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1 The Puzzle

Fickle Fran: Fran is a history buff, who has studied con-
flicting theories about how Amelia Earhart died. She thinks
the most plausible theories are that she died in a plane
crash, as a castaway, or in Japanese captivity. On Monday,
she is convinced that Earhart died in a plane crash. How-
ever, on Tuesday, she accepts the castaway theory. But she
doesn’t stop there: by Wednesday, she changes her mind
again, now holding that she died in captivity. The cycle
repeats again over the next few days. She doesn’t gain or
lose any evidence throughout the week, and it’s unclear
whether she redeliberates; she simply changes her mind.

Q: What’s wrong with changing your mind multiple times without
a change in your evidence?

First, distinguish two ways of changing your mind:

• Jumping (J): S flips between doxastic responses as if by a flip of
a coin without redeliberating.D

– Irrational whether you do it once or multiple times.

• Redeliberating: S changes her mind as a result of redeliberation

– Frequency makes a difference.

Cases of redeliberation give rise to a puzzle. Compare:

• One-Off Redeliberation (OR): Fran on TuesdayU

• Frequent Redeliberation (FR): Fran by SaturdayD

⇒Puzzle about Fickleness: How can Frequent Redeliber-
ation be irrational, yet One-Off Redeliberation permissible,
when one is just an iterated version of the other.

General task: Explain when and why changes of mind without a
change in one’s evidence are irrational.

Desiderata:

1. Extensional Adequacy: Capture intuitions about J, FR, and OR.

2. Non-Reductive: Not just about synchronic norms

3. Epistemic: Pertains to epistemic, not just practical, rationality

2 Attempted Solutions

2.1 Process-Oriented Accounts

Solution: It’s bad/irrational to change your mind without going
through a process of reasoning.1

Virtue: Explains Jumping (D) and One-Off Redeliberation (U)

Problem: Doesn’t explain why Frequent Redeliberation is irrational.

2.2 Self-Binding Accounts

Solution: By changing your mind, you violate one of your epistemic
commitments.2

Motivation:

• The point of forming beliefs is to settle inquiry.

• When you settle, you gain a higher-order reason not to reopen.

• So, whenever you change your mind, you violate this reason.

Virtue: Explains Jumping (D) and FR (D)

Problem: Indicts even one-off changes of mind as irrational.

• Problem especially salient once we recognize that changes of
mind can involve credences and judgment suspension.

1Ex: Titelbaum (2015): Processes of reasoning help you satisfy the synchronic
requirement of having consistent beliefs. This creates the need for belief stability.
(Hence why Jumping is bad). But beliefs only need to be stable when they are not
being subjected to scrutiny. (Hence why One-Off Redeliberation is fine.) But if one
can subject her belief to scrutiny once, why can’t she do so multiple times?

2Loosely inspired by Holton (2014) and Ferrero (2010).
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3 My Solution

3.1 The Ratifiable Reasoning Account

Part 1: Redeliberation is necessary for a change of mind to be rational.

However, it’s not sufficient. We need to explain why FR is bad.

Part 2: When you redeliberate multiple times, you gain new evi-
dence: inductive evidence and higher-order evidence.

• Inductive Evidence that you likely won’t settle the next time.
But redeliberation aims at settling, and the costs of redelibera-
tion add up.

• Higher-Order Evidence that you haven’t been (or shouldn’t see
yourself as) tracking all of the relevant epistemic considerations,
and thus are unreliable. Your responses will not be ratifiable.

Once you’ve gained this evidence, it’s rational to suspend.

Virtues:

• Extensionally adequate

• Predicts nuances in judgments

• Explains how to fill in details to change intuitions

4 Dissolutions

Dissolutions: The puzzle is not about the epistemic status of chang-
ing one’s mind per se; changes of mind are just a symptom of a
different problem.

4.1 Uniqueness

Uniqueness: There is at most one rational response to a body of
evidence.

So changes of mind (without a change in evidence) necessarily in-
volve being in at least one irrational state.

Problems: In addition to failing to explain OR (U), it can’t capture
some comparative judgments (e.g. FR worse than OR)

These problems are more acute for the proponent of Time-Slicing &
Uniqueness3

• For example, in some cases will predict that the Jumper is doing
rationally better than the One-Off Redeliberator.

4.2 Practical Costs

Merely Practical: Agents who are fickle and jump are merely prac-
tically irrational, or tragic,4 not epistemically irrational.

Two ways to disentangle the practical and the epistemic:

1. Make beliefs trivial.

2. Change incentives.

J and FR still seem irrational.

5 The Roles of Rationality Ascriptions

Function-First Epistemology: aims to shed light on the nature of
epistemic concepts and evaluations by zooming in on our epistemic
practices and asking what they are—or should be—for5

We ascribe rationality partly on the basis of who we think is reliable,
trustworthy, a good reasoner, evidence-responsive, etc.

• Intuitively, we wouldn’t trust or rely on the Jumper or Fickle
person, but would trust the Thoughtful Redelibator.

Relation to vice epistemology: the most viable vice-based proposal
would also explain why fickleness is irrational.

6 Conclusion

Too much of a good thing is bad, and my account explains why.

3Hedden (2015)
4Moss (2015)
5Dogramaci (2016), Hannon (2019)

2


	The Puzzle
	Attempted Solutions
	Process-Oriented Accounts
	Self-Binding Accounts

	My Solution
	The Ratifiable Reasoning Account

	Dissolutions
	Uniqueness
	Practical Costs

	The Roles of Rationality Ascriptions
	Conclusion

