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Miners [35, 27]. You are standing in front of two mine
shafts (A and B). Flood waters are approaching. You know
that ten miners are in one of the shafts, but you don’t know
which (e.g., their location was determined by the result of a
fair coin toss). You have enough sand bags to block one of
the shafts. If the miners are in A, then blocking A saves all
10 miners (and, hence, minimizes disutility, i.e., # of dead
miners). If the miners are in B, then blocking B minimizes
disutility. If you block neither A nor B, the water will be
divided, and only the lowest miner in the shaft will die.
Claim. It is rationally permissible to block neither A nor B.

Gibbard’s Coin [15, 31]. A fair coin has been tossed (and
you have no information about how it landed). If it landed
Heads (H), then believing H is the attitude which minimizes
(epistemic) disutility (viz., inaccuracy). If it landed Tails (T ),
then believing T is the attitude which minimizes inaccuracy.
Claim. It is rationally permissible to believe neither H nor T .

+ It can be rationally permissible to (knowingly) occupy a state,
which does not minimize disutility — in any possible world.
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From a veritistic perspective, the imperative for belief is:

The Truth Imperative. Believe propositions that are true!

From an evidentialist perspective, the belief imperative is:

The Evidential Imperative. Believe propositions that are
supported by the total evidence (i.e., propositions that are
sufficiently probable, given the total evidence)!

Gibbard’s Coin is a case in which these two imperatives
conflict. Even more stark conflicts between these two
imperatives can occur — e.g., Lotteries, Prefaces.

Veritistic Epistemic Utility Theory (VEUT) can provide a
reconciliation of these conflicting epistemic imperatives.

+ Even if belief aims at truth, this does not imply that
rationality requires us to obey The Truth Imperative.

Veritistic Rational Requirement. Maximize the expected
accuracy of your beliefs (as gauged by your credences)!

Next: a formal explication of the VRR.
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We assume that our agent has a credence function b(·),
which is probabilistic. This allows us to use b(·) to define
notions of (subjective) expected (epistemic) utility.

Our agent will form judgments regarding each member of a
finite agenda A of (classical, possible worlds) propositions.
They will either believe p, believe ¬p, or suspend re p.

We do not assume that these qualitative judgments can be
reduced to b(·). But, we will use b(·) to derive a veritistic
rational requirement for qualitative belief sets B (on A).

This derivation requires both the agent’s credence function
b(·) and their epistemic utility function [19, 30, 32] u(·).
+ Following Easwaran [12] & Dorst [10], we assume our agent

cares only about the accuracy of their judgments (veritism).

Specifically, our agent attaches some positive utility (r) with
having an accurate belief, and some negative utility (−w)
with having an inaccurate belief (where w > r > 0).
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Because non-beliefs (viz., suspensions) are neither accurate
nor inaccurate (per se), our agent will attach zero epistemic
utility to them, independently of the truth-value of p.

This yields the following piecewise definition of u(·,w).

u(Bp,w) Ö


−w if p is false at w

r if p is true at w

u(¬Bp,w) Ö


0 if p is false at w

0 if p is true at w

With this accuracy-centered epistemic utility function in
hand, we can derive our veritistic rational requirement.

To do so, we’ll also need a decision-theoretic principle.

We will adopt an expected epistemic utility maximization
principle to derive our rational requirement [29, 17, 13, 34].
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Veritistic Rational Requirement (VRR). An agent’s belief set
B (over A) should, from the point of view of their credence
function b(·), maximize expected epistemic utility (or
minimize expected inaccuracy). That is, B should maximize

EEU(B, b) Ö
∑
p∈B

∑
w∈W

b(w) ·u(Bp,w)

Here, we assume “act-state independence”: Bp and p are
b-independent [16, 6, 5, 28]. See Extras for discussion.

The consequences of (VRR) are rather simple and intuitive.
It is straightforward to prove the following result.

Theorem ([12, 10]). An agent with credence function b(·)
and belief set B (over A) satisfies (VRR) iff for all p ∈A

p ∈ B iff b(p) > w
r+w

+ That is, (VRR) entails The Evidential Imperative, where the
meaning of “sufficiently probable” is determined by the way
the agent (relatively) values accuracy vs. inaccuracy.
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For true opinions, as long as they remain, are a fine thing
and all they do is good, but they are not willing to remain
long, and they escape from a man’s mind, so that they are
not worth much until one ties them down . . . That is why
knowledge is prized higher than correct opinion, and
knowledge differs from correct opinion in being tied down. . .

Veritism It is good to believe what is true.

Gnosticism It is good to believe what one is in a position to
know (hereafter, we use [Kp\ to abbreviate the
claim that [S is in a position to know that p\).

If we amend u to take into account the value of knowledge,
then we may derive a Gnostic Rational Requirement (GRR).

world w u(Bp,w) u(¬Bp,w)
Kp r 0

p &¬Kp t 0
¬p −w 0
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Obvious constraints: r ≥ t ≥ −w and −w < 0.

Natural constraint: w > r.

Main choice point:

Pure Gnosticism. t = −w. Believing some p you are not in a
position to know is bad — whether or not p is true.

Mixed Gnosticism. t > −w. Believing p is better if p is true
than if p is false — even if it is not the case that Kp.

We’ll focus on Pure Gnosticism. Simplest and most radical.

Given the pure gnostic account of value and a subject’s
credence function b, we get the following GRR:

Neo-Lockeanism p ∈ B iff b(Kp) ≥ r
r+w > 1/2.

+ You should believe that p just in case it is sufficiently
probable that you are in a position to know that p.
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Lottery You own a ticket in a large lottery with 1 winner.

Is it probable that your ticket is a loser (p)? Yes.

Is it probable that you are in a position to know that p? No.

Old (Veritistic) Lockeanism: believe your ticket will lose.

Neo-Lockeanism: do not believe your ticket will lose.

Preface You’ve well researched each claim in the book.
You’ve also well aware that every book like yours
ever published contained an error.

Is it probable that your book contains an error (p)? Yes.

Is it probable that you are in a position to know that p? Yes.

Old/Neo-Lockeanism: believe your book contains an error.
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Civil cases: Preponderance of the Evidence, or balance of
probabilities — more likely than not the defendant is guilty.

Clue 55% of the rodeo’s audience gatecrashed. John
was present. The tears on his pants are
consistent with climbing over the fence.

Statistics 55% of the rodeo’s audience gatecrashed. John
was present.

Is it probable that John gatecrashed? Yes.

Is it probable that we are in a position to know that John
gatecrashed? Yes in the first, no in the second.

Compare Blome-Tillmann [1] “the balance of probabilities”
means “it is more likely than not that we know.”
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Contrast three views:

Lockean: believe p if it is probable that p.

Neo-lockean: believe p if it is probable that you are in a
position to know that p (i.e., if it is probable that Kp).

Gnostic idealist: believe p if Kp.

Lockean Neo-lockean Gnostic idealist

Lottery beliefs ✓ 7 7

Statistical gatecrasher ✓ 7 7

Preface beliefs ✓ ✓ 7

k inconsistent set 7 7 7

To Sum up:

Mixed Gnosticism? Similar to the Old Lockeanism.

If you think knowledge matters, the epistemic utility
framework gives a systematic way of taking it into account.

Instead of knowledge, we can plug anything that you may
care about (“sensitivity”, “safety”, “justification”, etc.).
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We mentioned that we assume “act-state independence”
(ASI). There are two main reasons we assume (ASI) here.

If Bp and p are correlated under b(·), then the verdicts
delivered by (VRR) can be partition-sensitive, i.e., they can
depend on the way in which the underlying set of doxastic
possibilities is partitioned or carved up [22].

More importantly, if Bp and p are correlated under b(·),
then EUT can yield unintuitive (and/or odd) verdicts (even
assuming a “natural” partition of states). See [5, 16, 6, 28].

For instance, Carr [6] considers cases in which Bp and p are
positively correlated (e.g., believing you will do a handstand
makes it much more likely that you will).

Examples involving negative correlation between Bp and p
have been discussed by various authors (e.g., [16]). The
most extreme (and difficult) examples along these lines are
the self-referential examples due to Michael Caie [5].
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If an agent does not have (precise) credences, expected
inaccuracy minimization will not be an apt coherence
requirement. But, we can still say something here.

We can appeal to non-dominance requirements, such as:

Weak Accuracy-Dominance Avoidance (WADA).

There does not exist an alternative belief set B′ such that:

(i) (∀w)[u(B′,w) ≤ u(B,w)], and

(ii) (∃w)[u(B′,w) < u(B,w)].

Strict Accuracy-Dominance Avoidance (SADA).

There does not exist an alternative belief set B′ such that:

(iii) (∀w)[u(B′,w) < u(B,w)].

It turns out [11, 12] that (VRR) ⇒ (WADA) ⇒ (SADA).

Indeed, (WADA) and (SADA) are very weak [11]. But, they do
constitute non-trivial necessary requirements of rationality.
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