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Don’t Suppress Your Intuition
Intuitions aren't irrational.
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A common misconception about rationality is that intuition should be ignored or
suppressed. People contrast rational, conscious, explicit ideas with irrational
intuitive or subconscious ideas. Some people think “hunches” and “gut feelings”
are irrational. They may also regard many or all emotions as irrational.

People often lose debates (in terms of arguments that each side can put into words)
but still have intuitions (or emotions or anything else they can’t articulate) that
conflict with the arguments that won the debate. If you’re in that situation, don’t
try to make yourself believe or act on the new ideas.

You should accept and act on ideas when there are no problems with doing so.
Having conflicting intuitions is a problem. When there is a problem or
disagreement, and you don’t already have a fully satisfactory answer, you should
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not make assumptions about what the correct answer is. Your intuition could be
right. And don’t assume it’s unlikely to be right. As a default, you should view any
of your ideas as having approximately the same chance of being right.

The rational way to debate, when you can’t articulate all your ideas, is to say
things like “I have an intuition which conflicts with that idea. I intuitively don’t
want to believe or do that idea.” You should communicate the problem even if you
can’t provide details. You and a rational debate partner could then try to
brainstorm ways of proceeding that could address the conflict between the idea
and your intuition. This could involve getting more information about the intuition
or you learning more about the topic. Maybe if you understand the issues in more
depth then your intuition will change or will be easier to put into words.

Getting more information about your intuition can be done by introspection. If
you’re not good enough at introspection, the debate can be put on hold to develop
that skill more. That can be hard and take a long time. There are alternatives which
are more accessible. You can do free writing, journaling or brainstorming to try to
get your thoughts out more even in rough form. Being informal and trying to say
anything even if it’s wrong or barely relevant can help you put thoughts into words
instead of being totally stuck. If you do journaling or another activity alone, and it
works, you can then choose to share some specific ideas you figured out.

Gathering Data Points from Intuitions
Often, you can learn a lot about intuitions by asking questions (you and your
debate partner can both contribute to this). If the situation was X, what side would
your intuition take? What if the situation was Y? What about Z? Keep checking a
bunch of different scenarios and giving your intuitive response to them and then
you’ll be able to figure out in much more detail what the intuition says and wants.
With trial and error, you can figure out what issues make a key difference that
determine what side the intuition takes and which issues don’t matter much. This
can help narrow down what your intuitive position is and enable discussing it and



talking about upsides and downsides of it, problems it has, etc. And it can help you
figure out the reason for the intuition.

For example, you might have some pro-capitalist views but make exceptions when
something seems unkind. If you figure out what some exceptions are where your
intuition takes a more anti-capitalist view, then you might see a pattern in them
where they’re all related to someone having a bad outcome and being unhappy,
and you don’t like that. Then progress could be made by considering the harmony
of interests theories that go with capitalism. Your intuition is probably at least
partly right; a lot of “hard-hearted” or “unkind” capitalist ideas are in fact wrong
and conflict with classical liberalism in addition to conflicting with many people’s
moral intuitions. You shouldn’t accept an unsophisticated, mean version of
capitalism that creates winners and losers instead of mutual benefit; your intuition
was correct that something was wrong there.

The basic idea is to gather data points about your intuition by asking questions and
posing scenarios. This works because your intuition tells you responses to things.
The responses are often just “good” or “bad” (either in a binary way or on a
spectrum with degrees) rather than words you can articulate. But that’s still data,
and if you get a bunch of data points you can find patterns. The patterns help you
figure out what the intuition is about. The data points also help you rule things out
by finding counter-examples to candidate explanations of what the intuition is
about.

Mental Models of Intuitions
You can think of an intuition like a mini person inside you with some ideas and
values, but who only communicates in limited ways, so you’re trying to figure out
what they want and think. You can also think of an intuition like an idea, just like
any other, which has some knowledge and reasoning – which isn’t in words but
could be in words and is the same knowledge whether it’s in words or not. So you
can view an intuition as wanting, valuing, saying or thinking something, just as
you would talk about an explicit idea. That’s an approximation because it’s people



who value, want, say or think things. But it’s understandable and we don’t have
some well known and clearly better mental models to use. Our mental models tend
to mix up people and people’s ideas some, which makes sense because ideas are
the most important part of people.

Debates and Discussions Involving Intuitions
Being unable to fully articulate ideas doesn’t make them wrong. Being barely able
to articulate ideas doesn’t make them wrong. You shouldn’t accept ideas when you
have ideas that conflict with them. Instead, you should take a more neutral stance.
When there is a conflict of ideas that isn’t yet resolved, then you don’t know the
answer. You shouldn’t assume your intuition is right and stick with it, nor should
you try to use willpower to get rid of your intuition in favor of a new idea. You
should become curious and want to explore the issue (particularly if it’s important
to your life; if it’s irrelevant or low importance then feel free to drop the matter
and prioritize other stuff).

When you understand issues well enough, and your conscious understanding is
correct, your intuition will change. If your intuition hasn’t changed, then either the
explicit idea has a flaw or it’s incomplete in some way. The incompleteness could
be your knowledge (the other guy in the debate needs to explain more but does
know the answer) or it could be in the idea itself (the other guy’s idea is
incomplete too, and he didn’t realize that). Sometimes the incompleteness is on a
different topic than what you’re discussing. For example, you could be debating
history but have difficulty changing your mind due to some lack of knowledge
about rationality, bias, integrity or learning.

Unless you’re extraordinarily good at explicit, conscious analysis, then you should
talk about intuitions frequently in debates and discussions. Trying to put things
into words more, or talk about things you can’t explain well, are common, normal
parts of debates. Any social pressure against that is irrational and is suppressing
progress.



Looking at it from the other side (of someone who is good at explicit arguments),
if you want to win debates and change people’s minds in good, rational ways then
you need to address all their problems and objections, including intuitive ones. If
you haven’t addressed all their ideas which conflict with your idea, then they
shouldn’t change their mind to your idea, and you would be wrong to ask or want
them to. You haven’t really won the debate with them.

You should encourage people to share intuitive objections so you can help address
them. If you discourage that, then people won’t tell you what the problem is and
you won’t know what to say to change their mind. You need information from
them about what they don’t like or feel bad about or what seems wrong to them, or
else you won’t know what arguments and explanations to provide in more detail.

In a rational debate (or discussion) with one person who is good at explicit
arguments, and one who isn’t, the person who is good at talking should be trying
to explain lots of things and the other person should be giving lots of feedback
about what he does and doesn’t have objections to (intuitive or sometimes
explicit). There should also be a lot of questions and hypothetical scenarios used,
by both people, to get more information about what intuitions want/say or not.

If you don’t want to deal with intuitive disagreements, then there are hardly any
living people that you can rationally persuade. (And very likely you’re not being
fully honest with yourself and you too have intuitions that you can’t articulate
well.) Leave people alone or write impersonal essays or books, but don’t expect
them to change their minds and follow your ideas when you won’t engage with
their intuitions.

It’s actually fine and pleasant to deal with people who share intuitions and give
feedback on arguments and explanations. People don’t need a bunch of skill at
explicit arguments to have good discussions. They just need some honesty, some
good will, and some willingness to communicate and share. The people who are
difficult or unpleasant to deal with are the ones who disagree and hide their
disagreement. If people have an intuitive disagreement and won’t talk about it,



then it’s very hard to make progress in discussion or debate. If people hide their
intuitions and focus only on making explicit arguments that aren’t their real
reasons (because they think explicit arguments are better and more rational, so
they’re trying to be a better, more rational person than they actually are), then
they’re being dishonest and sabotaging discussion.

Mean People
A lot of people who are pretty good at explicit arguments are pretty mean. Let’s
call them “rationalists”. They react negatively to intuitive disagreement. They
believe intuitions are bad or irrational. They treat themselves that way and also
treat others that way. Because this is widespread, most people are pretty reluctant
to share their intuitions in debates, especially when they don’t have prior
friendship or at least rapport with the person they’re talking with (and it’s even
worse in group settings when there are many different people who could
potentially say something mean).

However, it’s possible to stand up to mean people and say things like “I have an
intuition that your idea is wrong. I don’t know how to articulate it. If you want me
to rationally change my mind, then we’ll have to work together to deal with this
problem.” And either they can participate in a friendly way or refuse. If they
refuse, you’re right not to concede the debate.

You can also avoid the mean rationalists without being traumatized and unwilling
to talk about your intuitions with anyone. You can disengage when you run into
them without feeling bad just because they’re a flawed person who doesn’t
understand the topic of rationality and intuition. You don’t have to blame yourself.

However you deal with others, it’s crucial not to adopt the rationalist view
yourself and then be mean to yourself. A lot of the meanness is something people
do to themselves, not something that’s coming from others. If you were nice to
yourself and self-confident, then other people wouldn’t be very threatening (at
least if they’re just strangers on internet forums who have no power over you,



aren’t in your family, aren’t in your peer group, aren’t your boss, aren’t your co-
worker, etc.).

You need to be accepting about your own intuitions instead of trying to force
yourself to be more “rational”. Sure there are skills you can learn to be better at
making explicit arguments, articulating ideas, etc. Those skills are useful to
rationality. But they aren’t taught well in our society so it’s understandable not to
be very good at them when the educational resources are so bad. You can do fine
(above average) in life without those skills. If you care a lot you can read
philosophy books, practice skills and take other steps to learn. But don’t try to
rush anything and accept ideas that part of you disagrees with. And don’t look at
yourself or your ideas negatively when intuition is involved instead of English
sentences. Intuitions are real, legitimate ideas that are part of you. They’re harder
to analyze and debate, but they’re just a normal type of idea and dealing with them
is part of life.

Intuitions Are Useful
Even if you become one of the best philosophers who is extremely good at
articulating arguments, you’ll still have and use intuitions. Intuitions are
fundamentally important because our subconscious mind has more computing
power than our conscious mind. We need to use our subconscious mind, not rely
only on our conscious mind. Our subconscious is a huge resource. Things like
intuitions and habits let us get value from it. Lots of intuitions come from practice
and automatization.

An ideal, perfect, rational philosopher would be able to turn any of his intuitive
ideas into an explicit idea when he needs to, but he’d still use intuition in general.
When is it worth the effort to convert intuitions to words for conscious analysis?
When there’s a problem to be solved involving the intuition, e.g. it disagrees with
some idea that your conscious analysis says is good and important, so you want to
investigate the intuition so you can solve the problem causing the disagreement.

https://criticalfallibilism.com/practice-and-mastery/
https://criticalfallibilism.com/learning-habits-and-automation/


Some of your intuitions come from traditional ideas that you learned in childhood
and didn’t do a bunch of critical thinking about before accepting. Some of those
traditional ideas have mistakes in them. But, on average, traditional ideas are right
more than new ideas people just thought of. In a conflict between an old tradition
and a fresh idea, the tradition is right more often. The fresh idea is either wrong
overall or else has some fixable flaw that the traditional intuition objects to.

Traditions are right more often because they’ve been exposed to a ton of critical
thinking in the past. People have already put a lot of effort into improving them.
And they’ve stood the test of time already without being a total disaster. And there
are far more ways to be wrong than right, so random new ideas have a high chance
to be wrong. Even non-random new ideas are wrong pretty often. Being wrong
fairly often is something that innovators have to accept. (You don’t have to be
wrong and confident, or act on wrong ideas. But if you try to innovate, you will
come up with and consider lots of wrong ideas, and sometimes they’ll seem good
to you at first instead of you immediately recognizing that they’re wrong.)

There’s room for improvement and progress with rational, conscious analysis. We
shouldn’t just stick to tradition. But rationality says to address conflicts between
ideas (even if an idea is intuitive instead of in clear words). Anyone who isn’t
doing that, and doesn’t treat intuitive ideas as legitimate things to debate and
discuss, isn’t really rational.

Discussion
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Fire

GOAL: React to article. Relate article to my personal thinking.

I found this article a fun and exciting read. I like the topic and find it relatable to my
problem situation. I think live primarily by intuition and tradition but when I’m in
learning mode I normally try to focus on explicit ideas. I have respect for intuitions
because they often come from traditions (I think learned this from ET’s emotions
essay Fallible Ideas – Emotions). I have been hesitant to share intuitions for a
variety of reasons that I had not really considered until now.

One reason is that I have worried that just saying that I have an intuitive
disagreement with something would sound like an unreasonable, or low-effort, or
unimportant thing to share. So I guess I was thinking that it would be a bit of a non-
starter in a discussion and not a very helpful thing to share or talk about. I think my
biggest hesitation is throwing out comments on things that I haven’t thought much
about. I think that I have been concerned that sharing statements of intuitive
disagreement without some explicity detail is premature. My guess is that I can try
resolving this problem but expressing my confusions and intuitive disagreements in
whatever limited ways I can come up with. I’m happy to try changing my ideas about
this and try sharing more about intuitions.

Another reason I have not shared intuitions much is that its hard for me to
understand what my intuitions are without introspective work. More specifically, I
think I tend to mask my intuitions with superficial rationalizations. I get confused and
think that I really believe the rationalization but that rationalization will often fall apart
with minimal introspection. I think this means my intuitions aren’t very stable, which
is another reason I haven’t shared them much.

Article quote:

If people hide their intuitions and focus only on making explicit arguments that
aren’t their real reasons (because they think explicit arguments are better and
more rational, so they’re trying to be a better, more rational person than they
actually are), then they’re being dishonest and sabotaging discussion.

The above quote is what made me think about how I could be rationalizing my
intuitions and hiding my reasoning from myself.

Article quote:

The rational way to debate, when you can’t articulate all your ideas, is to say
things like “I have an intuition which conflicts with that idea. I intuitively don’t
want to believe or do that idea.” You should communicate the problem even if
you can’t provide details.

I haven’t really considered how much to try to communicate thoughts like this but it
sounds kinda liberating and definitely worth putting out there more.

1 reply

Elliot

 Fire:

I think my biggest hesitation is throwing out comments on things that I haven’t
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thought much about.

Half-baked ideas are problematic, especially when unlabelled.

There’s not much point trying to respond to or correct an idea that the person won’t
believe next week anyway even if you don’t reply.

Half-baked ideas are more commonly explicit ideas, not intuitions. Intuitions tend to
be more stable, though sometimes you can mis-identify what is triggering the
intuition.

E.g. you intuitively dislike a situation. You connect this to X, but it’s really that you
dislike Y. Later, X changes and you still dislike it. Your intuition could look unstable
but it isn’t.

Unstable short term intuitions tend to be created by stuff like biases, but being
biased against something is generally a long term stable intuition. There is a stable
intuition involved but some of the details are less stable and if you try to figure out
the nature of the intuition you might get it wrong. In other words, your explicit
analysis about what’s going on with the intuition may be a new, unstable idea. But if
you keep your comments very simple, like “I intuitively dislike something about this
whole situation.” then that will generally be stable, not something that would change
next week. The fact that you react differently to some other situation wouldn’t
contradict it. It could just mean that you haven’t yet figured out the pattern.

MetaCreation

This is a good article. I think if people who think bad things about Elliot took the time
to read his articles like this one with an open mind, they’d reconsider. It’s hard to
miss his kindness here.

Gathering Data Points from Intuitions
Often, you can learn a lot about intuitions by asking questions (you can your
debate partner can both contribute to this). If the situation was X, what side
would your intuition take? What if the situation was Y? What about Z? Keep
checking a bunch of different scenarios and giving your intuitive response to
them and then you’ll be able to figure out in much more detail what the intuition
says and wants. With trial and error, you can figure out what issues make a key
difference that determine what side the intuition takes and which issues don’t
matter much. This can help narrow down what your intuitive position is and
enable discussing it and talking about upsides and downsides of it, problems it
has, etc. And it can help you figure out the reason for the intuition.

This is an interesting idea, I don’t think it’s something I’ve tried like that before.

Mental Models of Intuitions
You can think of an intuition like a mini person inside you with some ideas and
values, but who only communicates in limited ways, so you’re trying to figure out
what they want and think. You can also think of an intuition like an idea, just like
any other, which has some knowledge and reasoning – which isn’t in words but
could be in words and is the same knowledge whether it’s in words or not. So
you can view an intuition as wanting valuing saying or thinking something just
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you can view an intuition as wanting, valuing, saying or thinking something, just
as you would talk about an explicit idea. That’s an approximation because it’s
people who value, want, say or think things. But it’s understandable and we don’t
have some well known and clearly better mental models to use. Our mental
models tend to mix up people and people’s ideas some, which makes sense
because ideas are the most important part of people.

This is something I have done, I try to ask the intuition questions or offer solutions
and see how I feel in response.

I often find it useful to have the conversation out loud. I don’t fully understand why,
but I think hearing my words out loud helps connect to the part of me that I’m
struggling to communicate with.

Seeing the words typed or written is also helpful, but in my experience less so.

I would guess that this would vary from person to person depending on how they
learned to think and how they formed the intuitions in the first place.

Mean People
A lot of people who are pretty good at explicit arguments are pretty mean. Let’s
call them “rationalists”. They react negatively to intuitive disagreement. They
believe intuitions are bad or irrational. They treat themselves that way and also
treat others that way. Because this is widespread, most people are pretty
reluctant to share their intuitions in debates, especially when they don’t have
prior friendship or at least rapport with the person they’re talking with (and it’s
even worse in group settings when there are many different people who could
potentially say something mean).

I have definitely treated myself and others like this in the past. It’s something I have
tried to stop doing. I don’t remember the last time I did.

Unless you’re extraordinarily good at explicit, conscious analysis, then you
should talk about intuitions frequently in debates and discussions. Trying to put
things into words more, or talk about things you can’t explain well, are common,
normal parts of debates. Any social pressure against that is irrational and is
suppressing progress.

I think coming here I expected the opposite to this (I think I expect some social
pressure against speaking about intuitions as a baseline, and even more so when
associated with serious discussion). I’m glad I read this and corrected my
misconception.

2 replies

Elliot

 MetaCreation:

This is a good article. I think if people who think bad things about Elliot took the
time to read his articles like this one with an open mind, they’d reconsider. It’s
hard to miss his kindness here.

Yeah I like this series (5 articles) too!
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I didn’t always know this stuff. I don’t know when I learned it. I’m sure I mentioned
pieces of it in discussions before, but I only wrote it down in good articles recently. At
the time I started writing the articles, I already knew this stuff; I didn’t figure it out by
writing the articles or right before.

 MetaCreation:

I think coming here I expected the opposite to this (I think I expect some social
pressure against speaking about intuitions as a baseline, and even more so
when associated with serious discussion). I’m glad I read this and corrected my
misconception.

Yeah “rational” forums tend to be pretty anti-intuition.

You may run into issues with that here too but the knowledge in the articles (and the
ability to quote the articles) may help you stand up to it and get people to come
around (who wouldn’t have on other forums with no articles). Or if someone doesn’t
listen and continues with normal attitudes, it might not matter so much. If you are
confident you have the moral high ground, then it can help you resist the social
pressure, not feel bad, and not suppress your intuitions.

It’s also common to self-pressure over these things, sometimes based on
unintended interpretations of what other people said or are thinking without saying.
So hopefully the articles will help you and others avoid doing that. People have a lot
of this stuff (like a conception of rationality that is hostile to intuition) internalized.

Like someone can say something on autopilot that hints at anti-intuition pressure,
and then you can take the hint due to your own autopilot, and that can pretty easily
happen even if both of you would say pro-intuition things if explicitly asked.
Preventing that takes a bunch of practice to change your subconscious (another
topic I have articles on the CF site about).

MetaCreation

From Elliot’s article: [EDIT: badly presented quote]

If the situation was X, what side would your intuition take?

I tried this idea today.

Context: I exercise most mornings (I use the Home Gym app and I’m currently doing
a 28 day full body plan). I started this two and a half weeks ago and have done the
exercises almost every day.

Today after posting a few times I wanted to start my exercise. I had some sort of
conflict with the idea but couldn’t tell why.

My mind was racing a bit from a long post I wrote and I guessed that was the
reason. So I thought about being able to pause the exercise whenever I wanted if I
wanted to think about my post some more. This didn’t solve my conflict.

Then I tried Elliot’s idea and considered an alternative situation that I just do the first
exercise (which is always jumping jacks), and then decide whether to continue or
not. This felt okay so I made a start (and continued through the exercises, lots of
push-ups today!)

I guess my conflict was something like:

https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/t/don-t-suppress-your-intuition/1501/6
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/t/don-t-suppress-your-intuition/1501/4
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/u/MetaCreation
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/u/MetaCreation
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/u/MetaCreation


February 2023

February 2023▶ MetaCreation

I wasn’t feeling confident about finishing and part of me would feel bad about
not finishing it all
Part of me maybe felt coerced, like I’d consciously decided to do the whole
thing but I’d sprung that on my subconscious all at once, kind of like if you’re
doing an activity with someone else and they suddenly decide to change
everything and start doing something else without talking about it

1 reply

MetaCreation

 MetaCreation:

From Elliot’s article: [EDIT: badly presented quote]

If the situation was X, what side would your intuition take?

I think ideas like this are really important to learn/create and are really powerful.

I think an idea like “if you’re reluctant to an activity just do the first bit and make a
start” is very very conventional. It’s very similar to what I ended up doing.

But that’s a pretty parochial idea and doesn’t include any understanding of the
reluctance itself. I didn’t just use that, I was thinking in terms of communicating with
my subconscious, I was actually dealing with the root cause of the problem.

Elliot’s idea is much MUCH better than conventional ideas here, because it’s both a
universal approach that may help with any sort of subconscious resistance, and it
focuses on the underlying subconscious problem solving rather than only
considering the practical side.

1 reply

Elliot

Here’s maybe a more fundamental way to look at it that my approach to intuition is
partly coming from:

1. finding decisive solutions, strictly better solutions or win/win solutions. *not
compromises or win/lose solutions

2. addressing all ideas, disagreements, arguments, sides, people, criticism, etc.,
instead of ignoring some

Related to those, two of CF’s main and original ideas are:

1. decisive arguments, not weighted factors (which is very important for enabling
you to actually resolve disagreements, reach win/win solutions, etc. – whereas
weighted factors lend themselves to compromises)

2. Paths Forward, which is about addressing all criticism instead of ignoring
some (which risks staying wrong when better knowledge already exists, which
is a much more avoidable error than staying wrong about something where
better knowledge doesn’t currently exist)

Ideas about win/win solutions instead of compromises are found in previous ideas
including Eli Goldratt, Ayn Rand and Taking Children Seriously. Probably elsewhere
too but I don’t know the history (I’d be interested if anyone knows or researches it).

Also, my view of the subconscious (and practice, automatization mastery, etc.) is
partly based on Objectivism And some parts of it have existed in our culture for a
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partly based on Objectivism. And some parts of it have existed in our culture for a
while like Four stages of competence - Wikipedia (late 1960’s, but I’d guess similar
ideas existed before that, like certainly the idea of practice is much older).

1 reply

MetaCreation

 Elliot:

Ideas about win/win solutions instead of compromises are found in previous
ideas including Eli Goldratt, Ayn Rand and Taking Children Seriously. Probably
elsewhere too but I don’t know the history (I’d be interested if anyone knows or
researches it).

I’ve seen mention of the your win/win decisive solutions approach a few times (such
as the podcast in How Better Debates Would Improve the World).

I think I an intuitive agreement with win/win decisive solutions, as yes I think I’m sure
I’ve come across something similar from Ayn Rand. I can’t remember exactly which
of her books I’d have found it in and I think it’s something I’ve internalised in the
years since. I previously had a lot of reservations about using statistics in truth
decisions anyway (and generally think people are super bad at interpreting the
significance of statistics).

Because my prior understanding is intuitive it’s hard to say how much of your idea is
new to me here (and it kinda just fits in with my intuition pretty effortlessly). I think
the debate tables helped clarify the process to do it better (i.e. breaking a goal into
absolute requirements and whether an idea solves those requirements). I think it’s
something I need to use in practise to understand better.

Anyway I thought I’d mention that as it might be weird not to say something about it
since it’s come up multiple times.

 Elliot:

Paths Forward, which is about addressing all criticism instead of ignoring some
(which risks staying wrong when better knowledge already exists, which is a
much more avoidable error than staying wrong about something where better
knowledge doesn’t currently exist)

I can’t say the same for Paths Forward. It seems good to me (I’ve gone through the
curi.us articles) but I have some sort of intuitive resistance to it. I read it and
consciously think it’s good and I want to be rational, so I think I should follow it but
my subconscious doesn’t want to, I guess I feel some sort of pressure/imposed
obligation from it.

I think maybe because it opens up a lot of uncertainty about how much time I’d be
committing to try to follow it. I don’t know how to estimate how much time it would
take up, so my subconscious is creating some sort of disaster scenario where I’d
have to spend all my time on it and end up in an overwhelm situation again.

I think the root thing I don’t know is: What are the criteria for ideas that I should have
public Paths Forward for? I don’t think it can be everything, everyone has tons of
ideas about all sorts of stuff (from subconscious ideas about the qualia they
experience, to long complex economic ideas). I don’t know what ideas I have that I
should build Paths Forward for.

From Curiosity – Paths Forward Summary

https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/t/don-t-suppress-your-intuition/1501/9
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/u/MetaCreation
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/u/MetaCreation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Four_stages_of_competence
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/t/don-t-suppress-your-intuition/1501/8
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/u/MetaCreation
https://discuss.criticalfallibilism.com/t/welcome-read-this-first-how-to-post/190/5
http://curi.us/
https://curi.us/1761-paths-forward-summary


March 2023

March 2023

March 2023

From Curiosity  Paths Forward Summary

the way to deal with ALL ideas that disagree with you is you either 1) write a
refutation or, most of the time, 2) refer to a refutation already written by
someone else or you. (you must take responsibility for it. if it’s wrong you don’t
just blame the author, if you used it and it’s wrong, then you were wrong).

I guess this is one kind of idea that should be included in a person’s Paths Forwards
but I don’t know about other ideas. Even this I think needs some discretion with
scale, some disagreements are very small/low-impact and could be a big burden to
try to write up answers to all of them.

So I have some guesses:

Ideas that disagree with popular or high-impact ideas
Ideas that have significant impact (it could help a significant number of people)
Ideas about something new, some new way something that could be done
(maybe without clear benefit, but could be a good new way to look at some
problems)

2 replies

Elliot

 MetaCreation:

I think I an intuitive agreement with win/win decisive solutions, as yes I think I’m
sure I’ve come across something similar from Ayn Rand.

Are you thinking of “win/win” and “decisive” solutions as two separate things or as
one concept?

1 reply
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 MetaCreation:

some disagreements are very small/low-impact and could be a big burden to try
to write up answers to all of them.

In CF, there is no such thing as low-impact criticism or errors.

An error is decisive – causes failure at a goal – or it’s nothing. If it doesn’t cause
failure at a goal, it’s not a small error, it’s a non-error.

Every criticism that is decisive regarding a goal you’re pursuing should be of interest
to you. Decisive means that if the criticism is true, then you will fail. Simply ignoring
criticism like that is always a substantial risk which will have high impact if you’re
wrong.

1 reply
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 Elliot:

Every criticism that is decisive regarding a goal you’re pursuing should be of
interest to you Decisive means that if the criticism is true then you will fail
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interest to you. Decisive means that if the criticism is true, then you will fail.
Simply ignoring criticism like that is always a substantial risk which will have high
impact if you’re wrong.

That really helps! If it’s goals-related that clarifies the sort of thing it’s important to
apply it to.

Taking my project for an example (Project: Part 0: Considering major life choices).
That’s a major goal-related thing (or at least, working out goals thing), so that seems
like the thing that is important to build Paths Forward for. I think when I’ve completed
that project it would be a good idea to write up my conclusions in a series of articles
(or where relevant reference accepted answers).

So I’d guess that in principle it would still be good for someone to answer all
criticisms of all their ideas, but if those ideas aren’t related to their goals then there’s
no urgent need to do so.

1 reply
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 MetaCreation:

So I’d guess that in principle it would still be good for someone to answer all
criticisms of all their ideas, but if those ideas aren’t related to their goals then
there’s no urgent need to do so.

All ideas are part of infinitely many true IGCs and infinitely many false IGCs. Even
when limiting to the current context, goals can specify anything for success or failure
criteria.

So besides considering criticisms related to your goals, it would make sense to
consider answering criticism re common goals, or re goals other people actually
have in good faith, but not all goals.

If you meant that some of your ideas aren’t related to your goals, so you don’t need
to worry about criticism of them (though it’d be nice to), I disagree. In short, all your
ideas have some sort of purpose (goal). You don’t have ideas for no reason.

1 reply

Elliot

You may have an idea that is in your head but which you’re not actively using right
now, in which case you might deprioritize criticism of it. Some of your ideas are in
much more active use than others. If you’re willing to respond to criticism of an idea
with “yeah you might be right; I don’t know; I don’t think idea is relevant to what I’m
doing with my life right now, but I should consider that first if I were ever to use this
idea again” that is OK. Sometimes an idea may be currently relevant in ways you
don’t recognize, so it can be important to debate whether it’s relevant if the critic
thinks it is relevant. But if it’s just some idea you heard and believed 20 years ago
and didn’t forget, but never practiced or automatized and it has nothing to do with
your current field, then maybe fixing errors in it doesn’t really matter now.

Another way to approach it is to say you want to focus on bottlenecks in the way of
your main goals, not on optimizing anything. If some issue would not be a priority
even if the critic is right, that’s fine. He can criticize your priorities, explain why
actually it affects your current priorities in a way you weren’t aware of, or drop it.
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 Elliot:

Are you thinking of “win/win” and “decisive” solutions as two separate things or
as one concept?

I may have been lumping them in together, that doesn’t seem right now since you
asked.

I have no reservations about agreeing with the “decisive” part. I don’t think I have
the same certainty with win/win (not necessarily disagreement, maybe some lack of
clarity).

So I found this:

curi.us

Curiosity – Can Win/Win Solutions Take Too Long?

Win/win solutions don't ever take too long. Suppose you have
conflicting ideas X and Y. Then you can decide: "this would take too

long to sort out whether X or Y is better. so I will just do

From article:

Suppose you have conflicting ideas X and Y. Then you can decide: “this would
take too long to sort out whether X or Y is better. so I will just do Z right away b/c
it’s not worth optimizing”. Z can be a win/win.

I’m using this example to testing myself on the win/win concept.
So: A (the pro-X faction) and B (the pro-Y faction) want different things. A wants X
(and I’m inferring not-Y) and B wants Y (and inferring again not-X). It may be that X
and Y are exclusive of each other in this example (e.g. the situation is “what to do for
the next hour?” where an answer of doing two things each for an hour is
impossible).
So doing X (or Y) would involve suppressing either B (or A) respectively. Either A or
B would be unhappy in this situation.
So coming up with Z which both A and B would be happy with is a win-win for A and
B. X and Y are both win-lose situations.

I have some conflict with pursuing win/win. I’m going to come up with some answers
to it.
Q: What if A is exclusively focused on X and doesn’t want anything else?
A: B doesn’t want to do X, does A want to coerce B to do X? Does A hate B? Why is
it important to do X with B if it will make B unhappy? It’s unreasonable to want to do
something that requires B to take part but B doesn’t want to do.

Q: What if A (or B) doesn’t really like Z much, they just dislike it less than Y (or X)?
Then both A and B are doing something that they both dislike.
A: Then they can try to come up with different ideas, or work out how they can both
like Z (or even X or Y) together.

Q: A and B don’t want to/have time to come up with lots of ideas, they want to/need
to start doing something right away.
A: if Z is something they both dislike less rather than something they both like, isn’t
th t till b tt ti th ith f th d i thi th ll di lik ?
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that still a better option than either of them doing something they really dislike?

Q: It is literally impossible to do anything but X or Y and there’s no chance to come
up with other ideas, either B or A must be unhappy.
A: I don’t think win/win is about making decisions in emergency situations.

I guess the answer broadly to the reservations is: A and B value each others’ well-
being, they’re doing stuff together after all. If they hate each other and don’t want
each other to have a good time they shouldn’t be doing stuff together in the first
place.

1 reply
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Whether there are inherent conflicts of interest between different people – who don’t
especially value the well-being of the other – is an old political philosophy question.

Rand wrote The “Conflicts” of Men’s interests arguing there aren’t inherent conflicts
that prevent social harmony.

Mises wrote about it too. Bastiat wrote about economic harmonies. I have a
“Harmony of Interests” section in Liberalism: Reason, Peace and Property · Elliot
Temple

Another way to view it is there’s no inherent conflict between society and the
individual (at least that’s the classical liberal view that I espouse). We don’t have to
choose whether the group or individual wins – they can both win. (Or two
individuals, or two groups, can both win.)

Or put another way, there’s no inherent need for war. Peace and social harmony are
possible rather than basically prohibited by incentives and by, for some to prosper,
the logical requirement that there be an exploited underclass which will want to rebel
when it can.

This is all pretty opposite to the Marxist class warfare view about society as special
interest groups/classes that push for a larger slice of the pie for themselves and the
best we can do is find tolerable compromises between who gets how much.

If it works between strangers, it also can work between parts of one person since
strangers is basically a harder case and lots of the same reasoning can be borrowed
from that case.

The idea of finding mutual benefit in more individual-oriented problem solving (e.g.
between family members or friends or parts of one person) I think may have come
after the political philosophy idea but I don’t really know.

There are solutions for emergency situations but I don’t think you should worry
about those cases until after having a good understanding of regular cases.
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