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Aristotle, Politics, Book 3 1281

There is this to be said for the Many. Each of them by himself may not be of a 
good quality; but when they all come together it is possible that they may 
surpass—collectively and as a body although not individually—the quality of 
the few best. Feasts to which many contribute may excel those provided at one 
man’s expense. In the same way, when there are many who contribute to the 
process of deliberation each can bring his share of goodness and moral 
prudence; and when all meet together the people may thus become something 
in the nature of a single person who—as he has many feet, many hands, and 
many senses—may also have many qualities of character and intelligence. This 
is the reason why the Many are also better judges than the few of music and 
the writing of poets: some appreciate one part, some another, and all together 
appreciate all. 



Aristotle, Politics, Book 3 1281

We may note that this combination of qualities, which gives the Many 
their merit, can also be traced in cases of individual merit. The thing 
which makes a good man differ from a unit in the crowd—as it is also the 
thing which is generally said to make a beautiful person differ from one 
who is not beautiful, or an artistic representation differ from ordinary 
reality—is that elements which are elsewhere scattered and separate are 
here combined in a unity. It is this unity which counts; for if you take the 
elements separately, you may say of an artistic representation that it is 
surpassed by the eye of this person or by some other feature of that.



Aristotle, Politics, Book 3 1281

It is not clear, however, that this combination of qualities, which we have 
made the ground of distinction between the many and the few best, is 
true of all popular bodies and all large masses of men. Perhaps it may be 
said, "By heaven, it is clear that there are some bodies of which it cannot 
possibly be true; for if you included them, you would, by the same token, 
be found to include a herd of beasts. That would be absurd; and yet what 
difference is there between these bodies and a herd of beasts?" All the 
same, and in spite of this objection, there is nothing to prevent the view 
we have stated from being true of some popular bodies.



John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, 1971

Nevertheless, we normally assume that an ideally conducted discussion among 
many persons is more likely to arrive at the correct conclusion (by a vote if 
necessary) than the deliberations of any one of the them by himself. Why 
should this be so? In everyday life the exchange of opinion with others checks 
our partiality and widens our perspective; we are made to see things from their 
standpoint and the limits of our vision are brought home to us. But in the ideal 
process the veil of ignorance means that the legislators are already impartial. 
The benefits from the discussion lie in the fact that even representative 
legislators are limited in knowledge and ability to reason. No one of them 
knows everything the others know, or can make all the same inferences that 
they can draw in concert. Discussion is a way of combining information and 
englargeing the range of arguments. At least in the course of time, the effects 
of common deliberation seem bound to improve matters.





Carl Schmitt, The Crisis of Parliamentary 
Democracy, 1985

Parliament is accordingly the place in which particles of reason that are 
strewn unequally among human beings gather themselves and bring 
public power under control.



Deliberation seems like a good thing

• Get information from the smartest person

• Aggregate distributed information

• Synergy and learning
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• Deliberating groups are no better than statistical groups

• Deliberation gives false sense of security about decisions

• Groups members feel “majority pressure”
• Informational influences: if everyone else agrees, perhaps I’m wrong

• Social influences: I want to be liked

• Can be framed economically – private benefits vs social benefits
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Deliberation Often Isn’t a Good Thing

• Group members of “low social status” (in appropriate circumstances 
less educated people , women) speak less and have less influence in 
the group compared to higher-status members

(John Van Maanen, "The Smile Factory: Work at Disneyland.”
In P. Frost, et al (eds.) Reframing Organizational Culture, 1991)





Evidence for a Collective Intelligence Factor

• Intelligence: “People who do well on one mental task tend to do well 
on most others, despite large variations in the tests’ contents and 
methods of administration.”

• There is similarly a single dominant factor in group performance:
Collective Intelligence factor
• “the general ability of the group to perform a wide variety of tasks”

• A group that performs well on a set of tasks are more likely to perform well on 
other tasks
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• Not strongly connected to average or maximum member intelligence, 
nor to group cohesion, motivation, or satisfaction
• Group satisfaction: Agreement with statements such as “I have been very 

satisfied working on this team”.

• Motivation: Agreement with statements such as “I would feel bad and 
unhappy if our team has performed poorly”.

• Social cohesiveness: Agreement with statements such as “Members of this 
group would enjoy being at a party together”.

• Psychological Safety: Agreement with statements such as “It is difficult to ask 
other members of this team for help”.



Evidence for a Collective Intelligence Factor
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Evidence for a Collective Intelligence Factor

• Correlated with
• Average social sensitivity of group members

• More turn taking

• Proportion of females - Known to exhibit better social sensitivity and turn 
taking



Evidence for a Collective Intelligence Factor

• Social Sensitivity:
Reading the Mind in the Eyes



Evidence for a Collective Intelligence Factor



McGrath Task Circumplex



Raven’s Advanced Progressive Matrices



NEO Personality Inventory
(The “Big Five” Personality Traits) 

• Neuroticism 

• Extraversion 

• Openness to experience 

• Agreeableness 

• Conscientiousness



Wonderlic Personnel Test



• Neuroticism
• Anxiety 
• Hostility 
• Depression 
• Self-Consciousness 
• Impulsiveness 
• Vulnerability to Stress

• Extraversion 
• Warmth 
• Gregariousness 
• Assertiveness 
• Activity 
• Excitement Seeking 
• Positive Emotion •

• Openness to experience
• Fantasy 

• Aesthetics

• Feelings 

• Actions 

• Ideas 

• Values



Readings for Next Time

• Infotopia, Chapter 3

• “Embracing Error to Enable Rapid Crowdsourcing”, Ranjay Krishna, 
Kenji Hata, Stephanie Chen, Joshua Kravitz, David A. Shamma, Li Fei-
Fei, Michael Bernstein, CHI 2016

• “Interactive Consensus Agreement Games For Labeling Images”, 
Upchurch, P., Sedra, D., Mullen, A., Hirsh, H. and Bala, K., Proceedings 
Hcomp 2016. 


