistemic vices to loose 
groups in echo chambers. Of course, there are remaining empirical issues as to how 
echo chambers work (e.g. whether they really involve group identification) and how 
people in them think and behave (e.g. whether they are really motivated as group 
members to defend their own view and discredit other views), which are relevant 
to whether collective epistemic vices are really attributed to loose groups in echo 
chambers (according to GIA). We need more empirical data to address these issues.

5 Vice charging objection

5.1 Vice charging

Before closing, we will address an issue about GIA and its application to loose 
groups. So far, we have been exploring an account of collective vices that enable 
us to attribute collective epistemic vices to groups of loosely connected people. We 
argued that, on the one hand, JCA does not enable us to attribute epistemic vices to 
loose groups and, on the other hand, GIA has a better chance, which we take to be an 
advantage of (or, at least, an attractive feature of) GIA.

A possible objection to our argument is that attributing epistemic vices to loose 
groups is not an advantage of GIA because we should not attribute epistemic vices to 
loose groups in the first place. Indeed, our project of attributing epistemic vices not 
only to established groups but also to loose groups might be regarded as a problem-
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atic form of “vice charging” (Kidd, 2016)23 where attribution of epistemic vices is 
excessive (Cassam, 2021a, b).

Before responding to this vice charging objection, we need to be precise about 
what the objection actually is. We can distinguish two possible vice charging worries; 
the worry that the very idea of attributing epistemic vices to groups (rather than indi-
viduals) is committed to an excessive attribution of epistemic vices; and the worry 
that attributing epistemic vices to loose groups (rather than established groups) is 
committed to an excessive attribution of epistemic vices.

Fricker briefly discusses the former worry (or something similar) in the context of 
the discussion of institutional vice: “Why might we care about the question whether 
institutions can be said to have vices of any kind? Why not content ourselves with 
using a vocabulary of, say, efficiency and inefficiency, functionality and dysfunction-
ality, relative to the institution’s goals or purposes?” (Fricker, 2020, 89). Fricker’s 
response is that the idea of institutional vice (or something similar) can be found in 
the public discourse (e.g. the London Metropolitan Police was described as “institu-
tionally racist”), and the idea can serve the distinctive purpose “of picking out aspects 
of institutions that are the collective analogue of an individual agent’s character, but 
where the actual individuals whose combined epistemic agency comprises the insti-
tution’s epistemic agency need not, as individuals, have any of the traits or attitudes 
of the institution” (Fricker, 2020, 90).

Whether Fricker’s response to the first worry is fully satisfactory or not, we do not 
discuss it here. The first worry is about collective vice epistemology in general, not 
about our project in particular. Our focus is rather on the latter worry, which can be 
rephrased as follows; even granting that the very idea of attributing epistemic vices to 
groups is not necessarily problematic, still attributing epistemic vices to loose groups 
is a problematic form of vice charging.

What does a problematic vice charging look like, exactly? Cassam (2021a) argues, 
for instance, that vice explanation of MMR vaccine hesitancy (where the vaccine 
hesitancy is explained by the epistemic vices of individuals) is committed to a prob-
lematic and vicious form of vice charging, failing to take into account relevant eth-
nographic and sociological factors, such as the culture of particularistic view of child 
health where each child is regarded as unique and deserving individualized health 
care. More generally, Cassam argues that attributions of epistemic vices to individu-
als can be problematic when one of the following conditions is satisfied:

1: Their assumption that the attributee’s conduct is epistemically defective is 
open to question, especially in cases where this assumption is grounded in par-
tisan political differences between the attributer and attributee.

23  For Kidd (2016), however, “vice charging” refers to the actual practice in our society where people 
charge others with epistemic vices. Our problem here is not about the actual practice in our society, but 
rather about the theoretical project where epistemic vices are attributed (to groups of loosely connected 
people). One might say, then, that strictly speaking our issue is not a problem of vice charging per se but 
rather a problem of developing a theory of epistemic vices that justifies a potential form of vice charging 
where loosely connected people are charged with epistemic vices.
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2: Even if the attributee’s conduct is epistemically defective, there may be bet-
ter ways of explaining its defectiveness than by pinning it on an underlying 
epistemic vice.
3: Vice attributions potentially underestimate the extent to which epistemically 
vicious thinking can nevertheless be rational. Even in epistemically vicious 
thinking there must be some semblance of cogency. (Cassam, 2021b, 302)

Our project of attributing epistemic vices to loose groups does not satisfy any of the 
conditions above. First, individualist vice epistemology might satisfy the condition 2, 
but collective vice epistemology does not. For instance, an individualist vice expla-
nation of a phenomenon (e.g. MMR vaccine hesitancy) can be problematic when it 
ignores other relevant factors, such as social or situational factors. In contrast, collec-
tive vice explanation of a phenomenon does not ignore social or situational factors. 
In fact, it is one of the distinctive features of collective vice explanation that social or 
situational factors are incorporated in it; e.g., social and political factors are crucial 
ingredients of a plausible collective vice explanation of echo chamber. As Nguyen 
(2020) notes, echo chambers are social epistemic structures in which individually 
epistemically virtuous activities are converted into a collective epistemic vice.

Second, (some versions of) summative collective vice epistemology might satisfy 
the condition 1 or 3, but non-summative collective vice epistemology does not. For 
instance, a summative collective vice explanation of echo chamber can be problem-
atic because it (wrongly) assumes that individuals in an echo chamber are epistemi-
cally vicious or irrational. In contrast, a non-summative collective vice explanation 
of echo chamber does not assume that individuals in an echo chamber are epistemi-
cally vicious or irrational. In fact, it is the distinctive features of non-summativism 
that we can attribute epistemic vices to a group without attributing them to its indi-
vidual members.

Thus, at least non-summative collective vice explanation does not involve a prob-
lematic vice attribution to individuals. But one might still think that even non-sum-
mative vice attribution to groups can be problematic. Cassam’s worries can arise 
even in the context of non-summative vice attribution to groups; e.g. the worry that 
it is not obvious that the relevant groups are epistemically defective, the worry that 
the epistemic defectiveness can be explained without attributing vices to the groups, 
etc. For instance, one might think that echo chambers are entirely due to social or 
situational misfortunes, and thus there is nothing epistemically defective or vicious 
about the groups.

At least according to Nguyen’s characterization, however, it does not seem to be 
the case that echo chambers are entirely due to social or situational factors. Perhaps 
some cases of filter bubbles are entirely due to social or situational factors such as 
misleading algorithmic filtering (although, as Nguyen points out, one can still argue 
that people are epistemically lazy in failing to seek information outside filter bub-
bles). In contrast, echo chambers are not entirely due to social or situational misfor-
tunes. For example, as we already noted in Sect. 4, echo chambers are characterized 
as “malicious” entities in where some information is “actively discredited” by their 
members who are motivated to defend their own view and discredit opposing views 
(see also the footnote 19).
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But it is still possible that Nguyen’s characterization is wrong and echo chambers 
in the real world are in fact entirely due to social or situational factors. For instance, 
an apparent malicious active discrediting of information may not actually be mali-
cious nor active; some social or situational factors may explain them away. We do 
not have any empirical evidence that rules out such a possibility. This brings us to the 
limitation of this paper that we mentioned in the end of Sect. 4 (and will mention in 
the concluding section as well); there are open empirical issues concerning how echo 
chambers work and how people in them think and behave.

5.2 Too many vices?

Even if our project can be defended from the vice charging objection, however, it 
is still possible that some particular accounts of collective epistemic vices invite a 
serious worry of excessive attributing epistemic vices. For instance, Holroyd (2020) 
argues that collective epistemic vices of loose groups can be understood as invisible-
hand vices (Fricker, 2010) in which the group-level disposition (e.g. of being implic-
itly biased collectively) emerges, by the invisible-hand mechanism, out of individuals 
who do not have corresponding individual-level disposition (e.g. of being implicitly 
biased individually). The invisible-hand account of collective epistemic vices faces 
the problem of excessive attributions; it is a very liberal account that attributes vices 
to groups, no matter whether they are united by joint commitment or group identifica-
tion, even when there is no interesting sense in which people in the groups constitute 
a collective agency. In contrast, GIA can easily be linked to collective agency, e.g. via 
Pacherie’s (2013) lite theory of shared intention and joint action.

This brings us to a difficult issue of how to distinguish a warranted attribution of 
epistemic vices and an excessive attribution of epistemic vices. We do not have a 
clear criterion, unfortunately. We will end this paper with some suggestions, referring 
to general accounts of vices by Cassam (2019) and Battaly (2016).

According to Cassam, epistemic vices are “blameworthy or otherwise reprehensi-
ble attitudes, character traits or ways of thinking that systematically obstruct the gain-
ing, keeping or sharing of knowledge” (Cassam 2019, 1). Cassam does not require 
acquisition responsibility for vices. What matters for vices is that the relevant trait is 
malleable by the hands of the agents for the future, not that the trait is acquired due 
to the agents’ will or choices in the past. If characters, attitudes, or ways of thinking 
can be “actively reconfigured” (Cassam 2019, 126), we have revision responsibility 
for them, which is sufficient for blame when things go wrong.

Battaly (2016) also thinks that the provenances of bad traits do not matter in our 
vice attributions, but she goes further than Cassam. Battaly’s personalist vice is 
entirely indifferent to agents’ control (Battaly, 2015, 2016). For instance, she main-
tains that we blame the cruelty of Robert Harris or Hitler’s youth even if we know 
that their unfortunate circumstances might have taken more prominent roles in pro-
ducing their traits than self-cultivations. Battaly thinks such agents retain attribut-
ability responsibility, a responsibility in the sense that a relevant trait reflects badly 
on the person, which is sufficient for the trait to be vicious.

Cassam’s theory and Battaly’s theory extend the terrain of vices, including 
the traits that are acquired in a variety of ways. But how far the terrain should be 
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extended? Can the terrain really include the traits without responsibility in the sense 
of accountability (or backwards-looking responsibility) or malleability (or forward-
looking responsibility)? It seems too much of a stretch to call such traits “vices” 
as we currently use the term; calling them “vices” requires drastic changes in our 
practices of charging other people. The more we are required to change our concept 
and practice concerning vice, the more the project of conceptualizing vice becomes 
ameliorative rather than descriptive (Haslanger, 2012).

If the ability to change our traits (i.e. revision responsibility) is not necessary for 
the traits to be vicious, then our “vice” talk may be so shallow and insubstantial that 
it is difficult to see the point of talking about “vices” in the first place. This leads to 
another requirement for vice theorists: the concept of “vice” is useful when attribut-
ing vices to someone can fulfill the “ameliorative task” (Kidd, 2016) of making the 
world a better place by either improving the intellectual character of the person or 
by improving the epistemic dynamic of the society in which the person is embedded.

Let us think again about the invisible-hand model. Can the group that emerged 
from the invisible-hand mechanism be responsible in any interesting sense? First, it 
is clear that invisible-hand groups are not responsible in the sense of accountability. 
The invisible-hand mechanism is, by definition, indifferent to how the relevant trait 
is formed. There is no interesting sense in which the emerging group trait out of the 
invisible-hand mechanism can be described as “chosen” or “prefered”. Second, invis-
ible-hand groups might not be revision responsible either. A problem is that invisible-
hand groups may appear or disappear very swiftly, lacking unity as a group for an 
extended time. For a group to be vicious in the sense of revision responsible, the 
group needs minimal diachronic unity such that it makes sense to talk about recon-
figuring the group trait for the future, or it makes sense to talk about the ameliorative 
task of improving the intellectual character of the group.

This is, of course, not to deny Holroyd’s (2020) suggestion of implicit gender 
bias as a collective epistemic vice. A group displaying systematic implicit gender 
bias may actually have something that unifies the group such that the bias can be 
regarded as a collective epistemic vice of the group. In particular, they may be united 
by some group identification (e.g. as men, academic philosophers, or people working 
in BBC, etc.). In fact, the actual examples of the group in Holroyd’s discussion are 
often groups with some group identities, such as a group of academic philosophers. 
Thus, implicit gender bias may be rightly called a collective epistemic vice from the 
viewpoint of GIA.

6 Conclusion

We started with a tension between the theoretical and applied aims of collective vice 
epistemology. On the theoretical side, Fricker’s JCA is philosophically sophisticated, 
and it is consistent with our everyday ascription of epistemic virtues/vices to estab-
lished groups. On the applied side, in contrast, JCA is not easily applicable to loose 
groups in real-life cases such as a loose group in an echo chamber. As a possible 
solution, this paper explored an alternative account of collective epistemic vices that 
is applicable not only to established groups but also to loose groups. As a good can-
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didate for such an account, we presented GIA, which attributes collective epistemic 
vices to the groups that are constituted by group identification.

As we already noted in the end of Sect. 4, a limitation of our argument is that there 
are some open empirical issues. Our hypothesis is that people in echo chambers are 
motivated by group identification such that, according to GIA, they are collectively 
vicious. But the truth of this hypothesis depends on open empirical issues as to how 
exactly echo chambers operate and how people think and behave in them. Relevant 
empirical disciplines (psychology, sociology, etc.) do not offer conclusive evidence 
on these issues at this moment.

Another limitation is that we only focused on echo chamber as a case study, and 
we did not discuss other possible cases of vicious loose groups, such as the case of 
implicit bias (Holroyd, 2020) or the case of (loose) group polarization (Broncano-
Berrocal & Carter, 2021). Although we suspect that GIA is applicable not only to 
the case of echo chamber but also to a wide range of cases of vicious loose groups, 
we admit that careful philosophical discussions and informative empirical data are 
necessary.
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