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1 Introduction

[57] Preemptionism posits that, when an epistemic authority or expert contra
a layperson holds a belief or disbelief in a proposition, the layperson should
entirely supplant any reasons for or against that proposition held by the epis-
temic subject under the authority’s purview. The result will be deference to
the epistemic attitude of the authority. This account has been defended in the
realm of epistemology by Linda Zagzebski and Arnon Keren, often relying on
Joseph Raz’s influential reliabilistic argument (see Keren 2014; Raz 1988, 2009;
Zagzebski 2012, 2020).

Nevertheless, preemptionism has encountered substantial criticism, both
through counterexamples and the identification of theoretical shortcomings
(cf. Jager 2016; and Wright 2016). To address these issues, Constantin and
Grundmann (2020) proposed narrowing the definition of epistemnic authority to
instances of epistemic superiority. They contend that within this refined scope,
preemptionism can be justified through principles of rational epistemic defeat.
Our contribution offers a meticulous examination of these approaches to pre-
emptionism, provides a formal model, and elucidates its main underlying reli-
abilistic assumption.

To achieve this, we initially define the notion of preemption and epistemic
authority as conceptualised by Zagzebski (2012, 2020) in section 2. Next, we
discuss the defeatist account of preemptionism of Constantin and Grundmann
(2020) and outline preemptionism’s main argument, the argument from accu-
racy, in section 3. Subsequently, we furnish a Bayesian elaboration in section
4. In section 5, we go in detail through a validation of the argument from ac-
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curacy and highlight its main reliabilistic assumption. We conclude in section
6.

2 Expertise, Epistemic Authority, and Preemption

As Zagzebski notes in her book on epistemic authority, epistemologists occa-
sionally use the notion of an epistemic authority. They do so mainly when they
refer to experts (cf. Zagzebski 2012, p.5). [58] Expertise covers one important
facet of authority, although there are also important differences and investi-
gations of conditions for being an expert in a field do not automatically bring
about conditions for being an authority regarding that field for someone. Con-
stantin and Grundmann (2020, p.4114, but also Linda Zagzebski in sect.8.1 in
her contribution in this volume) have made this difference clear by stressing
that oftentimes expertise is only domain-relational whereas being an author-
ity is domain- and subject-relational (note that Martini 2019, frames ‘expertise’
also as subject-relational, namely as relational with respect to a layperson, how-
ever, the crucial difference seems to be also in his account a domain-relational
aspect, distinguishing experts from laypeople): someone can be an expert in a
field, an authority, e.g. for a layperson, and at the same time also no authority,
e.g. for another expert in this field that is even a luminary. So, the difference
is that expertise is a kind of threshold-notion—gaining enough knowledge and
reasoning skills in a domain makes one an expert—, whereas authority is a re-
lational notion, regardless of whether one passes a threshold or not. However,
very often, and particularly always in case when we compare laypeople with
experts, also the relational aspect is what matters most for the consideration
of how to incorporate expertise in one’s thinking and reasoning. So, in fact,
what oftentimes matters is that there is an epistemic gap in the sense that an
expert (contra a layperson) or an authority is considered to be epistemically
superior, which means that it is supposed to have at least as good evidence
and can draw inferences from the evidence at least as good as the individuals
who are subordinated to it (cf. Constantin and Grundmann 2020, p.4114). So,
an authority is believed to outperform a subordinate individual with respect
to evidence and/or inferential skills.

Now, coming from the practical domain, superiority has been linked to what
has been called ‘preemptive power’ (cf. Raz 1988, 2009). For the domain of
law, politics, and decision-making in general, Raz has proposed an influential
theory of authority that sees at its core the feature of having normative power,
generating preemptive reasons for others based on which they rationally make
their decisions (cf. Raz 1988, p.47, 2009, pp.385f). The underlying idea is that
if an agent or institution 4 is an authority for an agent or subject s regarding a
domain or realm of power p, a can in principle provide reasons for s regarding
decisions in p such that the reasons regarding p provided by a can replace
that of s and s can in principle rationally base her decisions within p on these
reasons. Keren (2007) and Zagzebski (2012, 2020) suggested to expand this idea
also to the epistemic realm and by this characterise the manifold notion of an



epistemic authority. Roughly put, the idea is to consider the epistemic authority
of a over s regarding a specific domain of beliefs and propositions p to consist
of s trusting a’s “way in which [she] gets [her] belief more than the way in
which [s] would get the belief. [59] In cases of this kind the conscientious thing
to do is to let [a] stand in for [s] in [s’] attempt to get the truth in that domain
[p] and to adopt [her] belief” (cf. Zagzebski 2012, p.105).

The notion of preemption is linked also to other features of authorities,
namely content independency, subject dependency, and normal justifyability. Con-
tent independency demands that if a is an authority for s regarding a domain
or realm of power p, then a has normative power over s regarding all reasons
relevant for p. So, e.g., if a legislative board is an authority for an individual
driver regarding the road traffic act and provides a reason for driving on the
left side by ordering so, it could have—with the same authoritative force—
also ordered driving on the right side. An individual driver disregarding her
reasons for making a decision on riding on a particular side in favour of the
authority’s reasons to ride on the left side via an order provided by the road
traffic act, would be also demanded to disregard her reasons and base her de-
cision to ride on the right side, if the legislative board had ordered to do so via
the road traffic act. In the epistemic realm, content independency demands of
s, e.g., that if s bases her belief in a proposition p on the reason that authority a
believes p, then s would be also supposed to base her belief in =p on the reason
that authority a believes —p. In an explication of the preemptive view as outlined
below, content independency becomes relevant in the sense that an authority’s
sphere of action ranges not only over single propositions of a domain, but a
whole algebra.

A general worry is that deference to authorities may be incompatible with
self-reliance and autonomy, values that were put forward especially in epis-
temological matters during the Enlightenment. This opposing trend is also
one of the reasons why speaking of authorities might be like a red rag to a
bull in the epistemic realm (cf. Zagzebski 2012, chpt.1). For this reason, the
notion of an epistemic authority is usually supplemented by a condition that is
“sensitive” to the subject that finds oneself subordinated under an authority,
the subject-dependency condition—cf. the ‘Dependence Thesis’ in (Raz 1988,
sect.3.2): a is an epistemic authority for s regarding p only if s believes that a
“does what [s] would do if [s] were more conscientious or better [at] getting
the truth” regarding p (cf. Zagzebski 2012, p.109). The idea is that by this, s
is not blindly deferring to an authority, but reflectively and rationally insofar
as she has a belief about the epistemic superiority of 4 in mind. In our later
explication of the preemptive view, subject dependency is partly covered by the
subject-relatedness of credences.

Note that the condition of subject-dependency only links an epistemic au-
thority a s-supposedly to the truth of p. This might provide some internal jus-
tification for s to replace her reasons for or against p by that provided by a. [60]
However, if s” beliefs about a are not correct or not rationally tracking a’s reli-
ability with respect to p, then there is no external justification for demanding s
to let a preempt her reasons. In order to guarantee epistemic justification, the



condition of normal justifyability enters the scenery (cf. the Justification The-
sis 1 in Zagzebski 2012, p.110): “The authority of [a]’s belief for [s] is justified
by [s] conscientious judgment that [s] is more likely to form a true belief and
avoid a false belief if [s believes] what the authority believes than if [s tries]
to figure out what to believe [by herself].” If ‘justification” is used internally
here, normal justifyability only provides internal reasons. If it is used externally
here, it provides also external reasons. In our debate, we won’t decide for one
or the other approach. Rather, we want to leave open whether preemptionism
should be justified internally or externally. In case of an internal justification,
what follows is always to be read under the pre-text of s supposing or con-
sidering something, e.g., s supposing or considering a to be more reliable etc.
In case of an external justification, what follows it to be read without such a
pre-text, so, e.g., a is more reliable than s simpliciter.

Note that Zagzebski discusses also a constraint for justification that links
the reasons of a not to the truth of p, but to conscientious self-reflection. By this,
justification shifts more towards coherence (with respect to p). However, both
constraints can fall apart (cf. Wright 2016, sect.2), and for reasons of simplicity
we focus here on “normal justifyability” in terms of truth-conduciveness.

Considering only a single proposition p of a particular type about the do-
main in question, and considering only a set-up with two agents, we can sum-
marise the conditions and features of an epistemic authority as follows:

Epistemic Authority
Some 4, believing a proposition p (schematically: Bel?(p)), is an
epistemic authority for subject s regarding p iff

1. Epistemic Superiority Condition: Given the beliefs of s: a is suppos-
edly epistemically superior to s with respect to p in the sense
that:

i a has supposedly at least the same domain-specific evi-
dence concerning p as s does or even epistemically better
domain-specific evidence, and

ii aissupposedly at least as good or even better in the sense
of being more reliable in drawing correct inferences from
the evidence concerning p than s is.

We assume that at least for one of these conditions a is not only
supposedly at least as good but supposedly strictly better than
5.

2. Preemption Condition: Bel®(p) is a preemptive reason for s to
believe in p, i.e. for Bel®(p). This means in particular that
Bel®(p) is supposed to screen off s’ reasons or that Bel”(p) re-
places s” reasons. [61] According to the latter approach of re-
placement, the following conditions need to be amended:

 Content independency: If it were the case that Bel®(—p),
then this would be also a preemptive reason for Bel*(—p)



* Subject dependency: s believes that she would also believe
in p if she were better at getting at the truth of p, as she
believes a to be.

* Normal justifyability: s is epistemically justified in this be-
lief about a with respect to p.

Note that in our formulation these conditions hold only supposedly—given
the beliefs of s. Again, this expresses the possibility of considering only the
purely internalist question under which conditions it is rational for subject s to
consider a as an epistemic authority. If one takes out ‘supposedly’, then one
ends up with an externalist version. To put it in other words: As characterised
here, we are wondering whether, given s rationally believes that a is epistemi-
cally superior and provides preemptive reasons, it is rational for s to consider
a as an epistemic authority. However, it is also possible to have a structurally
analogous discussion for the case that a is, in fact, epistemically superior and
provides preemptive reasons, and whether for this case s should consider a as
an epistemic authority.

Also, we should mention that the conditions on epistemic superiority put
forward here are very strong, particularly the condition on the superiority with
respect to evidence (1.i). That the authority or expert a has all the evidence of
the subordinated subject s or at least defeating evidence, is a condition too
strong to be met in many real-world cases. However, our restriction is along
the same lines as Constantin and Grundmann (cf. the possibility of 4 having
defeaters with respect to s” evidence in the next section; for a discussion of the
relevance of domain-specificity cf. their 2020, sect.3) and aims at improving the
notion of Zagzebski (2012) by putting forward strong conditions for its appli-
cation. Regarding the preemption condition (2), we find the “screening off”-
condition in (Constantin and Grundmann 2020, p.4111) and the “replacement”-
condition in (Zagzebski 2012, p.102).

Regarding the conditions amending the preemption condition, subject de-
pendency and normal justifyability provide greater initial plausibility for the
preemption condition: If one rationally thinks that an epistemic authority acts
the same way as one would act if one had more evidence and inferential skills,
why not let the authority’s belief stand in for one’s own? Furthermore, subject
dependency also serves as a defeater inasmuch it allows one to rule out “crazy”
beliefs of seemingly authorities. If, e.g., a physician believes you should take
4,000 pills in order to cure a disease, you might easily conclude that even with
more evidence and further inferential training you would never end up with
such a belief [62] and by this you rule out the physician as an epistemic author-
ity (cf. Zagzebski 2012, p.116; note that Zagzebski 2016, p.188, also discusses
the switching of epistemic attitudes of an epistemic authority concerning one
and the same proposition as a possible defeater, which can be accounted for if
the preemption condition is read externally, i.e. if s only preempts if a is truly
more reliable, because in case of such a switching regarding p, a is no longer
truly more reliable with respect to p). We consider the amended conditions to
be relevant for providing some initial plausibility of the preemption condition.



We think that its main justification comes, however, from a different source. In
the next section, we elaborate more on the exact link between the two condi-
tions (1 on epistemic superiority and 2 on preemption) and by this want to work
out the details of this justification.

3 Defeatist Preemptionism

In the previous section, we spoke about linking the notion of an epistemic au-
thority in the sense of an epistemic superiority to the notion of preemption. Such
a link can be of two sorts: it can be a thesis about supposedly epistemically
superior agents providing also preemptive reasons; or it can be about the pre-
emption condition being even a definitional feature of the notion of an epistemic
authority. Both claims seem to be feasibly attributed to different accounts in the
literature. E.g., Raz speaks about the ‘pre-emption thesis” and argues for its
truth (cf. Raz 1988, p.47, 2009, p.391). Zagzebski, on the other hand, although
she also refers to it with ‘principle” and ‘thesis’, seems to consider it a defini-
tional feature: the index of her book lists it within ‘authority: definitions of’, at
some other occasion (at a book-symposium at the Pacific APA; cf. Wright 2016,
p-557, fn 3) she suggested to consider the “preemption thesis” a definition of
‘authority’, and also her argumentation in favour of preemptionism aims at
defending the “existence” of epistemic authority (cf. Zagzebski 2012, p.2).

Technically, the difference is about how the listed features of an epistemic
authority at the end of the previous section (i.e. 1 and 2) are employed. One
can consider 1 and 2 as a definiens. Or one can go for only 1 as the definiens
of the notion of an epistemic authority and then try to show that 2 is a conse-
quence of it (given a broader framework of epistemic rationality). In principle,
we think that one does not need to take a particular stance here. Accepting
criticism of accounts of epistemic authority (cf., e.g. Jager 2016; Wright 2016)
can be oftentimes equivalently taken into account by strengthening definitional
preemption conditions (having 1 and 2 as a definiens) as well as by adding
proviso-conditions to a preemption thesis (1 implies 2). However, there is an
advantage of treating the role of the preemption condition as that of being def-
initionally independent of the notion of an epistemic authority. [63] Keeping it
that way allows modifications due to the discussion of counterexamples not
triggering any changes in the conceptual core (i.e. in a definition with only 1)
but only in applications of the concept (i.e. regarding a possible implication
of 2). Such a strategy is, e.g., suggested in the account of “defeatist preemp-
tionism” of Constantin and Grundmann (2020). They argue that supposedly
epistemic superiority should make up for the notion of an epistemic authority but
that also a particular form of preemptionism, namely defeatist preemptionism,
follows from epistemic superiority and by this can be also directly attributed to
epistemic authority.

In order to show the latter, they suggest to use as a rational background the-
ory that of source sensitive defeaters. Source sensitive defeaters bring it about that
“it is generally irrational to rely on evidence obtained from [a] source the de-



feater calls into question” (cf. Constantin and Grundmann 2020, p.4120). Typ-
ical source sensitive defeaters are, e.g., what one finds in the literature as so-
called “undercutting” defeaters (cf. Pollock and Cruz 1999) and “higher-order”
defeaters (cf. Christensen 2010). Undercutting defeaters call the veracity of ev-
idence in question (e.g. knowing that it is red light and not daylight that is
shining on objects when assessing the colour of objects) whereas higher-order
defeaters call the processing from evidence towards a (hypo)thesis in question
(e.g. knowing that someone has cognitive biases). In both cases, one should no
longer use one’s own evidence and reasoning. Now, Constantin and Grund-
mann (2020, p.4122) suggest that according to their understanding of preemp-
tionism in a defeatist way, “the preemptive force of authoritative reasons is
explained as a special case of [source sensitive] defeat”. The main idea is that
the belief of an authority is nothing else than a source sensitive defeater for a
subordinated subject and since source sensitive defeaters render use of one’s
own evidence (undercutting) and reasoning (higher-order) irrational, “learn-
ing about the belief of an authority renders further use of one’s own evidence
in assessing the content of that belief irrational” (Constantin and Grundmann
2020, p.4117). The reason they provide for this is as follows:

“[1]f you learn that the authority has formed her attitude while tak-
ing into account all of your relevant evidence, then you also have
good reasons to believe that the authority’s credence is adequate
based on evidence that includes yours and, at the same time, that
your own credence would be inadequate insofar as it would differ
from the authority’s. Moreover, relying on any evidence in addi-
tion to the authoritative reason for the assessment of p would lead
to a deviation from the credence the authority assigns to the propo-
sition. Hence, any reliance on evidence other than the authorita-
tive reason itself would render your credence less likely to be ade-
quate.” (cf. p.4120)

[64] Such reasoning for preemptionism through inferential superiority was also
stressed by Zagzebski and Raz by help of the so-called argument from accuracy.
The argument states that if one does not disregard one’s epistemic attitudes
in favour of that of an authority, one falls short of approaching the authority’s
reliability. The reason is that not doing so waters down one’s performance
via one’s own epistemically inferior influence (cf. Raz 1988, p.68; although all
of the accounts mentioned here use reliability reasoning, there are differences
with respect to the aim of this reasoning; whereas Zagzebski uses it to argue for
preempting all reasons of s, Raz only uses it to argue for preempting all contra-
reasons of s; this difference was spelled out by Dormandy 2018, and has led
her to establish another account of epistemic authority, namely a proper basing
account). Here is our reconstruction of the general form of this argumentation:

1. In case of an epistemic authority, i.e. supposedly evidential and inferen-
tial superiority of a over s regarding p, a is supposed to be better in track-
ing the truth of p than s, i.e., regarding p, the reliability of a is supposed
to be higher than that of s.



2. If s preemptively takes over the credences of a regarding p, then s’ relia-
bility approaches that of a.

3. If s only partly takes over the credences of a regarding p (e.g. by averag-
ing over her credence and that of a), then s’ reliability falls short of that
of a.

4. Hence, in case of a supposedly epistemic authority, reliabilism is in
favour of preemptionism.

With premiss 1, we assume that for the domain in question a is supposedly
epistemically superior to s. Premiss 2 simply states that in case that s in fact
preempts in favour of 4, i.e. s mimicing 4, the dynamics is such that also the re-
liabilities will converge. Premiss 3 states that any alternative way to deal with
the evidence about the epistemic attitude of an authority a will lead to a less
reliable state for s. Given these premisses, we can in fact conclude that, 4, pre-
emptionism fares better in terms of reliabilism than not to preempt but rather
only to partially take an authority’s credence into account. So, the argument is
valid. But is it also sound? Premiss 1 is more or less a stipulated truth. Premiss
2 is more or less a triviality (same epistemic states lead to same reliabilities, if
we measure reliabilities on the basis of epistemic states). Premiss 3, however,
is a strong claim about any alternative’s inferior performance and has to be in-
vestigated further. In order to do so, we provide a detailed (Bayesian) model
of preemptionism in the next section. Subsequently, we study which notion of
reliability is involved in a justification of premiss 3. [65]

4 A Bayesian Model

We can explicate (defeatist) preemptionism within the framework of Bayesian
epistemology. There we have a quantitative framework that takes credences as
the units of evaluation and change. The easiest set-up contains as a structure
the credences of individual s and the epistemic authority a. The structure of
the problem is enriched by adding further subjects and authorities (in the latter
case, e.g., there might arise a problem of conflicting authorities), however, since
we aim at introducing a simple Bayesian model, we stick to the simple setting
of two epistemic agents only. This suffices in order to elucidate the justification
of the premisses of the argument from accuracy for preemptionism. So, the
formal set-up contains a credence function for s, Cr®, and a credence function
for a, Cr?. Both individuals base their credence function on evidence ¢° and ¢
respectively.

The problem of how to incorporate evidence within the Bayesian frame-
work concerns the question of how to update on new evidence. Classical up-
date rules such as Bayesian updating for updating on certain evidence and
Jeffrey conditionalisation (for updating also on uncertain evidence, cf. Jeffrey
1983) tackle this problem. We will focus on Bayesian updating here. All things



said hold, however, also for the more general version of Jeffrey conditionali-
sation too. Bayesian updating asks for equating the unconditional credence of
some proposition p after receiving some evidence ¢, i.e. the posterior credence
of p, with the conditional credence of p in the light of ¢, i.e. the prior credence
of p given e. If we take as transition point t—t' the time where some agent re-
ceived evidence e and updates on it from her prior credence Cr; to her posterior
credence Cry, Bayesian updating demands of s and a:

Crii(p) = Cri(ple’) Crii(p) = Cri(ple”)

update on evidence of s update on evidence of a

This update rule and model contains all needed ingredients for spelling out
epistemic superiority of a with respect to s concerning the proposition or do-
main p: First, ¢ has to be at least as good or better than ¢°. In the simplest case,
this means that e is logically at least as strong as ¢°, i.e. e I- ¢°. Another case of
evidential superiority concerns e* defeating ¢°, which means, as we have seen
in the previous section, that in the light of ¢*, it is irrational to rely on ¢°. In
the Bayesian framework, this means that it is irrational to update on ¢° given
e”. Now, soon we will see that we do not need to exactly model e* defeating
e° here because our formulation of preemptionism will overwrite any impact
of ¢° on s’ posterior credence (an exact explication of defeat would demand us
to formulate statements about higher-order updating; however, for validating
the argument from accuracy, we do not need to zoom into that much detail).
So much for evidential superiority. [66] What about inferential superiority? It
means that a is better in the sense of more reliable and more accurate in infer-
ring the truth of p from some evidence e than s is. If we take v to be an evalu-
ation function providing us information about whether p is true (v(p) = 1) or
false (v(p) = 0), then we can define the accuracy of some credence as, e.g., the
inverse (within the unit interval) of the distance between v(p) and the credence
Cr(p). Without restriction of generality, we can take as a general proxy for our
discussion the quite common distance measure of the squared difference of the
evaluation and the credence. If p is about a probabilistic event, a similar ap-
paratus can be employed for defining and measuring accuracy. In that case,
v is not a 0-1-function but a probability function. The accuracies of s” and a’s
credences (A%, A?) are:

A%(p) =1 (v(p) = Cr(p))” A'(p) =1-(v(p) = Cr"(p))?

accuracy of s accuracy of a

Epistemic superiority in terms of accuracy amounts to the accuracy of a super-
seding that of s,i.e. 1 — (v(p) — Cr*(p))? > 1— (v(p) — Crs(p))>.

Reliability is usually attributed to processes and is about the truth-aptness
or veracity of a process (cf. Audi 2011, chpt.10). However, it is also not uncom-
mon to speak of the reliability of an epistemic agent, as, e.g. when we speak
about Ann’s reliability in predicting the correct weather. We follow the latter
mode of speaking but link it to the former by assuming that all the relevant



credences of an individual have been formed by the same process and that,
therefore, we can evaluate the process by just looking at the accuracy of the
prediction of the individual. Also, since we are in the quantitative realm of cre-
dences and not only in the qualitative realm of beliefs, disbeliefs, and abstain-
ing of beliefs, we fine-grain the veritistic consideration by, in fact, measuring
accuracy instead of simply counting qualitatively correct instances. In more
detail, reliability in our set-up amounts to averaging over accuracy among a
set of propositions {py, ..., py} of the same type as proposition p:

n n
X A*(pi) X A"(pi)
i=1 i=1
n n
—— ————
reliability of s reliability of a

One can also take into account evidence e in such a reliability measure, if one
conditionalises the credences on e. If we combine both forms of superiority,
evidential and inferential, we can say that a is an epistemic authority for s with
respect to p if, e.g. [67], ¢* F ¢° and the reliability of a (/" ;(1 — (v(p;) —
Cr®(pile))?)/n) is greater or equal to the reliability of s (Y1, (1 — (v(p;) —
Cr (pile))2) /).

So much for the problem of how to define or identify an epistemic author-
ity in the Bayesian framework. How about expanding this framework to the
problem of how to deal with an epistemic authority? So, how should a subject
s update her credences in the light of her getting to know the credences of an
epistemic authority a? In order to not have to think about the individual evi-
dence for a moment, let us assume that both agents have updated already on
their evidence at the transition point t—t', so we get the credences Cr},(p) and
Cri(p). If we take now #'—t" to be the transition point where s learns about
the credences of a regarding a proposition p, the problem of epistemic author-
ity concerns the question of how to update her prior credences Cr}, to posterior
credences Crj,. ‘Prior” means here prior to getting to know an authority’s cre-
dences, and ‘posterior’ means here after getting to know them. So, Cr{,(p) = x
serves as new evidence for s. Now, although the literature on preemptionism
and “screening off” or “unhinging” or “basing” of reasons is oftentimes about
the detailed process of preemption (cf. Constantin and Grundmann 2020; Dor-
mandy 2018), our model focusses mainly on the result of such screening off,
unhinging or basing. According to preemptionism, the result would be simply
s’ deference of her epistemic assessment to that of a. This can be formulated as
follows:

Preemptionism/Deference

If a is an epistemic authority for subject s regarding p with credence x
at the transition point ' —t”, then s takes over a’s credence on p. So, it
holds:

Credence update: Crj, (p) = Cr; (p|Crii(p) = x) = x
Note that preemptionism or deference really adds something to Bayesian

updating: If s learns at the transition point t' — " that Crf,(p) = x, the first

10



equation (Cr},(p) = Cr;(p|Cr{i(p) = x)) concerns ordinary Bayesian updat-
ing. However, the second equation (Cr},(p|Crf,(p) = x) = x) goes over and
above Bayesian updating and expresses the core of preemptionism deference
in this model. Note that we consider it still a Bayesian model because Bayesian
updating still plays the central role in the model—Bayesian in the sense that the
posterior credence results from conditional prior credences, even if the result
were to be modified or generalised Jeffrey style. That in case of an epistemic
authority the update is further constrained does, so it seems, not speak against
Bayesianism as such but only against a purely subjectivist interpretation of
Bayesianism. [68]

As we have stated above, if ¢* is a(n undercutting) defeater of €, s is sup-
posed to no longer update on ¢°. In this model, this is achieved basically by
letting the update on ¢° (from ¢ to ) run void in the overall process from ¢ to
t"" because s” update from #' to t" overwrites any previous impact of ¢° (from ¢
tot').

Now, Credence update of preemptionism can be reformulated as follows:

Crin(p) =0-Cry(p) +1-Cri(p)

This allows us to interpret the update of s after learning the credence of a re-
garding p as a weighted average of the prior credences of a and s, where the
prior credence of a gets full and the prior credence of s gets zero weight. The
relevant competitor of the preemptive view is the so-called total evidence view,
which argues that the weighting should not (always) be 0:1, but cover the full
range of [0-1]:[0-1] (cf. Kelly 2011).

Note that this Bayesian model of how to deal with getting to know the
epistemic attitude of an epistemic authority does not imply that the epistemic
authority is infallible or supposed to be infallible. The latter would mean that
a has maximal reliability with respect to p, i.e. full accuracy with respect to
any p; of type p: A?(p;) = 1, or at least supposedly so. This is, however, not
presupposed in this model and, as we will see in our discussion below, also
not necessary to argue for the epistemic value of this model. Rather, what is
important is that with respect to p the reliability of a is above the reliability of
s.

We have the main ingredients now that we need in order to assess the main
argument of preemptionism as outlined in section 3: we have explicated the
deference of preemptionism and a measure for reliability. Let us see now, how
exactly premiss 3 of the argument from accuracy for preemptionism can be
justified.

5 The Argument from Accuracy for Preemptionism
Recall the argument from accuracy as presented at the end of section 3: Reli-

abilism is in favour of preemptionism/deferrence because in case of an epis-
temic authority, we have a supposedly higher reliability of the authority (pre-
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miss 1), the subordinating individual approaching that reliability by preempt-
ing/deferring (premiss 2), and the subordinating individual falling short of
that reliability if it only partly preempts/deferrs (premiss 3). Now, whereas
premisses 1 and 2 clearly hold for the reasons mentioned at the end of section
3, premiss 3 does, strictly speaking, not hold. If we are really only spotting
reliability without any modification, then preemptionism is not providing any
guarantees about alternatives falling short. [69] To see this, think about the
simple measure for the reliability of an epistemic agent that takes the average
of the inverse (within the unit interval) of the squared distances of her cre-
dences in a series of propositions py, ..., py, which are all supposed to be of
the same type as p, from the true value, provided via the evaluation function
v from the previous section. Now, as the following quite arbitrary example
illustrates, sometimes to not completely defer might fare better than preemp-
tionism/deferrence in terms of reliability. Let us assume that the credences Cr®
and Cr*?, without any higher-order considerations, are as follows:

4 " ¢

‘ pPr. P2 --- Pn ‘ Pnt1 Pnt+2 -+ Pntm ‘ Prntm+1
Crr |00 00 ... 00]00 0.0 ... 00 0.0
cr |10 10 ... 10|10 1.0 ... 1.0 1.0
v 1 1 o1 1 1 | 0

Table: Counterexample to premise 3

The true outcomes are given by v—all propositions up to p,, turn out to be
true, all the others are false. Now, assume p1, pa, . . ., pn to be cases that are rele-
vant for s to establish that a is an epistemic authority for s (in the scheme of our
Bayesian model in the previous section, that information is gained before the
transition point #' — ”). Since a’s credences match the truth perfectly, its relia-
bility is 1.0 (in 100% of the cases a’s credences were in full accordance with the
truth). Conversely for s: its reliability is 0.0. Let us assume that this is all trans-
parent to s, so, for s, a is supposedly an epistemic authority with regards to
propositions of type p. And, also in fact, a is epistemically superior to s regard-
ing propositions of the same type as p within the time frame t'. Now, above we
have the initial credences without any higher-order considerations, simplified
speaking without any updating. Let us see what happens if s updates. Accord-
ing to preemptionism, s has to let a preempt her epistemic attitude by taking
on the credences of a regarding p;,+1, ..., Putm. If m is sufficiently greater than
n, s” reliability will approach (in accordance with premiss 2) that of a, namely
1.0, although s will be still slightly inferior with respect to a. Given that all
of this is epistemically transparent to s, a is still an epistemic authority for s
within the period . Now, assume that at some point in time n + m + 1 (i.e. the
transition point t”” — t"”’), the v-value changes in favour of s’ initial credences.
If the series is long enough and significantly exceeds n + m, we can see that s
could have done significantly better than approaching the reliability of a if she
were not deferring to a. [70] If s would not have let a preempt her epistemic
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attitude, but would have weighted her credence fully and disregarded that of
a—so if s performed a different strategy than suggested by preemptionism—,
then, at some point in time, s would have overtaken a in terms of reliability
by not following preemptionism. Note that due to the recognised inferiority
with respect to py,..., pu, a remains epistemically superior compared to s, if
s lets her credence be preempted by a. So, it can easily happen that preemp-
tionism in case of even truly supposedly epistemic inferiority is outperformed
by an alternative approach. That s defers to a is what makes it in fact never
superseding a’s performance. This is a case where, if s were to only partly or
not at all taking over the credences of a regarding p, s’ reliability would not
fall short of that of a. Hence, premiss 3 is, strictly speaking, not true. Lackey
(2018, p.238) discusses other “alternative policies that would have even better
epistemic results [such as]: follow the advice of an authority, except [...] when
one knows that the authority is wrong”.

However, to accept any technical possibility as counterargument against
an epistemic account would render the epistemic enterprise of justifying epis-
temic accounts impossible—given such a standard, all epistemic accounts
would be virtually on a par. A more moderate and more discriminative stan-
dard is to test whether preemptionism is, on average, faring better than any
deviation from it. This means, however, to modify the notion of reliability in
the argument under consideration and particularly in premiss 3: it is not sim-
ply about reliability, but about expected reliability. Zagzebski argues for such a
claim by the help of reference to problems of probability matching (cf. Zagzebski
2012, p.115). The problem of probability matching is as follows (cf. Vulkan 2000,
sect.2): Given two mutually exclusive options p, (right) and p; (left) that are
randomly distributed with fixed probabilities Pr(p,) and Pr(p;), what is the
right strategy to make a decision for one of the options? As empirical stud-
ies show, humans tend to perform the so-called strategy of probability match-
ing. According to this strategy, the frequency of one’s decisions for an option
matches the probability of that option. So, if, e.g., p, shows up 75% of the time
and p; only 25% of the time (i.e. Pr(p,) = 0.75, Pr(p;) = 0.25), then humans,
when asked which option to choose, tend to opt for p, also 75% of the time
and for p; 25% of the time (cf. Gallistel 1993, chpt.11). Non-human animals like
rats act differently: They perform a take-the-most-frequent strategy that favours
exclusively that option which has a higher probability. So, after some phase
of learning the probabilities of the example above, they opt for p, exclusively.
What is the rationale of both strategies? It is easy to demonstrate that the ex-
pected utility of the take-the-most-frequent strategy is maximal (cf. Vulkan 2000,
sect.2): If we calculate the expected utility of making the correct prediction for
an agent s having credences Cr® as follows:

Cr*(pr) - Pr(py) - ulpr) +Cr*(p1) - Pr(pr) - u(p1)

[71] If we furthermore assume that p, and p; are jointly exhaustive and mu-
tually exclusive defining the probability space; and if we finally assume that
the utilities of correctly predicting p, and p; are equal (u(pr) = u(p;)), then it
turns out that, e.g., having Cr®(p,) = 1.0 in case Pr(p,) > Pr(p;) maximises
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the expected utilities for s: Due to these assumptions, the expected utility for s
making a right prediction is proportional to:

Cri(ps) - (2-Pr(py) —1) +1—Pr(p;)

So, if Pr(p,) > Pr(p;), then Cr®(p,) - [0.0,1.0] + [0.0,0.5] (the possible values
under this assumption) is maximised by Cr®(p,) = 1.0. And if Pr(p,) < Pr(p;),
then Cr*(p,) - [-1.0,0.0] + [0.5,1.0] (the possible values under this assumption)
is maximised by Cr°(p,) = 0.0. On average, the highest, i.e. the maximal ex-
pected, utility is gained by the take-the-most-frequent strategy: In the example
above it will decide in 75% of the cases correctly. Probability matching is on
average below, although, of course, in single instances it might perform better.

This case can be applied to the discussion of preemptionism as follows: If a
is an epistemic authority for s regarding p, then a is supposedly more reliable
regarding p than s is. If s follows preemptionism, then s will approach the relia-
bility of a regarding p: According to preemptionism/deference, s has to update
her credence Cr*(p) to that of Cr*(p) via Crj,(p) = Cr; (p|Crii(p) = x) = x.
What is more, it even will maximise her “expected” reliability, i.e. her reliabil-
ity on average with respect to that of a. This implies that if s deviates from
preemptionism/deference, s will, on average, fall short of achieving the reli-
ability of a, despite the possibility of outperforming a in terms of reliability
in individual cases. So, examples as the one provided above where s outper-
forms a by deviating from preemptionism/deference are not representative for
average cases. And this provides a justification for practicing preemptionism
instead of its alternatives. In terms of expected reliability as an epistemic end,
premiss 3 is, in fact, true.

So, this shows, that the argument from accuracy is, in fact, an argument
about expected accuracy or reliability:

1. In case of an epistemic authority, i.e. supposedly evidential and infer-
ential superiority of a over s regarding p, a is supposed to be better in
tracking the truth of p than s, i.e., regarding p, the expected reliability of a
is supposed to be higher than that of s.

2. If s preemptively takes over the credences of a regarding p, then s ex-
pected reliability approaches that of a.

3. If s only partly takes over the credences of a regarding p, then s” expected
reliability falls short of that of 4.

4. Hence, in case of an epistemic authority, expectation-reliabilism is in
favour of preemptionism.

[72] Now, assuming expectation-reliabilism is not uncommon in the field.
In his discussion of epistemic acceptance practices for testimony, Goldman
(1999, p.110) writes, e.g.:

“Is there any acceptance practice that is optimal in all reporting en-
vironments, in other words, better in each reporting environment
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than every other acceptance practice would be? As in game theory,
the answer appears to be ‘no.” [...] Here is a more modest project
for the epistemology of testimonial acceptance. [...] A good prac-
tice is one that produces veritistic improvements on average, over a
range of actual and possible applications.

So, also here we find a reference to expectation values. The main point we
want to make is that it is important to highlight the exact assumptions about
reliability made in the discourse. If it is expected reliability we want to op-
timise, then preemptionism/deference is justifyably the way to go in case of
facing an epistemic authority. If other epistemic ends are aimed at, as, e.g.,
some kind of avoidance of a problematic switching of one’s epistemic atti-
tudes (for details cf., e.g., the switching problem discussed in Jager 2016), then
preemptionism/deference might run counter these epistemic ends. Another
case in point against solely considering expected reliability as a benchmark for
validating an account of epistemic authority could be made, e.g., on the ba-
sis of discussions of epistemic bribery (cf. the discussion of epistemic bribery
in Greaves 2013; and for instrumental and teleological aspects Berker 2013;
Firth 1981, for a discussion of the role of so-called “zetetic” reasoning in the
context of epistemic authorities and particularly experts cf. also the contribu-
tion of Dellsén and Linnebo in this volume): If one thinks that an account on
epistemic authority should aim at an intrinsic justification and not on an in-
strumental/teleological / zetetic one, relying on expectation values seems inept
because such a reliance guarantees only approaching a better performance on
average, but not for the individual instances. In relying on expectation values,
the performance in the individual cases has to be considered as instrumental
for the performance of an overall set of cases. However, this contribution did
not mainly aim at problematising the preemptive account to epistemic author-
ities. Rather, we aimed to model the account and explicating the underlying
standard for its evaluation. The examples discussed here indicate that there
are cases for which this standard is inept.

6 Conclusion

We have discussed the notions of expertise and epistemic authority and their re-
lation to preemption and deference in epistemology, building on the work of
(Zagzebski 2012, 2020; Raz 1988, 2009; Constantin and Grundmann 2020). [73]
We have outlined a comprehensive theoretical framework to understand when
laypersons should defer to experts or authorities in a domain, emphasizing the
relational nature of authority which contrasts with the more absolute nature
of expertise. Regarding the former, we have seen that Constantin and Grund-
mann (2020) contend that the concept of an epistemic authority can be limited to
instances of epistemic superiority, especially when framed within the theories
of source sensitive defeat and reliabilism, thus providing a rationale for preemp-
tionism. In our discussion, we have pinpointed that this justification relies on a
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specific interpretation of reliabilism, which we identify as expectation-reliabilism.
Given the maximisation of expected reliability as an epistemic end, preemp-
tionism/deference is in fact justified by the argument from (expected) accu-
racy. However, given other epistemic ends, preemptionism/deference might
run counter these ends.
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