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Not Just a Truthometer: Taking Oneself Seriously (but not Too Seriously) in Cases of Peer Disagreement
David Enoch(
1. The Question, and Some Preliminaries
Suppose you trust someone – call him Adam – to be your epistemic peer with regard to a certain topic, for instance philosophy. If asked to evaluate the probability of you giving a correct answer to an unspecified philosophical question and the probability of Adam doing so, you give roughly the same answer. You treat Adam as your philosophical peer (and for now we can safely assume that he is indeed your peer, and that you are justified in so treating him). You then find out that you disagree with Adam about a given philosophical question – for some philosophical p, you believe p, and Adam believes not-p. How should you update your belief with regard to p given this further evidence (Adam's view regarding p)? Should you be less confident now in p than you were before finding out about Adam’s view? If so, how much less confident?


One natural reply is the Equal Weight View, according to which you should give equal weight to your belief and to that of the one you take to be your peer, and so in our case suspend judgment about p. Adam Elga’s (2007, 490) official presentation of the view – more precise and general than as just stated – runs, for instance, as follows
:
Upon finding out that an advisor disagrees, your probability that you are right should equal your prior conditional probability that you would be right. Prior to what? Prior to your thinking through the disputed issue, and finding out what the advisor thinks of it. Conditional on what? On whatever you have learned about the circumstances of the disagreement.

And it cannot seriously be denied, I think, that the Equal Weight View has considerable appeal (more on this appeal shortly). 


The Equal Weight View, however, seems to give rise to highly implausible consequences. Perhaps chief among them is the one Elga (2007, 484) calls “spinelessness”: For it seems to follow from the Equal Weight View, in conjunction with plausible assumptions about the extent of disagreement among those you (even justifiably) take to be your philosophical peers, that you should be far less confident in your philosophical views than you actually are, indeed perhaps to the point of suspension of judgment. And it follows from the Equal Weight View, in conjunction with plausible assumptions about the extent of disagreement among those you take to be your moral and political peers, that you should be far less confident in your moral and political views, perhaps to the point of suspension of judgment. And so on. If the Equal Weight View does entail the requirement to be epistemically spineless, this seems to count heavily against it. But what would be an acceptable alternative view? The Extra Weight View – according to which, roughly, that one of the two competing views is mine gives me reason to prefer it – seems just as suspicious, perhaps the epistemic analogue of some kind of chauvinism. 

What should we say, then, about cases of peer disagreement? Given the fact that Adam rejects a philosophical p, and that you (even justifiably, and rightly) take him to be your philosophical peer, how if at all should you revise your degree of belief in p?

My discussion will proceed as follows. After some preliminaries, I present (in section 2) what I call the truthometer view, the view that – so I argue – underlies the Equal Weight View. I then argue (in section 3) that this underlying view has to be false, because it is inconsistent with the ineliminability of the first-person perspective. The falsity of the truthometer view will not suffice to undermine the Equal Weight View, but it will prepare the ground for doing so later in the paper. In section 4 I critically discuss two alternative views of peer disagreement – the Right Reasons View and the Total Evidence View (and to an extent also what I call the I Don't Care View) – following the work of Thomas Kelly. In section 5 I return to the initial question of peer disagreement, notice a crucial ambiguity in it, disambiguate it, and argue that the Equal Weight View should be revised accordingly. I then raise problems for this view so revised. In section 6 I discuss the closely related question of whether the disagreement itself can serve as evidence against the reliability of the supposed peer. I note some worries about the way proponents of the Equal Weight View should answer this question, and I answer it positively myself. In section 7 I distinguish between my emerging view and the Extra Weight View, utilizing an epistemic analogue of the intending-foreseeing distinction, and in section 8 I address an objection to the Extra Weight View and similar views (mine included). In the concluding section I finally characterize my highly incomplete answer to the question we started with, the answer I call the Common Sense View. 

But we need to get some preliminaries out of our way.


First, our question is of course entirely normative.  The question is how we should revise our degrees of belief given peer disagreement, not the psychological question of how we in fact respond to such disagreement. (Psychological questions may be relevant to the normative one, but such relevance has to be argues for.)

Second, the phenomenon of disagreement is sometimes used in arguments that are supposed to establish a metaphysical rather than an epistemological conclusion. In ethics, for instance, there are many attempts to show that the phenomenon of moral disagreement supports some less-than-fully-realist metaethical view. I am highly skeptical of such arguments
, but we can safely ignore all this here. Our concern here is with cases in which some metaphysical non-factualism, or relativism of some sort, is just not a relevant option (perhaps because we have strong independent reasons to rule it out). Our question, then, is entirely epistemological.


Third, I will put things in terms of degrees of belief rather than all-or-nothing belief. In this I follow most of the literature focusing on peer disagreement (though Feldman (2006) conducts his discussion in terms of all-or-nothing beliefs). Indeed, as Kelly (forthcoming, 6) notes, there is in our context special reason to focus (at least initially) on degrees of belief. The point relevant to my concerns here is that it’s quite natural to ask to what degree our confidence in a belief should be sensitive to peer disagreement. I suspect much of what I am about to say can be applied, suitably modified, to all-or-nothing beliefs as well, but I will not do so here. When I speak of beliefs as if they were all-or-nothing below, then, I do this just as shorthand for degrees of belief. 

Fourth, by your “peer” I will understand someone who is, somewhat roughly, antecedently as likely as you are to get things right (on matters of the relevant kind). This may be due to the fact that she is as smart, rational, sensitive, imaginative, etc. as you are. But whether this is so is not to the point here – what’s relevant here is just that she is (and is taken by you to be) as likely to get things right
. 
Fifth, and again following the literature here, I will focus on cases where the disagreeing peers share all the relevant evidence, and indeed where this very fact is a matter of common knowledge between them. Typical examples include a simple arithmetical calculation (what evidence could anyone possibly lack here?), philosophical debates where all concerned know of all the relevant arguments, and perhaps also moral debates of a similar nature. Such a restriction can simplify matters (you do not have to worry, for instance, about the possibility that Adam’s disagreeing with you is some evidence that there is further evidence – evidence you lack – that not-p), and as the examples above show, this restriction does not make things unrealistically simple. Nevertheless, given that we are in the context of evidence with regard to one’s own fallibility
, this simplifying assumption is not unproblematic: We are, after all, no less fallible with regard to the question whether our peer has some evidence we lack than with regard to any other relevant judgment. Ideally, one would want an answer to our question (how if at all to revise one’s beliefs given peer disagreement) without relying on such an assumption. Again, I suspect much of what I say below can be applied to the more generally realistic cases as well, but I will not argue the point here.

Sixth, our epistemological question is a rather focused one. The question is not what should you – all-things-considered – believe regarding p. The question is, rather, what pro-tanto epistemic reason is given to you – if any – by the disagreement with Adam, whether, in other words, the disagreement itself gives you epistemic reason to lower your confidence in p, and by how much. As will become clear later on (in discussing Kelly’s relevant views), this distinction is not without importance.
Seventh, I will be assuming that for any given state of evidence, there is a unique degree of belief that it warrants. I will, in other words, assume the Uniqueness Thesis
, that is, that there is no epistemic permissiveness. This is not because I am convinced that the Uniqueness Thesis is true
. Rather, I think that what's interesting about peer disagreement does not depend on what we end up saying about epistemic permissiveness
. Be that as it may, the discussion that follows assumes Uniqueness
.
Finally, the question with which I will be concerned here is not practical in any straightforward sense. I will be discussing the relevance of peer disagreement to epistemic, not pragmatic, justification. Christensen (2007, 215) is right, then, when insisting that even if we can show that (say) philosophical discussion is best promoted if disagreeing peers stand their respective grounds (in a kind of efficient marketplace-of-arguments) still nothing follows from this with regard to the fate of the Equal Weight View. Just as importantly, though, Christensen (2007, 204) is wrong in (partly) relying on intuitive judgments about what should be done in cases of disagreement (his most powerful example is that of disagreement between physicians about a possible treatment). The considerations relevant to answering such practical questions are presumably varied, and they include more than just the purely epistemological ones in which I will be interested here
. Of course, the epistemic considerations may be relevant to these practical questions as well, and so such practical examples needn't be entirely irrelevant. But their relevance can at best be indirect, and needs argumentative support (like the claim that what best explains some practical judgment is some epistemic one). Now, from time to time I will myself resort to analogies with more practical questions, but the analogies will hold (or so I shall claim) on a much more abstract level.
2. The Truthometer View (Or – More on the Appeal of the Equal Weight View)
Suppose you have two thermometers in the reliability of which you (justifiably) have equal trust
. On a specific occasion you want to know the temperature outside, and you use both thermometers, which – surprised? – give different readings, say one indicating it’s 65 degrees and the other 70. You have, let us assume, no further evidence on the matter, and in particular it doesn’t “feel” to you more like 70 than like 65, or the other way around. What should you believe about the temperature? Presumably, you have no (overall) reason to believe it’s 65 degrees rather than 70, or 70 rather then 65. (You may be justified in believing it’s either 65 or 70, or perhaps between 65 and 70, or perhaps between 66 and 69, or between 62 and 73, but none of this is relevant for our purposes). Your (justified) prior probabilities that each thermometer would be right (conditional on everything you’ve learned about the circumstances of their “disagreement”) are the same for both, and so you are no more justified in relying on one than on the other. It goes without saying that none of this changes if you first find out about the reading of just one of the thermometers, form your belief accordingly, and only then find out about the reading of the other. In such a case you should, upon finding out about the other reading, update your beliefs about the temperatures so that symmetry is restored.


Now suppose you have two friends, Adam and Tom. Adam and Tom are mathematicians in whose reliability about mathematical matters you (justifiably) have equal trust. On a specific occasion you want to know whether a given formula is a number-theoretic theorem, and you ask both friends, who – surprised? – give different answers, one saying that it is and the other that it is not. You have, let us assume, no further evidence on the matter, and in particular you do not yourself go through the purported proof (perhaps because it’s too complicated for your mathematical abilities). What should you believe about the formula’s purported theoremhood? It seems rather clear that you have no (overall) reason to believe it is a theorem or that it is not one. Your (justified) prior probabilities
 that each mathematician would be right (conditional on everything you’ve learned about the circumstances of their disagreement) are the same for both, and so you are no more justified in relying on one than on the other. It goes without saying that none of this changes if you first find out about the result of just one of the mathematicians, form your belief accordingly, and only then find out about the result of the other. In such a case you should, upon finding out about the other’s result, update your beliefs about the formula’s theoremhood so that symmetry is restored.


In such a case, then, it seems clear that you should treat Adam and Tom as perfectly analogous to thermometers – as truthometers. Whatever else they are (and whatever else they are to you) they are each a mechanism with a certain probability of issuing a true “reading” of theoremhood (or whatever), and the way to take their views into account – the way, that is, to revise your own views given the evidence of theirs – is exactly the way to take the reading of thermometers into account. That the underlying mechanism of your friend-truthometers is somewhat different from that of your thermometers seems neither here nor there.


But, of course, you yourself are – whatever else you are – yet another truthometer of this sort. Just like Adam and Tom – your mathematician friends – have a certain track record with regard to such matters, and just as you have a view on how likely each of them is to be right on such matters, so too you have such a track record, and indeed you have a view on how likely you are to be right on such matters. If your prior probabilities that Adam and Tom would be right are equal, you should give their views (in a case of disagreement) equal weight. Well, what’s different in the case of a disagreement between Adam and you, given that your (justified) prior probabilities that Adam and you would be right are equal? If you give extra weight to your own view in the case of a disagreement between you and Adam, isn’t it like giving Tom’s view extra weight in a case of disagreement between Adam and Tom simply because you heard his advice first, or because he is closer to you?
 What’s so special about your own view, if you take yourself to be just as likely as Adam to be right about such things? If you should treat – for epistemic purposes – Adam and Tom as truthometers, shouldn’t you also treat yourself as one? 
3. On the Ineliminability of the First-Person Perspective (Or – Why the Truthometer View Must Be False)

Yes, you should treat yourself as a truthometer, but you should not treat yourself merely as a truthometer.


Here is a first hint at why this is so. Suppose we accept the Equal Weight View. Then, to repeat, “Upon finding out that an advisor disagrees, your probability that you are right should equal your prior conditional probability that you would be right.” But, of course, the prior conditional probability mentioned here is your prior conditional probability. And here too you may be wrong. Indeed, you may have views on how likely it is that your prior conditional probability is right (or that your belief about these probabilities is true
), and how likely it is that, say, Adam’s prior probability is right. Perhaps, for instance, you think both of you are equally likely to be right about such matters. So if you and Adam differ on the relevant prior conditional probability, the Equal Weight View requires that you give both your views equal weight. But of course what does the work here is your prior conditional probability that you or Adam would be right about prior conditional probabilities. And here too you may have views about how likely you and others are to get it right, but here too this view will be your view, and so on, perhaps ad infinitum.

Now this is not a vicious regress exactly: For one thing, you may want to apply this kind of reasoning on a case-by-case basis, only, as it were, when you have to, or when the relevant questions arise. And they need not all arise, certainly not simultaneously. But what the previous paragrpah does show is that in forming and revising your beliefs, you have a unique and ineliminable role. You cannot treat yourself as just one truthometer among many, because even if you decide to do so, it will be very much you – the full, not merely one-truthometer-among-many you – who so decides. So the case in which Adam and Tom differ is after all different – different for you, that is – from the case in which you and Adam differ. The point is naturally put Nagelianly
: Even though from a third-person perspective – which you can take towards yourself – we are all truthometers, still the first-person perspective – from which, when it is your beliefs which are being revised, it is you doing the revisions – is ineliminable
. 


It is important to distinguish here between mere seemings and full-blooded beliefs. Suppose that both of us dip our hands in two bowls of water, and that to me one seems warmer than the other, while to you both seem equally warm. In such a case I think there is no problem in treating oneself merely as a truthometer (a thermometer, really, though not a very good one), and so when applied to such a case I think the Equal Weight View straightforwardly holds. But we shouldn’t over-generalize from such cases. In this case the seemings are both unreflective, immediate seemings. And it seems to me with regard to those we can perfectly happily settle for the third-personal point of view. With regard to such seemings, in other words, and even though they are still very much one's own seemings, still the first-person perspective is unproblematically eliminable: We can epistemically distance ourselves from our seemings in a way we cannot distance ourselves from our full-blooded beliefs, those that are based on a reflective consideration of the evidence, those in which the believing self is fully engaged
. Once you reflect on a question, asking yourself, as it were, what is the truth of the matter, and so what is to be believed – once the believing self is fully engaged – you can no longer eliminate you and your reflection in the way apparently called for by the truthometer view
. 


The point here is partly, then, an ought-implies-can point: We cannot treat our believing selves merely as truthometers, and so nor is it the case that we should. And notice that this is an especially plausible instance of ought-implies-can, for the impossibility here is logical, and the stronger the impossibility, the more plausible is the denial of the relevant ought judgment. But my point is not just an ought-implies-can kind of point. Once it is clear that the truthometer view's requirement cannot be universally complied with, this view loses much of its appeal even for the cases in which it can be complied with. With this fact in mind, in other words, it becomes clear that there is some deep confusion underlying the truthometer view, and so that it's not even the kind of impossible ideal that should be aspired to whenever possible. The truthometer view is, quite simply, false.

What follows from all this to the question of peer disagreement? At this point, not much. In particular, that the truthometer view cannot be true in general does not entail that the Equal Weight View is false. It was, after all, I who argued that the Equal Weight View’s philosophical appeal comes from the truthometer view, and it is open to an adherent of the Equal Weight View to base it on other considerations. Furthermore, that the first-person perspective cannot be completely eliminated does not entail that it cannot be eliminated from a focused discussion here or there: We do, after all, have evidence, and also views, regarding our own reliability on many matters, and it will be foolish to ignore them when forming and revising our beliefs. At least sometimes, then, we do – and should – take such a third-person-perspective towards our beliefs. It is open to the proponent of the Equal Weight View to argue that this is exactly so in cases of peer disagreement
. So the ineliminability of the first-person-perspective does not – all by itself – spell doom for the Equal Weight View. But it is not without significance here either. For once it is clear that we cannot consistently treat ourselves as truthometers across the board, if it can be shown that there is no more reason to treat ourselves as truthometers in cases of peer disagreement than elsewhere, the Equal Weight View loses, it seems, much of its appeal. 
4. An Interlude: Against Kelly’s Right-Reasons and Total Evidence Views

I will get back to the Equal Weight View shortly. But let me pause to comment on two related alternative views, both from Thomas Kelly
. This interlude is justified both because it is of interest in its own right (or so at least I think), and because some of the lessons learned here will prove useful in the following sections.
In his earlier treatment of the issue, Kelly (2005, 4) seemed to flirt with what I’ll call the I Don’t Care View, according to which the disagreement itself is epistemically irrelevant. If you’ve carefully considered the evidence and have come to the conclusion that p, then the contingent fact that others differ should have no effect on you. Of course, if you know that someone equally rational (etc.) can understand all your evidence and still believe not-p, this is epistemically important. But what does the work here is not the disagreement, but rather the weakness of the evidence (as witnessed by the possibility of a perfectly rational thinker not being convinced by it). This is why, Kelly (2005, 18 and on) argues, the actual disagreement (as opposed to possible rational disagreement) is epistemically irrelevant. 
I take it even Kelly no longer believes the I don't Care View (if he ever did), and so we can be quick here. The problem is not just that the I don't Care View yields highly implausible consequences (should you really remain as confident in your calculation even when another differs? When two others differ? When many, many more differ?
). The deeper problem is that this way of viewing (actual) disagreement ignores the fact that the discussion of peer disagreement is located in the wider context of epistemic imperfection. We are here in the business of taking our own fallibility into account, and peer disagreement may very well be a relevant corrective. True, if we had a god’s eye view of the evidence – infallibly knowing what it supports, and infallibly knowing that we infallibly know that – actual disagreement would be epistemically irrelevant. But we don’t, and it isn’t.

Kelly (2005) also defends a rather strong asymmetry between the differing peers. Assuming – as we do here – that there is no epistemic permissiveness, at least one of the peers is epistemically malfunctioning on this occasion, not responding to the evidence in the (uniquely) right way. So some asymmetry is already built into the situation of the disagreement. Kelly takes advantage of the opportunity this asymmetry opens up, and argues that the right answer to our question – how to revise one’s degrees of belief given peer disagreement – is different for the two peers. The one who responded rightly to the evidence should do nothing in the face of disagreement. The one who responded wrongly should take the disagreement as (further) reason to revise his degree of belief. But this view – the Right Reasons View – is flawed in more than one way. 
First, to repeat, it is highly implausible that peer disagreement is epistemically irrelevant even to the one who responded correctly to the initial evidence. 
Second, our question, as you will recall, was the focused one about the epistemic significance of the disagreement itself. The question was not that of the overall epistemic evaluation of the beliefs of the disagreeing peers. Kelly is right, of course, that in terms of overall epistemic evaluation (and barring epistemic permissiveness) no symmetry holds. But from this it doesn’t follow that the significance of the disagreement itself is likewise asymmetrical. Indeed, it is here that the symmetry is so compelling
. The disagreement itself, after all, plays a role similar to that of an omniscient referee who tells two thinkers “One of you is mistaken with regard to p.” It is very hard to believe that the epistemically responsible way to respond to such a referee differs between the two parties. And so it is very hard to believe that the epistemic significance of the disagreement itself is asymmetrical in anything like the way Kelly suggests. 
Third, and relatedly, imagine a concerned thinker who asks her friendly neighborhood epistemologist for advice about the proper way of taking into account peer disagreement. Kelly responds: “Well, it depends. If you’ve responded to the initial evidence rationally, do nothing; if you haven’t, revise your degrees of beliefs so that they’re closer to that of the peer you are in disagreement with.” But this is very disappointing advice indeed. To be in a position to benefit from this advice, our concerned thinker must know whether she has responded rightly to the initial evidence. But, of course, had she known that, she wouldn’t have needed the advice of an epistemologist in the first place
. Perhaps this is not a conclusive objection to Kelly’s view: It is not, after all, immediately obvious that epistemic truths of the kind at stake here have to be able to play the role of epistemic advice. But at the very least this result places a further burden on the Right Reasons View.
In his more recent treatment of peer disagreement, Kelly (forthcoming) defends a somewhat different view, the Total Evidence View, according to which "what it is reasonable to believe [in a case of peer disagreement] depends on both the original, first-order evidence as well as on the higher-order evidence that is afforded by the fact that one's peers believe as they do." (forthcoming, 32). Perhaps the appeal of this view is best appreciated through the following point (which I offer here in a tentative tone): According to the Equal Weight View we are epistemically required to ignore some evidence. According to the Equal Weight View, you are required – after having evaluated the evidence, having come to confidently believe p (based on this evidence), and having come to realize that Adam confidently believes not-p – to "split the difference", and update your degree of belief so that it will now be the average of the two initial degrees of belief (yours and Adam's). The rationale for that is that now your evidence with regard to p consists of the reading of the two truthometers (you and Adam). And unless we are to endorse the I Don't Care view, we already agree that the truthometers' readings are indeed relevant evidence with regard to p
. But where has all the other evidence gone? The Equal Weight View insists not just on the epistemic relevance of the peers' beliefs, but also that – at this stage at least – their beliefs (or the truthometers' readings) are the only relevant evidence. As Elga (2007, 489) insists, for instance, in updating your degrees of belief given the disagreement you're allowed to conditionalize on everything you've learned about the disagreement, except what depends on your initial reasoning to p
 (indeed, if this point is not insisted on, the Equal Weight View borders on vacuity, a point to which I will return). So the Equal Weight View requires that in the face of peer disagreement we ignore our first-stage evidence altogether. And this doesn't seem to be a virtue in an epistemological theory. Surely, even if others' beliefs are relevant evidence, such evidence should be weighed together with all the other evidence we have, shouldn't it? Shouldn't we base our beliefs on the total evidence available to us? And once all the evidence is taken into account, it is not in general true that the disagreement-evidence will always dominate the first-stage evidence. 

There is, I think, something importantly right about this line of thought
, but as it stands it cannot withstand criticism. Sometimes ignoring evidence is the epistemically right thing to do. Kelly (2005, 26-7) himself gives examples: If one piece of evidence statistically screens off some other piece of evidence, then in considering the former we should ignore the latter on pain of double counting. (Kelly brings the example of an insurance company evaluating the risks involved in a certain person's driving: if the insurance company has rather precise information about the individual, weighing with it also the most general information – say, based on the person's age or gender – may amount to such double counting.) But this, after all, is precisely what the proponent of the Equal Weight View should say about the suggestion to still consider – at the second stage – all of the initial evidence. All of this evidence was considered by you in coming to believe p (and by Adam, in coming to believe not-p). If at the second stage we consider that you believe p (and that Adam believes not-p) to be evidence, this evidence arguably screens off the evidence that was already taken into account in the first stage. The line of thought suggested in the previous paragraph as motivating the total evidence view is thus guilty of double counting.
 (Again, the obvious way to avoid double counting would be to endorse the I don't Care View, but I take it we already have sufficient reason to reject it.)
Furthermore, it's not completely clear whether the Total Evidence View avoids the asymmetrical features that were so troubling in the Right Reasons View. It is clear, of course, that the over-all epistemic evaluation of the two disagreeing parties will not be symmetrical, because of the sensitivity of the Total Evidence View to the initial evidence, to which – ex hypothesi – just one of the disagreeing parties responded rationally. But it is unclear whether the disagreement itself has, on this view, different epistemic effect on the two disagreeing parties, depending on who (roughly speaking) got things right
. To the extent that the Total Evidence View retains the asymmetry present in the Right Reasons View, then, it is vulnerable to the relevant objections mentioned above
.
The Total Evidence View too, then, is not without problems. And though what I end up saying will resemble it in some important ways, we must not forget its problems. That the Total Evidence View (and the Right Reasons View) is so problematic may seem to lend further support to the Equal Weight View, to which I now return.
5. On Being a Peer, Being Believed to be a Peer, and Being Justifiably Believed to be a Peer
Our question – how to revise our beliefs in the face of peer disagreement – is actually ambiguous between at least three readings. It is high time to disambiguate it.


We can ask, first, how to revise our beliefs in the face of disagreement with someone who is in fact our peer (that is, someone who is in fact equally likely as we are to get things right here). Or second, we can ask how to revise our beliefs in the face of disagreement with someone whom we take to be our peer.  Or third, we can ask how to revise our beliefs in the face of disagreement with someone whom we justifiably take to be our peer
. So far, I've been assuming that the relevant peer satisfies all these descriptions – Adam is in fact your peer, you believe as much, and furthermore you justifiably believe as much (one is tempted then to say – you know that he is your peer). And there's nothing wrong with asking the question about someone satisfying all these conditions. But it will now prove useful to distinguish between these different characteristics of a peer.

I will put to one side the question of how to revise one's beliefs given a disagreement with someone who is in fact – perhaps unbeknownst to one – one's peer. Though this question may be of some interest – especially, perhaps, to those whose views about epistemic justification are (I would say implausibly) externalist – it is not this question I am primarily interested in (nor is it the question the literature on peer disagreement seems interested in)
. The more interesting distinction, then, is that between how we should revise our beliefs given a disagreement with someone we take to be our peer, and someone we justifiably take to be our peers.  

Christensen is not clear about this distinction (perhaps because he implicitly restricts the scope of his discussion to those justifiably believed to be peers). But Elga is rather clear on this point, so let us focus on his claims here. Throughout his discussion of peer disagreement, Elga (2007) talks just about what your prior conditional probability is that you (and others) would be right. Nowhere does he speak of what that prior probability should be. Indeed, Elga attempts to conduct the whole discussion while abstracting from questions of precisely that sort: Elga (2007, 483) says he has nothing to say (here) about when we should trust whom and to what extent. But this nonchalance is not, I now want to argue, something the Equal Weight View can afford.


If your prior conditional probability that you would be right (on a given topic, in case of disagreement with Adam) is, say, 1, but if you are not justified in having this prior conditional probability that you would be right (say, because your and Adam's track records on this topic are equally good), then upon finding out about the disagreement with Adam you are most certainly not justified in completely discarding his opinion. In such a case, then, your probability that you are right should not be your probability that you would be right (that is, 1); rather, it should depend – to an extent, at least, even if not completely as the rationale of the Equal Weight View seems to require – on the probability that you should have had that you would be right. The point here is a particular instance of a common (if not entirely uncontroversial) one: That you believe p and if p then q cannot confer justification on your belief q (even if formed by inference from the previous two) unless your beliefs p and if p then q are themselves justified. Similarly, updating your degrees of belief according to a prior probability you have cannot render your updated degree of belief justified unless your prior probability is itself justified
. So we have here a counterexample to (at least Elga's official presentation of) the Equal Weight View.


To save the view from this counterexample, it should thus be revised. The relevant part of it should now read: "Upon finding out that an advisor disagrees, your probability that you are right should equal your justified prior conditional probability that you would be right." In terms of the distinction above between the two different questions: The question "How should we revise our beliefs in the face of disagreement with someone we believe to be our peer?" is problematic, for if (for instance) we unjustifiably refuse to take someone to be our peer, what we should do in the face of disagreement is first come to believe that she is our peer and to treat her epistemically as one. The cleaner question, then, is that of how we should respond to disagreement with those we justifiably take to be our peers. And this is the question the revised version of the Equal Weight View (which from now on I'll just call the Equal Weight View) answers
.

But if this is really the more interesting question, then answering it cannot be isolated in the way Elga wants from questions regarding the justification of trust. My point here is not just that without an answer to this question there's a sense in which the Equal Weight View is incomplete. The problem runs deeper than that, because once this question is raised, it seems to me clear that any plausible answer will undermine the Equal Weight View (even in its revised version). Here's why.
Of the many factors that go into the justification of the degree of trust you have in others, some surely have to do with how often they were right about the relevant matters. Not all – and it is an interesting question what other factors are relevant and how. And perhaps there are cases in which this is not a relevant factor at all. (I'm not sure, but perhaps some guru cases
 – where one completely defers to another – are of this weird sort.) But in most cases, a significant part of your evidence as to someone's reliability on some topic is her track record (or that of the relevant set of people of which she is a member) on that topic, that is, how often she got things right, that is, how often she – as you believe – got things right. This is not exactly the same thing as how often she agreed with you. Perhaps, for instance, you now believe you were mistaken at the time, and only with the help of hindsight can you now see that back then she was right (and you wrong). But still, the fact that her view on these things is often (as you now believe) true is certainly a relevant factor in determining how likely she is to be right on the next question, the one about which you differ with her. It would be absurd, after all, to require that in determining the degree of epistemic trust we should accord someone we ignore her track record on the relevant matter
. 

This trivial observation supports three relevant conclusions here. First, the ineliminability point from section 3 is reinforced, for even if you can treat yourself as a truthometer if you just ask what's your prior probability that Adam (or you) would be right, you can no longer do so when you ask what's the justified prior probability that Adam (or you) would be right. Here you can no longer abstract from the question of what you take to be the truth of (some of) the relevant matters, that is, of what you take to be the truth of (some of) the relevant matters
.

Second, recall another point from section 3 above, namely that seeing we cannot universally treat ourselves as truthometers, what we're really looking for – as support for the Equal Weight View – are reasons that are at least somewhat peculiar to the case of peer disagreement. In order to philosophically motivate the Equal Weight View, in other words, its proponent has to show what it is specifically about the context of peer disagreement that makes an application of the truthometer view plausible. But now that we know that the Equal Weight View is better put in terms of one's justified trust in others, and furthermore that in fleshing out the details of such justification you are not going to be able to treat yourself as a truthometer, it seems highly unlikely that our context is one where the (restricted) truthometer view should be applied.
And third, the fact that what counts is justified trust and not just trust, together with the trivial observation about how (among other ways) such trust can gain justification, has implications to another key question in the peer-disagreement debate – that of the possible role of the disagreement itself as evidence against counting one's interlocutor as peer, or as reason to demote him from his status as a peer. It is to this issue that I now turn.
6. Is the Disagreement Itself Reason for Demoting?

In the context of finding out how we should respond to peer disagreement, it is a key issue whether the disagreement itself can be sufficient reason to demote your interlocutor from a status of a peer. Assume that the answer is "yes". If so, then even if you take Adam to be your peer prior to the whole unpleasant business regarding p, once you find out about the disagreement, you can justifiably demote him from the status of peerhood, and stick to your own judgment about p (after all, that someone who is your epistemic inferior disagrees with you is not a strong reason to change your mind). Or perhaps – still under the assumption that the disagreement itself is reason for demoting – the right thing to do is not to split the difference exactly (as the Equal Weight View seems to require), and not to demote Adam completely and stubbornly stand your ground, but rather reduce your confidence in p somewhat, and also demote Adam somewhat. But if the disagreement itself is somehow barred from counting as evidence as to Adam's epistemic status, then the Equal Weight View seems to trivially follow from any plausible conditionalization principle
: After all, you believed that he would be just as likely as you are to be right in a case of disagreement, and now we have a case of disagreement, and this disagreement itself is no reason to change your mind about how likely Adam is to be right in such cases, so shouldn't you now believe that it is equally likely that he is right as it is that you are? That, of course, would require endorsing the Equal Weight View.

Unsurprisingly, then, philosophers on all sides acknowledge the central role in this debate of the evidential status of the disagreement itself. Kelly's (forthcoming, e.g. 54) position here follows naturally from the Total Evidence View and what motivates it: If we should take all the evidence into account, there doesn't seem to be any reason to exclude the disagreement itself as relevant evidence too, both for the relevant reliability claims, and for the first-order claims as well. Christensen (2007, 196) agrees that the disagreement may be evidence that counts against your interlocutor's reliability, but he insists it counts equally as evidence against your own reliability, so that symmetry is restored (I argue against this move later in this section). And both Christensen and Elga allow as evidence with regard to your interlocutor's reliability information about the disagreement (such that you feel tired, or that Adam looks a little drunk, or that he apparently didn't use the right reasoning procedures in this case, or that you find his conclusion utterly crazy and not just false
), but they are very clear about disallowing the disagreement itself – the mere fact that Adam believes not-p while you believe p – as (asymmetrical) evidence against Adam's reliability. Christensen (2007, 198) here insists on the reason to demote being independent of the specific disagreement under discussion, and Elga (2007, 489) insists that the relevant conditional probability (that you would be right, given disagreement) is prior “to your thinking through the disputed issue, and finding out what the advisor [in particular, your peer] thinks of it”.

It is thus common ground that the fate of the peer-disagreement issue (and in particular, that of the Equal Weight View) is pretty much determined by the answer to the question we are now considering, namely, whether the disagreement itself can count as evidence that your interlocutor is less than fully your peer
. 


Surprisingly, though, it's not at all clear how this is reflected in the official versions of the Equal Weight View. Again focus on Elga's statement of the view, which reads:
Upon finding out that an advisor disagrees, your probability that you are right should equal your prior conditional probability that you would be right. Prior to what? Prior to your thinking through the disputed issue, and finding out what the advisor thinks of it. Conditional on what? On whatever you have learned about the circumstances of the disagreement.

To see the problem, start by noting that your probability that Adam would be right on a certain issue – Pr(R) – need not be the same as your probability that Adam would be right on that issue given that there's a disagreement between you two on it – Pr(R|D). Indeed, often these two should be different. Suppose, for instance, that you think both you and Adam are very good philosophers, and that both of you are highly likely to give the right answer to a philosophical question. And suppose further that you are justified in this trust in Adam and in yourself. Because you are so confident that Adam will get (philosophical) things right, your Pr(R) should be fairly close to 1, as is your probability that you would be right. Should you two disagree about a philosophical question, you would find this fact very surprising. After all, if you are almost always right, and Adam is almost always right, then you two are (almost) almost always in agreement. The surprising disagreement should give you pause. And I take it that given the disagreement, you should now be far less confident that Adam got things right (and similarly for you). And you know all this in advance, of course, so your prior conditional probabilities should reflect this fact. In other words, in this case Pr(R) >> Pr(R|D). The supporters of the Equal Weight View will, I am sure, agree. 

When Elga argues that in a case of disagreement your probability that you are right should equal your prior conditional probability that you would be right, he means (and can only mean) Pr(R|D), not Pr(R). Had he meant Pr(R), then in the case described his view would entail – incoherently – that you place almost full confidence both in Adam and in yourself, even in the case in which you believe p and Adam not-p. 

So Elga argues that your posterior probability that Adam (or you) are right (Prf(R)) after finding out that you two disagree (D) should be the prior conditional probability that Adam (or you) would be right in such a case (Pr(R|D)). If this is what the Equal Weight View comes to, though, it borders on triviality, being just an instance of the most basic conditionalization principle – your posterior probability having found out a piece of evidence should equal your prior conditional probability – conditioned, that is, on that same piece of evidence
. 


If you're still not convinced that something has gone wrong here, consider again the question of the status of the disagreement itself as reason for demoting. Because the relevant prior probability here is the one conditioned on there being disagreement, the Equal Weight View (at least in the version we're now considering) does in fact allow to take the disagreement itself as evidence regarding the (un)reliability of your interlocutor. Think of the following example. Suppose your prior probability that you would be right (regarding a philosophical p, a qualification which from now on I'll omit) is .8; your prior probability that Adam would be right is also .8 (so in this sense you take Adam to be your peer); suppose, though, that your prior conditional probability that you would be right given a disagreement with Adam is .7, and that your prior conditional probability that Adam would be right given a disagreement with you is .3 (in this sense, then, you don't take Adam to be your peer). You then come to confidently believe a philosophical p, find out that Adam confidently believes not-p, and proceed to set your credence in p at .7. Are you in violation of the Equal Weight View? Well, you're not in violation of Elga's official statement of the Equal Weight View (if I understand it correctly): Your prior conditional probability that you would be right conditioned on everything you've learned about the disagreement, including that it exists is .7, and this is your posterior degree of confidence in p. But surely, if the Equal Weight View is meant to rule out any epistemic behavior at all, it is meant to rule out yours in the above example
. Taking the disagreement itself – without some special, independent story to tell here
 – to be asymmetrical evidence (it reduces your confidence in your own reliability from .8 to .7, but Adam's from .8 to .3) is thus consistent with the letter of the Equal Weight View (as formulated by Elga, at least), but not with its spirit. (Think of thermometers again – if you have two thermometers you take to be equally reliable, so that you're confident in the reading of either to degree .8, and if no other considerations apply, how confident in either should you be in a case of disagreement?)

What has gone wrong, then? It seems to me the point from the previous section applies. The Equal Weight View cannot afford to be nonchalant about what justifies degrees of trust in oneself and in others. In order to avoid the kind of vacuity above, it must rule out the disagreement itself as possible justification for demoting. But in order to do that, it cannot settle (as Elga does) for just talking about the disagreement between you and those you take to be your peers. It must have something to say about whom you are justified in taking as your peers, and in particular, about you not being justified in demoting others from peerhood status based on the disagreement alone. In terms of the above example, a proponent of the Equal Weight View should introduce restrictions on the difference between Pr(R) and Pr(R|D), both with regard to your reliability and to Adam's (or with regard to the relation between the two). 

The Equal Weight View must, then, argue that the disagreement itself – the mere fact that Adam believes not-p when you take p to be true – is not legitimate asymmetrical evidence against his reliability. And if the discussion in the last few paragraphs is right, then the proponents of the Equal Weight View must defend this point independently from talk of conditionalization. They must, in other words, argue on substantive grounds that the disagreement itself is not relevant evidence. Those of us who reject the Equal Weight View must argue to the contrary conclusion.  

But given the ineliminability of the first-person perspective and the (at least moderate) self-trust that comes with it, why on earth should you not see Adam's belief not-p as reason to believe he is less reliable than you otherwise would take him to be?
 After all, when you believe p, you don't just entertain the thought p or wonder whether p. Rather, you really believe p, you take p to be true. And so you take Adam's belief in not-p to be a mistake. And, of course, each mistake someone makes (on the relevant topic) makes him somewhat less reliable (on the relevant topic) and makes you somewhat more justified in treating him as less reliable (on the relevant topic)
. True, all of this is, as it were, from your own perspective, but it is precisely such an objection that is rendered irrelevant by the ineliminability point from section 3. 

But wait, wouldn't this be begging the question against Adam (or against not-p)? You are trying to determine whether or not to believe p, and in the process you are trying to determine how much epistemic trust to place in Adam's view on p (so that you can factor in the probative force of his view in your own relevant degrees of belief). So doesn't taking p to be true, and using it in a premise the conclusion of which is demoting Adam from peerhood status amount to begging the question? No, it doesn't, or at least not in a problematic way. The crucial point to note is that there's really nothing unique going on here. Whenever you try to decide how much trust to place in someone, or indeed, when deliberating epistemically about anything at all, your starting point is and cannot but be your own beliefs, degrees of beliefs, conditional probability, epistemic procedures and habits, and so on. If this is a cause for concern, it is a cause for much more general concern (indeed, if this fact undermines justification, the most radical of skepticisms seems to follow, a point to which I return below). But if at least sometimes justification can be had despite the fact that your starting point is your starting point, if starting there does not amount to begging the (or a) question in any objectionable way, then it is very hard to see why the particular instance present in the case of disagreement should be especially worrying
. The point, then, quite simply, is this: Perhaps there is something suspicious in your taking the disagreement itself as evidence that Adam is less reliable than you may have thought, indeed as stronger evidence for his unreliability than for your own. But there is nothing more suspicious in this piece of evidence compared to pretty much all others
. Hoping for the kind of justification that avoids this difficulty is a hope most of us have come to resist, perhaps a part of epistemically growing up. The mere disagreement, I conclude, is in general a perfectly legitimate evidence against Adam's reliability (in general, and in this case), and so often a good enough reason to demote him from the status of a peer
. 

This is not enough, though, for Christensen's reply is still in play. "OK then", the proponent of the Equal Weight View may now say, "I concede that the disagreement itself is a legitimate piece of evidence against Adam's reliability. But it is just as legitimate as evidence against your reliability. So we're still stuck with the kind of epistemic symmetry only the Equal Weight View can accommodate."
 It is important to see that this line of thought is confused. 

What precisely is your reason for demoting Adam, or for revising your view of his reliability? Crucially, your evidence against his reliability is not that he believes not-p whereas you believe p. Had this been your evidence, Christensen would have been right, and the symmetry preserved, for this piece of evidence counts equally against Adam's reliability and against yours. Rather, your evidence against Adam's reliability is that he believes not-p whereas p. The epistemically relevant feature of his belief that not-p is not that it differs from yours, but rather that it is false. True, it is your judgment expressed by the claim that it is false. We can put this way by saying that your evidence against Adam's reliability is – together with his belief that not-p – not that you believe that p, but rather that p (as you believe) 
. But to insist that the "as you believe" qualifier rules out that p as evidence is precisely to ignore the ineliminability point, and to insist on the impossibly high standard that leads to skepticism more generally. Let us not do that, then. Your evidence against Adam's reliability is that p (not that you believe that p). And this evidence is not at all symmetrical. So Christensen's suggestion here fails.

Of course, none of this applies to thermometers, or indeed to (mere) truthometers. If Adam and Tom disagree, and you think of them as equally reliable truthometers, then you should not take the disagreement itself as any asymmetrical evidence about, say, Adam's reliability. But this is precisely where a disagreement in which you are one of the disagreeing parties is different (to you). For you cannot, do not, and are not epistemically required to treat yourself merely as a truthometer.

There is thus no general reason to rule out the disagreement itself as (asymmetrical) evidence against your interlocutor's reliability. And this means that the Equal Weight View is – unless quite vacuous – false. 
7. But Is It the Extra Weight View?
If I am right, then, you should treat yourself differently from others, even when you take them to be in general just as good truthometers as you are. You should treat a disagreement between you and Adam differently from a disagreement between Tom and Adam. But this gives rise to the worry that underneath the not-just-a-truthometer rhetoric hides the Extra Weight View, the view according to which you should, in cases of disagreement, give extra weight to your view simply because, well, it is your view. But this view seems objectionable right off the bat – the epistemological analogue of chauvinism, or perhaps nepotism.

I agree that it's unreasonable to give your own view extra weight simply because it is yours (when Adam is just as reliable on these matters as you are). That it is yours seems epistemically irrelevant (just as what's wrong with chauvinism and nepotism – when they are wrong – is arguably that they accord weight to considerations that are without normative weight in the relevant context). But I do not think that refusing to treat yourself as a truthometer entails the Extra Weight View.

To see why, return to what I had to say on the question whether you should treat the disagreement itself as a reason for demoting your interlocutor. There I insisted that your reason for demoting him was not that you believed that p but rather that p (as you believed). Had your reason for demoting been that you believed that p, then refusing to take that he believes that not-p as equally strong evidence for demoting yourself would indeed amount to epistemic chauvinism. But this is precisely not what I suggested. Taking that p as a reason for demoting your interlocutor is not chauvinistic in the same way. Similarly more generally – your reason for not "splitting the difference" in cases of peer disagreement is not that your view counts for more because it is your view. Rather, it is that the credence you end up with seems to you best supported by the (non-chauvinistic) evidence
.  

A worry remains. Even if on my view your reason for believing as you do is not that one of the views is your view, still my suggestion recommends an epistemic policy (that of not treating oneself merely as a truthometer) which will in fact result in your (initial) view affecting more than others' the credences you end up with. Indeed, the consequences of the not-treating-yourself-merely-as-a-truthometer strategy will be precisely similar to those of (one version of) the Extra Weight View. Isn't this bad enough? 

Yes, my suggested strategy will end up recommending epistemic consequences similar to those of the Extra Weight View. But no, this is not bad enough. Let me rely here on a kind of epistemic intending-foreseeing distinction. By refusing to treat yourself merely as one truthometer among many, you foresee that your view will in effect have been given extra weight. But you don't thereby intend to give your view extra weight
. The distinction between intentionally giving one's view extra weight on one side, and refusing to treat oneself merely as a truthometer while foreseeing that one's view will in effect be given extra weight on the other side, seems to me to be normatively relevant. The former is objectionable. The latter is not, perhaps at least partly because it is inevitable
.

This is a bit sketchy, of course. And it's not as if in the practical domain the normative significance of the intending-foreseeing distinction is uncontroversial
. Let me just note here, then, that to me it seems intuitively plausible that in the epistemological case the intending-foreseeing distinction (or something close to it) is of normative significance. And let me add that if it would turn out that it isn't, then the policy of not treating yourself merely as a truthometer would be equivalent to some version of the Extra Weight View. In such a case, I would reluctantly bite the bullet, and endorse the Extra Weight View.
8. Bootstrapping 
Before concluding, let me address one initially powerful objection to the Extra Weight View, an objection that my emerging view is also subject to.
The objection comes from Elga (2007, 486-8), and it is that of bootstrapping
: Assume for reductio that in cases of disagreement you should give more weight to your own view than to Adam's. If so, you are justified (to an extent, at least) in believing that you were right here and Adam wrong. But if so, you can take this very fact as at least some evidence that you are more reliable on these matters than Adam. So next time you can assign even more weight to your opinion over Adam's. And so on. But that the view you take to be right nicely fits with, well, the view you take to be right is no evidence at all for your reliability. So the Extra Weight View is false.

Now, in the previous section I insisted that the not-merely-a-truthometer strategy does not commit me to the Extra Weight View. But note that this won't get me off the bootstrapping hook. For this objection applies even if I just foresee that by employing the strategy my view will in effect be given extra weight – nothing here depends on my intentionally giving my view extra weight
. So the objection applies. 
I think Elga is right that the Extra Weight View opens the door for such bootstrapping. But I think this is a result we are going to have to learn to live with.
Remember, at this point we already know that the interesting question about peer disagreement is how to proceed given disagreement with someone we justifiably take to be our peer, and that therefore the question is not divorced from the question of how to justify judgments about others' (and one's own) reliability. We know, in other words, that here we are going to have to utilize pretty much everything that is epistemically available to us, including our judgments about past track records, both of ourselves and of ours. And we also know that if skepticism is to be avoided, that we're going to do all of this from the point of view of our own initial beliefs and epistemic dispositions cannot count conclusively against the justification of so doing. So we know that bootstrapping cannot be ruled out from the start.
In this way, the relation between the Equal Weight View and skepticism is actually more intimate than is often noticed. The point is often made that if the Equal Weight View is true, we may be getting closer to skepticism because we must reduce our confidence in many of our (controversial) beliefs, perhaps to the point of suspension of judgment
. And, of course, if some skeptics walk among us as peers, the route from the Equal Weight View to skepticism may be quicker still. But thinking about bootstrapping shows a deeper (and non-contingent) connection between the Equal Weight View and skepticism. Some of the assumptions needed to make the Equal Weight View plausible underlie, if pursued consistently, some (more or less) traditional skeptical worries. The bootstrapping worry is after all – as Elga (2007, 488) notes – if not a particular instance then a close analogue of a very general worry (the one sometimes referred to as "the problem of easy knowledge"
). And the underlying thought that we are not entitled to trust our own epistemic abilities to a degree greater than that their track-record calls for seems a close relative of the claim that we are not entitled to employ a belief-forming method without first having an independently justified belief in its reliability
. But this thought, of course, naturally leads to skepticism. If I am right here, and if the Equal Weight View ultimately rests on assumptions that naturally lead to skepticism, it follows that the Equal Weight View is – even worse than being false – quite uninteresting (which does not mean, of course, that the arguments for it are uninteresting).

Perhaps there is a general way to avoid bootstrapping and easy knowledge
. If so, we can safely expect such a general way to apply to the case of Elga's bootstrapping objection as well. Or perhaps we are going to have to live with the possibility of some forms of bootstrapping. If so, biting the bullet on Elga's bootstrapping objection should not be unacceptable. (Or perhaps bootstrapping and easy knowledge are unacceptable, and cannot be avoided short of skepticism. In such a case skepticism is the way to go, and Elga's bootstrapping argument​ is uninteresting.) Either way, then, there is no special problem here for the not-merely-a-truthometer strategy.
9. Conclusion

If my arguments work, then, the Equal Weight View is false. So are the I Don't Care View, the Right Reasons View, the Total Evidence View, and the Extra Weight View. Is there anything more positive, then, that follows from my arguments? What is the right thing to say about the way to take peer disagreement into account? 

Because we apparently need a name for it, let me call the view emerging here the Common Sense View. According to this Common Sense View, that someone you (justifiably) take to be your peer disagrees with you about p should usually reduce your confidence in p. It is among your relevant evidence regarding p, and in most cases it will be foolish to ignore it. That you yourself believe p, however, will hardly ever be (for you) relevant evidence regarding p
 (I am not sure, but this may be another point of departure from the Total Evidence View.) Also, that someone believes not-p when p is true (as you believe) will usually be some evidence against her reliability on matters such as p. Often, then, in cases of peer disagreement your way of maintaining (or retaining) probabilistic coherence will be by simultaneously reducing your confidence in the controversial claim and in the reliability of both you and your (supposed) peer, though reducing it more sharply regarding your (supposed) peer. And notice that on this view – unlike on the Right Reasons View, and perhaps also unlike the Total Evidence View – the disagreement itself is usually evidence against the controversial proposition for both disagreeing peers. In the face of what seems to be peer disagreement, we should all lower our confidence, though not as much as the Equal Weight View would have us do.

How much weight, then, should you give peer disagreement in revising your degree of belief in the relevant controversial claim? The Common Sense View has nothing interesting and general to say in reply. Indeed, it asserts that there is no interesting general reply that can be given here
. For the answer depends on too many factors that differ from one case of peer disagreement to another. Depending on other things you believe, on other evidence you have, on the epistemic methods you are justified in having, on the (perhaps known) track records of both you and Adam, for some p's in some circumstances you should reduce your confidence in p more, for others less. For some, you should take the disagreement as reason to demote Adam more significantly from the status of a peer, for others less. Indeed, perhaps there are even circumstances in which you should accord no weight at all to Adam's view, and not reduce your confidence in p. And perhaps sometimes you should split the difference, as the Equal Weight View requires
. But there is no strategy here – none, that is, that is more specific than the strategy of believing what is best supported by your evidence – that is in general justified. 

In this way, then, the Common Sense View – my view – is rather messy, and offers less than you may have hoped for. But it still seems like the most we can sensibly say about peer disagreement.
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� Later on I will have to take issue with the suggestion that this way of putting things captures the spirit of the Equal Weight View. For now, though, it will do.


� Christensen doesn’t put things in quite this way, but for his (perhaps qualified) endorsement of the Elga way of putting the view, see Christensen (2007, 199, footnote 15). Let me note here that though at times (e.g. 203) Christensen (2007) rather clearly endorses the Equal Weight View, at others (e.g. 189, 193) he just says that upon learning about the disagreement of your peer you should reduce your confidence in the contested proposition. This, of course, is a much weaker thesis than the Equal Weight View. Nevertheless, I will regard him as a proponent of the Equal Weight View, both because (as noted) at times he seems committed to this stronger view, and because throughout his paper he emphasizes the symmetry consideration in support of his view. But of course such symmetry considerations – if they support anything at all – support the Equal Weight View and not a more modest claim. (For this observation see also Weatherson (manuscript, 7)). Feldman (2006) also emphasizes the relevance of symmetry considerations.


� For my reasons, see "How Is Moral Disagreement a Problem for Realism?", forthcoming in The Journal of Ethics.


� Kelly (2005, 7) also starts with the two clarifications I’ve just made. 


The only way to insist that there’s something illegitimate about restricting the discussion to just the epistemological question, it seems to me, is to argue that there cannot be cases of disagreement of the relevant kind where we are justifiably metaphysically confident in the status of the relevant subject matter. I don’t see why we should believe that this is so.


� Here I follow Elga (2007, 499, footnote 21).


� A point Christensen (2007) repeatedly emphasizes.


� See Feldman (2007).


� For arguments against epistemic permissiveness, see White (2005). In fact, I think the discussion of these matters in the literature is misleading in the following way. The Uniqueness Thesis is the claim that, with given evidence, there is a unique degree of belief that is maximally rational. So in order to deny this claim, one has to assert that there is no one degree of belief that is uniquely maximally rational. How about the view, though, according to which there is one degree of belief that is maximally rational, but some other degrees of belief – though less than maximally rational – are still rationally permissible? This is a possible position that as far as I know is not discussed in this context, but it is a rather natural position to hold, and anyway is the one suggested by the analogy with moral permissiveness. But I digress.


� For a related discussion, see Christensen (2007, 190-192).


� Kelly (forthcoming, 6 and on) argues that the Equal Weight View is inconsistent with epistemic permissiveness. I am convinced by his argument, but I find the conclusion almost uninterestingly narrow: For proponents of the Equal Weight View can restrict their view to just those cases where permissiveness does not apply, without losing any of the rationales that make the Equal Weight View initially plausible.


� Christensen is right, I think, in claiming that if you believe that the right treatment is A, and your colleague – who has a slightly better reliability-track-record on these matters than you do – believes it’s treatment B, you should not administer treatment A. But consider another practical case: Suppose you’re a juror, and you’ve come to be fairly confident that the accused should not be convicted. You then find out that the other jurors – all of whom you take to be your peers, and privy to the same evidence as you are – vote to convict. Should you revise your vote? I take it that the answer is “no”. There is, of course, no serious discrepancy between the two cases here. I take it that different practical – not epistemological – considerations that apply to them account for the different judgments about what to do. But our question here is rather what to believe.


� Analogies with measuring instruments – and critiques thereof – are common in the context of discussions of peer disagreement. See, for instance, Christensen (2007, 196), Kelly (forthcoming, 3-4), and the references there.


� The fact that mathematical truths are necessary makes talking about probabilities here somewhat awkward, but not, I take it, too awkward for the example to serve its role here.


� See Feldman (2006, 424).


� There is, I take it, a difference between what your prior conditional probability is and what your belief about the relevant probability is. Prior conditional probabilities are not (or at least need not be) beliefs. Indeed, someone can probably have such prior conditional probabilities (perhaps dispositionally understood) without even mastering probabilistic concepts. But in our case we may safely assume, I think, that all concerned are reflective enough to have beliefs about the relevant probabilities, and indeed to have prior conditional probabilities that are in a perfectly natural sense in line with such probabilistic beliefs. With this restriction, there is no problem to extend talk of epistemic justification from beliefs to such prior conditional probabilities. In what follows in the text I ignore this complication. 


� At one point Elga (2007, 483) seems to notice something like this point, when noting that perfect advisors too don't deserve full trust, because you shouldn't be perfectly confident in your ability to recognize a perfect advisor. But he doesn't pursue the point further. Christensen (2007, 196-8) does discuss the first-person perspective, and takes for granted the fact that we are locked in our own beliefs, but does not, I think, appreciate the full strength of the problem this poses for the Equal Weight View. For a related point, see also Weatherson (manuscript).


� The interaction between our taking  afirst-person and a third-person perspective towards ourselves is a central theme in Nagel's thought. See, for instance, Nagel (1986).


� See, for instance, Foley (2001, 79); van Inwagen… ; Kelly (2005, 16, also quoting Foley).


There is in the vicinity a related worry about possible self-defeat: Assume, as seems likely, that some people reject the Equal Weight View. Further assume – as seems likely, though probably not as likely – that some of these people are people supporters of the Equal Weight View (justifiably) consider to be their epistemic peers about such things. Then the Equal Weight View may very well recommend to suspend judgment about the Equal Weight View itself. Now this is not exactly self-defeat (the Equal Weight View entails not its own negation, but rather the claim that it cannot be believed justifiably), and furthermore the point depends on the assumptions just mentioned. But it is still, I think, a worrying result. For a development of this point in terms of degrees of belief, and the conclusion that the Equal Weight View may issue incoherent recommendation, see Weatherson (manuscript).


� It seems to me, for example, that we can rather easily distance ourselves from the full-blooded beliefs of our past selves. It's the beliefs of the present self from which we cannot completely distance ourselves in this way. It is an interesting question whether the future self is in this respect like the past self or like the present one. 


Notice that the possibility of epistemic distancing is not a matter of degree of confidence. There may be seemings in which you are extremely confident (that there appears to be a text in front of you), and you may have beliefs in which you're not all that confident at all. The point is different, though: it is the one put in the text in terms of whether the epistemic self is fully engaged.


� Interestingly, sometimes proponents of the Equal Weight View talk as if our reflective response to evidence just is a kind of seeming. See Feldman (2006, 424), who describes perceptual cases, and later says he sees no reason to think there is any case that is not relevantly like them (2006, 436). And see also Christensen (2007, 194), speaking in terms of "reacting to data", and using the his example (2007, 202-3) of people with "Savant Syndrome" who "just see" theoremhood. This way of talking may give the Equal Weight View a more attractive sound than it deserves, for the point made in the text. 


� I take it this is what Christensen (2007, 198) does when granting the ineliminability of the first-person-perspective here, and still defending what looks like the Equal Weight View.


� Before criticizing Kelly’s views, let me emphasize that there are obvious and important similarities between his views and arguments and mine, and that I am much indebted to his discussion of peer disagreement.


� Kelly’s views have undergone a change, and so his (2005) and (forthcoming) present two different – though related – alternatives to the Equal Weight View.


� Christensen’s (2007, 207) example.


� This point is made by Christensen (2007, 207-8), and by Kelly himself (forthcoming, 28), from whom I take the talk of "god's eye view of the evidence".


� Christensen (2007, 209) makes a related point. 


� Kelly (forthcoming, 59) considers the objection to his view according to which he is committed to an implausible externalism about epistemic justification. He rejects this claim for reasons that need not concern us here. Even if he’s right about the objection as he puts it, a close worry remains, and I think it is best captured by the point in the text here.


� Or at least, we agree that the reading of the other truthometer is relevant evidence. It is, after all, a very surprising idea that you can (and should) in general treat your own believing p as evidence that p, a point to which I return below. (An analogy: Perhaps you should – when doing politics, say – take other people's mistaken convictions into account, respecting them as they are. But it makes very little sense to think that you should treat yourself in this way. See Raz (1998, 27-8).)


� Christensen (2007, 198) concurs. 


� A central line of thought in Kelly (forthcoming).


� For one thing, it nicely captures the distinction between seemings and beliefs. In seemings, we don't seem to have any further evidence – our total evidence just is the seeming, and so when there are two disagreeing seemings, we should split the difference between them. But with beliefs that are based on evidence there is always more evidence, and so the Equal Weight View doesn't follow. See Kelly's (forthcoming, 14) discussion of perceptual cases. 


� In his (2005), Kelly raises a double counting objection against the Equal Weight View: Kelly argues, if I understand him correctly, that taking people's views about p as evidence for or against p either does or does not amount to objectionable double counting. If it does, then we shouldn't do so, and the Equal Weight View is false (and indeed, the I Don't Care view is true). If it does not, then we can rely on the first-stage evidence even in the second stage. And then too the Equal Weight View is false. But this argument ignores another option: That counting both first-stage and second-stage evidence would indeed amount to double counting, and that therefore we should rely not just on the first-stage evidence (the first horn of the dilemma above), and not on all the evidence (this would be double counting), but rather just on the second-stage evidence. This, I take it, is what a proponent of the Equal Weight View should say about double counting, and as I argue in the text, this possibility poses problems even for Kelly's more recent Total Evidence View (or at least for the natural way of motivating it).


� Kelly (forthcoming, 43-4) seems to argue that it does. On the other hand, he says (forthcoming, 6) he suspects a more symmetrical solution would be true – one according to which both parties to the disagreement are entitled to stand their ground. So it's not completely clear to me what is going on here. 


� Kelly (forthcoming, 52-3) says his theory is not vulnerable to the bootstrapping problem Elga raises as an objection to the Extra Weight View. For reasons that I give below in discussing the bootstrapping objection, I think Kelly is wrong here. If so, this is another worry about the Total Evidence View. But I think my reply to the bootstrapping objection can be utilized by the total Evidence View as well.


� And there are more options, like how we should revise our degrees of belief in the face of disagreement with someone we do not but should take to be our peer, and so on. The three options in the text suffice for my purposes.


� I do not here mean to deny that there may be interesting relations between the more externalist question (and its answer) and the ones I proceed to discuss in the text. 


� Can Elga take the orthodox Bayesian way out, claiming that prior probabilities (including conditional ones) are not to be evaluated one way or another, but rather to be taken as given? (I thank Pete Graham for pressing me on this point.) It is hard to see how this would help. First, and as is well-known, this rather extreme Bayesian claim faces its own problems. Second, and relatedly, if the Equal Weight View can only be defended on this assumption, this is already an interesting result (and, of course, proponents of the Equal Weight View do not mention this assumption as an explicit premise in their arguments). And third, it is highly implausible to treat such prior conditional degrees of belief as really, ultimately prior. Rather, your belief that Adam is your peer is much more likely to be itself the product of numerous revisions, in light of considerations of the kind to be mentioned in the text. If so, Elga cannot escape the point in the text even if the orthodox Bayesian assumption is in fact true.


� Let me just note here without argument that Elga's reply to the problem of spinelessness collapses if we revise the Equal Weight View in the way suggested in the text. So Elga can choose – the way suggested in the text to avoid the counterexample mentioned here, or his reply to the spinelessness problem. He can't have both. For a related point, see Kelly (forthcoming, 56, footnote 33).


� See Elga (2007, 479).


� See Kelly (2005, 15).


� I take this to be a point closely resembling Foley's (2001) insistence on the ineliminability of (moderate) self-trust. 


� Weatherson (manuscript, 3) makes a similar point.


� These last two options are the strategies employed by Christensen (2007, 199-201) and Elga (2007, 491) (respectively) to deal with what Christensen calls Extreme Restaurant Case, in which your friend and peer comes up with a totally crazy number as his part of the check (say, it's greater than the amount of the check as a whole). I don't know whether these strategies work, but as Kelly (forthcoming, 40) notes, they are rather complicated strategies, designed to yield a result that his theory (and any theory that allows the disagreement itself as evidence against the interlocutor's reliability) yields much more naturally. 


� Which does not mean that if the disagreement itself is reason for demoting, no one will ever qualify as a peer. Perhaps, for instance, you are – before the disagreement – justified in treating someone as your superior, and after demoting her somewhat (because of the disagreement) you now believe she is your peer.


� Why do I say that it borders on triviality? Because I think it has enough content to be false, but for reasons that are not directly related to the topic here. I think that this general conditionalization requirement may be in general false, because sometimes the rational thing to do given new evidence is to update one's conditional probabilities rather than to conditionalize in accordance with them. But this is too large a topic – and I know about it too little – to pursue it here.


� Christensen (2007, 197) takes it to be obvious that the kind of epistemic behavior I describe in the text is unreasonable.


� Suppose you (justifiably) believe that you almost always get (philosophical) things right, and that so does Adam, but simply because he almost always defers to you. Then your prior probability that he would be right should be very high, but the prior probability that he would be right conditional on there being a disagreement should be very low. In such a case, the proponent of the Equal Weight View should have no problem accommodating the reasonableness of the degrees of belief in the text. But the important point here is that something like this – obviously asymmetrical – story has to be true for the epistemic behavior in the text to be in line with the spirit of the Equal Weight View. I thank Josh Schechter for relevant discussion here.


� Feldman (2006, 429) has a quick discussion of self-trust, but one that misses, I think, the point in the text here.


� This may bring me close to the dogmatism paradox, but not close enough: While it is paradoxical to claim that knowing (or justifiably believing) that p entitles you to ignore all evidence against p, it is not paradoxical to say that knowing (or justifiably believing) that p often entitles you to decrease your trust (for this very reason) in evidence that suggests not-p.


� As Christensen (2007, 191, footnote 7) notes in our context the mere fact that an argument or a piece of evidence will not convince an interlocutor does not show that relying on it would be begging the question in any objectionable way. Kelly (forthcoming, 60-2) notices a confusion on this point as one of the appeals of the Equal Weight View.


� Joseph Raz suggested to me that there is in this respect an important difference between the case in which you already believe p when you find out about Adam's belief not-p, and the case in which you are in the process of evaluating the evidence for p, just about to settle on believing p, when the news about Adam's belief come in. This difference – if it exists – would the manifest itself also in the relevance of the disagreement itself as evidence for demoting. I am not sure that this difference is of epistemic significance. Be that as it may, in this paper I – following the literature on peer disagreement – discuss only the case in which you already believe p when you find out about the peer disagreement. 


� Let me remind you that by demoting him from the status of a peer you are not committing yourself to the claim that he is less smart or rational than you are, only to the claim that he is less likely to get things right on this topic, or to have gotten things right here. There may be many explanations of his lesser reliability that do not invoke his stupidity or irrationality. (Perhaps, for instance, he went to the wrong graduate school.)


� See Christensen (2007, 196).


� This is a paraphrase of Raz (1998, 27). Raz discusses the practical, political significance of disagreement. The question is whether disagreement (of some sort, about some things) undermines legitimate state action. And Raz insists that it does not, partly because your reason for action here is not that you believe so-and-so (others believe otherwise, of course), but rather that so-and-so. This reason for action is not, of course, symmetrical between you and those you disagree with. Now, as I emphasized in the introduction, my question in this paper is epistemological, about what to believe, not practical, about what to do. So Raz's point does not directly apply to the epistemological discussion of peer disagreement (and there may be other considerations distinguishing between the epistemic and the political significance of disagreement). But my point in the text here is nevertheless closely analogous to Raz's point, and is naturally put in the terms borrowed from him.


� A point missed by Feldman (2006, 425).


� For a somewhat similar point, though not in terms of the intending-foreseeing distinction, see Kelly (forthcoming, 43-4). Christensen's (2007, 196) wording – asking whether from within a first-person perspective I should "give my beliefs… a kind of privileged position" is crucially ambiguous between the intending and foreseeing versions.


� Let me briefly comment here on an analogy with the issue of agent-relativity in the practical – for instance, moral – domain. When I choose an action among available alternatives, should I ground my choice only in agent-neutral values and reasons, like perhaps that of promoting the net balance of pleasure over pain? Or should I instead acknowledge the weight of some agent-relative values and reasons, like perhaps the reasons I – as someone writing a philosophy paper – have to be as rigorous as I can, or the value to me of my child's well-being (over and above its place in the general utilitarian calculus)? Should it matter to me in deliberation whether a certain consequence will be the consequence of my action, or the consequence of someone else's? (And so on.) I am not sure, but it is tempting to think about the discussion in this paper as an analogue of a view in the practical domain that insists that agent-neutral reasons and values do not exhaust the practically normative. The truthometer view, of course, is the analogue of the view according to which all practical normativity is agent-neutral. Furthermore, agent-relativity may very well require the normative significance of the intending-foreseeing distinction, or a distinction rather close to it. Here too, then, the analogy between the epistemological issues discussed in this paper and the agent-relativity issue in ethics is rather striking. Now, I don't know what to think about agent-relativity in the practical domain, but it seems to me if it can be defended, it has to be defended along lines similar to the ones in the text here: That a consequence will be the consequence of my doing, for instance, does not seem to me to carry moral significance. (Analogously – that a view is mine does not justify me giving it more weight in a case of disagreement). But perhaps my unique role in my own actions can after all justify agent-relativity of some sort. (Analogously – perhaps my unique role in revising my own beliefs can after all justify some asymmetrical self-trust.)


I do not know whether this analogy is merely anecdotal, or whether there's more to it. I hope to give the matter some more thought in the future.


� For my own doubts, see "Intending, Foreseeing, and the State", forthcoming in Legal Theory.


� Kelly (forthcoming) raises a few bootstrapping-related objections to the Equal Weight View. I don't discuss them here.


� This is also why Kelly (forthcoming, 52 and on) is wrong to say that the bootstrapping objection doesn't apply to the Total Evidence View: By revising beliefs in cases of peer disagreement according to the Total Evidence View, you know that your view will in effect be given extra weight compared to that of Adam, and this is enough to get the bootstrapping objection off the ground.


� Feldman (2006, 415), for instance, describes his view as "contingent real-world skepticism".


� See Cohen (2002).


� For more on – and against – this requirement, see Enoch and Schechter (forthcoming). 


� Refs Prior on dogmatism, easy knowledge debate?


� Sometimes it could be. One kind of example would be If p is a very special proposition (for instance, the proposition that you have a brain, or that you have beliefs, or that there are some propositions about the truth of which you disagree with Adam). Another kind of example would be if you've forgotten the initial evidence, but you find in yourself the belief p; in such a case you may the take this as evidence that p (assuming you're somewhat reliable about these mattes, and know as much). But this is a case in which you look at your past self from a third-person perspective.


� Here the Common Sense View is very similar to Kelly's Total Evidence View. See Kelly (forthcoming, 32).


� Kelly (forthcoming, 34 and on) thinks the number of peers disagreeing with you can make all the difference – to the point of meriting full deference. I'm not sure such a verdict is consistent with the ineliminability of the first-person perspective I (but not Kelly) have been emphasizing.
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