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Abstract

In the epistemological debate over peer disagreement, Adam Elga’s equal weight view holds that
when an agent disagrees with an epistemic peer, both parties should give equal weight to each
other’s opinions, typically amounting to splitting the difference in credence. However, the counter-
intuitive nature of conciliatory verdicts in extreme cases poses a serious challenge to this view. Jen-
nifer Lackey’s justificationist view replaces “peerhood” and “the fact of disagreement” with “degree
of justified confidence” and “symmetry breaker” as the core explanatory terms, thereby condition-
alizing the epistemic force of disagreement. In this sense, justificationism is not a mere improve-
ment on the equal weight view but constitutes a higher-level replacement of it: the equal weight
view is demoted to a local corollary of justificationism under conditions of low justified confidence
and the absence of a symmetry breaker. At the same time, by explaining when, why, and where the
equal weight view is valid and invalid, justificationism provides a more general explanatory frame-
work for it. The argument proceeds along four dimensions: conceptual analysis, case-based exami-
nation, mechanistic exposition, and theoretical comparison. It also responds to objections that jus-
tificationism licenses bias, that personal information is not publicly verifiable, and that the view is
self-defeating.
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1. 51§

LEAVET . BUA EMEESNOUIES] SRATEAG RS 7. RIS B 8 00 & #,
AT S RATE R ZE R R, FRATR 2 Wy 3R B R 2 X2 S ARERIE  “ 738”7 (disagreement)
(IR I R X — R, 22 « R MN(Adam Elga)f th TR HIRZE ) “ XA (equal weight
view), 5K IATTE — AR AR S5 BN R AE 73 BN, Rigs 10 77 s LS B o L R S5 B ACE 1],
7 DU B AR B AR SR T, K08 5 R A U7 A & AT

7 (B 52ED) o, BRInEE —A4 “& bootstrapping” FIVEIENR S FFIX — M 55, AR1M, 76w B
[ AR M 2=, o SR WL A IR Bk RIS R AR 43 SETTTT AR [RI B 450 2 T0HT,
B EARFFATEEA T (2] BRI B R e 50 75 2 R AR (insane) " AN “ R EUE L 1)
FARME X — 8, 51K T AL,

AR 2 S AR O A, XSRS AR 2 b 32 LR ) “GE—PE” (uiformity) 6 @8 [F)45F 73 50T
W O BIRIANRE R UEE ” XA, XSRS ARE m R B 4518 3], R, itk
Tk BRI B O AEE T A TR S R e e, T2 B T1E & M g 14 B {5 2 (degree of justified confi-
dence), PARAZTEAATEN NE B (personal information) T2 fi X FRPEFT i # (symmetry breaker).

XTI, AR ERCE ML “ G M7 SRR ORI, IR b R T oM R R, BT
RLA3 BRI R, B Fr 32 SCRAE Ryt S I A B AT RS, (615 8] 5 40 BT 15 18 1) 1)
M “RENABIEER” AR RSN MABIEES” .
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SO IME ST RBIRGEG . AL ) ) S A B 1 Bl e DU N 48 B R i8I
2. WENEWRNRIEREFE
2.1. R0 : NENEMRRZOEK

FEAAB AR F) G 1 7 Bt T, A AR (B N2 AR R B S B B 82 2 3K — 5 T A 6F 70
IWHIE SR L2 AR BRI AR m (4]0 SRS SRR . R BB R A [F B
PR B CIEIIRESR, A% T URAE MR B U RIS R B L2 /T, X B SR i
o 7 ZMER, BIKINE BT UARBER: B, DERRIERBATHEE CWERE: 5
=, B HAAEARNTTEGR, TREATE CERR “RE7 RETRFIME; =, X— “H
B HEBR T O T grR RRAR B A HERE

RidEAR BRI E by B SRE s L Te s, MR “ LT HNESRE . RA TR
WHESE R T BEREE . HIER T B SL N ARIR A AR AR 7 & CATRIA A,
FAFTARE XS TR A B AR RISE AT BE AR, VRO 7 AR 53 o )X R U, SRR A
AL T I B ORI RIRE I VRIE R, Jo il 40l 2 14 i SR ) iid 1 2 % O B0R I ks e
WG EE R R m AR TRRGIA KT B EARIRSKE R, 2 BRI E#PEE N EE R .
PN, IERE Gt BB S A E W E R A 5

2.2. RO : MENRNENHEE

2.2.1. IR RGIRBEEK

SXot A5 A O THT I ) o L e B ok 1 v B M R AR (AR 20 . FE AR AR TR Rl b, ARH
ARiAT 43 656, TVRIFEED 450 3670, X AMEr @ TR, Bt L, fRERDRFEEST 43
EITTME . U, FERIIESIR, RGBS AR D, R, ERMBCERGT, R 2
+2=4, FFHARZ. fEXERGF, o ERFE 2T

BRIRNF LA BT B A, 76 BT S A A, AR M T “r B BE ™ 5 i “ARBEAgxE 7 (2
R RN (insane) ” [FIREZ /S BERSBE M — 3820 BRIL, AESPHLZ R, VR AmIA E D%t
BB AART, AHRHEARH 1PN ™ B )

PN, B, WRAUSE “IRAEAFNT T B RIUL” BAEAYT, B4 X — SR A T PR R L. FE
W, FNRAMRE, “STERRE” X AW R TR E CRE SRR, HRomReH 450 £
2R 2Z T LLRARE, HHRRANREEE T “KELAFERET 450 £07 X— @B G S,
D, RIRINSERR S F s 7 B e EAS B, 0 AU S o A WA B SR e i bk P
PR RO <o EEEE . A AR — 5.

2.2.2. I 14iE)E

KT« 58 B R (David Christensen) & Hi 1] “J 7% ” (Independence) J5 M| & X S5 AN F (LA S BB T2
BITRFN SO — AN EEESCHE . MO JFE SR, FEPPAL X 77 B LA RN BEAR I, FRATT AT T Ok
T4 U] AR, DL %0 2 (question-begging) [5]. 7¢ BEEFBEARIAA, 40 S FRA IAE VEAh X 2 LB 4
WE AR, AR BB B SR N T R R, IR AR SR M R 2 S

SR, Prdddath, JRSZ R E A Sk G R BE . AEsm 200, FRATZ P LARE RS & B A 0 7
U7 EER, e REARNIA SR E S WARIRATER) WAL T IR EE Rl 0] J7 (1) W] §E
e, AT AT S o AL R R )« R FE R 200 Joik sk, BN e R S &
T35 B RN D A B B 2 o
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2.2.3. JE3ZIRMERIRE

Bhr 28 /K« BUREb(Alastair Wilson) 53— N 7R 10 SR LI R AE . Al 0S8R 0
52 AN R A e o A SRS S AR 0 o B SR AR B IE I, S A S SR A B4R FEAS i, A
KRB EEERAFN . X — R, WENEMNEEREZMAEA M, THEERAFN 5
WAy BRERAEHAE RS, BRI BAS TR AR E LHI[6]. AR — W EA B A B S AR 3 W, HE
S H 7B e X SR A T AN SR R A BV ME SR 2 S S AR S AR R DRI R
1EH .

224. BEASHES

HRAE ) B AAZ O U HE X 25, {EL Il RBUAE AR S B iR (1 UE B 0 S [ 7] X atk,  dr R« ERARLL Sy
7”7 (idealized disagreement) 5 “ H % 738 ” (ordinary disagreement) () [X 73, it —DHE7R T X EBCE WL )&
PR TEME R, BRARAL 3B R U5 SE bRy R UEAE 55 . AR EERI 78 o B iR = Ao s H r Bl R
BR XU H W KEUE NN S E 2], HIEBIE, ISeh BT . BUAER ZHSFE, JLIT#H
WA MARERARAG . TEIREE SR, U I AR AE SRR AN B BRI AR, T I LA
FRAE A8 2 o0 B A ) S A

X A EE WA SR AR T EAR A B, L0 TP SEBR N AN R, B A oy 7R I S R Al o
Wy HRETHE B, WESHT “X07 HAEFIEX 4" (g, K X SERE” FER = 53
Befilie XFE—DRE, 0 SR T BN T — M 1 AR AE SRR E 4 B S

3. PHIELAR: HHPENBZOHLE
3.1. HHPHEREE

PLIE R SRR O F TR, SRS I BOR B ESRAS B IE, DU TS SRR MBS .
Dt B 2 SOBLR Y 2% 4% 0 R T«

TG 77 /& IE J5U U (No Doxastic Revision Required): 7E H & 704, #5 A {58 p A W FE sk
BEE, WA BRESERE R RES p, 2 A A AR FRIEF T8

SEJi % 1E Ji7 ) (Substantial Doxastic Revision Required): 7EH & 70, 45 A FIE S p A EZE X
R I EAS R, T A B & B ER S M AS 1R S S AR L.

XPI KRG SLFE TR, BRI I BAE B S A AR R, T2 A5 & BT I SE bR thog
o R IXRE — B AMES 2 S AT EEME SR A (S S BB PRI R T 7 AR5 S I R s e 7 2 15 AT 4
BTN . B, S B R RE S TR R B, AR B AE BRI E (S SRS
TlAFOS S o W Z R U S 3 “Wom R T IR B Sefiil b, ARIME R NRLAT 43 32T, X —(F = AWEd
PHEEER, PONRA RERE . WA SE 0 R SRR . ARl ORI, AR AT — k0
S, R BAE BRI .

3.2. PABERSHREITHE

B, M EEGEREAS A ARG BAREE S RN mEE e T B, BAH
AT IR T O RS S H. LA, RIS DN AE R MR FE B 2 XLH. D AME
B R CORTHEANRBENIERISERELR” o fln, JRAE A CRAEN. AR BA T EL6 .
B PR LM IER B, IF B30 Bt =5 i A Be e st . Hr A A ORI EqE B R T AR B
AXIHR, B RT A DUNRAREIE — ARG L, HIREA R T REEE .
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PP, YN ANGEREEEAFHEEGEESARN, Rl R T, B RIS E
— TN T 5 — TR R Y o fE “Bom B TIK R Zat, BXT B SWMIEFEBIERDNANEE,
S EERHTE S, (FRRAE N, A ET o BCE AT 7 A A R B R IE A, AR E
DRI, FRAT DA BAR BE T 43 £ TTffE O

FH#IE (defeater) (15 5 R UL, JrBORSHRHE T —A “#Mss” , A EBMEEE CMES. HE
BB INANGE BT —A “PIE - #I#E” (defeater-defeater), HEIH T 70 B FRAF S
Wi, REREABEGEIRAHR “PmeE - e - #meE” , Rt La R R &

3.3. IR R NI R L

AP 32 S TR A T SR — AN SRR DX AE T S SR N B ZS FE o JRAN  SCBSRIRATIE Al 0t 77 2
I ARSE T B CHERE ;B WA, ERSm ARG, BA TG 75 08 S OAF & 0 m EBH PERH)
Wi o R RE o PRI TR ROR R R — i WURAHEE UL 2+ 2 T 4, AN RBIE
WB B S FONEREERES R 2 + 2 = 4, M3RGT B DWAIEFBERAN NG BERE
WA, RTEFERHIRT L T . 7B “ICE” B RS S A NG B, R R TIE B
EfE&.

R RIS 7SI R R ELE 2 AL, SRR AR T A SRS R, BB AE VR
FEXTGE FIWTS HEER “2+2 =47 X5, ZFEMSIT 2B TCIE & B e 5T g A

3.4. ShEHEH

EARFR S SOUARRE 1 AT B B IR AT ASRAZ IE B R, (R E AR R =), EEA mT
PEEFEEHEREIL, BEAMAIEEGRE HLFRIBIE. SRR DGR R IEE AR 2 1 .
IRAE S A PR R EGERE, DNEETREA L BTN FR, BT R Z A B 1E.
FASEE “AER R TIKRE” RERUHIX — . JESEAEMR LT EIEHIA 43 SCThf, BT E
LT, BIEMFRREEZ TR Ay 2 Cbr B3RO T — M AR SR %, Ak —ox

Mo
4. IERLCEE: BHPEXER LB R FRERES
4.1. ERIEIR

FEXTEERLE G R, HARC DRI “[RGE S 67 A “p i Zisie” , HEXURNRX 3 B4 T
TP AR M EOR RS IE R A E SOWAIRZ O RN 2 “ A IR EAE R A “A NS B AR
NRSFRVESTBEE BN RS R TR AR &, midE “Ff” XS hA 5.

PAF R B SO R SR LA B4R, R R B e A W E R, B, BN
(RO IS B — e i 30, AR LA T CAEAR AT 20 B B P b, TEiR U5 2 2 AR 554 A
FRA AT AR IE S h A . 2T, “Rfr 07 22— Mk ki, HIEAEAR S
TR HR, B E SRR REUE BT, B R DR A [R5 2 b B8 73 BRI i
—EEAREOR, TSRS B RS0 A SRR 2.

4.2. SWEWNENRIER BEHEIL

B B RS B A AR MEIT B I, A 6 SOR 53 SR E A — B i, B
FORSCRPEMFESBIE. AR TIKEKEE0HERE ., mTHRAGTERSC, D AEEALLT
BRI BN, 2 R AR 43 SETuhfE @, [ 45 SLondEdl. EIXAEOLT, SRS+ E
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AL LRI, TR 3 SOWM R 1A BN T IER, AREDVERF & “XERE” N, 12 H
AR I LA LA 20 B A PR IS B TR AR

DRI, o0 S A R o 2 A 7 S SRR S ST IR AR s ASBEVRE ORI 20 BCHEAE [l 2
3 S

43. “HuUBR” BERS X

MR EIRBAE, 3k (B 3 SOWAT DA VE R SRR “ B, EBEAEMRE B 3 X
R R EX SR, MARKRENE R AT RSB, “ BB Baah 3 SOR A DME N
SR 3 A A B U P T R 20 SR B B 82 AT RAE HY 8P 3 SO T3 O S A WA 5 3 SR 451
R IERSE L, R SER LSS 18 1 IR VRO R . AP 3 SORAE B R I L v X S AR
W e AR B U TS H ORI R G 3 A%y B SHHEZE R (26 PR

Rk, EREAHEAR T, X EEBCE LS bR b AR AR R ELAE T XS PRV T 8 26 1 N L 1 R
FRERVE o B SOW R 20 B A B B 2SR 1 B — RS, 7o 1 B A S AE AR EE T2 1)
o B .

5. XPHHPE AR X
5.1. BHPEX ARAMEEF]

AR+ DUkA(Brian Besong)i®ilE, dn SR sy MR B A5 BN EAS NS B2 S Bt AR T, A
PP T SCR R VFE R LS RO 70 B P R HOR S (8] N IX— L, 225NN, B, RREDRIOAR
WAL, mEEERPNEGRE: LXK PANERFESEAPEEGRES A RN, FE
FEpild, B NE EAER BE, DRGSR Z AR A, B SR ESRIB IR, ik, A
P SOFE DR Fr i A8 SRR BB . SRR — S 3R SR T AP 1 SOWAE T “ Bt R B A
TR i 2 DA ff o

52. PABEARAALRE

BT NS AR — AFRVET,  AEBLSE ARG 1 (RO 20 B 45 o LA A N BSIE o X Mk 3 SR [l
Jis, fEHE 2B, MAEERERRARK . EARERMITHBOSHR, TR e I B AE R4S
o BEAh, AP ESOFAZRADN NG BB BUE AR & RERAD NG BAEEERRIARZE T A
HEHAIER .

UEAk, e 2022 SEABAESCE IR AN NG BAFAE R i R BESR 73 A X0 # AT LM AS A5 BN
HORESEY . B #HA AT REAEXT B O T E R R AW iR, DU 2EST R IR B #
R, A A NG BT DA FRIET A WE[9]? R T — [, 225 Hil Mg,

53. FHPEN BB BRI

WA NGB 3 SRR 3 SUORA B A 4, IR O R A U E
(STI7[1012 B0 3 SO PIEI 2, n SR 3 S8t 2 A S e M B S R, SE A AE
B RFONRE R IEME, R4 B 3 SCT LA AR B o (ELIX — [R5 75 T 4 S UF B L3 32
W B S AR T “8 7 (AKE.

6. 458

ARSCRAIE T B F 7 1 SO [R5 7 B R 7 SCEE A, I BT AT AR DA oxe S U AL 4 A7 45 A S i
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FEHEZL . by XTSRS B 1 A v S NS5 B, FRATTFE 31508 S5 AS 3 0 1 1 B8 g 491 1) e
ST A S D0 PR VR 858 DA R AR A 4V [ R,y R A RO 32 SOWE I DL A 1t B B2 5 A N3 B xT
FRUESTREE” HUAR “ R S0 5 0 B s AR NAZ ORI, R ax S R R 4% A BB AL

VER EALEAR, B 32 SOMKE S S5 E W A% S AEAR b 1 B A B HL G X BRI AT e 2 2% A0 T i
o1l VENMRREAESE, Frdr 32 SCUARRE 1 0T S5 EE U 9 o 16 58 S0 G 88, AT A AR i S8 9] 2R R
HG— T AR E . EXAE N, AP 3 A BTSSR S oo, AR5 2 PATH
SEG PR, A ANE R R RBRAES, EERER L E TSR EM . e AR AT
U\TE?E%%F‘Tiﬁ%E*ﬂXﬁk‘ﬁﬂﬁﬂi%%%Eﬁﬁﬁ, LRSI ) J5 SR AR R AR M BLAE R RS AR
e MNE BRHASISHLAL,  BLAHF 32 AETRZ 73 Bi(deep disagreement) 4R .
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