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RELIABILISIVI LEVELED* 

Max knows that the 6 o'clock trail1 goes all the way to 
Montauk. He just asked at the informatioil booth in the 
station, where the staffers are highly competelit and have 

direct access to the master timetable. But suppose that, instead of 
asking at the booth, Max had coiisulted an old, out-of-date schedule, 
and that many of the routes and times listed there had changed. Even 
if the schedule happened to say that the 6 o'clock goes to Montauk, 
Max would not kiiow that it does. Whether Max knows or not seems 
to turn oil the fact that illformation provided at the booth is ex- 
tremely reliable, while iiiformatioii provided by the out-of-date sched- 
ule is not. Accordiiigly, one might hold that kiiowledge just is a 
reliably true belief, or, alteriiatively, a belief that results from a 
process that reliably produces true beliefs. 

To adopt such a view is to endorse reliabilism with respect to 
kiiowledge. Here, I distinguish two versions of this position, which I 
call neighborhood relinbilism and counterfnctunl relinDilism. I the11 raise the 
questioii of what reliabilists call and must say about reflective or 
higher-level knowledge (that is, kiio.cvledge about one's knowledge or 
beliefs). It will emerge that both versioiis of reliabilism encounter 
serious difficulties in this connection, and must be regarded as uii- 
satisfactory. These results suggest that the traditional justification 
requirement for knowledge cannot be supplanted by a reliability 
requirement, as many now are inclined to suppose. 

I. RELIABILITY .4ND RELMILISM 

Reliabilisin about knowledge takes different forms. To some extent, 
one call distinguish "reliable belief' accounts of knowledge from 
"reliable process" accounts. Roughly, according to the former, 
whether you know that P depends upon whether your beliqthat Pis  
prone to error. According to the latter, whether you know that P 
depends upon whether the proc~ss that produced your belief that Pis 
prolie to error. Reliabilism about knowledge differs from reliabilism 

$1 wish to thank Jonathan Adler, IVilliam Alston, Stewart Cohen, Peter Klein, 
Hilary Icornblith, and Chad Mohler for h e l p f ~ ~ l  comments and discussion. I arn 
especially indebted to Richard Feldman. Parts of this paper have their origins in a 
contributioli to a symposium at the American Philosophical Association's Central 
Division meeting in 1995;a rnore recent draft was read at  the Frankliil and Marshall 
Colloquium on Metaphysics and Epistemology in 1999, and I appreciate the helpful 
discussion on that occasion. The title and much of the irnpetus for this paper are 
due to the work of Alvin Goldman. 
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aboutjustification, which seeks to explicate justification (rather than 
knowledge) in terms of reliability. The view I am coilsidering involves 
no commitmeiit to the notion that justificatioii can be so under- 
stood.' 

A priiicipal motivation for adopting reliabilism is the idea that 
truth is the ultimate epistemic norm, and that besides truth, there are 
no others. We want what we believe to be true. Moreover, because 
truth is so important, we .cvant our beliefs to be notjust adveiititiously 
true, but secure4 true. &lo.cvledge, then, is securely true belief, and 
knowledge is compromised to the extent that there is falsehood or 
the possibility of falsehood. The greatest security one could have 
would be certainty or infallibility. A belief would be certain if it could 
not possibly be wrong. That is, in any possible world in which you 
believe X, Xis true: 

(1) Necessarily, B ( X )  implies X .  

and, equivalently: 

(2)  Necessarily, 1 X  implies l B ( X ) .  

Similarly, a belief-forming process would be infallible if it could not 
possibly go wrong, and this conception can be spelled out along the 
lilies of (1) and (2) .  

But such logical inn~lnerability to error is often an unattainably 
high standard. Whenever someone believes a contingent proposition 
as the result of ail inductive inference, it is logically possible for the 
belief she arrives at to be wrong. Hence, it seems that kiiowledge must 
demand something less than certainty or infallibility-that is, some- 
thing less than truth in any logically possible situation. Knowledge 
may require reliability instead. What is crucial is that reliability, 
whether it pertains to beliefs or to processes, need not be total or 
absolute. Something may do Y reliably, even if it wiould fail to do Y 
under very extreme or extraordinary conditions. An alarm clock may 
be reliable, despite the fact that it would not ring if the power went 
out, or if the ceiling collapsed on it. Accordingly, reliability as it 
pertains to knowledge may be understood as truth iii all situations 
that could arise, except for extraordinary or outlaiidish ones that we do 

' Rather, the reliabilist I have in mind denies that there is any independent, 
substantive justification condition for kno~vledge; see below. It may well be, though, 
that the arguments I shall present also tell against reliabilism about justified belief. 
I should mention that there is a hybrid of justificationist and reliabilist accounts, 
soinetirnes called the "reliable indicator theory." According to such a view, S knows 
that P only if S s  belief that P i s  based on evidence E, \where Eis a reliable iildicator 
of P. I shall not discuss this approach here. 
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not, and need not, care about. Thus, perception, or particular beliefs 
formed by perceptioii, may couiit as reliable, despite the fact that 
perception, or particular beliefs arrived at by perception, can go 
wrong under certain circumstances. 

This understanding of epistemic reliability call be sharpened some- 
what, as follows. Think of possible worlds as being farther away from 
the actual world to the extent that they differ from the actual world. 
A belief is reliable just in case it turns out to be true whenever it is 
held in a neighborhood N of worlds not too far away from the actual 
world; a process is reliable just it case it yields (mostly) true beliefs in 
a neighborhood N of worlds not too far away from the actual world. 
Proceeding in this vein, the reliabilist may set out as a condition of 
knowledge: 

(3a) In  N, B(X) implies X.2 

or: 

(3b) In  1y B(X) by process P implies X. 

(3c) 	In N, all o r  nearly all beliefs B(X,) formed by process P a r e  such 
that B(X,) implies X,. 

Assume, at least for now, that the boundary of Nis fixed. 111 particular, 
it does not vary with the content of the proposition believed, the 
process of belief formation, or pragmatic considerations. 

(3a)-(3c) invoke one conception of reliability, but there are others. 
And, clearly, there will be different versions of reliabilism correspond- 
ing to the different coiiceptions of reliability one might adopt. The- 
orists such as David Armstrong, Fred Dretske, Robert Nozick, and 
Keith De Rose have held that knowledge requires satisfaction of a 
co-variation or tracking condition: 

(4) If Xwere false, then 7B(X).3 

Note that we do not want the converse condition for knowledge, namely, that in 
N, X implies B(X) . 

Like (3) ,  the tracking condition is subject to modification. (4) as stated corre- 
sponds to (3a) above. An analogue to (3b) ~vould be: 

(4b) If Xwere false, then - I (B(X)  by process P). 
~vllerePis the process you actually ~ ~ e d  to anive at your belief that X. Proponents of the 
tracking condition, like Nozick and De Rose, have in fact been led to include some 
reference to methods or pl-ocesses in their accounts. But that has proved to be something 
of a quagmire; it is unclear how the relevant method or process is to be specified, and 
it is difficult to say exactly how reference to the process should figure in the 
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A belief might meet a version of coiidition (3) as stated, yet not meet 
coiiditioii (4). Here is why. Consider (3a) and (4). Give11 the stan- 
dard Lewis-Stalnaker semantics for counterfactuals, instances of (4) 
are true if and only if the consequent is true in the closest possible 
world (or worlds) in which the antecedent holds. Which world that is, 
and how far it is from the actual world, depends upon what the value 
of Xis. To illustrate, consider two propositions I know: 

(5) I a m  n o t  carrying a pen  with blue ink. 
(6) T h e  Earth is n o t  governed by cows. 

Conditioii (4) makes my knowledge of (5) depend upoii what I would 
believe iii the closest possible world iii which I was carrying a pen with 
blue ink, and it makes my kiio.ivledge of (6) depend upon what I 
would believe in the closest possible world in which the Earth was 
governed by cows. The closest ~ ( 5 )  in which I happen to world-one 
be carrying a pen with blue ink-need not be very different from the 
actual world, iii which I happen to be carrying a pen with black ink. 
That is, the closest ~ ( 5 )  world is very close to the actual world, and we 
may assume that it falls within the boundary of N. A possible world in 
which the Earth was governed by cows would, however, be very 
different from the actual world, so different that it might well lie 
beyond the boundary of N. MTe may suppose that my belief as to 
whether the Earth is governed by cowis is always true inside N, and 
that I thereby satisfy condition (3a). It remains open that I am wrong 
about this matter in the nearest world where cows do govern, contrary 
to (4). Thus, satisfaction of conditioii (3a) with respect to a given 
proposition does not guarantee satisfactioil of coiidition (4) with 
respect to that proposition." 

In light of the foregoing, we call distinguish two different versions 
of reliabilism. The first, which I shall call neighborhood reliabilism (NR), 
is the view that you know X, if and oiily if you have a true belief that 
Xwhich satisfies some version of (3). The second, which I shall call 
counterfnctunl relinbilism (CR), is the view that you k1io.c~ X, if and oiily 
if you have a true belief that Xwhich satisfies some version of both (3) 
and (4). 

It is important to note what requirements these theories do not 
impose oil kiiowledge. First, NR and CR eschew the traditional claim 

account. For further comrnent on (4b),  see footnote 18. I cannot think of any 
version of the tracking conditioil that corresponds neatly to (3c). 

4 ~ 1 0 t h e rway to make the point: suppose you know the proposition that the 
actual world is in N Evaluation of whether that belief satisfies (4) requires consid- 
ering the truth of what you believe in ~vorlds outside IV. 
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that one could not know a propositioii without havingjustification for 
believiiig it. Let us say that to be justified in believiiig a proposition 
means something like having beliefs or noiidoxastic states that pro- 
vide good reasons for believiiig that proposition. Reliabilists who 
reject the justification coiiditioii sometimes argue as follows. The 
justificatioii coiidition is independent of the reliability condition oiily 
if holding beliefs for good reasons is not necessarily truth conducive. 
Iii that case, the pursuit of rational belief and the pursuit of true 
belief could, at least in principle, diverge. But truth is the sole aiid 
ultimate epistemic value, so any substantive, independent justifica- 
tion coilditioii has no place amoiig the requireinelits for ki~owiledge.~ 

That is oiie rationale for giving up the justification condition. A 
highly advertised benefit of doing so is that it immediately allows us 
to be rid of at least some forms of skepticism. According to a veiy 
familiar line of skeptical argumeiit, I have no justification for believ- 
ing that I am iiot a thoroughly deceived brain in a vat, and conse- 
quently I fail to know that I am not. Since I fail to kiiow that I am not 
thoroughly deceived in this way, I have no knowledge of the external 
world. A reliabilist, or anyoiie else who rejects the justificatioii con-
dition, will balk at the first step. She may concede that I have iio 
justification for believing that I am not a braiii in a vat. Unless 
knowledge requiresjustification, however, it does not follow that I fail 
to know that I am iiot a braiii iii a vat, and the skeptical argumeiit is 
blocked. I shall return to this issue later. 

A secoiid point is that reliability theorists typically reject various 
"higher-level" requirements on knowledge, such as: 

(7 )  K ( X )  entails K ( K ( X ) ) .  

and: 

( 8 )  K ( X )  entails K ( R ( X ) ) . G  

The reliabilist has a number of motivatioiis for denying ( 8 ) , and, 
therefore, (7) .  

For oiie thing, a reliable belief or process is truth tropic regardless 
of whether it is knorun to be so. Hence, a requirement that, beyond 
being reliable, a belief or process has to be kiiowii to be reliable 

"or an argu~nent in this spirit, see Alvin Goldman, E p i s t e m o l o ~  and  Cogizition 
(Cambridge: Halyard, 1986), pp. 97-103. 

Read 'R(X)'  as 'S is reliable about X'. ti'llen I say 'S is reliable about X', that 
locution is meant to stand in for ~\.hateoer mol-e specific reliabilist condition one 
might adopt. I shall assume, as a matter of terminology, that you are reliable about 
X only if you believe X and Xis  true. So, under this regimentation, R(X) entails 
B(X) and X. Moreover, for the reliabilist, R(X) becomes equivalent to K(X), and 
(7) becomes equivalent to (8). 



would iiot do anything to foster the epistemic norm of truth. Such a 
requireineiit, then, has no place iii ail account of knowledge. 

Next, from the reliabilist standpoiiit, you k1io.c~ Xiii virtue of being 
reliable about X. X is oiie fact about the world; whether you are 
reliable about Xis ailother, different fact about the world. You are 
reliable about Xif, in your environment, you are suitably related to X. 
You may be so related to Xwithout being so related to R(X). Hence, 
you can be reliable about X but not reliable about R(X). You would, 
theii, kiiow X, but not know that you are reliable about X. 

In addition, (8) as stated appareiitly requires an endless sequence 
of beliefs B(R(X)), B(RR(X)), B ( M ( X ) ) ,  and so on, such that one 
is reliable about R(X), RR(X), RRK(X), and so on. That is unattrac- 
tive, certainly. And, if each of these beliefs has to be generated by 
distinct or additionally complex inechaiiisms or procedures, the re- 
gress is utterly v i c i ~ u s . ~  

Finally, the denial of (8) must be iiidepeiideiitly plausible, if relia- 
bilism is to withstaiid one of the main criticisms which has been 
directed against it. This criticism, due to Laurence Bonjour8 and 
Keith Lehrer,"~ presented by way of various examples. Here is 
Boiijour's well-kiiowii "Normaii" case: 

Norman, under certain conditions which usually obtain, is a completely 

reliable clairvoyant with respect to certain kinds of subject matter. He 

possesses n o  evidence or  reasons of any kind for o r  against the general 

possibility of such a cognitive power, or for or against the thesis that he 

possesses it. One  day Norman comes to believe the President is in New 

York City .... In fact the belief is true and results from his clairvoyant 

power under circ~imstances under which it is completely reliable (OFczt., 


p.  62). 

Bonjour maintains that Norinan does not know in this instance, and 
concludes that reliabilisin is untenable. Even among those ivho find 
this example coiivincing, there is some difference of opinion as to 
what defect in reliabilisin it briiigs to light. But one prominent 
reaction is that Norinan does not know the president is iii New York 
because he fails to satisfy soine higher-level requireineiit oil knoivl- 
edge.1° If Norinan had verified that the deliverances of his clairvoyant 

'See Goldman, "Naturalistic Epistemology and Reliabilism," in Peter A. French, 
Theodore E. Uehling, and Ho~vard I(. Wettstein, ecls., nilidwrst Stzrclies i n  P/~ilosol~lzy, 
Volume x ~ x(Minneapolis: Minnesota UP, 1994), pp. 310-12. He claims that (7) and 
analogous principles create a vicious regress for nonreliabilist theories. 

"Externalist Theories of Empirical Knowledge," in French, Uehling, and 
14ettsteii1, ecls., ~VlidwestStudies i n  Pi~iloso;f,lzy, \'olume v (Minneapolis: Minnesota UP, 
1980), pp. 55-73. 

" i~eot j  of Knowledge (Boulder: Westvie~v, 1990). 
' O  This is Bonjour's own conclusioil (pp. 62-64; see also Lel~rer, p. 165). 
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power reliably report how things are, then he would know that the 
president is in New York. But, since he lacks this higher-level knowl- 
edge, Norman lacks the first-level knowledge that the president is in 
New York. 

I am not sure exactly what to make of this discussion, since I tend 
to lose my bearings when clairvoyance is so much as mentioned." I 
do think, however, that this much is relatively clear: it is possible for 
one to be reliable about Xwithout knowing that one is. According to 
reliabilist accounts of knowledge, simply being reliable about X is 
supposed to be sufficient for knowiiiig that X. If knowing that you are 
reliable about Xis an additional necessary condition for your know- 
ing X, then these reliabilist accounts are mistaken.'* 

To the reliabilists I have in mind, the big picture looks like this. We 
know a lot about the world. We are reliable about things we believe 
on the basis of perception, so we know all kinds of things by seeing, 
hearing, and so forth. In addition, we are competent reasoners, at 
least about relatively elementary matters. M'e are reliable .cvheii we 
arrive at beliefs by induction or deduction, and these beliefs also 
count as kiio.cvledge. If we think about it, we probably believe that we 
are reliable about the things we believe on the basis of perception 
and inference. It is not apparent, however, whether these higher-level 

" It seems to me, though, that a less far-fetched example to the same effect could 
be given. A few people have perfect pitch; they can immediately identify what 
absolute pitch they are hearing. I take it that u.hether someone does in fact have 
perfect pitch is not immediately apparent to that inc1i.iidual. To tell whether you 
have perfect pitch, you need to be tested. Let us suppose, then, that many people 
believe that they have perfect pitch, although they really do not. Nolv consider 
Norma, ~ v h o  has perfect pitch, but has never checked ~vhether she does. She hears 
a tone, .rvhich she correctly takes to be an 'A'. Does she knolz. that the tone is an 'A'? 

1 should note that Goldman distinguishes "basic psychological p~ocesses" (my 
emphasis) of belief formation from methods, which are "various sorts of algorithms, 
heuristics, and learnable methodologies"-Ef~iste,no~ologyand Cop i t i on ,  p. 93. He also 
writes: "They are not part of the fixed, native architecture of the cognitive system. 
This is sufficient grounds for their not being basic processes" (p.  366). Goldman 
suggests that it is not enough for a method to be reliable to pass muster; it has to 
be acquired by a process or method that has higher-order reliability. That is, the 
first-order method needs to be acquired by a procedure that reliably leads to the 
acquisition of reliable methods (pp. 91-93). To this extent, a reliabilist account of 
kno~vleclge modeled on Goldman's account of justification rnight recognize a 
higher-order requirement in the case of non-native, acquired belief-forming meth- 
ods. But as Goldrnan hirnself acknowledges, the distinction behveen processes and 
methods is difficult to draw (p.  92 note 11). For example, the capacity to see 
requires maturation aild stirnulatioil in order to develop, but Goldman does not 
want perceptual beliefs to be subject to higher-level requirements. A f~l r therqualin 
is that it is hard to see how instituting such a requirement for methods can be 
squared with the thought that all we should ask for from beliefs 01-ways of forrniilg 
beliefs is reliable truth. 
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judgments are themselves reliable. If and when they are not, then we 
fail to know that we know. But, says the reliabilist, there is iiothiiig 
wrong with that. 

11. COUNTERFACTUAL RELIABILISM IS T O O  STRONG 

I think the right picture is somewhat different. I agree that we know 
a lot about the world. I also agree that, when we form various beliefs, 
those beliefs or belief-forming processes may be reliable without our 
knowing that they are. Nevertheless, we often know that our beliefs 
about the world are true, not false. On some occasions we know, 
further, that we are reliable about what we believe. And, finally, there 
are many instances ivheii we know that we know. It is incumbent upoii 
reliabilists to get these facts about higher-level knowledge straight. I 
do not think they can. 

Let me begin with CR. My treatment of it will be relatively brief, iii 
part because I have discussed the status of (4) as a condition for 
knowledge elsewhere. (4) was the subject of intense scrutiny some 
years ago, and serious problems with it came to light. For one thing, 
it leads to unacceptable failures of what is known as the closure 
principle for knowledge: 

( 9 )  If K ( P ) & K(P entails Q ) , t hen  K ( Q ). 

Also, there are unexceptionable cases of inductive knowledge for 
which (4) does not hold, so (4) is too strong.13 There is an additional 
difficulty: (4) is hard to square with a satisfactory account of higher- 
level knowledge. l4 

Coiisider the followiiig example. You see your long-time friend 
Omar, who is a perfectly decent and straightforward sort of person. 
Noticing his shiny white footwear, you say, "Nice shoes, Omar, are 
they new?" Omar replies, 'Yes, I bought them yesterday." I think the 
following things are true: 

(10) You know O m a r  has a new pair of shoes. 

l 3  See my "Tracking, Closure, and Inductive Kno~vleclge," in S. Luper-Foy, ed., The 
Possibility of Knoruledge: Nozick and His C?-itirs (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefield, 
1987), pp. 197-215. 

'-'What follows is a more emphatic version of a criticism I originally directed 
against Nozick's account of knowledge (ibid, p. 203). In his "Solving the Skeptical 
Problem," Tlze Philosophical Review, CIV (1995): 1-51, De Rose has defended some- 
thing veiy like (4) (although, to be precise, De Rose's view is not that (4) is actually 
a condition for kno~vledge per se, but works instead to set the standards for correct 
knowledge attributions). De Rose takes note of the sort of problem I raised, for 
which he offers no solution (D .  22). He nevertheless retains confidence in a version 

,L , 

of the counterfactual requirement, though on what basis I cannot see. For addi- 
tional discussion of coullterfactuals and knowledge, see my "Subjunctivitis," Plzilo- 
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( 1 1 )  You know that your belief that Omar has a new pair of shoes is true, 
or at least not false.15 

( 1 2 )  You know that your belief that Omar has a new pair of shoes is 
reliable.'" 

( 1 3 )  Other things being equal, you know that you know that Omar has 
a new pair of shoes. 

( 1 3 ) and (12) depend upon ( l l ) ,and ( 1  1 )  is certainly compelling 
in its own right. ( 1 3 ) entails ( 1I ) ,  because to know X entails that you 
have a true belief that X. ( 1 2 )entails ( 1  1 )  , if your being reliable about 
Xis understood to entail that your belief that Xis actually true. 

The prime question at this point whether CR call accommodate 
( 1  1 ) .  Does CR allow you to know that your belief that Omar has a iiew 
pair of shoes is true, not false? In particular, does ( 1 1 )  meet the 
condition set by (4)? I think the answer is no. I shall tiy to say why 
somewhat loosely and informally, and then more carefully. 

(4) requires that, if you know X, then you would not believe X, if 
X were false. As things actually are, you believe that your belief that 
Omar has new shoes is not false. What if it were? If somehow your 
belief that Omar has a new pair of shoes were false, you would still 
believe that your belief was true, not false. The alternative is hard to 
fathom. It is difficult to conceive of your not believing that something 
you believe is true, whenever the matter happens to cross your mind. 
So, if your belief that Omar has new shoes were false, you would still 
believe that your belief was true, not false. You thereby fail to satisfy 
condition (4).  According to CR, then, you do iiot know that your 
belief that Omar has iiew shoes is true, iiot false. 

Let me now go through the same point a little more carefully. Let 
0 = 'Omar has iiew shoes'; B ( 0 )  = 'You believe Omar has new 
shoes'; B ( 7  ( B ( 0 )  & 0)= 'You believe that you do iiot believe falsely 
that Omar has new shoes'. 

(14) In the actual world, B(?(B(O) & 70).  

Consider the nearest possible world W in which your higher-level 
belief is false, that is, 

"Note, in addition, that any proposition Xitself entails that a belief that Xis not 
false: Xentails l(B(X) & lX). So, to say that you know that Omar has new shoes, 
but you fail to know that you do not believe falsely that O ~ n a r  has new shoes would 
be to reject the closure principle for knowledge. 

lGAlternatively: you know that the process by which you arrived at that belief is 
reliable. 
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Simplifying, 

From (16), 

If you believe 0, you believe that you do not falsely believe 0 (see 
above). Hence, 

Given (15) and (18), 

That is, if your belief that 0were false, you nevertheless would believe 
that it was not false. So, according to (4),you fail to know that you do 
not believe falsely that 0.It follows, I take it, that you also fail to know 
that your belief is true.'' 

Note that the argumentation here is quite general. (4) makes it 
impossible for you to know that an? of your beliefs is true, not false.I8 
Thus, it also seems to exclude your knowing that any of your beliefs 
is reliable, or that any of your beliefs is knowledge. That is going far 
too far, in my book.'"o, let us set CR aside, and move on to NR.'O 

111. RELLmILISM IS TOO M T A K  

NR makes knowledge out to be true belief that satisfies some version 
of ( 3 ) .  The differences among the various formulations, and the 

l7  Unfortunately, this maneuvering is clumsy and roundabout. I did it this way in 
part to avoid colnplications about counterfactuals with disjunctive antecedents. 
Such technical hazards will arise any time one tries to apply (4) to knowledge of a 
conjunction. So far as I am concerned, that itself is good reason to be suspicious 
about (4).  

l8 Vely much the same goes for the modification of (4) mentioned in footnote 3, 
namely, (4b). Suppose you believe 0 by some particular process P. It should be 
possible for you to know that you do not falsely believe 0 by process P. That 
knowledge requires B(l(P(0) & where ' P ( 0 ) '  now stands for the proposition 
that you believe 0 by way of process P. Suppose that your belief were false, that is, 
( P ( 0 )& Make the further, plausible assumption that your path from believing 
0by process P to a belief in the falsity of the conjunction would remain the same. 
Then, your belief in the falsity of the conjunctio~l fails to satisfj condition (4b). In 
other words, you cannot know that you do not falsely believe 0 by process P. 

l q  This argument also cuts against reliabilism that accepts (4) without (3).  
20 A proponent of CR might attempt to surlnount this difficulty by adding to her 

account a stipulation that you know ally propositions you deduce from other 
propositions you know. This step is fraught with difficulties, however. The revised 
account may be too weak, and fail for the same reason that NR does (see below). 
Moving in this direction would also exacerbate other problems facing CR, such as 
those raised by Saul IO-ipke in widely heard but unpublished lectures. 
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forms of NR they give rise to, can be quite significant. The trend these 
days seems to be toward reliable-process theories, which run along 
the lines of (3c) rather than (3a) or (3b). Hence, in what follows, I 
shall consider the variant of NR that incorporates (3c), although what 
I shall have to say carries over to the other forms of NR as As 
I have set things up, NR is generally weaker than CR, since NR 
forgoes condition (4) while CR includes it. I have maintained that CR 
is too strong. It stints us higher-level knowledge we actually have. 
Now, I shall argue that NR is too weak. It would allow us higher-level 
knowledge we do not have. 

Once again, I shall proceed by considering an example, namely, 
the "gas-gauge case," due in its original form to Michael Williams.*' 
Williams describes himself driving a car with a working, highly reli- 
able gas gauge. Williams does not know, however, that the gauge is 
reliable. Let us stipulate that he has never checked it, he has never 
been told anything about its reliability, and he does not even have any 
background information as to whether gauges like his are likely to be 
working. He never takes any special steps to see whether the gauge is 
going up or down when it ought to be. Rather, without giving the 
matter a second thought, Williams simply goes by what the gauge says. 
The gauge reads 'F', and Williams believes that his gas tank is full. 
According to NR, he knows that his tank is full. He has this knowledge 
because his belief results from a reliable process, that is, going by a 
well-functioning gas gauge. But Williams does not know that he knows 
that his tank is full. To have this higher-level knowledge, he would 
need to know that the gauge reliably registers the level of gas in his 
tank, and we have stipulated that he has no such inf~rmation. '~ 

No one should be distracted by the details of the case. Perhaps it is 
hard to imagine how, in the situation described, Williams could fail to 
have any background information about the reliability of his gas 
gauge. Then again, one might doubt whether the supposedly reliable 
process Williams uses is appropriately identified as "going by a well- 

"For a somewhat different taxonomy of reliabilist positions, and for some 
arguments that would favor what he calls a "global" process theory like (3c), see 
Goldman, Ep?stemolo,g and Cognition, pp. 43-49. I am not sure that Goldman's official 
scheme has room for NR as I construe it, since he seems to assume that what he calls 
a "relevant alternatives" theory is a broadening of a "pure subjunctive theory" (p. 
45). As I would put it, Goldman assumes the reliabilist accepts (4), and the open 
question is then whether to add some version of (3).  I have set things up the other 
way around. 

'2 Unnatuml Doubts (New York: Oxford, 1991), p. 347. 
23 Williams himself says: "No item of knowledge guarantees f~ll l  knowledge of its 

own reliability conditions: indeed this is just another way of stating the externalist 
point that knowing does not guarantee knowing that one knows" (ibid., p. 348). 
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functioning gas gauge." But what is essential here isjust the claim that 
a subject might arrive at a belief by some reliable process, appropri- 
ately identified as P, yet not know that P is reliable. If particular 
features of my example create difficulties for you, let reading the gas 
gauge be a proxy for any such process P. 

Now consider another driver, whom I shall call Roxanne. She is like 
Williams, in that she believes implicitly what her gas gauge says, 
without knowing that the gauge is reliable. But she undertakes the 
following, admittedly curious, procedure. She looks at the gauge 
often. Not only does she form a belief about how much gas is in the 
tank, but she also takes note of the state of the gauge itself. So, for 
example, when the gauge reads 'F', she believes that, on this occa- 
sion, the tank is full. She also believes that, on this occasion, the 
gauge reads 'F'. Moreover, Roxanne combines these beliefs; she 
believes: 

(20) O n  this occasion, the  gauge reads 'F' a n d  R 

Certainly, the perceptual process by which Roxanne forms her belief 
that the gauge reads 'F' is a reliable one. By hypothesis, her belief that 
the tank is full is also reached by a reliable process. Hence, there 
seems to be no good reason to deny that Roxanne's belief in (20) is 
the result of a reliable process, and the reliabilist will say that she 
knows (20) .24 

Now, it is a completely straightforward logical consequence of (20) 
that: 

(21) O n  this occasion, the  gauge is reading accurately. 

Assume that Roxanne deduces (21) from (22). Deduction is certainly 
a reliable process, so there is no loss of reliability at this step. Con- 
sequently, it seems that Roxaiiiie must be credited with knowing (21). 

'-'14'hat I have said may provoke disquiet of the following sort. You might believe 
that A by way of a reliable process, and believe that B by way of a reliable process, 
yet your belief that (A 8c B) might not be the result of a reliable process. For one 
thing, the chances of error wit11 respect to A may be just barely acceptable and the 
chances of error with respect to B may be just barely acceptable. The chances of 
error with respect to the conjunction may then come out to be higher than the 
chances of error wit11 respect to the conjuncts, and so the belief in the co~~junction 
may not count as reliable. Another problem is that the process by which one comes 
to believe that A may interfere with the process by which one comes to believe that 
B, or vice versa. For example, one might use one instrument to measure for A, and 
another to measure for B, yet the operation of the second instrument may disrupt 
the functioning of the first. So, I think it is true in general that R(X)and R(Y)do 
not entail R(X8c Y).But it seems implausible that such a failure occurs in the 
situation under discussion. 
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She knows this, supposedly, despite the fact that she has no iiidepen- 
dent information at all about the reliability of the gauge-whether it 
is broken or likely to be broken, whether it is hooked up properly, 
and so on. She just looks at the gauge and immediately believes what 
it says. 

Let us say further that Roxaiiiie does this over aiid over again for 
a good while. At various times t ,  she looks at the gauge, which reads 
'X', and forms the belief that, on occasion t ,  the gauge says 'X' and 
the tank is X. Giveii what has already been said, she comes to know 
that, on each of these occasions, the gauge was reading accurately. 
Then, putting these pieces of information together, Roxanne con- 
cludes by induction: 

(22) T h e  gauge reads accurately all the  time. 

Reliabilists generally accept that iiiductioii is a reliable belief-forming 
process. So they should concede that the transition from various 
beliefs like (21) to (22) is knowledge preserving. We call add that, 
from (22), Roxanne infers: 

(23) T h e  gauge is reliable. 

If Roxanne knows that the gauge is reliable, then she can presumably 
deduce aiid know that the process by which she comes to believe that 
her gas tank is full is a reliable one. And with just a little more 
deduction, Roxanne call come to know that she knows that her gas 
tank is full.25 

This extraordinary procedure, which I shall call Dootst~apping,seems 
to allow one to promote many, if iiot all, of one's beliefs that were 
formed by reliable processes illto k?zowledge that those beliefs were 

25 There is a noteworthy similarity behveen the problem I am raising for reliabi- 
lism and a difficulty that faces co-variational accounts of semailtic content. The 
former is an attempt to analyze knowledge in terms of the co-occurrence of beliefs 
and the facts; the latter is an attempt to analyze semantic content in terms of the 
co-occurrence of linguistic or mental tokens and the facts. A difficulty for the latter 
is that, if tokens of R co-occur with distal events X, they also co-occur wit11 the 
proxiiuate process P that links X's wit11 R's. So, the result would be that the R'sjust 
as well represent P as X. See Fred Dretske, "Misrepresentation," reprinted in 
William Lycan, ed., ~ V I i n d  a n d  Cognition: A Reader (New York: Oxford, 1992), pp. 
129-43. The parallel problem I am raising is that, if the output of some belief- 
forming process Preliably co-occurs with X, that output also reliably co-occurs with 
instances of a reliable belief-forming process, namely, Pitself. Thus, the result seems 
to be that Pitself can give one knowledge that one is linked to Xby way of a reliable 
process, that is, P can directly give one knowledge that one knows that X. The 
general lesson to be drawn is that co-occurrence call obtain for a variety of reasons, 
and is of questionable value in understanding relations like representation and 
knowledge. 
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formed by reliable processes.'" assume that bootstrappiilg is illegit- 
imate. Roxanne cannot establish that her gas gauge is reliable by the 
peculiar reasoning I have just described. The challenge to NR is that 
it may go wrong here. On the face of things, it does improperly ratify 
bootstrapping as a way of gaining k i~owledge .~~  

To sort this out, we need to get clear about what the defect in 
bootstrapping is. I shall consider some possible diagnoses, in a point- 
counterpoint format: 

Point. It is obvious what Roxanne did wrong. Suppose the gauge 
had iiot been reliable. Roxanne would have golie through exactly the 
same procedure, and reached the false conclusion that her gauge was 
reliable. Hence, she does not know that the gauge is reliable. 

Counte7;boint. Say that if you like. But then you are really assuming 
that kiiowledge has to satisfy condition (4).  In other words, you are 
abandoning NR in favor of CR, and we have already seen that CR 
fails. 

Point. The problem with Roxanne's procedure is that it could iiot 
have possibly yielded any other result other than the one it did, 
namely, that the gauge is reliable. 

Counte~point.It is not clear that the putative defect really is one. The 
process by which I know I am conscious when I am is surely a reliable 
bne, yet that process could not return a verdict other than that I am 
~ o i i s c i o u s . ~ ~  

Point. Roxanne does iiot know that the gauge is reliable, because 
she reaches that conclusion by bootstrapping, and bootstrapping 
itself is ail uiireliable process. After all, you can apply bootstrapping 
to a great many underlying processes, some reliable, some not. Every 
time, though, bootstrapping will tell you that the uiiderlyiiig process 
is reliable. When the underlying process is unreliable, bootstrapping 
will yield the false belief that the underlying process is reliable. So, 
bootstrappiiig itself often generates false beliefs, aiid must be consid- 
ered unreliable. 

'"or definiteness, let us say that bootstrapping is the procedure that leads to 
beliefs, like (23), about the reliability of its underlying process. Bootstrapping may 
require that one be able to identify appropriately the uilderlying process by which 
one has arrived at a particular belief, and sometimes one may not ineet that 
condition.
"Richard Fumerton indepeildeiltly arrived at a somewhat similar point-Meta- 

epistemolog)' and Skepticism (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 1995),pp. 178- 
79. 

28 Sornethi~lg like this objection is raised by Williain Aston, The Reliability of Sense 
Pmel,tion (Ithaca: Cornell, 1993), p. 17. He does want to allow, however, that 
introspection couilts as a reliable process (p.  139). 
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Counterpoint. So far as I can tell, this is the best answer for the 
reliabilist to give, but it still seems problematic in various respects. My 
first worry is a methodological one. The response under consider- 
ation identifies the process leading up to Roxanne's belief in (23) as 
a tokeii of a relatively wide process type, roughly bootstrapping in 
general. The failures of other tokens of this broad type are supposed 
to discredit Roxanne's undertaking, and the belief that results from 
it. Such a response is dissatisfying because it is generally possible to 
find a process type under which a given process token falls, such that 
the token counts as reliable, just as it is generally possible to find 
another process type under which the tokeii falls, such that the token . A 

counts as uiireliable. There is no agreed-upon, principled way of 
identifying which is the proper process type to consider ill evaluating 
the epistemic status of a particular belief.'" 

The reliabilist herself may encounter some embarrassment oil just 
this score. One might describe Roxanne's initially going by her gas 
gauge as "forming a belief by an unauthenticated process," that is, a 
process one does not know to be reliable. By parallel with the argu- 
ment just given against bootstrapping, one might say that, if oiie 
forms beliefs by an unauthenticated process, often enough the token 
process oiie employs will be uiireliable, and one's belief will be false. 
Hence, forming a belief by an unauthenticated process is generally 
uiireliable, and beliefs that result from unauthenticated processes do 
iiot couiit as knowledge. Of course, the reliabilist rejects the demand 
that a process must be known to be reliable if it is to be a source of 
knowledge. She then has to find some basis for allowing the criticism 
of Roxanne's bootstrapping to stand, while rejecting the correspond- 
ing criticism of Roxanne's forming a belief by an uiiautheiiticated 
process in the first place. Otherwise, the reliabilist's charge of guilt by 
association may boomerang. 

Suppose we set this scruple aside, and accept that Roxanne's way of 
reaching (23) is unreliable. What makes it so? Where does the 
uiireliability enter in? It will be useful to compare Roxanne's boot- 
strapping with a procedure that really would establish that a car's gas 
gauge is reliable. Imagine that Catherine periodically uses a dipstick 
to measure the level of gas in the tank of her car, and she verifies that 

2g This is the well-known "generality problem," which itself raises difficulties for 
reliabilism. See Richard Feldman, "Reliability and Justification," The  Monist, LXVII 

(1985): 159-74; and Feldman and Earl Conee, "The Generality Problem for Relia- 
bilism," Pl~ilosopkical Stzcdies, XCIII (1997): 1-29. In preseilting my own objections to 
reliabilism here, I have tried my best to steer clear of problerns of this sort, allo~vii~g 
the reliability of the underlying process to be a matter of stipulation. But at  this 
point SLIC~Icomplications may be unavoidable. 
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the reading of the gauge matches that of the dipstick. Each time she 
does this, she comes to know an iiistance of: 

(21") O n  occasion t ,  t he  gauge is reading accurately. 

After enough repeated successes, we can agree, Catherine may know 
by induction that the gauge is accurate all the time, and she can 
properly reach the yet stronger (modalized) conclusion that the 
gauge is reliable. The crucial point is that this impeccable way of 
finding out that a gas gauge is reliable is identical to Roxanne's 
original procedure from a certain point onward. Both Catherine and 
Roxaiiiie infer that their gauges are reliable from beliefs of the form 
given by (21X). So, it seems that any lapse in reliability on Roxanne's 
part must occur in the way that she arrives at such beliefs. 

I11 each case, Roxailile deduces an instance of (21") from a belief 
of the form: 

(20") O n  occasioil t ,  the  gauge reads 'X' a n d  X. 

As I said earlier, it would be hard to deny that Roxanne's beliefs about 
how the gas gauge reads are reliably formed. And, by hypothesis, 
Roxanne's beliefs about how much gas is in her car's tank are formed 
by a reliable process. So, the reliabilist seems committed to the claim 
that when Roxanne comes to believe instaiices of (20*), those beliefs 
result from reliable processes. Given what has already been said, the 
only point left at which some defect can enter into Roxanne's pro- 
cedure has to be in her traiisitioii from instaiices of (20") to belief in 
corresponding instaiices of (21"). But, since any iiistance of (20") 
entails an iiistance of (21X), that instance of (21") must be true if the 
corresponding iiistance of (20") is! In that sense, there is no more 
risk of error with respect to the instances of (21") than there is with 
respect to the iiistaiices of (20"). So, it is opaque how proceeding 
from instances of (20") to corresponding instances of (21") turns a 
reliable process into an unreliable one.30 

Williams insists that reliability cannot be lost through deduction (op. cit., p. 
328),leaving hiill little recourse at this point. Now, the thought may arise again that 
it is possible for processes to be reliable severally, but not in concatenation. One 
might then say that the process that led to Roxanne's belief in (20) is reliable, and 
that deduction is reliable, but that the combination of the two need not count as 
reliable. Goldman provides good reasons, however, for distinguishing processes 
that are reliable simpliciter (more precisely, "belief-independent J-rules") from 
those which are conditionally reliable ("belief-dependent J-rules"). The former 
generate (largely) true beliefs given ~londoxastic inputs. The latter take beliefs as 
input, and will generate (largely) true beliefs, if their inputs are true. It seems to me 
that genuine deduction would be a paradigm of a conditionally reliable process, 
notwithstanding the logical errors made by subjects in certain experimental situa- 
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Let us also waive this objection for the time being, and permit the 
proponent of IVR to take refuge in the claim that bootstrapping is an 
unreliable process. Thus, her position will be that you cannot use the 
beliefs generated by some process to establish the accuracy or the 
reliability of that very process. Unfortunately for the reliabilist, such 
a response to the gas-gauge case disrupts the full-blooded, noncon- 
textualist antiskepticism that reliabilists often regard as a great virtue 
of their position. For, while bootstrapping may seem absurd when it 
involves someone's gas gauge, it has been regarded as a sound 
response to Cartesian ~ k e p t i c i s m . ~ ~  

'This answer to skepticism is basically G. E. Moore's vintage common- 
sense response, transposed and fortified by the addition of some early 
twenty-first-century reliabilism. It goes as follows. You know you have 
a hand. Your belief that you have a hand was formed by perception, 
which is a reliable process. Hence, that belief counts as knowledge. 
Now, the proposition that you have a hand entails that you are not a 
brain in a vat, deceived into believing falsely that you have a hand. 
Hence, you can deduce that you are not a brain in a vat from the 
proposition that you have a hand. Your belief that you are not a brain 
in a vat qualifies as knowledge, because it, too, is formed by a reliable 
process. At least, that will be so if deduction from a belief arrived at 
by a reliable process itself counts as a reliable process. 

The correspondence between this neo-Moorean argument and the 
rejected line of argument in the gas-gauge case emerges clearly if the 
former is reformulated slightly: 

(A) You know you have a hand .  
(B) You know that it appears to you as though you have a hand.  

tions. Goldman allows, as it seems he should, that a belief is reliably formed if it is 
tlie output of a co~iditionally reliable process whose inputs were the output of a 
reliable process or processes (Efiisten~ologi and Cogrzition, especially p. 83). Some care 
may be necessary here, but I think a reliable process theory must include some 
provision such as the one Goldmall makes. Consequently, I have difficulty envision- 
ing how the reliabilist can legitimately escape the difficulty raised in the text. 

31 For an outline and discussion of reliabilism as an answer to skepticism, see 
Goldman, Efiistemolog?' and Cognition, especially pp. 55-57 (though he couches that 
discussion in terms of a reliabilist theory ofjustification). The bootstrapping aspect 
of such a response to skepticism emerges clearly in Alston, pp. 12-17, and in 
Williams, pp. 327ff. Alston endorses it reluctantly and wit11 qualifications (pp. 
138-40). FVilliams mistakenly believes that his own view avoids tlie kind of criticism 
I have raised. It is also notewortl~y that reliabilists have embraced bootstrapping in 
mouliting an inductive defense of induction. See, for example, James \'a11 Cleve, 
"Reliabilism, Justification, and the Problem of Induction," in French, Uehling, and 
Wettstein, eds., Mid~uest Studies in Pl7~ilosoplzy, \'olume IX (Minneapolis: Mi~inesota 
UP, 1984), pp. 555-67; and David Papineau, "Reliabilism, Induction, and Scepti- 
cism," The P1~iloso;Di~icnl (1992): 1-20. Qz~nrterb,XLII 



RELIABILISM LEVELED 619 

(B) holds, because we may assume that your beliefs about how things 
appear to you are generated by a reliable process. Continuing: 

(C) 	Therefore, you know that your appearance of having a hand is 
veridical. 

(D) Therefore, you know you are not a deceived brain in a vat. 

For comparison: 

(A') Roxanne knows that her gas tank is f ~ ~ l l .  
(B') Roxanne knows that the gas gauge reads 'F'. 
(C') Therefore, Roxanne knows that, on  this occasion, her gas gauge is 

reading accurately. 

Thus, the reliabilist version of Moore's ref~ltation of skepticism sanc- 
tions the same kind of inference that created problems in con~lection 
with the gas-gauge case. Suppose we grant that the reliabilist is able to 
evade those problems by denying, either for principled reasons or by 
fiat, that bootstrapping can lead to knowledge. The upshot will be 
that reliabilism cannot provide a satisfactory response to skepticism 
along the lines just laid 

Let me return to the status of IVR in general. I have taxed that view -
for allowing bootstrapping to count as a source of knowledge, or for 
not being able to explain what is wrong with it. In the example given 
above, the crux of the matter came down to the status of beliefs of the 
form: 

(20'9 O n  occasion t ,  the gauge reads 'X' and X. 

and: 

(21:':) O n  occasion t ,  the gauge is reading accurately. 

It looked as though the reliabilist was committed to saying that 
Roxanne knows instances of (20*), but does not know corresponding 
instances of (21'k),even though she deduces the second from the 
first. Now, contextualism about knowledge might appear to offer the 
reliabilist a way out of this uncomfortable situation. The contextualist 
will say that our standards for knowledge rise as we think through the 
example. That is, the neighborhood Nwhich determines the reliabil- 

"One might think that the reliabilist can simply stand on the claim that we have 
perceptual knowledge of the external world, insofar as our perceptual beliefs are 
generated by a reliable process. M7e cannot, on this more minimal view, move on to 
knowledge tliat our experiences are veridical; tliat f ~ ~ r t h e r  step would allow for 
bootstrapping, ~rhich we have said is unreliable. One difficulty, among others, with 
such a position is that it is inconsistent with the closure priiiciple for knowledge. 
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ity of processes expands. At first, when (20*) is under consideration, 
worlds in which the gas gauge fails are excluded from N. The gas 
gauge counts as reliable, and Roxanne is correctly judged to know 
both conjuncts of (20*), and (20") itself. But overt consideration of 
(21") brings questions about the accuracy of the gauge into the 
picture, and worlds in which the gauge is wrong come to be included 
in N. In this setting, the gauge no longer counts as reliable, so 
Roxanne does not know that her gas tank is full. Hence, she does not 
know one of the conjuncts of (20*), and she does not know (20") as 
a whole. Nor does she know (21*), which she derived from (20"). 
Contextualism relieves the reliabilist's embarrassment of having to 
explain how reliability is lost in the course of Roxanne's deducing a 
proposition from another one that entails it. 

I do not propose to enter into a full-blown discussion of contextu- 
alism here, but I shall make two brief points. First, if the standards of 
reliability and knowledge can be elevated in something like the 
manner just described, then we almost never know explicitly that we 
know anything. \Ve also lose some seemingly impeccable first-ordei- 
knowledge. To see this, recall the example in which you believe that 
Omar has new shoes. Say that you reflect upon your episteinic situa- 
tion, and you believe that your belief that Omar has a new pair of 
shoes is the outcome of a reliable process. According to the contex- 
tualist revision of NK, considering the reliability of a belief-forming 
process expands the neighborhood iV so that the process no longer 
counts as reliable. It follows that once you reflect upon the fact that 
your belief-forming process is reliable, you no longer know that Omar 
has a new pair of shoes. A fortiori, you do not know that you know 
that Omar has new shoes. Recourse to contextualism of this sort 
would make both first- and higher-order knowledge very fragile, 
unable to survive virtually any reflection at all. Such a result is hardly 
a c c e ~ t a b l e . ~ ~  

My second thought is that adding a contextualist dimension to NR 
may be going to great lengths to save a view that does not want to be 
saved. I say this because a consequence of the contextualist maneuver 
is that, if it is possible to maintain low epistemic standards while the 
entire bootstrapping procedure is carried out, that procedure ~voulcl 
he successf~il. Roxanne could convert knowledge of how much f ~ ~ e l  is 
in the tank of her car into knowledge that her gas gauge is reliable. 

"T o  be sure, the contextualist schenle I have described is quite crude, and one 
might hope to find more satisfactosy accounts of when and how episternic standards 
get raised. But I asrl not aware of any worked-out proposal that would senre the 
reliabilist's purposes any better; see my "The New Relevant Alternatives Theo~y,"  
Philosofihicnl Pe~.sfieciives, XIII (1'399): 155-80, especially section 3. 



But, for the reliabilist, knowledge of how much fuel is in the tank is 
knowledge of one empirical fact, and knowledge that the gauge is 
reliable is knowledge of another, independent empirical fact. One 
should not be able to transmute the first into the second, as boot- 
strapping would allow one to do." To put the same point another 
way: suppose a change in epistemic standards of the sort envisioned 
does thwart or suppress the bootstrapping procedure. Still, the stan- 
dards' tendency to change would not eliminate the possibility of 
bootstrapping in principle or somehow make bootstrapping intrinsi- 
cally more acceptable. To that extent, whatever relief contextualism 
provides will strike the reliabilist as cosmetic, not real. 

ni. SOME CONCLUSIONS 

CR and NR, as I understand them, are meant to be general theories 
of what knowledge is. I have been arguing that both views encounter 
substantial difficulties when they have to deal with higher-level knowl- 
edge. CR allows: 

(10) You know that Omar has new shoes. 

but not the higher-level: 

(11) You know that your belief that Omar has new shoes is true 	(not 
false). 

IVR got into trouble with the gas-gauge case. A proponent of IVR has 
to say that Roxanne knows: 

(20) O n  this occasion, the gauge says 'F' and l? 

But if he goes on to grant that she knows: 

(21) O n  this occasion, the gauge is reading accurately. 

it appears that she can proceed to knowledge of: 

(23) The gauge is reliable. 

and beyond. This result is unacceptable, yet it is not clear how NR can 
avoid it. 

What lessons should we draw? First, these phenomena provide some 
reason-not a conclusive reason, but some reason-to endorse the 
traditional view that knowledge requires justification. The traditional 
view handles the problem cases with relative ease. First, it offers a natural 
explanation of why (1 1) follows so closely on (10). Good evidence that 

34 I suppose Roxanne also has reliable beliefs, and knowledge, about the outputs 
of the gauge. What she still lacks is any access to whether the gauge itself is accurate 
or reliable. 
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Omar has new shoes is good evidence that a belief that Omar has new 
shoes is tnle, not false. If you have such evidence (and you believe that 
Omar has new shoes, and your belief is true, and there are no Gettier 
traps), then you are in a good position to have the knowledge reported 
in (10). Moreover, given that you have this evidence, you are also in a 
good position to have the higher-level knowledge reported in (ll),so 
long as you recognize that you believe that Omar has new shoes, and you 
believe that your belief is true, not false. 

Bringing justification into the picture also helps to explain what is 
wrong with Roxanne's bootstrapping. Given the way the example was 
framed, Roxanne has no justification for (23), nor, I think, for (22) 
or (21). Ifjustification is necessaly for knowledge, she does not know 
any of these, which seems correct. What about (20)? Since (20) 
directly entails (21), Roxanne would be justified in believing (21) if 
she is justified in believing (20). If, as I claim, she is not justified in 
believing (21), then she is notjustified in believing (20), either. That, 
too, seems plausible. If Roxanne has no independent reason to 
believe that the position of the needle on the gauge is reliably 
correlated with how much gas is in the tank, I cannot see that she is 
justified in believing that her tank is full when she looks at the gauge. 
So the traditionalist can say that Roxanne does not know (20) or (21), 
since she lacks justification for both. There are no bootstraps for her 
to pull on. 

Thus, re-instating a justification requirement for knowledge does 
make it easier to explain what is going on in the gas-gauge case. An 
objection is bound to arise, however. I have as much as said that for 
Roxanne to know how much gas she has by reading the gauge, she 
needs to have justification for thinking that the gauge is reliable. This 
claim seems to invite a version of the regress problem discussed in 
section I. Suppose that, in general, justification for believing that X 
always requires justification for the belief that the process by which 
you came to believe that X is reliable. It apparently follows that 

A A 

justification for any belief will require an endless hierarchy of f~lrther 
justified beliefs of level ( N  + 1) as to the reliability of the way one's 
belief at level N was formed." But to say that justification sometimes 
requires reason to believe that one's belief-forming process is reli- 
able, as it does in Roxanne's situation, does not imply that justifica- 
tion always requires such higher-level support or supplementation. It 
is this second, stronger claim that creates the regress, and one can 
ref~lse to agree to it. Note, though, that one can maintain that 

33 Some coherentists cheerf~llly accept this consequence. 
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knowledge always requires justification, without maintaining that 
justification always requires fz~rtherjustification for the higher-level 
belief that the process that led to the formation of one's initial belief 
was reliable.3G 

In sum, reliabilism encounters serious difficulties in accounting for 
reflective knowledge, difficulties that might well be avoided by a 
justificationist approach to knowledge. The question now arises 
whether the weakness in reliabilism that has come to light is confined 
to its treatment of reflective knowledge, or whether there is some 
deeper, more far-reaching problem with reliabilism which vividly 
shows itself when reflective knowledge is under consideration. Cor- 
relatively, one might ask whether the only essential work the justifi- 
cation condition does is to capture the relations between lower- and 
higher-level knowledge. 

My own view, which I shall state but not argue for, is that the 
inability of reliabilism to account for reflective knowledge has its 
roots in a more basic deficiency. I take it that knowledge is a kind of 
human success. It is something we accomplish; we have to do our 
part. The justification requirement is an attempt to formulate what 
that part is. Reliabilism either loses sight of this aspect of knowledge, 
or tries, in effect, to substitute some kind of de facto alignment 
between belief and the world for the knower's own ~ontribution.~'As 
a consequence, reliabilist theories go wrong in their treatment of 
various cases, and these include the examples deployed above. Relia- 
bilism has trouble accounting for reflective knowledge because it is 
defective as an account of knowledge in general. A consideration of 
reflective knowledge shows that knowledge in general is neither 
reliably true belief nor belief that results from a reliable process. 

J O N A T m U  VOGEL 

Arnherst College 

"For such a view, see Alston, "Wliat's Wrong with Immediate Ihowledge?" 
reprinted in his Efiistemic Jt~stiJiccltion: Essays in the 'I'heory of Knowledge (Ithaca: 
Cornell, 1989), pp. 57-78. Another response would be to deny that tlie pertinent 
beliefs fall into the hierarchy of levels described in the text, setting off the regress. 
Perhaps first-order beliefs about how various mecha~iisms perform can justify beliefs 
about the reliability of those mecl~anisms, and about the reliability of belief-forming 
procedures that make use of those mechanisms. A view something like this was 
developed by Wilfi-id Sellars, "Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind," reprinted 
in Science, Per-ception and Reality (London: Routledge and Icegan Paul, 1963), pp. 
127-96. 

"So-called "virtue epistemology" seeks to do justice to the contributioli of the 
knower while retaining many of tlie central features of reliabilism. My impression is 
that the reliabilist component of such accounts prevents them from giving a proper 
treatment of the way a knower's mzdence figures in knowledge, but I shall not pursue 
that issue here. 
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