Morphological Content and Rational Disagreement.
Often, we are strongly inclined to think, one can't articulate the full justificatory basis for a given belief that one justifiably holds, because that full basis is so holistic in Quinean/isotropic ways and is informed by such a rich body of morphological content. And, when two people disagree even though they are focusing on the same *articulated* considerations, their disagreement is apt to reflect differences in the full body of pertinent considerations that one of the people is drawing upon, in comparison to the full body of such considerations that the other person is drawing upon. (The differences can include differences in epistemic sensibility too, concerning how one judges the net epistemic import of a full body of pertinent considerations.) These kinds of considerations could be harnessed as important in defending the claim that it can be perfectly rational to maintain one's belief even in the face of disagreement with someone whose knowledge and intelligence one respects, and even after each side has heard out the other side. (We are sympathetic with Peter van Inwagen's line on this subject, in his paper that started a lot of the discussion of this topic--"Is it Wrong Everywhere, Always, and for Anyone to Believe Anything on Insufficient Evidence?").

While tackling the above mentioned issues concerning morphological content and rational disagreement, the following guidelines are embraced: 1. Distinguishing how things look from the third-person perspective in respect to how they look from the first-person perspective, and urging the importance of the latter. 2. Emphasizing phenomenology—in particular, the phenomenology of justifiedness vis-à-vis one’s belief that p. 3. Stressing the extent to which one’s epistemic normative sensibility is largely embodied morphologically, and may well outstrip what one is able to articulate. 4. One’s own best take on whether one’s belief is objectively justified is that it is subjectively justified upon due reflection—where due reflection includes giving due consideration to the arguments that have been set forth by one’s respected peers who believe otherwise. 5. There’s something normatively wrong, a kind of epistemic “bad faith,” in not going with one’s own best take on whether one’s belief is objectively justified. I.e., if one finds oneself still believing that p upon due reflection—where this includes the phenomenology of justifiedness—then it would be a kind of epistemic bad faith to give up on that belief. (Not that one could do so anyway; doxastic voluntarism seems just false.) 6. When one finds oneself in this kind of duly reflective disagreement with an epistemic peer, one also finds oneself thinking that the peer is suffering from one or both of the following problems: (a) having an epistemic sensibility that is “skewed,” at least as far as the disputed issue is concerned; (b) overlooking (or not sufficiently appreciating) some pertinent evidential consideration(s) that one appreciates oneself (even if one can’t articulate such consideration(s). 7. The two disputants can each be in the epistemic situation described by item 6 vis-à-vis one another, and can realize this—and yet they still can, and should, both “stand their ground” insofar as they find themselves still holding on to their respective, incompatible, beliefs upon due reflection. (They realize that they both can’t be objectively justified concerning the matter at hand, but they also realize that each is going with his/her own *best take* concerning what’s objectively justified (if anything) concerning the matter at hand. 8. All this can be weaved together into a plausible and compelling-looking position on the issue of rational disagreement. 9. Such a position is much different from one according to which, for instance, it would be just epistemically *arbitrary* to believe (or to believe not-p), in a situation where one realizes that oneself and one’s respected peer have both set forth their arguments for p and not-p respectively, have both reflectively considered the matter in light of what the other person has said, and still find themselves not converging.
I. Belief's justificatory basis.
Often, we are strongly inclined to think, one can't articulate the full justificatory basis for a given belief that one justifiably holds, because that full basis is so holistic in Quinean/isotropic ways and is informed by such a rich body of morphological content.
We continuously form beliefs. So I form the belief that there is a cup on the table, and that there is some tea in it. What is the basis of this belief? Well, I am relying on my perceptual information which shows me things in front of myself. And I do trust the information that I receive from my senses, given that I have a comparatively well functioning sight and that recently I did not consume any drugs that would harm my mind's ability to concentrate at the visual scene. Also, I feel confident about performances of my mind: I am able to infer some things on the basis of data that are available to me. Considering all of this, the information about my environment seems to be reliable and my belief looks to be appropriately underpinned. So, what can possibly go wrong with the foundation and justifiedness of my belief, considering the manner in which it is formed?

Here are some second thoughts, though, about the belief's justifiedness. What is really the evidential basis of my perceptual abilities and therewith of belief's reliability and justifiedness? Each verification step may be challenged. My perceptual abilities are not infallible. Starting to dig into this direction, one may find oneself in a slippery slope of infinite verifications and searches for a belief's ultimate evidential basis. Then, there is the induction related issue. Even given that my belief is well evidentially supported and justified at this moment, what can assure me that it will stay like this through the passage of time? Last but not least, how can I possibly counter the possibility of finding myself at this very moment in the position of a brain in a vat, which would leave my beliefs without any ultimately reliable justificatory basis?

Beliefs may be characterized as dispositional mental states. They should have a firmer justification basis as it goes for the case of mere opinions. Such a basis would be firm if it could be directly and explicitly pointed at. But this is not easily possible because individual beliefs are forthcoming in belief-systems of holistic nature. A belief is typically formed in a holistic setting indeed. There do not seem to be cognizers around entertaining just one belief. The belief that here is a bird involves the cognizer's mastering of several properties, which characterize that prototype's structure, such as flying, nesting in trees, chirping and many more. Each of these properties is related to other dispositional beliefs. Additionally, the involvement of these properties and theirs related beliefs seems to be a fuzzy and open set. Penguins don't fly, chicken don't nest in trees, and several birds don't chirp. Yet all of these seem to be birds, and prototype studying psychologists tell us that some of the mentioned properties are necessarily activated while one recognizes an item as a bird. Recognizing something as a bird involves a bunch of beliefs concerning the mentioned properties. And given our previous examples, it is not difficult to see that this holistic set of beliefs is an open structure. It is also not difficult to ascertain that all of these beliefs are not explicitly present in an agent's mind, and that they come in various grades of evidential strength. Now, it is plausible as well that belief-formation has to have at least some parallelism with the justification of beliefs. I am justified in believing that this entity is a bird given my previous observation that it flies, that it nests in trees and that it chirps.

We may turn our look at specific beliefs after having introductorily considered their mentioned formation and justification holistic basis. In fact, a belief may be called total cognitive state of an agent at a time. Total cognitive state, if one subscribes to naturalist theory, featuring such belief as that there is a bird over here, has some wired physical basis: it has to be ultimately located somewhere in a cognizer's brain. The brain in question involves a whole holistic structure of an agent's dispositional beliefs that are forthcoming in the memory traces of the background cognizer's cognitive system. Embracing cognitive system level of descriptions talk, one may claim that the basis for the production of a certain belief, and also the potential evidential support and justifiedness basis for a given belief as total cognitive state is to be found at the dynamical middle level of cognitive system's description. Using connectionist rendering of belief's background one may talk about morphological content, which appears in the weights of a multidimensional, potentialities involving virtual space (Horgan and Tienson 1996, Potrč 1999, 2000). Morphological content nature is such that it is not explicitly forthcoming in a cognizer's awareness. Nevertheless, it may be found in the total occurrent cognitive state as exercising an indirect but crucial influence over it by what may be called chromatic illumination (Horgan and Potrč 2010) in respect to formation of a certain belief. While certain belief explicitly appears as a total cognitive state, its shape gets supported by multiplicity of other beliefs that are dispositionally waiting in cognizer's background. This background support of a certain belief's appearance in cognizer's attention is not itself explicitly present in the cognizer's awareness, in the total cognitive state. Yet it is precisely whatever enables that total cognitive state, that belief to occur.

What are the characteristics of morphological content? Its nature is holistic. So there is a whole web of information – of background lurking dispositional beliefs – which is there in a dispositional, non-explicit manner, with crucial influence in triggering this belief's explicit situatedness as a total cognitive state. None of the supporting background beliefs appears explicitly at the time the total cognitive state gets into the focus of attention. Yet all of these contribute to that belief's explicit appearance, by indirectly throwing the weight of their influence upon it. This may be called chromatic illumination of an explicitly forthcoming belief by the background of dispositional beliefs inhabiting the holistic environment of morphological content.

There are two characteristics of holistic systems such as system of beliefs supporting morphological content: their isotropy and their Quineanism. Drawing upon Fodor's (1983) characterization of these terms in the area of scientific confirmation, Horgan and Tienson (1996: 40) say:

“Isotropy brings in the whole of current theory: any bit of actual or potential information from any portion of the belief system might... be evidentially relevant to any other. Being Quineian makes confirmation holistic in a deeper way: confirmation... [is] determined by the global structure of the whole of the current belief system... [B]elief fixation in human cognition... must be isotropic and Quineian.”
It is plausible to suppose that isotropy and Quineainism of holistic systems will not show in an explicit manner at the level of total cognitive states that appear in a cognizer's attention as beliefs. But they certainly act upon these in an implicit manner. Their presence is felt in occurring specific beliefs. If that implicit holistic system, or some portions of it, would not support a given belief, this will be felt by cognizers, who may thereby lose the track of belief's meaning and of its justifiedness. In cases where direction is lost by the lack of background holistic illumination, cognizer will either not form a belief (notice that belief is firmer than opinion), and he will not be able to form a committed judgment featuring that belief.

Given that not only the basis of belief-formation, but also the basis of a belief's justification is forthcoming from the rich holistic morphological content, and given that the influence of this holistic background upon a certain belief cannot be direct, it is no surprise that one cannot articulate the full justificatory basis for this belief. The belief in question may well be justified. But if justification comes from the just indicated background holistic system, one will be at a loss as one tries to articulate full justificatory basis for the belief in question. So one may conclude at least that justification may not all be articulable at the explicit, total cognitive state involving level. First, given the nature of belief as total cognitive state, its support will not be articulable at the same time as that state appears in cognizer's attention. And even if one then indulges in painful elaboration of the background belief's basis, this one will not be able to be fully articulated because of its holistic nature. But as a belief gets formed by that background, this one will be important for the cognizer holding a belief and falling a committed judgment on this basis. One can well entertain a justified belief without being able to articulate its entire justificatory basis.
II. Rational disagreements.
When two people disagree even though they are focusing on the same *articulated* considerations, their disagreement is apt to reflect differences in the full body of pertinent considerations that one of the people is drawing upon, in comparison to the full body of such considerations that the other person is drawing upon. (The differences can include differences in epistemic sensibility too, concerning how one judges the net epistemic import of a full body of pertinent considerations.)
In philosophy, politics and in related areas we encounter disagreements between the involved parties all the time. Very rarely philosophers agree; most of the time there are differences of opinion between them. Peter van Inwagen (1996) says that mostly philosophers would agree just in such cases where a student would follow his teacher. But he also indicates several disagreements between himself and David Lewis. He reports that David Lewis had long discussions with him, and that still he could not have persuaded him to embrace his opinions about free will compatibilism and about metaphysical non-existence of possible objects. And yet David Lewis surely was someone who was very intelligent, rational, and knew all the argumentative moves both parties in discussion may engage in. We may claim similarly about Peter van Inwagen. Despite this, the disagreement between two philosophers concerning certain issues remained firm. Similarly it goes for these rational disagreements between politicians where, despite their intelligence, they just cannot agree upon which is the correct route to take for the revival of economy, say. One may say that presidential candidates, in this respect, are both rational, for if nothing else they rely on some of the smartest advisers they can get.

One can say that in cases like that, we may distinguish two levels at which rational disagreement happens. There is what may be called (1) shared level of two or more participants involved into rational disagreement. This is the level which van Inwagen determines as that where all the inferential or argumentative moves are present to the participants. This is where he and David Lewis knew about all the possible moves, exercising masterful skills in their respect. But if they both follow the guidelines of rational proceedings, this would not yet give the basis for their disagreement. We would expect, say, that one party could persuade another one. Van Inwagen then mentions that where he disagrees with David Lewis there are some insights that he has and that obviously David Lewis lacks. This, one may say, is (2) the non-shared, somehow private level concerning the disputed argumentative moves, where the insight is involved. Here, van Inwagen says, I have certain insights that I believe David Lewis to lack, and I stick to my view.

Taking all of this into account, one may see the following situation. We may say that when two people disagree, and when they prove their rationality by focusing on the same *articulated* considerations, their rationality is confirmed at what we have just characterized as (1) the shared, inferential and argumentative moves involving level of their disagreement. In fact, it is perhaps not even to be expected that their disagreement occurs at that level, as all the involved parties will be in agreement about the possible inferential and argumentative moves. This is the level at which we have just situated what we characterized as *articulated* considerations. But there is also a different level involved into rational disagreement, we have said, that of (2) non-shared contents of beliefs which each party sticks to, in detriment to the opinion of the other. This level is not directly involved into moves at the shared, inferential and argumentative level. But at the non-shared, let us call it perhaps private level, the disagreement of the involved parties is apt to reflect differences in the full body of pertinent considerations that one of the people is drawing upon, in comparison to the full body of such considerations that the other person is drawing upon. This full body of pertinent, relevant information, we will say, is provided by morphological content, by the non-explicit cognitive background. This morphological content, which is active in both belief-formation and in the possible justification of beliefs, is not explicitly present as a shared knowledge at the level (1), but it is certainly present at the level (2) where the disagreement actually gets formed. Given the nature of the morphological content, it is to be expected that this disagreement in its particular quality will be proper to each of the involved parties only. A very simple example of the shared and non-shared meaning would be where all of us share the content “cat” (in opposition to content “dog”, say) as we happen to have the cat related conversation. This would correspond to the level (1). But then we disagree why cats are cool, and we may engage into a dispute fueled by my private acquaintance with this white cat, and yours acquaintance with the siamese cat. This then involves level (2) where each of us has different experiences. Talking about cats, political opinions, or again about compatibilism or metaphysical existence may involve not just differences of meaning as related to our beliefs, but the differences in epistemic sensibility too, concerning how one judges the net epistemic import of a full body of pertinent considerations. These considerations will have their roots at the (2) non-shared, morphological content involving level. We may now understand that the background knowledge pertinent to the level (2) actually has to stay implicit, because of the very nature of the involved morphological content.   
III. The ethics of belief.
These kinds of considerations could be harnessed as important in defending the claim that it can be perfectly rational to maintain one's belief even in the face of disagreement with someone whose knowledge and intelligence one respects, and even after each side has heard out the other side. (We are sympathetic with Peter van Inwagen's line on this subject, in his paper that started a lot of the discussion of this topic--"Is it Wrong Everywhere, Always, and for Anyone to Believe Anything on Insufficient Evidence?").
Now that we have distinguished between two levels that are involved into rational disagreement, we may say the following. Rational disagreement does not seem to have a solution, and actually it cannot get off the ground at all if we stay at the (1) shared inferential or argumentative level. At this level, one may just respect knowledge and intelligence of the involved opposed party in the ongoing dispute. This respect may come forward as the follow-up of the discussion where each has heard the other side. And our opponent has acquired respect in our regard as well, we may presume.

Following Clifford's principle, requiring the explicit evidential status support of one's beliefs and thereby of judgments that these belief support, one would, as it seems, stay at the level of (1) shared argumentative knowledge and skills. But Peter van Inwagen suggests that we should rather follow our insights, which we located at the (2) non-shared private level of disagreement. Now despite, and perhaps even because of these insights coming as non-shared, one has not only reason, but also obligation in the ethics of belief sense to stick to them. The key for understanding this is in the nature of belief-formation and of adjoined justification of belief, where morphological content is crucially and indirectly, non-explicitly involved. Already the non-evidentialist James (….) claimed that one has ethical obligation to hold a belief, to fall a judgment, despite that this judgment would not be fully evidentially supported. But he did not really give a reason why this should be the case. We say that, given the nature of belief-formation, where the crucial support comes from the background level (2) non-shared morphological content, one may well uphold evidential status of the concerned belief as total cognitive state of a cognizer at a given time, just that this evidential forthcoming of belief is supported by that morphological content non-explicitly illuminating it, by what may be called chromatic illumination (Horgan and Potrc 2010). This will then give a plausible role to the phenomenology or consciousness illuminating and supporting the formation of the belief in question. We may briefly say that we support what we call transglobal evidentialism, i.e. the phenomenology constituted evidentialism in matters of belief-formation. This is an indirect form of evidentialism, and has some shared area with non-evidentialism.    
IV. Guidelines for the morphological content take on the rational disagreement.
While tackling the above mentioned issues concerning morphological content and rational disagreement, we embrace the following guidelines:
1. First-person perspective and third-person perspective.
Distinguishing how things look from the third-person perspective in respect to how they look from the first-person perspective, and urging the importance of the latter.
Notice that the level (1), which is shared, involving inferential and argumentative moves, may also be characterized as the level where third-person perspective is at work. The inferential and argumentative moves are available to all, provided that they follow the requirements of rationality. And such should be the case if we deal with rational disagreement. The (2) non-shared level of belief formation, to the contrary, involves such matters as the private insight and the holistic morphological content cognitive background related stuff. It may be therefore characterized as the first-person perspective. This first-person perspective, as we argue, is able to start rational disagreement, which is perhaps not even possible at the (1) shared argumentative or inferential level alone, that is, without consideration of how belief gets formed and therefore justified. Our main overall project is to single out how the non-explicit, i.e. holistic morphological content cognitive background tends to be overlooked in the discussion concerning rational disagreement. But exactly this first-person perspective involving level (2) is the very precondition to form a belief and to fall a judgment, to thereby engage oneself into the rational disagreement setting. So we urge the importance of first-person perspective in the rational disagreement discussion. We believe that this covers what Peter van Inwagen somehow mysteriously calls insight (concerning certain specific points of philosophical disagreement) that he has and that David Lewis lacks.
2. Phenomenology.
Emphasizing phenomenology—in particular, the phenomenology of justifiedness vis-à-vis one’s belief that p.
The (2) non-shared belief-formation and semantics, supported by the cognitive background of morphological content, enables one to fall a judgment, and perhaps it even gives the very meaning to terms, to the words that are used. A whole new perspective upon the inferential or (1) shared as against (2) the non-shared belief and content is forthcoming here. (Notice, by the way, that the classical computational model of mind is inferentially attuned, and that this is the reason for it being functionalism friendly. The stress is put upon the inferential, and this does not really take the non-shared content and belief into consideration. Why is that? The inferential model concentrates just upon the (1) shared, publicly available meaning. But this is a shallow meaning, without any real commitment. In other words, the inferential meaning that is there in the argumentative environment is not a committed kind of meaning, it is not able to give rise to a judgment. If you really understand a word, its meaning, if it means something to you, if you engage into a committed semantics, then you tap into (2) deeply non-shared chromatic illumination meaning and semantics, with its provenance from the holistic morphological content background: here the meaning is not stable across the community. This is the productive sense which is there before the community involving shared, shallow functionalist semantics. A disapproval concerning the exclusivity of the (1) shared functionalist semantics, of a shallow community kind, is important here. The poems, the meaning, your judgmental commitment, where the words really mean something to you, where things make sense to you, being promoted through phenomenology – all this is forthcoming here, at the (2) non-shared semantic level.)

Notice that phenomenology of justifiedness is also forthcoming from (2) the non-shared morphological content holistic cognitive background. It is thus wrong that people are looking for justifiedness just at the (1) shallow shared epistemic (or perhaps semantic) level. So one needs to promote (2) morphological content holism phenomenology first-person perspective procured epistemic level. We encounter a kind of epistemic poetic language.

Epistemic justifiedness thus embraces this (2) private epistemic approach, thereby rejecting the exclusivity of (1) shared epistemic, explicitness only centered approach. It is important thus to distinguish epistemic justification (1) as shared, functionalism attuned matter, and (2) epistemic justification as morphological content holistic background and chromatic illumination attuned matter. Phenomenology and first-person perspective go with this last one. Given that the background morphological content is crucial in belief-formation and also in justification, it is natural that phenomenology of justifiedness vis-a-vis one's belief that p is important here.
3. Morphological embodiment of one's epistemic normative sensibility.
Stressing the extent to which one’s epistemic normative sensibility is largely embodied morphologically, and may well outstrip what one is able to articulate.
Epistemic normative sensibility obviously goes with the (2) non-shared epistemic insight, which is morphological content supported, and not with the (1) shared, functionalism adapted epistemic procedures to which it is usually reduced. In fact, there is no real epistemic sensibility in the (1) shared epistemic justification, because this one is clearly shallow, not being able to judgmentally commit itself in direction of epistemic justification. We proceed at the (2) phenomenology morphological content background level in order to really provide the feeling of justification to ourselves, and to others. This is quite different from the reduction of epistemic justification to the (1) shared functionalism friendly epistemic justification level. The shared (1) level tends to be explicit. But the real work is effectuated at the (2) deep down morphological content background non-explicit, phenomenology involving level. A large project is needed in order to come back to (2) from the reductionist and exclusivist level (1) embracing epistemic justification approaches.

Epistemic normative sensibility (the word sensibility emphasizing that we have to do with the insight here, and therefore with the (2), i.e. with the non-shared, private, phenomenology constituted epistemic justificatory basis), being embodied morphologically, well outstrips whatever one is able to articulate. What one is able articulate here refers to (1), i.e. to the shared, inference (and functionalism) friendly take on epistemic justification. The sense providing epistemic sensibility, and therewith epistemic justification, to the contrary, only can come from (2) the private, phenomenology constituted epistemic justification. Notice that functionalism to which the (1) sticks by its nature tries to exclude phenomenology. 

4. Objectively justified belief.
One’s own best take on whether one’s belief is objectively justified is that it is subjectively justified upon due reflection—where due reflection includes giving due consideration to the arguments that have been set forth by one’s respected peers who believe otherwise.
Here we come again to the opposition between the third-person point of view as against the first-person point of view.  As one expresses one's desire about the objective justification of one's belief, one understands this objectivity as coming from third-person point of view exclusively. This is just the shared (1) functionalist take at things. But there is not really any such matter as impersonal justification. Justification can be there just for someone holding a belief, and this goes along with phenomenology being constitutive, with first-person point of view, which is morphological content background holistically underpinned.

This does not exclude, however, that, from the sensible (2) non-shared point of view, one envisions the arguments of one's peer in respect to some topics. In this sense, one needs to form a belief according to Clifford's ethics of belief principle, considering all the available evidence for belief-formation, and this evidence includes the insight, i.e. the level (2) adapted justification. The evidentialist requirements actually reveal themselves to be non-evidentialist, phenomenology and the background morphological content compatible requirements, succeeding at the (2) non-shared level of the system's description.

The difference between evidentialism and non-evidentialism is in that the first one seemingly requires third-person point of view public shared evidence. Whereas the non-evidentialism goes without that. Evidentialism requires explicit evidence. But non-evidentialism can go on just by rejecting explicitness, and providing non-explicitness, as the background morphological content indirect information, which is provided by chromatic illumination, say. Then phenomenology and first-person perspective are really at the foreground of the debate.

The peer's arguments are (1) shared items. But these arguments have to be integrated into the first-person view perspective, informed by peer's arguments considerations. Then, the level (1) actually ends up at the level (2), which provides sense and the basis for rational disagreement.
5. Disciplining skepticism.
There’s something normatively wrong, a kind of epistemic “bad faith,” in not going with one’s own best take on whether one’s belief is objectively justified. I.e., if one finds oneself still believing that p upon due reflection—where this includes the phenomenology of justifiedness—then it would be a kind of epistemic bad faith to give up on that belief. (Not that one could do so anyway; doxastic voluntarism seems just false.)
One starts with objectively justified belief, in the manner as we have characterized it: it is a belief that is subjectively justified upon due reflection, such as reflection involving the argumentative moves of one's peers. In this manner, one takes over the peers' argumentative level (1) stuff into the sense providing (2) morphological content background and phenomenology constituted stuff. Once one has done this, one is well in possession of justified take on things, from the first-person perspective, and now one is obliged to fall a judgment, for this is exactly what the ethics of belief requires. One can also understand this as non-evidentialist, i.e. phenomenology and morphological content background based take. As a non-evidentialist, one is obliged to fall a judgment, even if the evidence is not fool-proof. There, though is phenomenology based judgment falling obligation for the agent.

“Epistemic 'bad faith'” comes from not following one's insight, i.e. one's gut feeling what one is obliged to do once as one is objectively justified, i.e. subjectively justified upon a due reflection. This is the (James, 1896) judgmental obligation.

Again, understanding belief being objectively justified as belief being subjectively justified upon due reflection, one embraces the first-person perspective, and this perspective, according to (2), gives one not only authorization, but also obligation to fall a judgment. So if one would stay undecided, if one would embrace skepticism, one would certainly indulge into one's epistemic bad faith.

Due reflection means that one takes what seems to be third-person perspective as reflective ingredient of one's first-person perspective. Now, with first-person perspective on the board, one certainly would embrace one's bad epistemic faith in the case where one would not form, would not fall one's judgment.

The third person perspective being transformed into the first person perspective now includes “phenomenology of justifiedness” that we have identified as (2), i.e. the private non-shared take, morphological content background informed, exercising its impact indirectly through chromatic illumination.

In any way, one just cannot give up one's belief, once as one conceives it to be objectively justified, i.e. subjectively justified upon one's reflection. If one subjectively feels that one's belief is objectively justified in this sense (certainly, through due reflection, one follows Clifford's principle to a humanly realistic extent), one just cannot engage into doxastic voluntarism. If we have reflectively accepted our belief that p, and have found out, after due reflection, that it is justified, we just will not be able to give up that belief. This is now outside of our voluntaristic power domain. So doxastic voluntarism is just false.
6. Disciplining one peer's views.
When one finds oneself in this kind of duly reflective disagreement with an epistemic peer, one also finds oneself thinking that the peer is suffering from one or both of the following problems: (a) having an epistemic sensibility that is “skewed,” at least as far as the disputed issue is concerned; (b) overlooking (or not sufficiently appreciating) some pertinent evidential consideration(s) that one appreciates oneself (even if one can’t articulate such consideration(s).
Through the previous inquiry we have established that one is obliged, ethically, to fall a judgment, once as one is objectively justified, i.e. subjectively justified upon the due reflection. One thus believes that p. But if the peer does not believe in p, if she denies it, one sees from one's objective point of view – i.e. subjective due reflection informed view – that the peer (a) did not really engage into a proper justification process, and so her epistemic sensibility that one has obtained (according to the insight 2) is really skewed (concerning the issue under discussion). Also, one may think that the peer (b) did not engage in the pertinent evidential considerations, as one did himself. As third-person point of view is put under parentheses now, one does not need to be explicit about one's insight (2). Especially as the insight is background chromatic illumination like in its nature, indirectly forthcoming.
6. Standing the ground.
The two disputants can each be in the epistemic situation described by item 6 vis-à-vis one another, and can realize this—and yet they still can, and should, both “stand their ground” insofar as they find themselves still holding on to their respective, incompatible, beliefs upon due reflection. (They realize that they both can’t be objectively justified concerning the matter at hand, but they also realize that each is going with his/her own *best take* concerning what’s objectively justified (if anything) concerning the matter at hand.
Also one's peer also may be objectively justified, i.e. subjectively justified according to one's due reflection. Now, the vague background sensible phenomenology constituted contents or epistemic justifications do not match for the case of both peers, but nevertheless each one is objectively justified. This implies that each one needs to fall a judgment. Both need to fall a judgment, in opposite direction. But there is not necessarily a contradiction involved in this, given that the backgrounds for each one's commitments are vague, that they don't match. It is not that p is strictly contradictory in respect to -p. It is rather that both p content and -p content are vague, fuzzy, subjectively and phenomenology involving justified. Each of the involved peers has a different holistic belief system with a different supportive morphological content.
        
   The realization that both peers are objectively justified is from the third-person perspective. Their first-person perspective take relies upon the objectivity achieved under subjective phenomenology and the morphological content involving basis.
               So each peer has to stand his ground, under the ethics of belief obligation to form a judgment, under these circumstances. What they realize is that under third-person perspective they cannot both be justified. But they can both be justified under the first person perspective, objectively, i.e. subjectively under due reflection.
8. Rational disagreement position.
All this can be weaved together into a plausible and compelling-looking position on the issue of rational disagreement.
Rational disagreement, form what was said earlier, is a disagreement under the objectified first-person perspective. This gives the opportunity to see rational disagreement not under the shared public third-person perspective angle, but under the first-person subjective perspective angle, under due reflection. Only this makes rational disagreement possible. For without the first-person perspective, there would be no falling of judgment, and thus no disagreement. One would stay skeptic. No falling of judgment, no disagreement under third-person perspective thus.

9. Overcoming the tie-up.
Such a position is much different from one according to which, for instance, it would be just epistemically *arbitrary* to believe (or to believe not-p), in a situation where one realizes that oneself and one’s respected peer have both set forth their arguments for p and not-p respectively, have both reflectively considered the matter in light of what the other person has said, and still find themselves not converging.
Arbitrariness of belief conception is due to the functionalist, and it is wrongful in respect to the rational disagreement issue, being supported by the third-person objectivity perspective. This position does not take the role of morphological content in belief-formation into account, and along with it it does not take holism and the lack of explicit justification into account. This leads to the tie-up in the rational disagreement interpretation, which is unrealistic tin respect to its actual practice. Our emphasis upon morphological content's role in belief-formation emphasizes the first-person perspective, phenomenology, and therefore it embraces judgment-falling position of each participant in the rational disagreement situation. This is possible because both insights, although different, share the level (1) inferentially adapted semantics, but there cannot be any contradiction between them given that one peer believes a vague p content where just the inferential meaning gets shared, but where the judgmental private meanings of the terms in dispute for each peer separately do not match. So it would be wrong to see the dispute between peers to involve p on the one side and -p on the other side.
Literature
Clifford, W. K. 1877 [1999]. The Ethics of Belief, in T. Madigan, ed., The ethics of belief and other essays, Amherst, MA: Prometheus: 70-96.
Fodor, J. 1983. The Modularity of Mind. MIT Press.
Horgan, T. and Tienson, J. 1996. Connectionism and the Philosophy of Psychology. MIT Press.
Horgan, T. and Potrč, M. 2010: Attention, Morphological Content and Epistemic Justification. In: Acta Analytica 4, Springer.
James, W. 1896 [1979]. The Will to Believe, in F. Burkhardt et al., eds., The will to believe and other essays in popular philosophy. Cambridge: MA, Harvard: 291-341.
Potrč, M. 2000. Justification Having and Morphological Content. Acta Analytica 25, Philosophy and Psychology, Dettelbach: Josef H. Röll Verlag: 151-173.
Potrč, M. 1999. Morphological Content., in: M. Potrč, ed. Connectionism and the Philosophy of Psychology, Acta Analytica 22, Philosophy and Psychology, Dettelbach: Josef H. Röll Verlag:133-149.
Van Inwagen, P. 1996. Is it Wrong Everywhere, Always, and for Anyone to Believe Anything upon Insufficient Evidence?, in J. Jordan and D. Howard-Snyder, eds., Faith, freedom and rationality, Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 137-153.
