
Real and Ideal Rationality

This is a preprint of an article whose final and definitive form
will be published in the Philosophical Studies. Due to
copyright restrictions, the full article can be found at

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11098-021-01698-x.

Robert Weston Siscoe
Florida State University

wsiscoe@fsu.edu

Abstract

Formal epistemologists often claim that our credences should be repre-
sentable by a probability function. Complete probabilistic coherence,
however, is only possible for ideal agents, raising the question of how
this requirement relates to our everyday judgments concerning rational-
ity. One possible answer is that being rational is a contextual matter,
that the standards for rationality change along with the situation. Just
like who counts as tall changes depending on whether we are consider-
ing toddlers or basketball players, perhaps what counts as rational shifts
according to whether we are considering ideal agents or creatures more
like ourselves. Even though a number of formal epistemologists have en-
dorsed this type of solution, I will argue that there is no way to spell out
this contextual account that can make sense of our everyday judgments
about rationality. Those who defend probabilistic coherence requirements
will need an alternative account of the relationship between real and ideal
rationality.1
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