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1. Introduction

Recent debates surrounding the epistemic signdeaf peer disagreement have sought
to provide responses to cases in which peers @isagpout the epistemic import of a
shared body of evidence. Various responses haveduggested in the literature, such as
the Equal Weight View (Elga 2007), the Total Eviderview (Kelly 2009), the Common
Sense View (Enoch 2010) as well as a number ofrathesely related approaches
(Feldman 2006; Feldman 2007; D. Christensen 20@Gth&bon 2009; Moss) . Typically,

these address problems of the following generahfor

If persons A and B are epistemic peers — meaniaghly that it is equally
probable that A and B will be correct in the domainwhich they are
peers — and on a particular unexpected occasignhtagpen to find out
that they disagree about whether a particular @itipo P is true given
the evidence equally available to them both, arslimshg that neither
party has any independent reason to discount theeuting party’s
conclusion, they ought to respond to this discoveryn such and such a

way.



The responses to this problem in the literaturey,vand can, | believe, be divided into
three kinds: 1) thbootstrapresponse; 2) theonciliatoryresponse, and 3) tlegalitarian
response. | think that some of these responsesdumsiderable appeal. But | also think
that some make sense theoretically, but are natipadly sensible, and that others are
simply unreasonable. All the same, | do not beli¢vat establishingvhich of the
responses presented in the literature is bettex,gaod deal of the recent debate has been

focused on doing, actually addresses the normptoelem of disagreement.

The problem of disagreement asks about the apatepresponse (typically the response
of a peer) upon encountering a disagreement betyeers. The responses proposed in
the literature offer different solutions to the plem, each of which has more or less
normative appeal. Yet none of these seems to engdabewhat seems to be theal
problem of disagreement. It is my aim in this pagehighlight what | think the real
problem of disagreement is. It is, roughly, thelpean of decidingvhethera revisionary
tactic is appropriate following the discovery osagreement as well as decidwgich
revisionary tactic is appropriate. This, | will stois a slippery and inevitable problem
that any discussion of disagreement ought to detal Wioreover, it is a problem that,

once recognized, also impinges on the questiavhafh revisionary tactic is appropriate.

The above-mentioned approaches (1-3 above) araatkared by the different tactics

that they propose for dealing with disagreementt Bese tactics only appear to be
relevant after the truly hard work of decidimghetherthey are relevant in each actual
case of disagreement has been done. And thisjdvieeglis a huge problem that has not
been adequately recognized in the literature orevas largely been missed until now.

Moreover, the epistemic significance of this problextends far beyond debates
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surrounding disagreement. It involves the subjectippreciation of evidence about the
reliability of inferences from evidence in geneiélis my aim here to draw attention to

this problem which | believe lies at the heart ebdtes surrounding disagreement. It is
my contention thatactual cases of disagreement, as opposedodssible cases of

disagreement, must deal with this inevitable situnat

The paper will proceed in two stages. In the subsefisection | will outline what | take
to be the real problem of disagreement, settintpfiory core argument. In section 3 | will
present three approaches that characterize thésauhat have been proposed in the
literature. In the course of doing so | will showythese do not address the real problem
of disagreement. But | will also suggest which loé approaches in the literature is the

most plausible in view of its assumed recognitibthe underlying difficulty.

2 The real problem of disagreemengetting the stage

The crux of the matter lies in a practical paraddxsorts, which, as | shall presently
show, is inevitable. It relates to judgments abewtdence made from subjective
standpoints such as those involved in debates atfmutappropriate responses to
disagreement. Before | present this practical pacddwill start by clarifying what |

mean by disagreement.

2.1 Disagreements between ordinary people

Disagreements as | shall refer to them are sitnatia whichpeopledisagree. More
specifically, the types of disagreements | wartdncentrate on, in the spirit of the recent
literature, involve cases where one person finds that another person, typically
someone whose relevant epistemic capabilities iandas, holds a different opinion,
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view, or belief on the same mattefhe fact that | will be referring to ordinary e in

this context is important, and | make note of itehleecause it imparts that | wish to relate
to the normative question of holumanreasonersought to respond in situations of
uncertainty. This approach contrasts to anothevagent in the economic literature, in
which rational agents rather than human reasomertha focus. The rational behavior of
rational agents is typically different to that afrhan reasoners, and so as to set the stage

for addressing the problem, the distinction mustnaele.

2.2 A brief note on disagreements in the economicditae

In the economic literature there has been an oggdibate since the mid-seventies
surrounding the question of disagreemefthe core of this debate focuses on the
possibility of rational disagreement, or conflibietween rational agents. The question
posed is whether it is possible that agents who lan@adly speaking, programmed to
conditionalize on information in the same way, egmee to disagreéAumann 1976);

otherwise put, the debate considers whether ibssiple for rational agents to disagree

rationally.

The types of agents referred to in the economerdture dealing with questions
concerning disagreement amet human agents. And the rationality that is atteduto
these agents is perhapst human rationality. Human rationality, in the codtef
disagreements, which | shall, in the spirit of teeent philosophical literature, consider

here, relates to human reasoners that encountdersmg to which they may respond

! While opinions, views, and beliefs may suggedied#int meanings, each suited more than the othex fo
particular context; | use them here interchangeablyeferring to what a person regards as true.

* See for instance: (Aumann 1976) and (John Geahekemd Heracles M. Polemarchakis 1982; Jonathan
A.K. 1983; Moses and Nachum 1990; Rubinstein andirdky 1990; Robin Hanson 2003; Dégremont and
Roy 2009; Hansen and Cowen; Milgrom and Stokey 18882n.)



imperfectly. Moreover, the problem of disagreem#at | shall be concerned with is
located in the wider context of human fallibilitync regards disagreements as
opportunities for corrective measures aimed atgaiing erroneous consequences of

imperfect reasoning.

2.3Human imperfection and its implications for praaticeasoning problems

Human fallibility and the imperfection to whichgtves rise can manifest itself in many
ways. | shall limit myself here to discussing hawelates to resolving disagreements
when these are considered in the wider contextsifferson reasoning problems. In this
context there are two crucial senses in which hunmaperfection impinges on
disagreements. The first relates to the gatherinigformation, the second to inferring
conclusions from it. People’s capacities in botlesth areas are limited, and they
commonly make mistakes. In the course of my disonss will assume thahuman
reasonsers are typically aware that they make kaistd will assume that they know that
they are not normally capable of taking all or @g$ unlimited information into account
when they are deliberating in uncertain conditioegch as those characteristic of
disagreements in which it isn’t cleaho is correct. Moreover, | will also assume that
typically, human reasoners are aware that when teeyossess information that is
relevant to their beliefs, their responses - tyibrddeir inferences from this information
— are often imperfect. And by ‘imperfect’ in thisrdext | have in mind, approximately,

three things.

2.41mperfection and reasoning




Firstly, when human reasoners infer conclusionmftbe evidence in their possession,
however limited or encompassing this evidence nmaythey are not always correct in
what they infer. In addition, human reasoners comyneecognize this about themselves.
And what this actually means is that they recogie their reasoning is error prone,

and thus imperfect.

Secondly, while people generally know that theasaning is error prone, they do not
always recognize the occasions in which it is secaise of this, people often think they
are right when they are wrong and thus incorrecdseoring sometimes goes

unrecognized.

Thirdly, because they know that they may sometibesvrong about what they believe,
and because they also know that they don’t alwagegnize the occasions when this is
so, human reasoners should not always be certainvthat they believe is correct.
Indeed, they ought to have some reservations atheutiability of their responses to
states of affairs in general and particularly wkiggy encounter dissent from an esteemed

counterpart.

2.5When subjective credence plays against facts afner

In many situations of uncertainty, evidence maynt@e or less convincing, and this
seems to play subjective credences against pethdg®own facts of the matter. All the
human reasoner has to go by is his subjective noegevhich is assumed to mirror the
strength of the evidence that he has. In casesasitihis, an individual's subjective flaws
as an evidence evaluator prescribe some typelommiisgating strategy so that inferences

made from present evidence, whose impact on creden@artly subjective, can be



weighed against some type of objective standardish@ot based on the same error prone

reasoning.

2.6 First-order and second-order evidence

A helpful distinction has been made in the literafyproviding a convenient taxonomy
for arriving at a corrective standard for the egous tendencies of human reasoning. The
distinction is between two kinds of evidence — $onplicity let us call these first-order
evidence and second-order evidence. For our prgsgpbses the distinction should be
understood as making a point about two kinds o$tepiically relevant considerations
that deserve epistemic appreciation and which neyaken into account in uncertain

epistemic environments such as those commonly entemd by human reasoners.

In the present conteXirst-order evidencerefers to evidence the presence of which
increases subjective credence in a particular @itipn. Second-order evidencefers to
objective evidence the existence of which makesgestitse credence more or less likely
to be correct. For our purposes what is entailefirbirorder evidence is subjective and
what is entailed by second-order evidence is olcio flesh this out, the first-order
evidence (FOE) that | encounter may be the Candkest the Hall which supports my
belief that Colonel Mustard did it (P): <FOE |- But the second-order evidence (SOE)
that | possess will be my prior knowledge thathe past, when | inferredhowas guilty

on the basis of Weapon and Location alone (FO®&gd wrong 70% of the time. It is the
knowledge that | have about my past performancenfierring conclusions in similar
conditions (using the same variables) that provideswith second-order evidence about

how likely it is that my inference <FOE |- P> igi@xt.



In the context of disagreements between peers;diicder evidence is the evidence that
each peer encounters that consequently leads hbelieve as he does in the first-place.
Therefore if the disagreement is, for instancewbeh weather forecasters, and concerns
the weather forecast for tomorrow, first-order evide is the evidence on which each
person bases his belief about tomorrow’s weathereNgenerally, we might think of this
as the type of evidence that is normally neededchfareather forecaster to make up his
mind about tomorrow’s weather, prior, that is, itadfng out what his peer believes about
tomorrow’s weather. Thus first-order evidence instlcontext may perhaps be
temperature maps (TM), atmospheric factors (AR, atier metrological features (MF)
on which weather forecasters typically base theadjgtions. Let E denote a particular
piece of evidence. In this case a prediction basedOE will look like this: <ETM,;

EAF; EMF |- P>.

Second-order evidence in these contexts will tylyidae evidence that relates to the
belief-forming circumstances in which conclusions imferred from first-order evidence.
This may for instance include considerations aldmw likely it is that the inferences
made from first-order evidence are correct. In gisament problems second-order
evidence will typically relate to prior knowledgébaut a person’s competence in
inferring conclusions from first-order evidencepitally stated in probabilities based on

prior performance).

The widely consensual position is that in reasomirgblems involving first and second-
order evidence, subjective credences that are basduist-order evidence ought to be
balanced by probabilities derived from second-omledence based on past performance

(in the same way circumstantial indicators in Bageseasoning problems are weighed



against base-rate information). The general comtens that not to take into account
second-order evidence, typically prior probabisitieshere these are informative and thus
epistemically relevant to the assessment of thiilitiaof present evidence, is a failure of
reasoning. To be more specific, it is a failureetmsider objective — i.e., second-order -
as well as subjective — i.e., first-order — facttasth of which are epistemically valuable.
Thus to continue the example above, this would miban if after encountering the
Candlestick in the Hall I infer that Colonel Mustatid it without considering that based
on second-order evidence my inference that Coldbhedtard did it is seventy percent
likely to be wrong, | would be neglecting relevaamid thus epistemically valuable

evidence.

2.7 Theoretical and practical prescriptions

Theoretically, the prescription to consider secomder evidence in conjunction with
first-order evidence appears to be unproblematicsituations of uncertainty, second-
order evidence — usually prior probabilities — adugh be weighed against subjective
likelihoods derived from first-order evidence, tygily in accordance with Bayes’ rdle
But while in theory this appears unproblematic atrdightforward, there seems to be a

practical difficulty in realizing this prescription.

Because the normative prescription is that secoddro evidence ought to be

incorporated in reasoned deliberation in situatimisuncertainty, it is subjective

* Bayes's rule, or theorem, is a rule for operatimgnumerically expressed probabilities to revigaiar
probability (in other words, the base-rate) intpasterior probability after new data have been olesk
According to the theorem, the posterior probabfiityevent Hlafter data D is observed and accounted for
is: p(H1|D) = p(H1) p(D|H1)/p(D), wherep(H1) is the prior probability assigned to Hiefore D is
observed.



judgment that is responsible for determining aatitn as uncertain, and consequently
for determiningwhethersecond-order evidence is relevant as a risk-ntitiganeasure

for addressing this uncertainty.

Because determining whether a situation is uncersapartly a matter that depends on
how confident the person is about the first-ordadence, it can make the subjective
judgment aboutwhether second-order evidence is relevant dependant onvéng
unlawful outcome it is there to mitigate. And thésswhat paves the way to theal

problem that each person that encounters secort-evitience appears to face.

2.8 Practical problems with theoretical prescriptiomslisagreement problems

The practical difficulty in implementing the normeg prescription to weigh first-order
evidence against second-order evidence in situmtbruncertainty is that from the first-
person standpoint second-order evidence often iméggaous implications. To see this,
consider a hypothetical situation. Assume thatdvkrihat based on past performance |
am 80% likely to be correct in my predictions. hdake this to mean that there is an
80% chance that my next prediction will be corrat a 20% chance that it won’t. And
having made my next prediction there appears tonbeway for me to ascertain,
independent of relying on my present level of cotien and the various considerations
that support it, whether my present reasoning falle positive or negative percentiles
of chance. That is to say, | have no way of knowidgether my present conviction is an
instance affirming the 80% chance that | am cor@cthe 20% that | am not. My
probability of being correct, based on past pertoroe, is second-order evidence the

inclusion of which appears to depend on my preles@ of confidence in the first-order
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evidence. And if | am convinced about my presedgjoent, | may regard my present
judgment as being an affirming instance of the tpaesilikelihood of my being correct
according to the second-order evidence. And becausthis interpretatior,am correct,

there is no need to weigh my present level of danfce against second-order evidence.

This suggests that aside from the normative pretsen to weigh first-order evidence
against second-order evidence | appear to alsodaeemative obligation to weigh first-
order evidence in accordance with the level of tepigc warrant that it provides. This
obligation should be familiar because it appearbestandard and uncontroversial that
different evidential situations warrant varying éé of confidence and that the proper
incorporation of new information about these sitwat depends on the epistemic warrant
that is provided by first-order evidence. On th&ading, a person in a first-person
standpoint may be faced with two, possibly confligi normative prescriptions.

Roughly:

(1) Upon encountering a new situation respond to &rder evidence in
accordance with how convincing it appears to be.
(2) Upon encountering a new situation mitigate risk emdincertainty by

weighing first-order evidence against second-oedatence.

As noted, the practical problem here seems to aettiere is no independent way to
ascertain which prescription — (1) or (2) - applig®reover, this situation, in which we
are asked about an individual’'s appropriate respomsce conflict with a peer is
discovered, appears to be reflective of a classptdtemically ambiguous situations in

which the crux seems to lie in an individual’'s #@hilto determine the appropriate
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revisionary response to the situation. And becalaeg so is largely a matter of how
confident the individual is about the evidence, the@usion of second-order evidence
seems to depend, at least in part, on the selfsékerone reasoning it is there to

mitigate. And this, it seems, is inevitable.

To remind the reader, the prescription to includeosd-order evidence in judgments
concerning first-order evidence arose from the gated imperfect responses (e.g.,
unpredictable conditionalization or inference) afntan reasoners. Recognizing this
need, second-order evidence is supposed to sethe abjective measure to mitigate the
risk that may be incurred by error prone subjecfixdgment. Yet as we saw, as long as
subjective judgment is responsible for decidimpether second-order evidence is
relevant, no matter how ‘objective’ the second-ordgidence may be, the problem

continues.

2.9The real problem of disagreement practical paradox

If the normative prescription is that an individuala decision theoretic circumstance
ought to decide whether or not second-order eveléncelevant to that circumstance, he
must have the ability to distinguish when it is avigken it isn’'t relevant. We assume that
this is a function of how ambiguous the epistempart from the evidence is, perhaps
how weak the evidence is (Enoch 2010; Kelly 2005)how uncertain he is about what
he has inferred from the evidence. In each caseadh the basis of such considerations
that the individual deems second-order evideneavagit or irrelevant. And this seems to
lead to a sort of practical paradox: the judgmehtradevance has no independent

evidence to go by. And this means that theoretic8layes rule may well offer a precise
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way to weigh beliefs, and philosophers writing abdisagreement may well make
suggestions about which responses are appropoatpeers that encounter conflicting
beliefs. But tactics such as these only seem tellegantafter the hard work of deciding
relevancy has been done, and this, as | have toieshow, is theoretically a greatly
underdescribed problem that | believe has largegnbmissed until ndw It also

addresses what | take to be thal problem of disagreement. This is my argument.

3 Responses in the literature

As noted at the outset, | believe that the propessgonses to peer disagreement in the
recent philosophical literature can be divided ititiiee kinds. Some of these seem to me
to have more appeal than others, particularly lizticn to thereal problem that I outlined

in section 2. In the next section | will briefly dréss each of the approaches in the
literature. Before doing so | will sketch a pseuymdwticularized example of peer
disagreement on the basis of which we can assegdatsibility of each of the responses

that the literature provides.

3.1A case of peer disagreement

Jill and Jack are two equally ranked chess mastard. happens, Jill and Jack have other
things in common aside from sharing the same &itld rank at chess. They have for
instance both been playing chess for the same nuoibgears and they have won the
same number of games, at equally ranked tournamagdsnst equally classed players,
using similar game strategies. Additionally, JilldaJack also know all of this about each

other.

* Elsewhere | discuss the epistemic significancelefvancy judgments.
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On a particular occasion, Jill and Jack are eadepandently asked by an examiner
which color has the advantage in a particular chessd arrangement. Jill tells the
examiner that she thinks that White has the adgentdack tells the examiner that he
thinks that Black has the advantage. Then eacherhtis told by the examiner about
what the other thinks. What should Jill and Jackrdoegard to their beliefs after being
given this information, assuming that is, that Ileitone of them has any non-question-
begging reason to think that the other happeng tieeédisoning in sub-standard conditions
— that, for instance, the other isn’t drunk, dazied, or anything of the sort? More
specifically, should the discovery that they bediglifferently make either of them lose

confidence in their own beliefs?

3.2The bootstrap approatch

As its name suggests, the bootstrap response makesf a person’s own reasoning
about the issue at hand to support his revisedongas about the issue at hand. It
suggests that because P is true it doesn’t mdiaérJohn, a peer, disagrees about this,
becauseP is true, and John is therefore wrong. This is bldyaquestion-begging
reasoning. And it is reasoning that fails to apatecthe epistemic significance of
disagreemeht Moreover, for disagreement to have no epistemigaict is effectively a

failure to appreciate it as relevant evidence

> Elga (Elga 2007) also discusses the problem otst@pping, as do Kelly (Kelly 2009) and Enoch
(Enoch 2010). I do not discuss either of these sibere.

® This is why David Enoch has fittingly called itetll don't care view ((Enoch 2010, 15); the view is
attributed to Thomas Kelly (Kelly 2005). Neitherdem nor Kelly contend that this is a plausible oese

to disagreement, largely because it completely rgsmahe epistemic significance and corrective thi
other people’s opinions can have on our own judgmen

7 Matheson presents a novel argument for why eviele@icdisagreement is, after alelevantevidence.
According to Matheson, if, to continue our chesarsgle, Jill were to ask Jack which color he thihks
the advantage on the present chess-board posstienwould be justified in believing Jack on thisttera
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The bootstrap response thus ignores prior knowledgeerning peerage and contends
that the appropriate response to the discoverysafgdeement is to act in accordance with
what first-order evidence suggést®Vith regard to the disagreement between Jill and
Jack at the chess-table this would mean that adilllavtake her belief that White has the
advantage to support the belief that Jack is wimempuséNhite has the advantage. She
would thusnot adjust her credence in White having the advantagause she has no
reason to. Her disagreement with Jack appears @piséemically insignificanthecause

he is wrongand thus what he thinks is irrelevant.

In a wider context, the bootstrap response seerdsstegard the awareness that people
normally have of their own fallibility when reasaogi and the corrective role that they
attribute to other people’s opinions as a means nhitigating error in their own
conclusions. The bootstrap response grants firsipe conviction about first-order
evidence a justificatory role that is normally imited to independent and objective
standards. In so doing it bootstraps the justiticabf a belief to first-person conviction

in it.

| don’t believe that anyone in the recent literatseriously considers the plausibility of
this approach. It is normally referred to as atlin@ise expressing the tempting appeal of
the kind of unwarranted reasoning that unregulatetnal standards for justification can

sometimes give rise to (it is, in this context, stimes referred to as the Extra Weight

since she relies on Jack (in fact she relies ok dachese matters as much as she relies on Hetédtis
is so then Jack’s beliefoesprovide Jill with evidence that Black has the attage. And it is therefore
evidence for Jill regardless of what she beliewstfieson 2009).

¥ In doing so it violates what Christensen has régenalled “independence”: “In evaluating the eprsic
credentials of another’s expressed belief aboirnt Brder to determine how (or whether) to modify awn
belief about P, | should do so in a way that daesiy on the reasoning behind my initial beliebabP”
(David Christensen 2011).
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View. See: (Elga 2007; Kelly 2009; Enoch 2010))l thke same, what characterizes the
bootstrap approach is that it only lets subjectivedence in relation to first-order
evidence influence its judgment. Second-order exgdehas no effect. Moreover, the
bootstrap approach is especially dangerous bectheseperson using the bootstrap
approach may well argue that his tagtico use the outputs of first-order evidersoel
second-order evidence but that occasionally thpubudf first-order evidence overrides

the output of second-order evidence and thus makeslevant.

3.3The conciliatory approach

The conciliatory approach is probably the mostitively reasonable approach because it
respects the corrective role that other peopleliefisecan have on individual error prone
reasoning. This approach recognizes both the norenakequirement to respect the
epistemic force of first-order evidence and thenmattive requirement to consider second-
order evidence when things are uncertain. Accofgirtbat Jack believes differently to
Jill about what color has the advantage in thegmesalignment of the pieces on the board
is epistemically significant evidence and shouldrm®rporated into Jill's response once
she finds out what Jack believes. In fact, recaggithat Jack believes differently ought

to make Jill doxastically shift in the direction &dck’s belief (Matheson 2009).

The conciliatory approach contends that Jill's aberice in White being advantageously
positioned should be revised following her discgvef Jack’'s belief. But it does not
statehow it should be revised, or more specifically, to wHagre& The answer to this

guestion seems to depend on helevantJill believes Jack’s belief is for her revised

° Matheson (Matheson 2009) clarifies and defendscaea strong conciliatory responses, from verielitt
movements to strong movements, entailing, for mstathe suspension of judgment.
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response. Or otherwise put, it depends on the meadiepistemic significance that she
grants it. And here, as the reader can see, wenréduthereal problem according to
which the relevance of second-order evidence dependubjective judgments about the

epistemic force of first-order evidence.

We shall return to the conciliatory approach moraglyt after examining the egalitarian
approach. In the meantime let us note that thetrakthe conciliatory approach appears
to be that it recognizes that what an equally cdmpeperson believes relevant
evidence. Moreover, it prevents bootstrapped dsassof what other people think. All
the same - and perhaps here in particular lieadt®ntage - it leaves open the question
regarding the weight that ought to be granted forgnowledge concerning peerage.
And on this matter the egalitarian response, wiéch particular kind of conciliatory
response, provides an answer concerning the apar@pveight that ought to be granted

to second-order evidence.

3.4The eqgalitarian approach

The egalitarian approach to disagreement saysolleving. If two people are equally
likely to be correct and they unexpectedly discabet they hold different beliefs about
what is correct then (assuming that they have nothing thaindependent of their
reasoning about first-order evidence to back thi they ought to recede their
confidence in their own belief being correct to ttenditional probability that would be
granted to their being correct in considering, prio the actual disagreement, the

appropriate response were such a situation to 8céurd because they are equally likely

% This is largely based on Elga’s formulation foe tqual Weight View (Elga 2007): “Upon finding out
that an advisor disagrees, your probability that e right should equal your prior conditional lpability
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to be correct, the appropriate conditional prob@bilwere such a situation to occur,
would be 0.5. Why 0.5? Because from the theoretiaatage point the probability that
they would be correct if such a situation wouldwds equal. Otherwise put, if two peers
disagree and neither has any reason aside fromthiee's opinion to think that the other
is wrong, such as their possession of more or betieence or their superior conditions
for inferring from the evidence in the present girstance, then the epistemic weight of
first-order evidence ought to be ignored, and thased credence ought to be based on

second-order evidence alone.

The egalitarian approach suggests what Sarah Mas<sdiled a “perfect compromise”
between agents that possess differing credengaopmsitions. On this suggestion, if A
assigns credence; @ P, and B assigns credencgt@ P, then a ‘perfect compromise’
would be for A and B to assign {€C,)/2 credence to P (Moss forthcoming). Note that
the egalitarian approach amasses its conclusiam® fiheoretical thinking about a
possibledisagreement occurring. It contends that if twogbe know that based on their
prior performance and capabilities they share amleprobability of being correct on
some hypothetical occasion, and they also cons{fem this same hypothetical
perspective) the probability of their each beingrect on the occasion of such a
hypothetical disagreement occurring, then thetual response ought to be equal to their

hypothetical response, that is, treating each batiequally probable.

The egalitarian approach doesn’t take into accthattin anactual case of disagreement

each of the parties involved has reasons for belieas they do and consequently also

that you would be right. Prior to what? Prior tauydhinking through the disputed issue, and finding
what the advisor thinks of it. Conditional on wh&f whatever you have learned about the circumstanc
of the disagreement” (Elga 2007).
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reasons for dismissing the purely hypothetical sstign. The actual disagreement as
opposed to the theoretical disagreement appegredsess an epistemic factor that the
theoretical consideration disregards. In the actlishgreement one person may have
reason to think that they are correct, and as aemprence of this to think that the other
person is incorrett From the theoretical vantage point this kind lafying of subjective
credence against second-order evidence is unwad.aRtom the actual perspective of a
person in the midst of disagreement the justifisateeight of subjective credence is not
only plausible but also appears to be a normaggeirement — namely a requirement to
respond to the evidence in a manner that is saredibythat evidence. To dismiss first-
order evidence altogether, as egalitarian positeuth as the Equal Weight View (Elga
2007) andsplitting the differenc€D. Christensen 2007) seek to do, leads to acdodal-
world skepticism (Feldman 2006, 415), accordingwhbich the level of credence
attributed to many of our commonly held beliefs lougo be reduced, which is

implausible.

Adam Elga’s (Elga 2007) and David Christensen’s @ristensen 2007) views are two
examples of what | take to be the egalitarian apgindo peer disagreement. On both of
these accounts, if disagreement is apparent, essmhgoght to revise their confidence in
alignment with what second-order evidence dictaldsis upon discovering that Jack
believes that Black has the advantage, Jill oughetede the confidence that she has in
her belief to what it would have been conditionaltibe hypothetical possibility of such a

disagreement occurring. She thus ought to givedegeight’ to her belief and to Jack’s

' And in the actual disagreement this might be érplhin a number of ways. The dissenting person, in
view of his divergence of opinion, may be thoughhave slipped in performance - made a mistakeighat

a performance-error, perhaps misapplying the proges of inference. Alternatively, the divergenisel|f
may be regarded as a reason, or perhaps even fa fhiaathat person ought to be demoted from thelle
of peer.
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in revising her belief (Elga 2007). Otherwise psihe ought to ‘split the difference’

between what she believes and what Jack believeSHstensen 2007).

The merit of these egalitarian suggestions is thay obey prior probabilities in the
absence of any non-question-begging circumstamditators. Their limitation is that
they eradicate the epistemic weight of the firgtesrconsiderations on the basis of which
Jill came to believe as she did in the first pla@therwise put, these approaches contend
that if there is to be compromise the only compsmmihere can be is perfect

compromise, while actual disagreements suggesittisatt at all clear that this is so.

There is a serious danger in the egalitarian agprdais the danger of rigid reasoning. If
a person does not honors the prior probabilitigsikx by second-order evidence but
instead defers to them completely, his decisiort l@@havior will be more rigid. New

experiences will be classified on the basis of jmesly established probabilities and
information will be absorbed less for its intrinsialue and more according to whether it

meets the terms of a bet.

3.5Back to the conciliatory approach

Once we recognize that actual disagreements invel®oning on the basis of everything
that is epistemically available to us (Enoch 2038), including subjective contentions
regarding the conclusiveness of first-order evigetize dangers of bootstrapping seem to
be inevitable. All the same, to completely overrfitst-order evidence on the basis of
second-order evidence, as the egalitarian appreaghests, seems wrong. In this sense
the dangers of bootstrapping are dangers that Wep&rhaps have to live with (Enoch

2010). But without preserving an individual’'s notima obligation to deal with these
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dangers we would seem to have to give up too méigkhat good reasoning amounts to.
Indeed, to eradicate the possibility of error adtibgr by dismissing any possibility of
inaccuracy would seem to compromise our abilitgritoounter and conditionalize on new

evidence.

In sum | think that the conciliatory approach pd®s the most plausible tactic for
responding to disagreement. It is a common-senpeoaph that accepts the corrective
role that disagreement can have and contendsdhating what other people think is,
sometimes, irrational. The fact that what someotse éelieves is relevant and
epistemically valuable evidence appears to be goitant factor in any person’s long-
term strategy for avoiding error. That the contiligt approach doesn’t specify a rule for
how to balance first-order evidence with seconceorlidence appears to leave much of
the hard work to the individual’'s sense of judgmémidoing so it is perhaps less explicit

in its rules for revision but it is, nonetheles@renattuned to the complexity involved.

4 So what, after all, can we do?

That the deliberating subject is responsible fargating his own imperfect responses by
second-order evidence is inevitable. As we saws tten be dangerous because
precautious strategies may be based on circulamongzg. All the same, to dismiss
subjective judgment altogether upon encounterisggteement is implausible because it
will entail that (I) many beliefs about which weeagperfectly confident will have to be

dismissed and (Il) it will undermine a subject’siliépp to attain new information

whenever conflict is encountered. That being stid, appropriate response ought to

honor both the normative requirement to consideosé-order evidence in uncertain
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situations and to respect the first-order evideocehe basis of the epistemic force it
provides. How these two requirements should beidered in an actual case of belief
revision — how much weight ought to be grantedache- is something that must be left
to the subjective judgment of the subject thatwara of these two requirements. And

this, as | said at the outset, is inevitable.
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