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In philosophical methodology, intuitions are used as evidence to
support philosophical theories. In this paper, | evaluate the skepti-
cal argument that variation in intuitions is good evidence that our
intuitions are unreliable, and so we should be skeptical about our
theories. | argue that the skeptical argument is false. First, varia-
tion only shows that at least one disputant is wrong in the dispute,
but each disputant lacks reason to determine who is wrong.
Second, even though variation in intuitions shows that at least one
disputant has the wrong intuition in the thought experiment, it is
not evidence of unreliability of any disputant’s intuition regarding
the philosophical theory being tested. So, variation in intuitions is
not good evidence that one’s own intuitions are unreliable. One
reply from the literature in peer disagreement is that we should
conciliate if we cannot determine who is wrong. | argue that these
disagreements are instead unconfirmed peer disagreements
(i.e., no good reason to take or dismiss disputants as an epistemic
peer, inferior or superior). | argue that if you have a strong intu-
ition about a case, then it is rational for you to remain steadfast.
Thus, variation in intuitions does not call for skepticism.
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B dunocodckoit MeETOA0M0MMU MHTYULIMIM UCTIO/Bb3YIOTCS B KauecTBe
cpepcTB 060CHOBaHMSA GUAOCODCKMX Teopuit. B 3Tol cTaTbe aBTOp
aHaNM3MPYET CKENTUYECKUI1 apryMEHT O TOM, YTO BapMaTMBHOCTb
MHTYMUMIA YKa3blBaeT Ha UX HEHAAEXHOCTb. ITO 06CTOATENLCTBO,
B CBOIO oYepefb, BEJET K CKEerncucy B OTHOLUEHMM OCHOBAHHbIX
Ha HUX Teopuit. OQHaKO aBTOpP MO/AraeT, YTo CKeNTUYECKUIA apry-
MEHT NIO)KeH. Bo-nepBbIX, BApUATUBHOCTb YKa3bIBaeT TO/IbKO Ha TO,
4YTO, MO KparHel Mepe, OAUH CMOPLMK Henpas, OAHAKO Yy Hac
HEeAOCTaTOYHbIX OCHOBaHWMA ANl TOro, YTOObl OMpeAennTb, KTO
MMEHHO Henpas. BoO-BTOpbIX, BapMaTMBHOCTb MHTYMUMI cama
no cebe He roBOPUT O HEHAZAEKHOCTU WMHTYMLMU KaKoro-nmbo
CropLMKa B OTHOLIEHMM NpoBepsieMoit dunocodckon Teopumn. Ta-
KMM 06pa3oM, BapMaTUBHOCTb MHTYMUMIA BOOOLLE HE O3HAYaET, YTO
KaKasi-To KOHKPETHasi MHTYULUs HeHazexHa. MNpu 3ToM B psge pa-
60T OTCTaMBAETCA MO3MLMS O TOM, YTO CMOPLUMKMN AO/KHbI NPUMM-
PUTLCA, €CN HEe MOTYT ONPeAEUTb, KTO MMEeHHO HernpaB. OfHaKo
aBTOp OTCTaMBaET MPOTUBOMOJIOXKHYHO MO3unuMio. OH YTBEPXKAAET,
YTO 3TU PasHOINACKs, HaNPOTUB, SBASIOTCS PasHOIacUsaMKU npes-
M0I0>KUMEIbHO PaBHbIX (T. €., Y HaC HET BECKWUX OCHOBaHWI pis
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NPU3HaHWS CNOPLLMKOB B KAYECTBE SMUCTEMUYECKON POBHU, PAaBHO
KaK M /11 NPU3HAHUS NPEBOCXOACTBA OAHOTO M3 HKX). ABTOp nosa-
raet, YTo MpU HaNMYUKU YBEPEHHOCTU B HEKOTOPOMN MHTYMLMK pa-
3YMHO C/1Ie40BaTh €. ABTOP 3aK/IOYaET, YTO TE3UC O BapUaTMBHO-
CTW MHTYMLMIA HE NPUBOAMT K CKENTULMU3MY.

KntoyeBble cnoBa: meTapunocodus, dunocodckas MeETOZ0NOMUSA, UH-
TYUUMK, SKCNepUMeHTanbHas Gunocodus, anNUCTEMONOTUA Hecorna-
C1s, pa3HOrnacus PaBHbIX

Objection From Variation In Intuitions

In traditional philosophical methodology, intuitions are used as evid-
ence to support philosophical theories.! Typically, these intuitions are eli-
cited through thought experiments designed to test necessity and/or suffi-
ciency philosophical theories. [Osborne, 2014, p. 444] According to
Edouard Machery and Alvin Goldman, authors of such thought experi-
ments describe a hypothetical situation and invite readers to make an in-
tuitive judgment about an aspect of the described scenario.?2 For example,
they may ask, “Does a given predicate ‘F’ apply to an event, an indi-
vidual, a pair of objects, etc. in the scenario?” [Goldman 2012, p. 280]
If the reader’s intuitive judgment supports the hypothesised philosophical
theory, then the reader has evidence that the hypothesised philosophical
theory is true. If the reader’s intuitive judgment does not support the hy-
pothesised philosophical theory, then the reader has evidence that the hy-
pothesised philosophical theory is false. To illustrate, consider the follow-
ing variant of the Gettier case used to test the philosophical theory that
“Subject S knows p iff subject S has a justified true belief that p”:

“Suppose, while in good conditions for visual perception, you look up at
the top of a hill and see what looks exactly like a zebra. Suppose further
that you are in a location where zebras are somewhat commonplace. You
then justifiably form the belief ‘“There is a zebra on the hill.” In reality,
the ‘zebra’ is a cleverly painted mule; just behind the mule, outside of
your visual reach, is an actual zebra on the hill.” [Osborne, 2014, p. 444]

Philosophers then ask, “Do you know that there is a zebra on
the hill?” Intuitively, it seems you do not. Here, Osborne offers a helpful
heuristic to understand how the refutation of the theory is carried out by
constructing the following argument:

1 For a contrary view that says philosophers do not use intuitions as evidence, see
[Williamson, 2007], [Deutsch, 2009, 2010], [Cappelen, 2012] and [Molyneux, 2014].
For defence of the claim that philosophers use intuitions as evidence, see [Pust, 2016],
[Chalmers, 2014, pp. 535-544], [Devitt, 2015, pp. 669-699], [Climenhaga, 2017,
pp. 69-104].

2 See [Machery, 2011, p. 194] and [Goldman, 2012, p. 280].
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1. The subject has a justified true belief that there is a zebra on the hill.
(from the thought experiment)

2. The subject does not know that there is a zebra on the hill. (from the
reader’s intuition)

3. Therefore, justified true belief is not sufficient for knowledge. [Os-
borne, 2014, p. 444]

Osborne notes that the reader need not explicitly construct the argu-
ment above and accept each premise to be justified in inferring the false-
hood of the hypothesised philosophical theory that “Subject S knows p iff
subject S has a justified true belief that p”. [Osborne, 2014, p. 444] How-
ever, the argument makes two things explicit. First, it shows clearly that
the reader’s intuition is used as evidence to justify his rejection of the the-
ory. Next, it shows that the reader’s own intuition is evidence for him that
the theory is false. If the reader had the opposing intuition — that the sub-
ject knows that there is a zebra on the hill — then he would have evidence
to justify his belief that the theory is true. For this use of intuitions to be
justified, the following thesis must be true:

UOIE (Using-Own-Intuitions-as-Evidence): It is epistemically justified to
use one’s own intuitions as evidence for philosophical theories.

There is another way intuitions are used as evidence in philosophical
methodology: through using the intuitions of others. For example, wide-
spread agreement in intuitions regarding a particular case, say c, is evi-
dence for philosophical theories that agree with the verdict in c.3 Thus, if
most people have intuitions that agree with premise (2) of Osborne’s ar-
gument, we also have evidence that “Subject S knows p iff subject S has a
justified true belief that p” is false. Less commonly, though possible, one
may also use the intuitions of others as evidence for philosophical theo-
ries even if: (a) one lacks reason to think that there is widespread agree-
ment, and/or (b) one has reason to believe that there is widespread dis-
agreement, and/or (c) one has the conflicting intuition, and/or (d) one
lacks the intuition.

Here is the problem. Experimental philosophers working on intu-
itions have raised findings that cast doubt on the evidential status of intu-
itions. According to Jonathan Weinberg, philosophers such as Robert
Cummins argue that “our best possible accounts of where intuitions can
come from do not square well with our hopes that they are any sort of re-
liable guide to a truth beyond themselves” [Weinberg, 2007, p. 318],
while philosophers such as Stephen Stich and Jaakko Hintikka have ar-
gued that “intuitions can have no normative epistemic force, are ungroun-
ded in any theory of their correct use, are unreliable, and generally speak-

3 For example, [Machery et al., 2011] writes that the philosophers working in phi-
losophy of language try to construct theories of reference that are consistent with our
intuitions.
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ing ought to be abandoned with the likes of palmistry and entrail reading”
because intuitions have a lousy track record.4 [Stich, 1990] and [Hintikka,
1999] There are thus multiple challenges to using anyone’s intuitions as
evidence.

In this paper, I evaluate the following skeptical argument (henceforth
Variation-in-Intuitions-Argument):

P1. There is variation in intuitions.

P2. Variation in intuitions is good evidence that our intuitions are unreli-
able.

P3. If our intuitions are unreliable, then we should be skeptical of our the-
ories.

C. We should be skeptical of our theories.

By variation in intuitions, I mean that different people have different
intuitions regarding the same case. The conclusion of the Variation-in-In-
tuitions-Argument entails that UOIE is false. Goldman (2012) offers
a possible interpretation of the Variation-in-Intuitions-Argument using
the reliable-indicator construal of evidence.

Reliable-indicator Criterion: X is evidence for Y if and only if X is
a (fairly) reliable sign, or indicator, of (the truth or existence) of Y. [Gold-
man, 2012, p. 283]

On the reliable-indicator construal of evidence, intuitions are evidence
for philosophical theories if and only if intuitions are a (fairly) reliable sign,
or indicator, of the truth of those philosophical theories. Goldman thinks
experimental philosophers have provided defeasible higher-order evidence
(i.e., defeasible evidence about the evidential quality of intuitional evid-
ence) that intuitions are unreliable by showing that there is variation in in-
tuitions. [Goldman, 2012, p. 286] In other words, Goldman thinks that
variation in intuitions implies unreliability in everyone’ intuitions; includ-
ing our own intuitions. For example, Goldman notes a study on Gettier
cases by Jonathan Weinberg, Shaun Nichols, and Stephen Stich that shows
that there is variation in intuitions. In their research, they found that 50% of
East Asians and only 26% of Westerners had the intuition that the subject
knows in the Gettier case. [Goldman, 2012, p. 286] Thus, we see both vari-
ations in intuitions within and between different cultural groups. One
might object that their studies cannot be replicated, or question the way
they conducted their experiment.> If one does so, one has provided higher
order evidence that defeats the evidence presented by the findings of ex-
perimental philosophers. [Goldman, 2012, p. 288] I will, however, set these

4 See [Weinberg, 2007, p. 318], [Cummins, 1998], [Stich, 1990] and [Hintikka, 1999].
5 See for example [Seyedsayamdost, 2015].
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issues aside. Assuming that there indeed is variation, should this call for
skepticism of our philosophical theories that are supported by our disputed
intuitions?

To see why Goldman thinks that variation implies unreliability, sup-
pose in the above variant of the Gettier case, 30% of readers judge that
they know that there is a zebra on the hill while 70% of readers judge that
they do not know that there is a zebra on the hill. Call this scenario
the Disputed-Gettier-Case. Since there is only one right answer — either
they know, or they do not know, at least 30% of the readers have judged
wrongly. If so, it would seem that the readers’ intuitions are not reliable
indicators of the truth of the philosophical theory “Subject S knows p iff
subject S has a justified true belief that p.” If our intuitions are not reli-
able indicators, then we have reason against using them as evidence for
the philosophical theory “Subject S knows p iff subject S has a justified
true belief that p.”

When generalised to any given thought experiment where the readers
have contrary judgments, say p and not-p, assuming that there is one right
answer, at least one group made the wrong judgment. [Goldman, 2012,
p. 288] Furthermore, if there is high variation in thought experiments,
it is less likely that our intuitions get the right judgments (e.g., if there is
a 50/50 split, we will only make the right judgment 50% of the time).
[Goldman, 2012, p. 288] Thus, variation in intuitions is evidence that our
intuitions are unreliable in such disputes, and consequently cannot be
used as evidence for the truth of such disputes (i.e., UOIE is false).
So, we should be skeptical of philosophical theories relying on intuitions
that vary amongst readers.

To further motivate the Variation-in-Intuitions-Argument, consider
two recent instances of variation regarding our sense perception. The first
concerns the actual colour of a dress — whether the dress is blue and black
or white and gold. The second concerns whether a speaker is actually say-
ing “yanny” or “laurel”.6 In both cases, a large majority of subjects claim
that only one option can be right and seems right to them.” Sense percep-
tion thus seems to be an unreliable indicator of the truth of those disputed
matters, for consider: Assuming that only one answer is correct, if 50%
believed that the speaker was only saying “laurel” while the other 50%
believed that the speaker was only saying “yanny”, then at least 50% are
wrong. If so, sense perception produces the wrong belief at least 50% of
the time in such cases; thus, it does not reliably track truth regarding the

6 See www.bbc.com/news/uk-scotland-highlands-islands-31656935 and [Salam, 2018].

71 do note that there have been recent scientific explanations behind the variation in
perceptual judgments and it has come to light that there is no particular “right”
answer. However, suppose we were unaware of the scientific explanations. We seem
to have good reasons to believe that only one answer is right. Would we then have
good evidence to think that our senses were unreliable?
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yanny/laurel debate. Such cases hence seem to be evidence that the hu-
man sense faculty is unreliable regarding those disputed matters (i.e., we
have reason to doubt that human hearing can correctly distinguish
between “yanny” and “laurel”). Given this, we should not trust anyone’s
senses in such disputes.

One further clarification should be made: A single case of variation
in sense perception does not provide sufficient evidence that sense per-
ception is generally unreliable. We do not conclude that everyone’s sense
perception is unreliable in all perceptual matters because of the disagree-
ment about the dress colour and whether the speaker said “yanny” or
“laurel”. Similarly, we should not conclude from a single case of vari-
ation in intuition (e.g., Disputed-Gettier-Case) that everyone’s intuitions
are generally unreliable in tracking the truth of all philosophical theories.
Minimally, we must show that there is a significantly large number of dis-
puted intuitions (for example, as evidenced by the burgeoning literature
in experimental philosophy) to plausibly claim that everyone’s intuitions
are unreliable in tracking the truth of all philosophical theories.

One may object at this point that even if experimental philosophers
can show that there are many cases where our intuition seems to be unre-
liable, we should not immediately conclude that intuition is generally un-
reliable in tracking the truth of all philosophical theories. This is because
we do not make such conclusions in other fields. Consider sense percep-
tion again. Although we can show that there are many cases where our
sense perception seem to be unreliable indicators of perceptual truths
(e.g., visual illusions where sense perception has a significant likelihood
of being wrong), we do not conclude that perception is generally unreli-
able in all perceptual matters. Similarly, even if there are many cases
where our intuition has a significant likelihood of being wrong, we
should not conclude that intuition is generally unreliable in tracking
the truth of all philosophical theories.

However, the reason why we do not conclude that everyone’s percep-
tion is generally unreliable is that we have independent evidence to think
that the number of cases where our perception is accurate far outweighs
the number of cases of visual illusions. If our evidence showed us that the
number of visual illusions we have far outweighed the number of cases
where our perception is accurate, we should conclude that our perception
is generally unreliable regarding the truth of all perceptual matters. After
all, we would conclude that our perception is generally unreliable if we
found out that evil demons were constantly deceiving us about the ex-
ternal world and that all our perceptual beliefs were false. We cannot say
the same about intuitions — we do not have independent evidence to think
that the number of cases where our intuitions get it right outweighs the
cases where our intuitions get it wrong. Thus, the kinds of considerations
that make it rational to think that perception is reliable do not vindicate
UOIE.
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Reliability Of One’s Own Intuitions

In this section, I argue that evidence of variation in intuitions elicited
by thought experiment T, that is used to test philosophical theory P, is not
evidence of unreliability of our own intuitions regarding P. For example,
variation in intuitions in Disputed-Gettier-Case is not evidence of unreliab-
ility of our own intuitions regarding the theory “Subject S knows p iff sub-
ject S has a justified true belief that p.” My first argument is that variation
in intuitions only shows that at least one disputant’s intuition (elicited by T
to test P) is wrong, but each disputant lacks reason to determine who is
wrong. So, variation in intuitions is not evidence that our own intuitions are
wrong. This is for three reasons. First, since there is only one right answer
in the dispute, parties that disagree cannot both be right. Second, we cannot
conclude from variation that both (or all of the) parties are wrong because
it is possible that one of the disputants got it right. Thus, variation only
shows that at least one disputant is wrong. Finally, variation in intuitions
cannot show who is wrong in the dispute because such variation only
shows that at least someone is wrong; it does not say who is wrong. One
must have evidence independent of the dispute to identify who is wrong.
So, variation in intuitions is itself not evidence that our own intuitions are
wrong (or that the intuitions of one’s disputants are wrong).

My second argument is that even though variation in intuitions (eli-
cited by T to test P) shows that at least one disputant has the wrong intu-
ition in T, it is not evidence of unreliability of any disputant’s intuitions
regarding P. This is because the concept of wrongness and one’s reliabil -
ity can come apart. That is, it is possible for both parties to be reliable
and yet one of the disputants is wrong. Consider the following scenario:
Suppose Sammy is 99% reliable regarding mental calculations. He is
a mental calculations expert. You give him a restaurant bill to calculate
and, in this instance, he makes the wrong calculation. Even though he
makes the wrong calculation, we do not conclude that the reliability of
Sammy’s mental calculation decreased when he was calculating this res-
taurant bill. Rather, the likelihood of him making the right calculation re-
garding this restaurant bill is still 99%, and this instance is part of
the 1% likelihood that he gets it wrong. If this is not intuitive, suppose
instead of Sammy, we have a 99% reliable calculator. We use the calcu-
lator to calculate the bill, and in this instance, it makes the wrong calcu-
lation. Here, we do not conclude that the calculator is unreliable; it is
still 99% reliable. Instead, this instance is part of the 1% likelihood that
the calculator gets the calculation wrong. Similarly, showing that one
disputant is wrong in this instance is not evidence that the disputant who
got it wrong is unreliable. Given my above two arguments, we can con-
clude that variation in intuitions is not evidence of unreliability of our
own intuitions. Thus, the challenge against UOIE fails.

101



e ESTHER GOH

How about the previously mentioned perception cases (i.e., disagree-
ment about the colour of the dress and the yanny/laurel debate)? Those
cases seem to show us that variation in perceptual judgments should give
us reason to conclude that our sense perception is not reliable in such
cases. Before I offer my reply, it is important to note that both perception
cases (e.g., the yanny/laurel debate) and cases of intuition (e.g., Dis-
puted-Gettier-Case) seem to rely on the assumption that our intuitions
and perception are all (generally) equally likely to get us right belief. This
is because we knew that we had unequal levels of reliability regarding
perception and intuitions, we would expect variation in perceptual and in-
tuitive judgments. However, this is an assumption left undefended.

Nonetheless, I will grant for now that we are all (generally) equally
likely to have the right intuition. Given that we are all (generally) equally
likely to have the right intuition, one might argue as follows: If disputants
are equally likely to make the right intuitive judgments about cases that in-
volve philosophical theories, then they are also equally likely to make
the wrong intuitive judgments about cases that involve philosophical theo-
ries. If these disputants are equally likely to make the wrong intuitive
judgments about cases that involve philosophical theories, then they are
equally likely to make the wrong intuitive judgments in Disputed-Gettier-
Case. If so, showing that one of the disputants made a mistake in Dis-
puted-Gettier-Case allows us to infer that the other disputant would have
been equally likely to make that same mistake in Disputed-Gettier-Case.
So, it seems that even if the other disputant made the right judgment, it
would be by mere luck. Thus, both are unreliable in Disputed-Gettier-
Case. Similarly, the perceptual disputes above seem to show that we are
individually unreliable in those matters because we have independent
reason to believe that we are already equally reliable regarding perception
(e.g., the biology behind how we see and hear is the same in most adults,
the person disagreeing with us seem to have no medical record of having
bad eyesight or hearing disabilities, etc.). Given that we have independent
reason to believe that we are equally reliable, we should think that we are
equally reliable in tracking truth in the disputed matter since it pertains to
perception. If we have reason to believe that we are equally likely to be
right and yet disagree, then even if we are right, we seem to only be acci-
dentally right, for we were equally likely as our disputant to have gotten
the wrong perceptual beliefs. If so, then it seems that we cannot track truth
reliably with regards to the disputed matter — thus, such disputes are proof
that we are unreliable in that disputed matter.

However, I think this argument fails. As argued earlier, evidence that
one disputant has the wrong intuition in T is not evidence of unreliability of
that disputant’s intuitions regarding P. Even if more people joined the di-
spute, evidence that one disputant is wrong does not become evidence
of unreliability of everyone’s intuitions regarding P. For consider: Sup-
pose Sammy joins Jim. Jim is also 99% reliable in mental calculations and
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likewise given the same restaurant bill. First, even though Sammy and Jim
are both equally likely to get the calculation right, they are both not guaran-
teed to get the calculation right (since there is a 1% chance Sammy gets it
wrong and a 1% chance that Jim gets it wrong). Thus, the fact that either
makes a mistake is compatible with the fact that they each have a 99% like-
lihood in making the right calculation regarding this restaurant bill. Now
suppose Sammy makes a mistake in his calculation while Jim does not.
As argued earlier, Sammy is still 99% reliable even though he makes a mis-
take. Jim’s reliability in calculating this restaurant bill does not increase to
100% either, even though he does not make a mistake calculating this
restaurant bill. Instead, both are still equally likely (i.e., 99% chance) to
make the right calculation regarding the restaurant bill. Thus, Sammy’s mis-
take does not make Jim unreliable even though they were both equally
likely (i.e., 1% chance) to make the same mistake. It also does not follow
that Jim made the right judgment by mere luck; Jim made the right judg-
ment based on his cognitive abilities.

Goldman’s conclusion in a case where 50% of the subjects have
the intuition that p while 50% have the intuition that not-p is that at least
50% are wrong, and thus intuitions are unreliable. One might think that we
can hence conclude that the subjects are 50% reliable. This, however, will
not do.50%’ expresses one’s likelihood of being the wrong one in the dis-
pute where we cannot independently evaluate who made a mistake. For
suppose yet again that unknown to us, it is Sammy who made a mistake.
Since Sammy and Jim have the same reliability of 99% regarding the bill,
they are equally likely to be the wrong one in the dispute. Thus, we judge
that there is a 50% chance that it is Sammy who made the wrong judgment
but Jim did not; and a 50% chance that it is Jim who made the wrong judg-
ment but Sammy did not. To emphasise, this does not mean that both their
reliability drops to 50%. They are still 99% reliable.

Another analogy is this: Suppose a dice was thrown and covered be-
fore Sammy and Jim could see what it landed on. They are then asked to
guess the number on the dice. Sammy guesses that the dice landed on “1”,
while Jim guesses that the dice landed on “2”. Individually, the reliability
of their guess is 16.666%. Now suppose someone peeked at the dice num-
ber and told both Sammy and Jim that only one of them is right, but did
not mention who. Here, it seems that the chance that Sammy is right
is 50%, while the chance that Jim is right is 50%. However, this does not
make the reliability of their guess increase to 50%. Given this, we can
make a distinction between individual reliability and one’s likelihood of
being the right one in the dispute. Variation in intuitions thus does not
show individual unreliability even in disputants who are equally likely to
get the right beliefs.8

8 One may object further that if two parties have divergent intuitions across a number of
thought experiments, then we have evidence that at least one of the parties have
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Using One’s Own Intuitions
In Cases Of Unconfirmed Epistemic Peerhood

Thus far, I have argued that variation in intuitions elicited by thought
experiment T (that is used to test philosophical theory P) is not evidence
of unreliability in any disputant’s intuitions regarding P. Instead, it only
shows that at least one disputant is wrong and that we cannot tell who.
Some may think this is still problematic for UOIE. This is because even
though variation in intuitions does not show unreliability, assuming that
we are equally likely to have the right intuition, we cannot tell who made
a mistake. If so, we should suspend judgment whether we have it right,
and consequently also suspend judgment about the content of our intu-
itions. This line of thought, known as Conciliationism, comes from
the literature in peer disagreement. Conciliationism is the claim that gain-
ing evidence that you are a party to a peer disagreement calls for you to
make at least some doxastic conciliation. [Mattheson, 2017] Some philo-
sophers who endorse Conciliationism are [Bogardus, 2009], [Feldman,
2006], [Kraft, 2012] and [Matheson, 2015].

Peer disagreements are disagreements in which all disagreeing par-
ties are epistemic peers. According to Jonathan Matheson, roughly, agents
S1 and S2 are epistemic peers regarding p if and only if they are in an
equally good epistemic position regarding p. [Mattheson, 2017] Here,
one’s epistemic positions regarding p is determined by one’s evidential
possession regarding p (i.e., how good his evidence regarding p is) and
evidential processing regarding p (i.e., whether he has good cognitive
faculties and epistemic virtues). [Mattheson, 2017] One way to tell that
S1 and S2 are epistemic peers is if they are equally likely to be right
about p — even if S1 and S2 do not have equal evidential possession and
equal evidential processing regarding p. Matheson argues that this is be-
cause “[e]xcesses in one area can account for deficits in the other, result-
ing in no net loss or gain.” [Mattheson, 2017]

The claim that UOIE is problematic thus relies on two further claims:
(1) variations in intuitions are cases of peer disagreements, and (2) Con-
ciliationism is true. Regarding (2), although initially compelling, other
philosophers have provided strong defences of the opposite view —
the Steadfast view.? That is, gaining evidence that you are a party to
a peer disagreement does not call for you to make any doxastic concili-
ation. [Mattheson, 2017] My purpose in this section, however, is not
to argue whether Conciliationism is right or the Steadfast view is right.

unreliable intuitions. However, even if this inference is granted, the disagreements
alone do not show who is unreliable (and also does not show that both parties are
unreliable).

9 For a strong defence of the Steadfast View, see [Kelly, 2005].
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Instead, I will argue that (1) is false — variations in intuitions are cases of
what Frederick Choo calls unconfirmed peer disagreements. [Choo, forth-
coming] In cases of unconfirmed peer disagreements, there is no good
reason for us to take or dismiss our disputants as an epistemic peer, in-
ferior or superior. We just do not know our epistemic positions relative to
our disputants.l0 T then argue that whether one should remain steadfast
(i.e., one does not make any doxastic conciliation) or skeptical in cases of
unconfirmed peer disagreement depends on the strength of one’s own in-
tuitions. I do think that in most cases, philosophers use their stronger in-
tuitions to support their philosophical theories. If so, this would permit
steadfastness despite variation in intuitions. Thus, variation in intuitions
does not call for skepticism.

According to Choo, there are two methods to assess if someone is
your epistemic peer.!! The first is whether you have wide-ranging agree-
ment or disagreement with your disputant regarding other intuitions that
are related to the disputed intuition. For example, suppose you and an-
other agent have agreeing intuitions about the Trolley Cart thought ex-
periment — you both agree that the lever should not be pulled to divert
the cart to kill one person instead of five. Thus, you and that agent seem
to have intuitions that do not support the philosophical theory “An act is
morally justified if it maximises utility.” We may raise further thought
experiments that test that same philosophical theory.!2 If you and that
agent still have agreeing intuitions in many of these thought experi-
ments, we have evidence that you and that agent are epistemic peers re-
garding the truth of that philosophical theory. However, if you and an-
other agent have disagreeing intuitions about the Trolley Cart thought
experiment and further disagreeing intuitions in other thought experi-
ments which test the same philosophical theory, we have evidence that
you and that agent are not epistemic peers regarding the truth of that
philosophical theory.

There are two worries if we use the first method to assess whether
we are peers regarding making the right intuitive judgments about
philosophical theories. First, it seems that wide-ranging agreement
among the same disputants in intuitions regarding the truth of more spe-
cific positive philosophical theories (i.e., philosophical theories that are
not broad, general claims or negation claims) is rare. For example, there

10 For further discussion on unconfirmed peer disagreements, see [Choo, forthcoming]

11 See [Choo, forthcoming]. See also [Grundmann, 2013] and [Elga, 2007] for similar
views. Grundmann argues that there are four different ways to justify the peerness
assumption: (1) justification by default, (2) the track record method, (3) arguing from
widespread background agreement and (4) arguing from general philosophical
competence. He then argues that all four cannot be met.

12 For example, we may ask, “Is it morally permissible to kill one person if a terrorist
threatens to kill 20 other people unless you killed one person?”
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are many variations of philosophical theories in philosophical literature
to accommodate the different, more specific intuitions that disputants
have. If so, we lack evidence that we are peers in disputes regarding
the truth of specific positive philosophical theories. Even if we are peers
regarding broadly agreed upon philosophical theories, it is the disputes
that we are concerned with and if we can remain steadfast in those dis-
putes. Second, I think that wide-ranging disagreement with your dis-
putant is not conclusive evidence that you are not epistemic peers. Here
is one way that there can be wide-ranging disagreement in epistemic
peers. Recall Matheson’s argument that S1 and S2 can still be epistemic
peers even if S1 and S2 do not have equal evidential possession and
equal evidential processing, as long as they are in an equally good epi-
stemic position. If S1 and S2 do not have equal evidential possession
and equal evidential processing when making intuitive judgments,
the differences in evidential possession and evidential processing may
cause differences in other related intuitive judgments. The wide-ranging
disagreement in intuitions may materialise in something like the follow-
ing scenario: You and your disputant have different evidential posses-
sion and different evidential processing but are individually equally un-
reliable (e.g., 50% reliable). Out of all the wide-ranging disputes, you
happen to be right 50% of the time while your disputant is right the
other 50% of the time because of the differences in evidential posses-
sion and evidential processing. Hence, both of you are 50% reliable. So,
wide-ranging disagreement is not evidence that we are not epistemic
peers. If so, the first method of assessing is inconclusive because we
lack evidence that we are peers in disputes and we lack evidence that
we are not peers.

The second method of assessing whether someone is your epistemic
peer is based on the relevant credibility-conferring features (i.e., eviden-
tial possession and evidential processing). [Choo, forthcoming] Some ex-
amples of relevant credibility-conferring features regarding intuitions are:
possessing knowledge of the relevant philosophical distinctions, compet-
ence in the language, familiarity with the philosophical theory being
tested, freedom from biases and having un-muddled intuitions (i.e., intu-
itions that are not misdirected or about notions other than the ones under
discussion).13 Here is the problem. There are disputes over what the rele-
vant philosophical distinctions are and which intuitions are un-muddled,
and there seems to be no independent way of verifying what they are.
When it comes to determining what the relevant distinctions are, philo-
sophers often object to their disputants on the grounds that their dis-
putants are not making good philosophical distinctions, while their dis-
putants argue that these distinctions are irrelevant. Furthermore, both
disputants maintain that they are right. For example, some philosophers

13 The term “muddled intuitions” is coined by [Schroer & Schroer, 2013].
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have argued that there is an intuitive do/allow distinction in the Trolley
Cart thought experiment which is relevant in determining the correct eth-
ical judgment, while their disputants argue that these distinctions are ir-
relevant to the truth of our ethical theories.!4 When it comes to determin-
ing which intuitions are un-muddled, philosophers often object to their
disputants on the grounds that their disputants have muddled intuitions,
while their disputants simply deny this. Here is one example from Cote-
Bouchard:

“Illness: After making several tests, Rita’s doctor has bad news. She has
a very serious illness and only has a 5% chance of survival. This particu-
lar illness is very sensitive to patients’ anxiety and stress levels. Since
Rita is very anxious and stressed about dying, following the evidence and
believing the truth about her prognosis will lower her chances to almost 0.
On the other hand, believing (falsely and unjustifiably) that she will al-
most certainly survive will dramatically increase her chances.” [Cote-
Bouchard, 2017, p. 30]

Cote-Bouchard writes that this seems to be a case where intuitively,
there is nothing good in conforming to epistemic norms. He also writes
that disputants argue that he has muddled intuitions — his intuition is
tracking an all things considered value instead of pro tanto value. [Cote-
Bouchard, 2017, p. 32] Cote-Bouchard in turn replies that he is talking
about pro tanto value, while disputants maintain that his intuition is mud-
dled. [Cote-Bouchard, 2017, p. 33] In the above examples, there seems to
be no independent check to verify who is right. We only have evidence
that at least one is wrong. Thus, it seems that we cannot even begin to
compare based on credibility-conferring features. If so, we currently have
no good reason to take or dismiss our disputants as an epistemic peer, in-
ferior or superior. We just do not know our epistemic position relative to
our disputants.

Given that we seem to be in an unconfirmed peer disagreement re-
garding intuitions, what should we believe? Should we remain steadfast
or conciliate? I propose that whether a person should remain steadfast or
conciliate depends on the strength of one’s own intuitions. If one has
a strong intuition regarding p, then one should remain steadfast despite
having evidence there is unconfirmed peer disagreement. However, if one
has a weak intuition regarding p, then one should have some degree of
conciliation. Why accept my view? Here are two examples from the field
of mathematics and the field of perception that seem to endorse a similar
principle.

Regarding mathematical disagreements where we have no independent

evidence about the epistemic status of our disputant (i.e., unconfirmed
peer disagreement):

14 See for example [Kagan, 1989, pp. 83-1271].
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Case 1: Suppose you made the mental calculation “2+2=4”. A stranger
then asserts, “No, 2+2 is not equal 4!”

Case 2: Suppose you made the mental calculation “230x27=6,210".
A stranger then asserts, “No, 230x27 is not equal 6,210!”

Regarding perceptual disagreements where we have no independent evi-
dence about the epistemic status of our disputant (i.e., unconfirmed peer
disagreement):

Case 3: Suppose you see your computer in front of you. A stranger then
asserts, “No, there is no computer in front of you!”

Case 4: Suppose you see that in a far distance, there is a black horse graz-
ing under a tree. A stranger then asserts, “No, it is a dark brown horse
grazing under a tree!”

In both Case 1 and 3, it strongly seems to you that 2+2=4 and that
there is a computer in front of you. Here, it seems that there is no reason to
conciliate. In fact, David Christensen points out that if the conciliationist
accepts the skeptical principle that a person should conciliate as long as he
has no good evidence to privilege himself, then the conciliationist will be
lead to global skepticism if she meets a global skeptic. However, Chris-
tensen thinks it is clear that meeting a global skeptic should not call for
conciliation. [Christensen, 2011, p. 15-16] This differs in both Case 2 and
4. In Case 2 and 4, it weakly seems to you that “230x27=6,210” and that
there is a black horse grazing under a tree. Here, it seems reasonable for us
to conciliate. Furthermore, meeting a global skeptic would not call for
global skepticism for we have beliefs that strongly seems to us to be true.
It would only call for skepticism in our weaker claims.

Similarly, if one has a strong intuition (say for example the intuition
that p and not-p cannot be true at the same time), then there seems to be
no reason to conciliate in unconfirmed peer disagreements. However,
if one has a weak intuition, then it seems reasonable for one to con-
ciliate. Since in most cases philosophers use their stronger intuitions to
support their philosophical theories, this would permit steadfastness de-
spite variation in intuitions. Thus, variation in intuitions does not call for
skepticism.

Conclusion

In conclusion, I have argued that the skeptical argument that variation
in intuitions is good evidence that our intuitions are unreliable fails for two
reasons. First, variation only shows that one of the disputants is wrong, but
does not show who. Second, even though variation in intuitions in thought
experiment T shows that at least one disputant has the wrong intuition in T,
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it is not evidence of unreliability of any disputant’s intuitions regarding
the philosophical theory being tested. I have also considered a reply from
the philosophy of disagreement which calls for skepticism if the parties are
in a peer disagreement. I argue that variation in intuitions is not a case of
peer disagreement — instead, it is a case of unconfirmed peer disagreement.
Last, T argue for the principle that whether a person should remain steadfast
or conciliate depends on the strength of one’s own intuitions. If one has
a strong intuition regarding p, then one should remain steadfast despite
having evidence there is unconfirmed peer disagreement. However, if
one has a weak intuition regarding p, then one should have some degree of
conciliation.
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