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There are a variety of norms that purport to govern what attitude an agent ought to adopt depending on chance
information, evidence available to the agent, accuracy considerations and so on. It is unclear, however, what attitude a
rational agent ought to have towards an indeterminate proposition or whether there is a norm that prescribes an attitude. It is
also unclear what falls under the term ‘indeterminate’. This poster addresses the normative question of what attitude a
rational agent ought to adopt towards cases of indeterminacy, what I will refer to as the normative question.
To do so, I defend the view that indeterminacy should be understood as an umbrella term that encompasses a range of

related phenomena. In light of this, I argue we should adopt a position I call modest pluralism to the normative question.
Modest pluralism holds that there is no unique attitude an agent ought to adopt to cases of indeterminacy, but rather a range
of permissible attitudes to adopt. However, I also argue that logical norms do underlie what attitudes it is rational for an
agent to have in general and this provides a general constraint on the types of attitudes it is permissible for a rational agent
to adopt towards cases of indeterminacy. In particular, I defend the view that the permissible attitudes that an agent can
adopt toward cases of indeterminacy are sets of credences1: 𝐶𝑟 = {𝑐1, 𝑐2, 𝑐3, . . . }, where the 𝑐𝑖 are credence functions
(precise probability functions)2, and sets of sets of credences : 𝐶 = {𝐶𝑟1, 𝐶𝑟2, 𝐶𝑟3, . . . }, where the 𝐶𝑟𝑖 are credal sets.
My pluralist position draws on and expands on Williams’ [6] argument that in the case of indeterminacy there is

normative silence. For Williams, there are no logical or normative constraints. This is in contrast to a variety of monistic
accounts that offer a unique answer to the normative question (see [1, 2, 3]). These monist accounts offer a range of
different answers to the normative question, often with implicit or explicit assumptions about the interaction of norms of
indeterminacy with the underlying logic of rationality.
My account differs from Williams in that rather than leaving open the possibility of any norm of indeterminacy being

permissible we can instead view normative silence as saying that in cases of indeterminacy there is silence between which of
the preexisting probabilistically permissible attitudes one can take towards a proposition. I argue that an agent’s determinate
attitudes ought to be represented by a set of credences and indeterminate attitudes ought to be represented by a set of sets of
credences.
I defend particular interpretations of the credal sets in each instance defending the view that the set of credences should

be interpreted in comparative terms (see [4]). This interpretation takes the comparative information to be representative of
an agent’s attitudes (that is, we are interested in the information in terms of whether someone is more confident in 𝐴 than 𝐵
or equally confident, etc.). I also argue that the set of sets of credences should be interpreted in supervaluationist terms (see
[5]). This interpretation treats each 𝐶𝑟𝑖 in the set as being a permissible precification of the agent’s attitude. My answer to
the normative question, therefore, presents an argument for a new integration and application of two distinct interpretations
of imprecise probabilities as representative of rational agents’ attitudes.
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∗Thanks to Robbie Williams and Ed Elliot for discussions
1By this I mean a set of probability measures or credal set.
2I will use the term credence interchangeably with degrees of belief / probability measures.
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