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I am going to propose a number of procedural innovations that aim to
create scientific institutions that are (more) robust in the light of
uncertainty about fundamental values and certain factual claims
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Progressivism vs conservatism boils down to the importance of harm relative to
other values (as we shall see in a moment)
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Thus, disagreement concerning any more concrete moral issue will prevail
even in the most advantages situations
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It is this last claim that is most relevant here
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The point is that: two individuals may both possess the best available
evidence, be rational, and yet disagree about what the facts are
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Proposal: Regulatory pluralism (e.g., through licensing drug approval agencies)
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