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Cognitive Decision Theory (CDT) says that a rational doxastic state is one 
with maximum expected epistemic value―one such that your expected 
epistemic value for how states of the world will turn out, given your 
adopting it, is at least as high as that of any alternative doxastic state you 
might adopt. One of the central issues in epistemology is whether epistemic 
rationality is permissive or not: Some claim that (Uniqueness) for any total 
evidence, there is a unique doxastic state that any agent with that total 
evidence should take; Others claim that (Permissivism) for some total 
evidence, there are multiple doxastic states that an agent with that total 
evidence can take. How does CDT relate to the debate over permissive 
rationality? The aim of this paper is to explore this question. In particular, 
as one way of addressing this question, I present and assess an argument 
against CDT that goes as follows: On the assumption of Epistemic 
Conservatism, the correct theory of epistemic rationality will not endorse 
non-conservative doxastic state shifts from one credence function to another, 
in the absence of new evidence. In some cases, however, CDT endorses 
non-conservative doxastic state shifts, in the absence of new evidence. This 
seems unfortunate. However, I further show that when we clearly distinguish 
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among several types of Permissivism, the argument is not a real threat to 
any CDTer. Depending on which version of Permissivism or Uniqueness a 
CDTer endorses, the argument may be avoided in one of two general ways. 
One response appeals to the stability of beliefs over time, while the other 
allows that the instability of beliefs over time fits naturally with epistemic 
rationality.

【Keywords】Cognitive Decision Theory, Permissivism, Uniqueness, 
Epistemic Immodesty

1. Introduction

Standard decision theory says that a rational action to perform is one 
with the greatest expected utility―one such that the expected 
practical utility for how states of the world will turn out, given your 
performing it, is at least as high as that of any alternative act you 
might perform. Recently, many philosophers have deployed a decision 
theoretic approach to justify epistemic principles such as Probabilism, 
Conditionalization, the Principal Principle, and the Principle of 
Indifference.1) Let us call such a strategy Cognitive Decision Theory 
(CDT for short).2) A rational doxastic state (or a rational updating 

 1) For instance, by resorting to a decision theoretic approach, Joyce (1998, 
2009), Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010a, 2010b) and Pettigrew (2016) 
attempt to justify Probabilism; Easwaran (2013), Greaves and Wallace 
(2006), Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010a, 2010b), and Pettigrew (2016) 
attempt to justify Conditionalization; Pettigrew (2013, 2016) attempts to 
justify the Principal Principle; Pettigrew (2014, 2016) attempts to justify 
the Principle of Indifference. 

 2) I am following Greaves and Wallace (2006) in the use of Cognitive 
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policy) to adopt, according to CDT, is one with the greatest expected 
epistemic utility―one such that your expected epistemic utility for 
how states of the world will turn out, given your adopting it, is at 
least as high as that of any alternative doxastic state you might 
adopt.3)

One of the central issues in epistemology is whether epistemic 
rationality is permissive or not: Some claim that (Uniqueness) for any 
total evidence, there is a unique doxastic state that any agent with 
that total evidence should take4); others claim that (Permissivism) for 
some total evidence, there are multiple doxastic states that an agent 
with that total evidence can take.5) 

How does CDT relate to the debate over permissive rationality? 
The aim of this paper is to explore this question. In particular, as 
one way of addressing this question, I will provide and assess an 
argument against CDT: I will assume that an epistemically rational 
agent always adopts a doxastic state that maximizes her expected 
epistemic utility, and prove that, at least in some possible cases 
where Non-Strict Epistemic Immodesty (described in section 3) holds, 
the agent who is faithfully represented by CDT can change her 
doxastic state, absent any new evidence. This violates Epistemic 
Conservatism (described in section 5), which says that one’s doxastic 

Decision Theory. Some philosophers (for instance, Richard Pettigrew) call 
it Epistemic Utility Theory.

 3) In section 2, I will explain expected epistemic utilities in detail. ‘A 
rational doxastic state’ rather than ‘the rational doxastic state’ to allow 
two or more of the possible doxastic states to have the same greatest 
expected epistemic utility.

 4) For instance, see Feldman (2007); White (2005, 2014); Christensen 
(2007); Levinstein (2015).

 5) For instance, see Kelly (2014); Schoenfield (2014); Meacham (2014), 
Titelbaum and Kopec (ms).
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states should remain the same, absent any new evidence. This seems 
to be an unfortunate consequence. However, I will further show that 
when we clearly distinguish among several versions of 
Permissivism/Uniqueness, the argument is not a real threat to any 
cognitive decision theorist (CDTer for short), given that each version 
of Permissivism/Uniqueness is a viable epistemic principle. Depending 
on which version of Permissivism/Uniqueness CDTers endorse, they 
may avoid the argument in one of two general ways. One response 
appeals to the stability of beliefs over time, while the other allows 
that the instability of beliefs over time fits naturally with epistemic 
rationality. 

I will proceed as follows. Section 2 introduces the framework for 
CDT. Section 3, with the framework in hand, explains Expected 
Epistemic Utility Maximization and Epistemic Immodesty as general 
norms of CDT that I will assume throughout our discussion. In 
particular, I will make a clear distinction between Strict (Epistemic) 
Immodesty and Non-Strict (Epistemic) Immodesty. Section 4 provides 
an argument against CDT. Section 5 discusses two available 
responses to the argument against CDT, those involving the rejection 
of Non-Strict Immodesty as a rational constraint, and those involving 
the rejection of Epistemic Conservatism as a rational constraint. After 
clearly defining three types of Permissivism (what I call 
Permissivism1, Permissivism2, and Permissivism3, respectively), I will 
show that CDTers who endorse Uniqueness or Permissivism3 would 
reject the argument against CDT because they would reject Non-Strict 
Immodesty in favor of Strict Immodesty; in contrast, CDTers who 
endorse Permissivism1 or Permissivism2 would generally reject the 
argument against CDT because they would generally reject Epistemic 
Conservatism in favor of Non-Strict Immodesty. In particular, even 
though Non-Strict Immodesty is not much defended in the recent 
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epistemic utility literature, I will explain why it is as defensible as 
Strict Immodesty. Finally, section 6 is the conclusion with some brief 
remarks. 

2. Cognitive Decision Theory

CDT provides a framework for determining one’s rational doxastic 
states. The framework for the theory includes possible states of the 
world, degree of belief (or credence) functions, epistemic utility 
functions, and expected epistemic utilities. Let me briefly explicate 
each of these notions below. 

2.1 States of the World

We assume that there is a finite set S of mutually exclusive and 
jointly exhaustive possible states of the world. An agent has a 
doxastic state over the power set of S, which can be thought of as a 
set of propositions.6) The specificity of S will determine how 
fine-grained our distinctions among doxastic states can be.

2.2 Degree of Belief Functions

We assume that, in CDT, an agent’s doxastic state can be represented 
by some degree of belief function c from the power set of S to the 
real numbers R.7) Throughout, let CS be a set of degree of belief 

 6) I use the set-theoretic notation and syntactic notation interchangeably 
throughout, depending on which seems more stylistically convenient. It is 
an interesting question how the main results here (given in detail below) 
might be extended to the case in which a set of propositions is infinite. 
However, I will leave that for future research. 



Jae-min Jung116

functions from the power set of S to the real numbers R.8)

2.3 Epistemic Utility Functions

Given a state of the world and an action, a practical utility is a 
practical desirability of the outcome of performing that action when 
that state of the world in fact obtains. An epistemic utility is the 
epistemic counterpart of that practical utility: Given a state of the 
world and a doxastic state, an epistemic utility is a purely epistemic 
desirability of adopting that doxastic state when that state of the 
world in fact obtains. An epistemic utility is concerned with 
epistemically desirable values, which, many think, include accuracy, 
informativeness, simplicity, and verisimilitude. It would require a 
substantial philosophical investigation to give a full account of the 
epistemic values, and there could be various views on what the 
epistemic values are. However, what I aim to show is compatible 
with any view on the epistemic values―so long as there is a way of 
measuring the epistemic values.

 7) Here we do not have to assume that the agent’s doxastic state should 
always be modeled by a single degree of belief function. For instance, 
when the agent’s total evidence is unspecific, her doxastic state might be 
represented by a set of degree of belief functions. Many different ways 
of representing doxastic states could be allowed‒so long as there is 
some way of (precisely or imprecisely) quantifying expected epistemic 
utilities to maximize them and, in any evidential situation, a single 
degree of belief function is allowed (explained in section 5). For 
simplicity, however, we will assume that the agent’s doxastic states are 
modeled by a single degree of belief function.

 8) I do not assume Probabilism that says that rational degrees of belief 
functions are probabilistically coherent. Thus CS may contain degrees of 
belief functions that are probabilistically incoherent.
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It is assumed that, in CDT, an epistemic utility can be represented 
by some epistemic utility function u from pairs in CS ☓ S to the real 
numbers R.9) For instance, u(c, s) refers to some real number that 
represents the epistemic utility of the doxastic state c when s in fact 
obtains; u(c1, s1) > u(c2, s1) means that adopting c1 is strictly better 
than adopting c2 when s1 in fact obtains; and u(c1, s2) = u(c2, s2) 
means that adopting c1 is no better than adopting c2, and vice versa, 
when s2 in fact obtains, from the purely epistemic perspective.

There are some conditions that constrain epistemic utility functions. 
For instance, many believe that an epistemic utility function should 
satisfy Extensionality, which says that the epistemic utility is a 
function of nothing other than the truth values of s ∈ S and degrees 
of belief that c ∈ CS assigns to the members of the power set of 
S.10) Extensionality is not necessarily required for my purposes,11) but 

 9) Note that u(c, s) measures how good or bad the overall degrees of belief 
function c is when s in fact obtains. u is similar with what Leitgeb and 
Pettigrew (2010a) call a global inaccuracy measure. There are many 
different epistemic utility functions, and my arguments do not rely on the 
use of any particular one. Moreover, we do not have to assume that an 
epistemic utility of a doxastic state should always be modeled by a 
single utility function. For instance, if, given the doxastic state, there are 
pairs of epistemic values that are incommensurable, the epistemic utility 
of the epistemic state might be represented by the set of epistemic utility 
functions that indicates a range of possible epistemic utilities for the 
doxastic state. Many different ways of representing epistemic utilities 
could be allowed‒so long as there is some way of (precisely or 
imprecisely) quantifying expected epistemic utilities to maximize them. 
For simplicity, however, we will assume that the agent’s epistemic 
utilities are modeled by a single epistemic utility function. 

10) See Joyce (1998), p. 591.
11) For instance, if the epistemic utility is in part based on informativeness, it 

cannot be extensional because informativeness of a doxastic state is not 
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the following two conditions are required:

Quantifiability: All epistemic utilities can be numerically measured.
Externalism: An epistemic utility of a doxastic state depends, at 
least in part, on features external to the doxastic state.

I do not have space here to give a full account of Quantifiability and 
Externalism, but for my purposes in this paper, it is enough to 
assume them rather to justify them.

2.4 Expected Epistemic Utilities

An expected epistemic utility of adopting a doxastic state x ∈ CS 
with respect to c ∈ CS is given by weighting x’s epistemic utility at 
each state of the world s ∈ S by the degree of belief that c assigns 
to that state of the world, and summing: EUc(x) = ∑s∈S c(s)u(x, s). 
An agent’s expected epistemic utility of a doxastic state x ∈ CS is 
an estimation of x’s epistemic utility from the perspective of the 
agent’s current doxastic state c.

3. Two General Norms for Cognitive Decision Theory

Among the general norms that may dictate how epistemic utilities 
constrain the set of rational doxastic states, two are relevant for my 
purposes: Expected Epistemic Utility Maximization and Epistemic 
Immodesty.

3.1 Expected Epistemic Utility Maximization

extensional. However, what I aim to show applies to any version of CDT 
in which Extensionality holds as well.
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It is very intuitive to say: An agent ought to adopt a doxastic state 
that has the highest expected epistemic utility of all possible doxastic 
states with respect to the agent’s current doxastic state. More 
formally, with the framework for CDT in hand, where Mc is the set 
of degree of belief functions that maximize epistemic utility with 
respect to the agent’s current doxastic state c, the norm that I have in 
mind holds: 

Expected Epistemic Utility Maximization: Given an agent’s 
degree of belief function c ∈ CS, let Mc ⊆ CS be such that, for 
all x, y ∈ Mc and for all z ∈ CS ~ Mc, EUc (x) = EUc (y) and 
EUc (x) > EUc (z). Then, the agent should adopt a member of 
Mc and could adopt any member of Mc.12) 

Note that, given Expected Epistemic Utility Maximization 
(Maximization for short), when Mc is a non-empty and non-singleton 
set, an agent who holds a degree of belief function c would satisfy 
it, as long as the agent adopts any member of Mc.

3.2 Epistemic Immodesty

It is also very intuitive to say: If an agent adopts a doxastic state x, 
the agent should expect x to be a best one from the perspective of 
her doxastic state x. More formally, with the framework for CDT in 
hand, the norm that I have in mind holds: 

Epistemic Immodesty: For all x ∈ CS, if a rational agent’s 
current degree of belief function is x, then the agent should take 
her own degrees of belief, x, to maximize expected epistemic 
utility. In other words, Mx contains x. 

12) The notation CS~MC denotes the set of elements of CS that are not in MC.
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What is the difference between Epistemic Immodesty and 
Maximization? Note that, for any x ∈ CS, when an agent’s degrees 
of belief function is x, Epistemic Immodesty constrains the 
membership of Mx, while Maximization says that the agent should 
adopt a member of Mx and could adopt any member of Mx. Thus, 
Epistemic Immodesty does not imply Maximization. To see this, 
assume that Epistemic Immodesty holds. Then, if an agent’s degrees 
of belief function is x, x ∈ Mx. Suppose further that x ≠ y and y ∉ 

Mx. Without independently assuming Maximization, the agent may 
rationally adopt y. Note that as long as y ∈ My, Epistemic 
Immodesty still holds.

Maximization does not imply Epistemic Immodesty either. To see 
this, assume that an agent’s current degrees of belief function is x, x ∉ Mx, but y ∈ Mx (x ≠ y). Note that Epistemic Immodesty does not 
hold here. But, as long as the agent newly adopts y, Maximization 
could hold. Suppose further that y ∉ My, but z ∈ My (y ≠ z). Once 
again, Epistemic Immodesty does not hold, but, as long as the agent 
newly adopts z, Maximization could hold.

Let us call the denial of Epistemic Immodesty Epistemic Modesty. 
Thus, given Epistemic Modesty, for some x ∈ CS, Mx does not 
contain x. Interestingly, Christensen (2013), Elga (2013), and 
Lasonen-Aarnio (2014) argue that sorts of epistemic modesty are 
compatible with epistemic rationality. However, I do not think that 
their versions of epistemic modesty are exactly same with what I take 
to be Epistemic Modesty here. For instance, according to Christensen 
(2013: 90), versions of epistemic modesty that he has in mind “allow 
evidence that I’ve made an epistemic mistake in thinking about P to 
affect the degree of confidence it’s rational for me to have to have in 
P.” Such versions of epistemic modesty, I think, are compatible with 
what I take to be Epistemic Immodesty here, because it is possible 
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that, out of all fallible doxastic states that an agent could adopt, she 
currently has a best one from the perspective of her current fallible 
doxastic state itself. That is, even if her current doxastic state is 
fallible, for every x ∈ CS, it is possible for her to estimate x’s 
epistemic utility from her current (fallible) doxastic state and take her 
current doxastic state to be a best one out of all possible (fallible) 
doxastic states that she could adopt.

In this paper, I will assume that, on the version of Epistemic 
Immodesty that I have in mind, Epistemic Modesty is not rational. I 
think that this assumption is plausible because when an agent adopts 
a modest doxastic state, as Joyce points out, 

She has a prima facie epistemic reason, grounded in her beliefs, 
to think that she should not be relying on those very beliefs. 
This is a probabilistic version of Moore’s paradox. Just as a 
rational person cannot fully believe ‘X but I don’t believe X,’ so 
a person cannot rationally hold a set of credences that require 
her to estimate that some other set has higher epistemic utility. 
The modest person is always in this pathological position: her 
beliefs undermine themselves13)

It is noteworthy that, regarding Epistemic Immodesty, we can make a 
distinction as follows: 

Strict Immodesty: For all x ∈ CS, if a rational agent’s current 
credence function is x, then the agent should take her own degree of 
belief function to uniquely maximize expected epistemic utility. That 
is, Mx contains only x. 

Non-Strict Immodesty: For all x ∈ CS, if a rational agent’s current 
credence function is x, then the agent should take her own degree of 

13) Joyce (2009), p. 277.
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belief function to be a member of Mx that possibly contains other 
degree of belief functions too. That is, Mx contains x and possibly 
other degrees of belief functions too.

It is noteworthy that, given Strict Immodesty, for all x ∈ CS, when 
an agent’s current credence function is x, for any y ∈ CS such that 
x ≠ y, EUx (x) > EUx (y). On the other hand, given Non-Strict 
Immodesty, for all x ∈ CS, when an agent’s current credence 
function is x, for any y ∈ CS such that x ≠ y, EUx (x) ≥ EUx (y). 

Many philosophers endorse Strict Immodesty rather than Non-Strict 
Immodesty.14) Non-Strict Immodesty is not as much defended as 
Strict Immodesty in the epistemic utility literature. Few philosophers 
defend Non-Strict Immodesty.15) However, in section 5.2, I will show 
that Non-Strict Immodesty is as defensible as Strict Immodesty, when 
we leave open possibilities of adopting each type of permissive 
rationality.

4. An Argument against Cognitive Decision Theory

The result that we want to establish in this section is:

Given Non-Strict Immodesty and Epistemic Conservatism, CDT is 
not the correct theory of epistemic rationality. 

14) For example, see Lewis (1971); Oddie (1997); Joyce (2009); Gibbard 
(2007); Greaves and Wallace (2006); Easwaran (2013).

15) For example, see Mayo-Wilson and Wheeler (2016). They call Non-Strict 
Immodesty Mild Immodesty. 
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Note that this result can apply to any decision theoretic approach to 
epistemic rationality, which assumes Quantifiability, Externalism, 
Expected Epistemic Utility Maximization, and Epistemic (non-strict) 
Immodesty, Epistemic Conservatism: It does not depend on any 
particular epistemic utility functions, so long as they satisfy these 
constraints. Before proceeding further, let me briefly explain what I 
mean by Epistemic Conservatism.

4.1 Epistemic Conservatism

Suppose that you are an astrophysicist, and has of course a fairly 
extensive body of degrees of belief about the multiverse that you 
deem best at each time. Suppose further that your degree of belief in 
M (the proposition that the multiverse exists) is 0.8 at t1 and you 
learn nothing between t1 and t2. Then how should you change your 
degree of belief in M at t2? Many would take it to be very intuitive 
that your degree of belief in M should remain the same at t2. On this 
way of thinking, the following principle seems to be assumed: 

Epistemic Conservatism: When a rational agent undergoes no 
learning experience between ti and tj (ti < tj), her degree of 
belief in any proposition should remain the same during that 
time.

There are of course a number of different versions of Epistemic 
Conservatism (Conservatism for short).16) For instance, the strongest 
version of Conservatism implies that the mere fact that a proposition 
is believed provides it with some epistemic justification.17) As we can 
clearly see, the version of Conservatism that I examine in this paper 

16) See Vahid (2004) for various kinds of Epistemic Conservatism.
17) For instance, see Chisholm (1980). 



Jae-min Jung124

is much weaker than the strongest version. According to 
Conservatism that I have in mind, one is obliged to continue to have 
a degree of belief in a proposition in the absence of learning 
experience.18) Thus, as opposed to the strongest version, it does not 
imply that the mere fact that one has a particular degree of belief in 
a proposition provides some epistemic justification to it. 

Note also that the version of Conservatism that I examine in this 
paper applies only to cases in which an agent undergoes no learning 
experience. So, my version is weaker than the other versions of 
Conservatism that apply to cases in which an agent undergoes a 
learning experience that is evidentially irrelevant to a proposition in 
question. 

4.2 Argument I

Now let us consider the following argument:

Argument I: an Argument against CDT
P1: Non-Strict Immodesty allows a rational agent to hold a 
non-strictly immodest epistemic utility function. 
P2: Given Maximization, for any agent who holds a non-strictly 
immodest epistemic utility function, doxastic state shifts from one 
degree of belief function to another may be rational, even in the 
absence of new evidence.
C1: Given Maximization, rational agents are allowed, in the 
absence of new evidence, to rationally make doxastic state shifts 
from one degree of belief function to another. (From P1, P2)
P3: Epistemic Conservatism: in the absence of new evidence, a 
rational agent’s degree of belief in any proposition should remain 
the same.
C2: Therefore, given Maximization, CDT is not the correct 
theory of epistemic rationality.19) (From C1, P3)

18) See Harman (1986) for the similar version of Conservatism. 



Cognitive Decision Theory and Permissive Rationality 125

Argument I is valid: If we accept P1, P2, and P3, we should also 
accept C2.20) P2 is uncontroversial. For any agent who holds a 
non-strictly immodest epistemic utility function, when the agent 
currently holds degree of belief function x ∈ CS, it is possible that 
there is another distinct degree of belief function y ∈ Cs such that x, 
y ∈ Mx, and thus EUx (x) = EUx (y). That is, when Non-Strict 
Immodesty holds, it is possible that adopting x and adopting y have 
equal and optimal expected epistemic utility from the perspective the 
agent in the doxastic state x itself has. Given Maximization, as 
Greaves and Wallace point out, “when this occurs, the agent can 
stick to his current [degree of belief function x], but it will be 
equally consistent with ideal rationality if he chooses to move to 
[degree of belief function y] on a whim.”21) Note that Non-Strict 
Immodesty itself does not recommend the agent who currently holds 
degree of belief function x to move to another degree of belief 
function y. However, given only Maximization, when x, y ∈ Mx, 
moving to another degree of belief function y is as epistemically 
rational as sticking to the current degree of belief function x. Since 
P2 holds, P1 and P3 are the argument’s only questionable steps.

19) This argument is basically the same as one given by Greaves and 
Wallace (2006), p. 630. (As Greaves and Wallace point out, Maher 
suggests the original argument(Maher 1993, p. 179). However, even 
though they seem to see the possibility of applying their argument to 
non-strictly immodest epistemic utility functions (see their footnote 13 
(Ibid., p. 629)), they apply their argument only to modest epistemic 
utility functions.

20) Note that CDT recommends Maximization.
21) Greaves and Wallace (2006), p. 621. The brackets are mine. See Oddie 

(1997), p. 537 for a similar point.
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5. Responses

There are only two options to reject the argument: those involving 
the rejection of Non-Strict Immodesty as a rational constraint, and 
those involving the rejection of Epistemic Conservatism as a rational 
constraint. Let us first consider the former. 

5.1 Rejection of P1

As already pointed out, Non-Strict Immodesty allows a rational agent 
to hold a non-strictly immodest epistemic utility function. Is 
Non-Strict Immodesty a rational constraint? Whether we should 
accept Non-Strict Immodesty (P1) or not crucially depends on 
whether there are some possible cases in which a rational agent 
regards two or more distinct doxastic states as having equal and 
optimal expected epistemic utility. In fact, it will turn out that there 
are very intricate connections between the debate over 
Strict/Non-Strict Immodesty and the debate over 
Permissivism/Uniqueness. To see this, let me first briefly explain 
what Permissivism and Uniqueness are.

5.1.1 Permissivism and Uniqueness22)

Permissivism says that for some evidence E, there are multiple 
doxastic states, any one of which a possible agent with that total 
evidence E can rationally take. Uniqueness is the denial of 
Permissivism. As Meacham23) points out, Uniqueness is equivalent to 
the conjunction of the following two claims:

22) This section is largely from Jung (2016).
23) Meacham (2014), p. 1188.
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(1) (Agent Uniqueness) For any possible agent with a total 
evidence E, there is only one permissible degree of belief 
function for that agent.

(2) (Permission Parity) The same degree of belief functions are 
permissible for all possible agents who share a total evidence 
E.24)25)

Thus, following Meacham (2014), we can distinguish three types of 
Permissivism.

Permissivism1: One that rejects both (1) and (2)
Permissivism2: One that rejects (1) but accepts (2)
Permissivism3: One that accepts (1) but rejects (2)

Permissivism1, Permissivism2, Permissivism3, and Uniqueness are 
mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive. Note that 
Permissivism1 and Permissivism2 reject Agent Uniqueness, while 
Permissivism3 accepts it. Thus, even though Permissivism1, 
Permissivism2, and Permissivism3 are all permissive principles, there 
is a crucial difference between Permissivism1 (or Permissivism2) and 
Permissivism3: Permissivism1 and Permissivism2 appeal to the 

24) I am following Meacham (2014) in the use of Uniqueness and 
Permissivism. In particular, Uniqueness is what Meacham (Ibid., p. 1187) 
calls Evidential Uniqueness, which implies that the evidence alone 
suffices to fix what a rational credal state is. Someone might think that 
Evidential Uniqueness is compatible with the possibility that there is 
more than one rational stance for a given body of evidence, because 
there are, for instance, other epistemic standards such as reliability that 
affect epistemic rationality. However, such a view, I think, already 
assumes Evidential Permissivism. In this paper, I do not have such an 
assumption. The aim of this paper is to show how CDT relates to 
Evidential Uniqueness and Evidential Permissivism.

25) For the proof of the equivalence, see Ibid., p. 1188.
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following two permissive intuitions:

Permissive Intuition 1: There are evidential situations in which 
two different agents can rationally adopt different beliefs.
Permissive Intuition 2: There are evidential situations in which a 
particular agent can rationally adopt a range of different belief
s.26) 

In contrast, Permissivism3 appeals only to Permissive Intuition 1. That 
is, while Permissivism1 and Permissivism2 have interpersonal 
permissive import and intrapersonal permissive import, Permissivism3 
has interpersonal permissive import and intrapersonal impermissive 
import.27) In order to clearly distinguish versions of Permissivism that 
have intrapersonal permissive import from one that lacks such import, 
let us call Permissivism1 (or Permissivism2) and Permissivism3 
Intrapersonal Permissivism and Interpersonal Permissivism, 
respectively.28)

In this paper, my purpose is to show how these two types of 
Permissivism (and Uniqueness) relate to CDT. Some philosophers 
might think that, in contrast to Interpersonal Permissivism, 
Intrapersonal Permissivism is prima facie implausible.29) Thus, they 

26) The distinction between two permissive intuitions is from Meacham 
(2014), p. 1190.

27) The distinction between interpersonal import and intrapersonal import is 
from Weintraub (2013) and Kelly (2014). 

28) Intrapersonal Permissivism has interpersonal import as well because it 
appeals to both Permissive Intuition 1 and 2, but, in this paper, 
Interpersonal Permissivism refers only to Permissivism3 while 
Intrapersonal Permissivism refers to Permissivism1 or Permissivism2.

29) As far as I know, Intrapersonal Permissivism is not much defended in the 
recent permissive rationality literature. However, Kelly (Ibid., pp. 
299-301) briefly explains how Intrapersonal Permissivism could be 
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may think, any claim about the relation between Intrapersonal 
Permissivism and CDT is not very interesting unless we 
independently show how Intrapersonal Permissivism fits well with 
pre-theoretical intuition. However, I think, there are at least some 
evidential situations in which Intrapersonal Permissivism is 
sufficiently plausible.30) Given certain kinds of evidence, I think, 
Intrapersonal Permissivism is well motivated from an evidential 
perspective. To illustrate, let us compare the following two cases: 

You are asked to represent your degree of belief that (N) car A 
will beat car B in the Formula One: in the first instance, the 
only evidence you have that is relevant to N is that the 
objective chance of N is between 0.1 and 0.9. Contrast this with 
the second situation, in which you know the chance of N is 
exactly 0.75. 

In the second situation, given Lewis (1980)’s Principal Principle, 
according to which, one’s degrees of belief in propositions about 
objective chances should constrain her degrees of belief in other 
propositions31), your degree of belief in N should be 0.75. What 
about the first situation? Suppose in the first situation, the evidence 

defended. What I will provide below is basically similar with Kelly’s 
idea. 

30) To be clear, my aim here is not to propose a knock-down argument for 
Intrapersonal Permissivism. Instead, my purpose here is to provide an 
evidential situation in which Intrapersonal Permissivism is plausible, and 
thus to show that it is still philosophically interesting to consider how 
Intrapersonal Permissivism relates to CDT.

31) More formally, if E is a proposition that is admissible at t, for any 
proposition X, c(X| E & chancet(X) = x) = x, given c(E & chancet(X) = 
x) > 0, where c is her (initial) degrees of belief function and chancet(X) 
is an objective chance of X at t. 
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allows you to adopt a precise degree of belief in N. It is intuitive 
that your precise degree of belief in N should be between 0.1 and 
0.9. Suppose further that in the first situation, Interpersonal 
Permissivism (or Uniqueness) holds. Then your unspecific and 
incomplete evidence would single out a unique precise degree of 
belief as the maximally rational option to you. It is noteworthy that 
in the first situation, as opposed to the second situation, the evidence 
itself does not privilege a particular degree of belief in N above any 
other between 0.1 and 0.9. However, on the assumption of 
Interpersonal Permissivism (or Uniqueness), the evidence itself 
requires you to adopt a particular degree of belief in N that is 
uniquely rational to you. Thus, in the first situation, Interpersonal 
Permissivism seems not to be well motivated from an evidential 
perspective, because it requires you to adopt the particular doxastic 
state that must go beyond what your evidence objectively supports. 

What about Intrapersonal Permissivism? In contrast to Interpersonal 
Permissivism, on the assumption of Intrapersonal Permissivism, the 
evidence itself does not require you to adopt a particular degree of 
belief that is uniquely rational to you. On the assumption of 
Intrapersonal Permissivism, even if the evidence also requires you to 
have a single degree of belief in N, in contrast to Interpersonal 
Permissivism, your degree of belief in N could be rationally on a par 
with any other in the range that open to you. Thus, even after you 
end up in a particular doxastic state, you could still rationally think 
that your own doxastic state is not uniquely rational within the range. 
In the first situation, I think, so long as you end up in some precise 
doxastic state within the range, you must think that your own 
doxastic state is on a par with any other in the range. Thus, 
regarding the first situation, Intrapersonal Permissivism does provide a 
more proper response to the evidence than Interpersonal Permissivism 
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does, because, given Intrapersonal Permissivism, in contrast to 
Interpersonal Permissivism, you are not required to have a precise 
doxastic state that has to go beyond what your evidence supports.  

Of course, what I claimed above holds only if, in the first 
situation, you could rationally have a precise degree of belief as a 
proper response to the unspecific and incomplete evidence. And, as 
well known, some philosophers would claim that, in the first 
situation, you should have an imprecise degree of belief in N rather 
than a precise one, because your total evidence is very unspecific and 
incomplete. That is, according to them, when your total evidence is 
unspecific and incomplete, your doxastic state should be represented 
by a set of degree of belief functions rather than by a single degree 
of belief function.32) If such an imprecise view is correct, you would 
not be fully (epistemically) rational, so long as you have a single 
precise degree of belief in N. However, whether unspecific and 
incomplete evidence warrants only imprecise degrees of belief is the 
subject of intense debate.33) I do not pretend to have complete 
answers to this issue. But, from an evidential point of view, the 
supporter of imprecise degrees of belief does not seem to have any 
good reason that favors the imprecise view over the intrapersonally 
permissive precise view. The main reason for the imprecise view, I 
think, is that, the unspecific and incomplete evidence does not simply 
single out a single degree of belief function over the others. That is, 
such evidence does not privilege a single degree of belief function 
above the others. And, as I pointed out above, it is noteworthy that 
the intrapersonally permissive precise view does not simply single out 
a precise degree of belief function in such a way: On the assumption 
of Intrapersonal Permissivism, the unspecific and incomplete evidence 

32) For instance, see Joyce (2010).
33) For instance, see Schoenfield (2017).
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requires you to have a single degree of belief function that could be 
rationally on a par with any other in the range that open to you. 
Thus, I think, we can at least say that the evidential considerations 
that motivate the imprecise view do not rule out the possibility of the 
intrapersonally precise view. Given the unspecific and incomplete 
evidence, on the assumption of Intrapersonal Permissivism, precise 
degrees of belief are at least prima facie plausible option.34)

5.1.2 Strict/Non-Strict Immodesty and Permissive/Impermissive Rationality
Interestingly, there are very intricate connections between 
Strict/Non-Strict Immodesty and Permissivism/Uniqueness. We can 
prove the followings:

(I) Intrapersonal Permissivism entails Non-Strict Immodesty or the 
denial of Maximization.

(II) Uniqueness or Interpersonal Permissivism entails Strict 
Immodesty or the denial of Maximization. 

To see this, let me start by proving (I). We can show that Strict 
Immodesty and Maximization entail Uniqueness or Interpersonal 
Permissivism. Note that Strict Immodesty says that, for all x ∈ CS, if 
a rational agent’s current degree of belief function is x, then Mx = 
{x}. Thus, assuming Strict Immodesty and Maximization, given a 
total evidence E, if an agent, α, who holds a strictly immodest 
epistemic utility function has a degree of belief function x, there is a 
unique rational epistemic state, x, that α with the total evidence E 
should take. And, assuming Strict Immodesty and Maximization, 
given the same total evidence E, if another agent, β, who also holds 
a strictly immodest epistemic utility function has degree of belief 
function y, there is a unique rational epistemic state, y, that β with 

34) For a more detailed discussion on this issue, see Jung (2018).
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the total evidence E should take. It is a logical truth that, for every 
E, x = y, or, for some E, x ≠ y. If, for every E, x = y, Uniqueness 
follows. On the other hand, if, for some E, x ≠ y, Interpersonal 
Permissivism follows. Thus we have shown that Strict Immodesty and 
Maximization entail Uniqueness or Interpersonal Permissivism.35) Note 
that Strict Immodesty alone does not entail Uniqueness or 
Intrapersonal Permissivism, because, as already pointed out in section 
3.2, given an agent’s degrees of belief function is x, Epistemic 
Immodesty just constrains the membership of Mx. Without 
independently assuming Maximization that says that an agent whose 
degrees of belief function is x should adopt a member of Mx and 
could adopt any member of Mx, an agent who holds a strictly 
immodest epistemic utility function may rationally adopt a doxastic 
state that is not a member of Mx. Assuming that only immodest 
epistemic utility functions are rational, from the fact that Strict 
Immodesty and Maximization entail Uniqueness or Interpersonal 
Permissivism, it follows by contraposition that Intrapersonal 
Permissivism (Permissivism1 or Permissivism2) entails Non-Strict 
Immodesty or the denial of Maximization.36)

Some may think that (I) is false because it is possible to hold 
Intrapersonal Permissivism, Strict Immodesty, and Maximization. For 
instance, they might think, when your total evidence is E, the set of 
your permissible doxastic states (PE) can be defined as follows: PE = 
{x: x ∈ Mx & Mx = {x}}. If your permissible doxastic states can be 
defined in such a way, Intrapersonal Permissivism might be 

35) Note that the reverse does not hold because, for instance, given the denial 
of Maximization, Non-Strict Immodesty is compatible with Uniqueness 
and Interpersonal Permissivism. 

36) Note that Intrapersonal Permissivism, Interpersonal Permissivism, and 
Uniqueness are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive. 
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compatible with Strict Immodesty and Maximization.37) 
However, in contrast to Interpersonal Permissivism, Strict 

Immodesty and Maximization are not compatible with Intrapersonal 
Permissivism. To illustrate, suppose that there are two particular 
agents (say John and Paul) who share total evidence is E. Suppose 
further that Strict Immodesty and Maximization hold in this case. 
Thus, if John responds to E by adopting x, then Mx = {x}. And if 
Paul responds to E by adopting y, then My = {y}. Of course, in order 
for x and y both to be rationally permissible as a rational response to 
E, it is not required that both x and y are in Mx or in My. Given the 
total evidence E is interpersonally permissive, John and Paul could 
rationally have different doxastic states, x and y, that are uniquely 
permissible for John and Paul, respectively. That is, Strict Immodesty 
and Maximization are clearly compatible with Interpersonal 
Permissivism. However, given Strict Immodesty and Maximization, 
any total evidence is not permissive with respect to the range of 
rational doxastic states open to any particular individual such as John 
or Paul. On the assumption of Strict Immodesty and Maximization, 
for instance, John cannot rationally adopt y because Mx = {x}. Thus, 
Intrapersonal Permissivism is not compatible with Strict Immodesty 
and Maximization.

We can also easily prove (II). We can show that Non-Strict 
Immodesty and Maximization entail Intrapersonal Permissivism.38) 
Non-Strict Immodesty says that, for all x ∈ CS, if a rational agent’s 

37) Note that if PE is defined in this way, for any evidential situation, 
Interpersonal Permissivism could collapse into Intrapersonal Permissivism 
in a similar way. 

38) The reverse does not hold either because, for instance, given the denial of 
Maximization, Strict Immodesty is compatible with Intrapersonal 
Permissivism.
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current degree of belief function is x, then x ∈ Mx that is possibly a 
non-singleton. Thus, assuming Non-Strict Immodesty and 
Maximization, given a total evidence E, if an agent, γ, who holds a 
non-strictly immodest epistemic utility function has degree of belief 
function x, there may be a set of multiple rational doxastic states, Mx, 
anyone of which γ with the total evidence E could rationally take. 
And, assuming Non-Strict Immodesty and Maximization, given the 
same total evidence E, if another agent, δ, who also holds a 
non-strictly immodest epistemic utility function has degree of belief 
function y, there may be a set of multiple rational doxastic states, My, 
anyone of which δ with the total evidence E could rationally take. It 
is a logical truth that, for every E, Mx = My, or, for some E, Mx ≠ 

My. If, for every E, Mx = My, Permissivism2 follows. On the other 
hand, if, for some E, Mx ≠ My, Permissivism1 follows. Thus, 
assuming that only immodest epistemic utility functions are rational, 
it follows by contraposition that Uniqueness or Interpersonal 
Permissivism (Permissivism3) entails Strict Immodesty or the denial of 
Maximization.

5.1.3 Argument I and Permissive/Impermissive Rationality
Now let us return to Argument I. To CDTers who endorse 
Interpersonal Permissivism or Uniqueness, Argument I is not a real 
threat to CDT because they would reject P1 in favor of Strict 
Immodesty. For instance, they can provide the following argument for 
Strict Immodesty:

Argument II: an Argument for Strict Immodesty39)

O1: Epistemic Immodesty (Strict Immodesty or Non-Strict Immodesty) 
O2: Non-Strict Immodesty

39) This argument is from Oddie (1997), pp. 535-8.
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O3: Maximization 
C’1: the denial of Conservatism (From O2 and O3)
O4: Epistemic Conservatism
C’2: the denial of O2 (From C’1 and O4)
C’3: Therefore, Strict Immodesty (From C2’ and O1)

Note that, as I explained in section 4, given Maximization, Non-Strict 
Immodesty entails the denial of Epistemic Conservatism. Thus, 
assuming Epistemic Conservatism, in order to avoid contradiction, we 
should reject either O2 or O3. CDTers would reject O2, and hence 
C’3 follows, because CDT recommends Maximization.40) CDTers who 
accept Interpersonal Permissivism or Uniqueness would take this 
strategy and thus reject P1 of Argument I.41)

However, what about CDTers who endorse Intrapersonal 
Permissivism? As shown above, given Intrapersonal Permissivism, 
Non-Strict Immodesty or the denial of Maximization follows, and 
hence, to CDTers who endorse Intrapersonal Permissivism, the 
conclusion of Argument I (C2) appears to follow: If they accept 
Non-Strict Immodesty (P1), on the assumption of Epistemic 
Conservatism, C2 follows; if they reject Maximization, C2 also 
immediately follows because CDT recommends Maximization. Then, 
is Argument I a real threat to those permissive CDTers? As I will 
show below, it needs not be, because, on the assumption of 
Intrapersonal Permissivism, they could generally reject Conservatism. 

40) See Oddie (1997), p. 537.
41) Someone may claim that it is completely ad hoc to reject O2 rather than 

O3, because Non-Strict Immodesty could be as plausible as 
Maximization. For instance, see Maher (1993), p. 179. Without already 
assuming CDT that recommends Maximization, I think, it might be ad 
hoc to reject O2 rather than O3, because Uniqueness or Interpersonal 
Permissivism entails Strict Immodesty or the denial of Maximization. 
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That is, they could take the remaining option to reject Argument I: 
those involving the rejection of Epistemic Conservatism as a rational 
constraint. We turn now to it.

5.2 Rejection of P3

Is there any good epistemic reason to accept Conservatism? In 
particular, should any CDTer accept Conservatism? As I will explain 
below, it seems not. 

5.2.1 Conservatism and Permissive/Impermissive Rationality
As already pointed out in section 5.1.1, Uniqueness has interpersonal 
as well as intrapersonal impermissive import; Interpersonal 
Permissivism has only intrapersonal impermissive import and lacks 
interpersonal impermissive import; Intrapersonal Permissivism lacks 
interpersonal as well as intrapersonal impermissive import.

If a principle has intrapersonal impermissive import, it is naturally 
compatible with Conservatism. Thus Interpersonal Permissivism and 
Uniqueness are compatible with Conservatism. To illustrate, suppose 
that Interpersonal Permissivism holds. Note that Interpersonal 
Permissivism is motivated only by Permissive Intuitions 1(see section 
5.1.1): it is permissive across individuals (interpersonal permissive 
import) but impermissive across time-slices of any particular 
individual (intrapersonal impermissive import). Then there is a 
possible evidential situation (say total evidence E) in which two 
agents, say John and Paul, who share the total evidence E have 
different doxastic states, D1 and D2 (D1 ≠ D2), which are uniquely 
permissible for John and Paul, respectively (D1 for John and D2 for 
Paul). Suppose further that John and Paul with the total evidence E 
undergo no learning experience between t1 and t2. That is, E is John 
and Paul's total evidence at t1, at t2 and at every instant of time 
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between t1 and t2. Then, we can lay out Paul’s doxastic history and 
John’s between t1 and t2, respectively, as follows:

Figure 1: Paul’s doxastic history between t1 and t2

…………….. D1…………. at t2   (Only D1 is permissible for Paul.) 
            ↑
…………….. D1…………...at t1   (Only D1 is permissible for Paul.)

Figure 2: John’s doxastic history between t1 and t2

…………….. D2………… at t2   (Only D2 is permissible for John.)
            ↑
…………….. D2……..….. at t1   (Only D2 is permissible for John.)

At each time, Paul and John should have D1 and D2 respectively, and 
thus they naturally satisfy Conservatism between t1 and t2. We can 
easily show that Uniqueness is also compatible with Conservatism in 
a similar way. Thus, anyone who already endorses Interpersonal 
Permissivism or Uniqueness can consistently endorse Conservatism as 
well.

In contrast to Interpersonal Permissivism, Intrapersonal 
Permissivism is motivated by both Permissive Intuitions 1 and 2 (see 
section 5.1.1): they are permissive across individuals (interpersonal 
permissive import) and permissive across time-slices of a particular 
individual (intrapersonal permissive import) as well. As opposed to 
Permissive Intuitions 1 that is compatible with Conservatism, 
Permissive Intuition 2 is generally in tension with Conservatism. To 
see this, following Meacham (2014: 1190), let us divide Permissive 
Intuition 2 into two parts:

Permissive Intuition 2-1: There are permissive cases in which a 
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particular agent at initial time t0 (i = 0) can rationally adopt a 
range of different beliefs.
Permissive Intuition 2-2: There are permissive cases in which a 
particular agent at non-initial time ti (i > 0) can rationally adopt 
a range of different beliefs.

Of course, Permissive Intuition 2-1 alone is compatible with 
Conservatism because, in any case that invokes only Permissive 
Intuition 2-1, Conservatism is vacuously satisfied. (Note that 
Conservatism is a diachronic principle.) However, Permissive Intuition 
2-1 and 2-2 are in tension with Conservatism. To illustrate, suppose 
that Intrapersonal Permissivism holds. Then there is a possible 
evidential situation (say total evidence E) in which a particular agent, 
say John, with the total evidence E can rationally adopt a range of 
different doxastic states, D1 and D2, at time t0. Suppose further that 
John begins in initial doxastic state, D1, and undergoes no learning 
experience between t0 and t1. That is, E is John's total evidence at t0, 
at t1 and at every instant of time between t0 and t1. Then, we can lay 
out John’s doxastic history between t0 and t1 as follows:

Figure 3: John’s doxastic history between t0 and t1

…………….. D1…………. at t1  (If Epistemic Conservatism holds, 
only D1 is permissible for John; if both D1 and D2 are still 
permissible for John, Epistemic Conservatism does not hold.)
            ↑
…………….. D1…………. at t0  (D1 and D2 are permissible for John 
and Epistemic Conservatism vacuously holds.)

In the case under consideration, at the initial time t0, Intrapersonal 
Permissivism that appeals only to Permissive Intuition 2-1 is clearly 
compatible with Conservatism: at t0, by assumption, D1 and D2 are 
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permissible for John, and Conservatism vacuously holds because it is 
a diachronic principle. However, at t1, Intrapersonal Permissivism is 
no longer compatible with Conservatism: If Conservatism holds 
between t0 and t1, John should retain his initial doxastic state, D1, at 
t1, because he learns nothing between t0 and t1. Thus, at t1, only D1 
is permissible for John; if Intrapersonal Permissivism still holds at t1, 
Conservatism does not hold, because, even though John learns 
nothing between t0 and t1, both D1 and D2 are permissible for John at 
t1. Thus, at t1, it is rational for John to make a doxastic state shift 
from D1 to D2, in the absence of new evidence. Note that even if 
John actually retains his initial doxastic state, D1, at t1, Conservatism 
does not hold as long as D2 is permissible for John at t1. 

As illustrated above, Intrapersonal Permissivism is generally 
incompatible with Conservatism.42) Thus, if an agent like John at ti (i 
> 0) is rational, s/he cannot accept both Intrapersonal Permissivism 
and Conservatism, on pain of inconsistency. When Intrapersonal 
Permissivism is incompatible with Conservatism, should we accept 
the latter rather than the former? As I will explain below, it seems 
not. 

5.2.2 Conservatism and Intrapersonal Permissivism
Let me start by briefly considering some motivations for 
Conservatism that I examine. Some philosophers may claim that 
Conservatism would be required from a pragmatic perspective 
because, other things being equal, changing one’s mind is an energy 
consuming process.43) Other philosophers may endorse a 

42) There might be weaker versions of Conservatism that are compatible with 
Intrapersonal Permissivism. The version of Conservatism that I examine 
in this paper is stronger than such weaker versions. 

43) See Sklar (1975).
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learning-preserving motivation for Conservatism: They may claim that 
Conservatism would be required from an epistemic perspective 
because, given one’s degrees of belief properly reflect what she has 
learned, conservative doxastic attitudes would preserve what she has 
learned.44)

Now, I do not have space here to give a full account of how to 
motivate Conservatism, but I think that we can safely say that 
commitments that motivate the endorsement of Conservatism are 
commitments that lead an agent to regard her past response to her 
total evidence (say E) as a new constraint on a present response to 
E, when no alteration to E has occurred in the meantime. Do such 
motivations provide an intrapersonal permissivist good epistemic 
reason to accept Conservatism? It seems not. Why? From purely 
epistemic perspective, an intrapersonal permissivist would think that, 
in any case where a possible agent at non-initial time ti (i > 0) can 
rationally adopt a range of different beliefs, Conservatism is 
counter-intuitive, because Conservatism implies that the agent should 
regard her past optional response to her total evidence (say E) as a 
new constraint on a present response to E, when no alteration to E 
has occurred in the meantime and thus E is still intrapersonally 
permissive from the agent’s current epistemic point of view.45)

To illustrate, let us consider the learning-preserving motivation for 
Conservatism. As already pointed out, according to the 
learning-preserving motivation, in the absence of new evidence, when 
her doxastic state properly reflects her total evidence, the agent 
should retain her doxastic state due to the fact that her doxastic state 

44) See Harman (1986).
45) Note that, as already pointed out in section 5.1.1, in this paper, 

Permissivism is the evidential one, which implies that the evidence alone 
suffices to fix what a rational credal state is.
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itself is her repository of past learning. Now, suppose that total 
evidence E is permissive with respect to the range of different 
degrees of belief in P, d1 and d2, open to a particular individual, say 
Bob, who learns E and nothing else between t0 and t1. Then, we can 
say that, from a purely epistemic perspective, adopting d1 and 
adopting d2 equally well reflect what Bob has learned (E) between t0 
and t1. Thus, at t1, it is optional for Bob to adopt which one out of 
two degrees of belief in P. Suppose further that, Bob happens to 
adopt d1 at t1, and undergoes no learning experience between t1 and 
t2. In such a case, according to Conservatism, at t2, Bob should retain 
his degree of belief in P (d1), which is thus uniquely permissible for 
him at that time. That is, according to Conservatism, a new constraint 
on a proper response to E has occurred between t1 and t2. In Bob’s 
case, has any sort of alteration to E occurred between t1 and t2? 
Some might think that the fact that Bob at t2 is aware of Bob at t1’s 
degree of belief in P (d1) but not the reverse leads them into 
different evidential situations.46) However, note that adopting d1 is 
optional to Bob, and thus, if Bob adopted d2 rather than d1 at t1, Bob 
would still be as equally (epistemically) rational as Bob actually is. It 
is hard to see why we should regard the awareness of Bob’s past 
optional response to the total evidence E as a sort of new evidence 
about P. So, in Bob’s case where Intrapersonal Permissivism holds at 
t1, I think, we can safely say that no alteration to E has occurred 
between t1 and t2 and so E is still intrapersonally permissive to Bob 
at t2, without already assuming conservative principles.

Thus, given Intrapersonal Permissivism, it is counter-intuitive that, 
even if Bob at t1 is permitted to have different doxastic states as a 

46) Note that, if so, we cannot apply Intrapersonal Permissivism to Bob’s 
case because Bob at t1 and Bob at t2 do not share the exactly same total 
evidence E.
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rational response to E, Bob at t2 is not, when no alteration to E has 
occurred in the meantime. Similar points apply to the other 
motivation for Conservatism. Therefore, if it is admitted that a 
rational agent can adopt a range of different beliefs through time, no 
epistemically intuitive form of the conservative idea remains.47) 

5.2.3 Cognitive Decision Theory, Conditionalization, and Epistemic 
Conservatism

Is there any (independent) argument that succeeds in showing that 
Conservatism is epistemically more fundamental than Intrapersonal 
Permissivism? If so, we should of course reject Intrapersonal 
Permissivism in favor of Conservatism. Christensen (1994) argues that 
no account has succeeded in providing an epistemic justification for 
Conservatism. However, one may think that some CDTers have 
already provided an epistemic justification for Conservatism. For 
instance, as I have already pointed out in section 1, Greaves and 
Wallace (2006), Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010a, 2010b), and Easwaran 
(2013) apply an approach of CDT to provide an epistemic 
justification for Conditionalization: they attempt to show that, given 
that an epistemic utility is a purely epistemic desirability, when an 
agent learns a proposition with certainty and nothing else, 
Conditionalization is the unique updating policy that maximizes 
expected epistemic utility.48)49) If any of those arguments is 

47) Note that, as already pointed out, here I assume a particular version of 
Conservatism, according to which, one is obliged to continue to have 
credences in a proposition in the absence of learning experience. Thus, 
some philosophers who have something different in mind might not think 
that to adopt a range of different beliefs through time is in conflict with 
the conservative idea.

48) Of course, there are crucial differences between those arguments. For 
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successful, a sort of epistemic (indirect) justification for Conservatism 
may follow, because, at least in some cases, Conditionalization 
implies Conservatism. For instance, suppose that an agent updates her 
degrees of belief only by Conditionalization. Then, it immediately 
follows that, in the absence of new evidence, she must stick with her 
current doxastic state. Here let me focus on Greaves and Wallace 
(2006) and Easwaran (2013). 

instance, while Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010a, 2010b) and Easwaran 
(2013) assume that (in)accuracy is the only thing that matters to 
epistemic utility, Greaves and Wallace (2006) involve no such an 
assumption. (They just talk about ‘epistemic utility’.) Moreover, while 
Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010a, 2010b) and Greaves and Wallace (2006) 
restrict their discussion to finite set of (possible) states of the world, 
Easwaran (2013) provides an argument for Conditionalization that extends 
Leitgeb and Pettigrew’s result in a way that includes infinite set of states 
of the world. Lastly, in contrast to Greaves and Wallace (2006) and 
Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010b), even though Easwaran (Easwaran 2013, p. 
134) provides an argument for Conditionalization, he himself seems not 
to endorse it due to ‘a notoriously difficult problem’ that, as Christensen 
(1991) points out, diachronic norms face. He (Ibid., p. 135) says that 
“Despite the fact that a variety of arguments formally reach diachronic 
conclusions, Christensen (Ibid., p. 246) argues that “without some 
independent reason for thinking that an agent’s present beliefs must 
cohere with her future beliefs,” there can be no more support for a 
diachronic norm (like conditionalization) than for an interpersonal norm 
(e.g., the requirement that one’s credences must match those of one’s 
spouse.)” 

49) Of course, as well known, there are (diachronic) Dutch book arguments 
for Conditionalization. For instance, see Teller (1973) and Lewis (1999). 
However, many take Dutch book arguments to fail to provide a purely 
epistemic justification for Conditionalization. For instance, see Joyce 
(1998). So let us set aside Dutch book arguments in this paper.
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It is noteworthy that Greaves and Wallace (2006) and Easwaran 
(2013) explicitly assume Strict Immodesty and Maximization for their 
argument. And, in fact, given Strict Immodesty and Maximization, we 
could provide a sort of justification for Conservatism, because we can 
prove that, given Strict Immodesty and Maximization, when you 
undergo no learning experience, you should retain your doxastic state 
from your prior epistemic perspective. Here is the proof: Suppose that 
you undergo no learning experience between ti and tj (ti < tj) and 
your doxastic state at ti and your doxastic state at tj are ci and cj, 
respectively (ci, cj ∈ CS). By Strict Immodesty, EUci(ci) > EUci(cj) if 
ci ≠ cj. Thus, given that you evaluate ci and cj from your prior 
epistemic perspective at ti, in order to maximize your expected 
epistemic utility, you should retain your doxastic state ci at tj from 
your epistemic perspective at ti. 

Given Strict Immodesty and Maximization, therefore, one could 
provide the following argument for Conservatism:

Argument III: A direct argument for Conservatism
Q1: Strict Immodesty
Q2: Maximization
Q3: You evaluate relevant (future) doxastic states at tj from your 

prior epistemic perspective at ti (ti < tj).50) 

50) Note that Argument III works only if the epistemic evaluation of doxastic 
states (ci and cj) is done from your prior epistemic perspective at ti. In 
Standard Decision Theory for practical rationality, it is natural to evaluate 
present (or future) possible outcomes only from prior point of view, 
because it assumes that voluntariness is necessary for the applicability of 
decision-theoretic considerations. However, CDT does not assume such a 
sort of voluntarism about beliefs. Given that we understand CDT as an 
apparatus to evaluate doxastic states or updating policies, as long as ci’s 
epistemic evaluation of ci and cj is allowed, cj’s epistemic evaluation of 
ci and cj is as well. And, when you update your doxastic state in a way 
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C’’1: When you undergo no learning experience between ti and 
tj, At ti, you should plan to retain your current doxastic 
state in response to the no learning experience by the 
light of your prior epistemic perspective at ti. (From Q1, 
Q2, and Q3)

Do the above arguments convince us to endorse Conservatism rather 

that violates Conservatism, if the epistemic evaluation of ci and cj is done 
in reverse order (i.e., from your posterior epistemic perspective at tj), 
Strict Immodesty and Maximization would justify your non-conservative 
updating policy. It is also noteworthy that a similar point applies to 
Easwaran (2013) p. 134, Greaves and Wallace (2006) pp. 623-7, and 
Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010b) pp. 248-50. For instance, Leitgeb and 
Pettigrew (2010b) attempts to justify Conditionalization by showing that 
it follows from what they call Accuracy (Diachronic expected local), 
which says that, “where an agent has learned evidence between t and t’ 
that imposes constraints C on her belief function bt’ at time t’ or on the 
set E of worlds that are epistemically possible for her at t’ or both …, at 
time t’, such an agent ought to have a belief function that satisfies 
constraints C and is minimal among belief functions thus constrained 
with respect to the expected local inaccuracy of the degrees of credence 
it assigns to each proposition A ⊆ W by the lights of her belief function 
at time t, relative to a legitimate local inaccuracy measure and over the 
set of worlds that are epistemically possible for her at time t’ given the 
constraints C.” (Ibid., p. 241) Note that here the epistemic evaluation of 
‘her belief function bt’’ is done from her prior epistemic perspective at t. 
And, when the epistemic evaluation of ‘her belief function bt’ is done 
from her posterior epistemic perspective at t’, we cannot justify 
Conditionalization in a way that Leitgeb and Pettigrew (2010b) suggest. 
In fact, we can easily prove that, for any diachronic principle x, when 
the reverse epistemic evaluation of doxastic states is allowed, Strict 
Immodesty and Maximization justify any updating policy that violates x. 
See Easwaran (2013) pp. 134-5 for the similar point.
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than Intrapersonal Permissivism? In particular, do they succeed in 
showing that any CDTer should reject Intrapersonal Permissivism in 
favor of Conservatism? No. Why? Note that even though there are 
substantial differences between these (direct or indirect) arguments for 
Conservatism in details, they share the following crucial features: 
These arguments for Conservatism explicitly assume Strict Immodesty 
and Maximization. And, as already pointed out in section 5.1.2, Strict 
Immodesty and Maximization entail Uniqueness or Interpersonal 
Permissivism. That is, they implicitly assume Uniqueness and 
Interpersonal Permissivism. Thus, to CDTers who endorse 
Intrapersonal Permissivism, those arguments for Conservatism would 
be regarded as begging the question.

To sum up, then, on the assumption of Intrapersonal Permissivism, 
as far as I know, no argument successfully convinces a CDTer to 
endorse Conservatism rather than Intrapersonal Permissivism. 
Conservatism itself alone does not seem to give us epistemic reason 
to reject Intrapersonal Permissivism.

5.2.4 Argument I and Intrapersonal Permissivism
Now let us return to our original question: Is Argument I a real 
threat to those CDTers who endorse Intrapersonal Permissivism? No. 
To possible agents at initial time t0 who hold Intrapersonal 
Permissivism, the conclusion (C2) of Argument I does not follow 
because, at t0, Conservatism vacuously holds; To possible agents at 
non-initial time ti (i > 0) who hold Intrapersonal Permissivism, C2 
does not follow because they would reject Conservatism (P3) in favor 
of Intrapersonal Permissivism. Therefore, Argument I is not a real 
threat to CDTers who endorse Intrapersonal Permissivism.
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6. Conclusion

As I have shown above, depending on which versions of 
Permissivism/Uniqueness CDTers embrace, they would respond to 
Argument I in significantly different ways. Which one is better? In 
this paper, I have not intended to defend a particular way. My 
purpose here is to show how strongly CDT relies on a view about 
permissive/impermissive rationality: On the assumption of Uniqueness 
or Interpersonal Permissivism that entails Strict Immodesty or the 
denial of Maximization, a CDTer would expect more stability of 
beliefs over time, while, on the assumption of Intrapersonal 
Permissivism that entails Non-Strict Immodesty or the denial of 
Maximization, a CDTer would allow that the possibility of changing 
one’s beliefs on a whim fits naturally with epistemic rationality. 

Many might think that the latter does not fit well with their 
intuition.51) And, in fact, among many philosophers who endorse 
Epistemic Immodesty, many defend Strict Immodesty rather than 
Non-Strict Immodesty. Non-Strict Immodesty is not much defended in 
the recent epistemic utility literature. However, it is noteworthy that, 
as long as Intrapersonal Permissivism is a viable position, as I have 
shown above, Non-Strict Immodesty is a defensible epistemic 
principle in the context of CDT as well. 

51) Given some additional epistemic principles, the Intrapersonal 
Permissivist’s response might not be counterintuitive. For example, 
according to Christensen (2000) p. 364, Epistemic Impartiality says that 
the considerations of determining which beliefs it would be epistemically 
rational for an agent to adopt do not give special status to any of the 
agent’s present opinions on the basis of their belonging to the agent. 
Given Epistemic Impartiality, on the assumption of Intrapersonal 
Permissivism, the instability of beliefs over time could fit naturally with 
epistemic rationality. Thanks to Alan Hájek for this point.
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인식적 결정이론과 허용적 합리성

정 재 민

인식적 결정이론에 따르면, 합리적인 믿음 상태는 그것의 인식적 가치

의 기댓값이 가장 큰 것이다. 현대 인식론에서 가장 활발하게 논의되

는 주제 중 하나는 과연 인식적 합리성이 허용적인지 그렇지 않은지의 

문제이다. 비허용주의자는 모든 총 증거에 대해 그것에 대한 합리적인 

믿음 상태는 유일하다고 주장한다. 반면 허용주의자는 어떤 총 증거에 

대해서는 그것에 대한 합리적인 믿음 상태가 하나 이상일 수 있다고 

주장한다. 그렇다면 인식적 결정이론은 허용적 합리성과 어떻게 연관

되어 있을까? 이 논문의 목적은 이 질문에 대해 탐구하는 것이다. 특
히 이 질문을 다루는 하나의 가능한 방식으로서 인식적 결정이론에 반

대하는 논증을 제시하고, 허용적인 인식적 결정이론과 비허용적인 인

식적 결정 이론이 그 반대 논증에 어떻게 다르게 대응하는지를 보일 

것이다.

주요어: 인식적 결정이론, 허용주의, 비허용주의, 인식적 자신감


